Kay Mercer
Executive Director
-~ Central Coast Agricultural Water

B Quality

The Central Coast Agricultural Water Quality Coalition represents farmers and ranchers
in the development and implementation of voluntary, cost-effective, producer-directed programs
to protect water quality in the greater Monterey Bay watershed."




_ Porigr € tbgne Water Quality: Controll Act ratified in California
=CVVAT— J* DES Program for Point Seurces

= CWA o rected states to develop plans to deal with Non Point
SO s (NPS)

R .‘__-\..._-

T’B_:.% rst: SWRCB NPS plan — not part of State Water Code

-l-l-_._—

- ::_-SWRCB legislatively required to develop guidance for NPS,
=— == ;_, 1mposed fees for WDRs and imposed a 5 year term on Waivers

f‘2004 ——NPBS Implementation Policy (3 regulatory vehicles for NPS are
- = WDRs, Waivers and Prohibitions

= 2004 — Reg 3 Conditional Ag Waiver
= 2005 — Reg 4 Conditional Ag Waiver
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-« Are in Public interest
~ Are Conditional

- Have individual, group or watershed-based
monitoring

- Reqguire compliance
- S5 year term
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Partlc:|pate In and pay invoice for the Cooperative
~I\/Ion|tor|ng Program

Management Practice Implementation

5 Implement Management Practices_as outlined in
Farm Plan

Its Alll About Management Practices!
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- Pesticide MPs
> Aclggiieipl fia yﬂy high
%0 a: it1on off
- JP / --""E
;gfmg and use of pest thresholds,

\
=
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: __L-,_L..j_; consideration of run-off,

= = Callbratlon and

—..__.rl-—-__z_.____

—— ~— Yearly pesticide training

s Variable rate of adoption across crop types had to do w/
design of storage, mixing/loading facilities and wells.
Orchard growers had lowest rate of adoption of these.

* | east adopted MP was use of bio control agents



= ‘F‘H:.-. ....-.- .-.:E.;-. i

igyish 3 Reéion 34&45‘.&%-

== ] - ==

2 CFiscklist SUrrfzley

Fertility I\/I Ps
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A EReN fairly high
SROVER 56 0f Total Acres
EGrop nutrient requirements are known and budgeted

;l?l'g‘_jation water Is tested for N and results are
= considered

= Solil is tested for residual N and results are considered in
- ___program
= ’:'_ Fertilizer equipment is maintained and calibrated

— Mixing and loading is done w/ low run-off hazard and

100’ from wells

e Variable rate of adoption across crop types for tissue
testing: only 21%b6 of greenhouses and > 82%bo of orchards
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| ] rrlqatlon VIPS
BEVVEISIEN /eJ_f_' _doptlon — Because of capital investments?
Grzlge ziplet '“"éietable growers more likely to adopt
Jrr]Jrlr'ej

mobile lab use - 1696 of all crops, 14.5% of
JfL.F al- Sa =

; ~|=§F —adepted MPs are

‘""Are published evapo-transpiration data used to determine crop
~— ~  water use?

-~ — Is the soil water-holding capacity known?
— Are records kept for each crop irrigated?

— Has an irrigation mobile lab system evaluation been completed
and system been calibrated accordingly?
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Sediiment Vianagement MPS
Adogiiag] vrrrJru widely across crop type

= 6% 01 _ores use hedgerows while 25% say it is N/A

= f)ﬁjo ‘acres have graded roads to minimize erosion
-‘—-;—S}.e of all growers said the water and sediment basins are
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— ~42% of acres utilize vegetative buffers between cropped
_areas along the lower edge of the farm and along roadways

- — >539% of all growers said that riparian buffers are N/A

— >60% of all grower plan to evaluate their MPs for
effectiveness thru photo-monitoring or water quality testing
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5 Grower r\vvrlrenew i) rJ :dl cation
- Caigliel estment Limitations
- erruu T"Ial Barriers

—Hem i ng

— rr od Safety
= SEEenflicting Regulatory Programs and
011C|es

— -,
a— m— _..-.-—

— ———=Food Safety/Water Quality
-~ — Endangered Species Act/FIFRA

— Food Safety/Water Quality/Aquatic Species
Protection
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srower Awareness and Education,

Coal]'t] SNEONIEY el Sulmmary:
SRNEI0% 01 respondents have made changes to their farming practices
'ro rwoon., Lo water quality issues.

o O- ’% r;Jfr- ‘e make additional changes to protect water quality.
SLQ/___ Counties Attitudinal Action Survey:

';Q. 90| ndents that had attended short course found:

—— i it easier to obtain: information regarding Ag Waiver compliance or
f‘f_z_.management practice implementation (69% as compared to 52%

_-..__-'
_'-
-.:-—-‘F'

-~~~ of non-participants).

