Cutreach and Monitoring in Key Watersheds
The Ag Committee has reviewed and approved a

comprehensive program to learn more about water quality
patterns, usage and consequernces in six key watersheds in the
Central Coast. These watersheds, Orcutt-Solomon Creek in
Santa Barbara County, Oso Flaco Creek in San Luis Obispo
County, Quail and Chualar Creeks in Monterey County, San
Juan Creek in San Benito County and Llagas Creek in Santa
Clara County, already the location of an existing CMP
monitoring site, will now have a suite of additional
monitoring and practical training for area farmers.

Upstream Monitoring: At cach of the six watersheds
CCWOP will establish 3 or 4 upstream sites, a total of 20
locations, to monitor water on a temporary basis for ore year.
We will also sample at 12 other sites.to improve our
knowledge of water quality, or to sample water in areas not
previously part of the CMP, for 32 total sites. Each location
will be sampled monthly using the same procedures as tae
existing 50 permanent CMP sites. We will also conduct four
tests for toxicity, based on known downstream results from
prior years. This will meet the Ag Waiver obligations for
follow-up and provide local farmers with better information
on the sources of pollution.

Continuous Flow Monitoring: This is an innovative

.roject to measure water flows, discharge, every 15 minuies
or 6 months at, or near, the CMP site in the six watersheds.
We presently sample flows one time each month, giving us a
snapshot of water in each creek. No one knows if this is
representative of water flows through the course of the day.
Most likely it is not. Afier all how much irrigation is going
on at 2 a.m.? On the other hand it is bad math to take a
monthly sample at 2 p.m. and assume it is like that 24 hours a
day, every day.

Outreach and Practical Training: CCWQP is
organizing watershed specific outreach and practical
education in the six watersheds. Each session will use the
new upstream and fiow monitoring to give a clear view to
farmers of the water quality and quantity issues in their
drainage. This will be combined with discussions by our
outreach partners, who will have specific knowledge of the
area and crops. These partners from UC Davis, NRCS,
UCCE, RCD, ete., will be able to make farm specific
suggestions on how you can improve the quality of the
irrigation water running off of your fields. This is no milk
and cookies classroom stuff] it is real world information you
can take home and use.
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Budget and Finance: The Ag Waiver (MRP)
mandates that the CMP include follow-up with a cap of 25%
of the cost of the permanent ambient monitoring program (50
sites). CCWQP has approached this obligation by applying
the total accrued for follow-up based on the cost of the CMP
sites for 2006, 2007 and 2008, to a follow-up project during
2008 and the first half of 2009, giving us greater resources for
broader follow-up. The first year, 2005, was fully funded by
two Region 3 grants, which also paid for the follow-up
program conducted in 2006-07, organophosphate monitoring
at the 25 initial sites (see next page).

CCWQP destred clarificafion of few unceitainties in the
MRP requirement for the 25% follow-up which were
resotved with a letter from Roger Briggs, Executive Officer,
CCRWQCB. He wrote:

“Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) No. R3-2004-
0117 specifies that an amount not to exceed 25% of the
annual monitoring budget (excluding staff and
administrative costs) shall be set aside for foliow-up
monitoring, to further characterize problem areas and to
betier understand sources of impairment. Althcugh the
MRP does not specifically mandate that the 25% be spent
the following vear, we believe it is important to conduct
follow-up annually, in order for the data collected to be
most relevant. Because the program was new, and
protocols for follow-up were still being developed, we
allowed latitude in this respect for 2006-2009; as a result,
the Cooperative Monitoring Program will have combined
the 25% budget amounts for several years, resulting in
three large follow-up projects. For the future, we expect
that follow-up will occur annually. If Preservation Inc.
pravides strong technical arguments indicating a different
time length is beneficial for specific follow-up monitoring
projects, Water Board staff will consider
modifications of annual follow-up monitoring on
a case-by-case basis.”

The contracts with the research Jabs, Larry
Walker Associates and UCSC, for the CMP over the  *
three years, 2006, 07 and 08, average $812,00 per year. If
this is used as the basis for projecting the 25% annual follow-
up budget CCWQP should spend about $203,000 per year
commpencing in 2010,

As Mr. Briges points out, the follow-up for the years
2006-2009 is consolidated, and has been funded by the Prop
40 grant. The state is providing $499,500 through this grant,
with a match of $505,000. This amount will exceed the 25%
requirement of the MRP and the grant requirements increase
the scope of work required. On the other hand, the grant
reduces the amount of money growers need te pay to operate
the CMP, ollowing CCWQP 1o keep participation fees stable,
even with the additional grant objigations.
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