~ = found that education was useful in determining what water quality
management practices to implement

(72% vs. 55% non-participants) and
® found that the Ag Waiver successfully promoted water quality
(63% vs. 53% non-participants).
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> Averelefs \/rJu o AG Produicts Seld pr Farm
SREnua Co ~$440K
— JrlmrrlB?lrrf% a ~$496K
=510 - $170K

SAVEEGE \ aiue of Crops Sold per Harvested Acre

= \/aﬁﬁr' ~ $9.7 K

_ — G anta Barbara ~$6.5
__wﬂi; - SLO ~$3.3K
".Kverage Farm Size
—= _'- Ventura — 143 Acres

~ -~ — SantaBarbara-524 Acres

— SLO — 568 Acres

* Santa Barbara and SLO County Grower Demographic
Distribution

— 79% of growers have less than 50 acres
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|nStitut Arriers

PerilEE mg
g arbara and SLO Counties are working
_ ]t coordination projects. Eighteen (18)
:;_n;;, sn H NRCS Conservation Practices are
#Eroposed for inclusion in the Project. They are
o “currently receiving comments on Initial
Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
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S[ol rr h Outbreak Investlgatlons
<e:,|11_r.ed u; housands of environmental samples

- Ome .rrrﬂﬁ ‘had DNA matches of:
catt ;feces on the ranch,
-J—_c g intestines from pigs found on the ranch

.b,

— 5..- * d surface water near the field
l__ *‘Wr’i\NJth

— = The outbreak victims and ,

-~ = The victims’ spinach

"\

e \We can not connect the dots to determine what is the
cause and what is the effect
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S~ B0rasiiel California lleaf Creen ProductsiHandler Varketing
r\grecrrwmr (L SIVIAYAVES formed YV embers ofthe tEV A are Workine
sl ElIOlEtIVEIY/ 10 protect public health by reducing potential sources

Of copnrteipg] m: 10n In Califernia-grewn leafy greens.

WigeIsiity 0
N eNaEieTIearly 120 handlers, representing over 99% of the volume of
Celllf rm’ leaty greens, have joined the LGMA.

= J'lhese | mpanles have committed themselves to sell products grown
=rcompliance with the food safety practices accepted by the LGMA

ki 'I"‘"v—_ Y e
c———50al o —

F:";'-‘IEGMA membershlp requires verification of compliance with the
_“ =z —aeeepted food safety practices through mandatory government audits.

e These food safety practices were developed by university and industry
- scientists, food safety experts and farmers, shippers and processors.

e Fourteen leafy green products are covered by the LGMA including:
What It Is not —

* A mandatory “scorched earth” policy. Third party auditors may impose
requirements more stringent than LGMA metrics.
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viehierey County RCD 2006/07 Survey — 600
Jrovvr\rg';ﬁ n 6 counties

OJ/J rvéh onded
__ __9_|__-J respondents have adopted at least

—
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f63% had received agency technical
assistance
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~ent-of Resck ~,_.;.=...-_ rowers Who Have

1 growers adopted more than one practice)

qn etland 6.1%0
'5 7%

'- on ’Reservow 30.2%0
— jilwater Recovery Pond 29.6%
4;'__’ = over Crop 72.1%0
7_.jf“.'Sfﬁrm Water Pond 38.5%0
= Filter Strip 36.3%

® Riparian Restoration 18.4%0

® Grassed Waterway 33.5%0

e Other 3.9%0
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as the impact to respondents?

of) due to deer tracks
e rejected b/c close to horse pen

J tuce/2 A mixed lettuce rejected b/c of
/ Salinas River water

rejec ted b/c of potential frog habitat

=] —5."-_' on Of fields rejected by processor if frogs, tadpoles,
:'f"--*:ﬁ ails, mice, etc. are found

— e . Hakaest stopped due to presence of frogs and tadpoles In
~ Cree

e Crop rejected due to deer intrusion
e |ost 25 A worth ($75K)

* Crop planted for processor along tree rows must have a
bare ground buffer of 100-150" b/c of foreign matter
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lost pomts on audlt reports b/c of non-crop

5 suggested removal of ponds or waterbodies
_;;_-"-" lost points b/c of presence of ponds or
Ud/es

* 39% % - suggested removal of wildlife

° 13% lost points b/c of presence of wirldlife

(89% of all respondents have adopted at least 1 measure to
discourage or eliminate wildlife)

Overall, 21.1%b of leafy green growers vs. 7.4%0 of other crops
growers have taken out environmental practices.
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rence called Co-Management of Food
y/Water Quality

_1-,_

t do we know? What don’t we know? What

r 5 he data gaps and research needs
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3)

4)
5)

ultlng Research Priorities

ﬁ T)" ID fate of pathogens caught in MPs

Characterize pathogen pathways during all phases of crop
production

Characterize the persistence of pathogens during growing and
harvest of crop

ID animals which are significant pathogen vectors

Specify proven practices that preserve food safety while
Improving water quality




Food Safety Guidelines
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Updated January 1999

The California Strawberry
Commission’s Food Safety
Program (SFSP)

Is designed to examine and
Improve safety practices, and
meet generally accepted
standards of Good Agricultural
Practices (GAPs).

The purpose is to further enhance
the industry’s commitment to
produce strawberries in a safe and
responsible manner and provide
the consumer with the highest
level of confidence that the
strawberries they purchase are
safe to eat.
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WilFotlel c environmental groups and regulators have
Oc'[]r—‘fl( 2 10 determine the connection between water
A Ly Ir provements and non-prescribed MP

_-JFQ:G mentatlon when the data indicates there are

Ver problems’?

s |t pOSS|bIe to do source characterization?

:I'here are shifting attitudes about other sources
e  Attempts will continue to pinpoint “bad apples”
e [ ocalized or State label changes
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B *re eur \Water Quallty and Food Safety
~ confiicts the canary in the mine warning us
of PIgger Issues?

’ e E = Y

OR

Are Water Quality/Food Safety/Habitat and
Wildlife Protection conflicts just a train
wreck that we have to fix now and avoid
In the future?
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== fattest man — 1234 Ib
IHow! long did it take him to get that way?
How long will it take to lose weight?



== Kay Mercer

e (805) 208-8039 cell
sbagcoalition@verizon.net
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