
 CCWQP 

 Third Party (3P) Work Plan Advisory Project 
 Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting 

 Meeting Notes 
Date: 11/30/2022
Time:        9am - 12pm 

 Format:  Hybrid: In person at UC Cooperative Extension,  1432 Abbott St, Salinas, CA  & Zoom 
 Meeting Materials  :  CCWQP Website 

 Welcome 

 Jodie Monaghan, Ag Innovations, welcomed everyone both in the room and on Zoom and 
 introduced herself as the facilitator for this Technical Advisory Committee meeting. 

 Hybrid Meeting Protocols 

 Because this is a hybrid meeting with attendees participating both in the room and remotely by 
 Zoom, Jodie went over some protocols for the meeting. While the public is invited to listen to 
 the meeting, comments or questions would only be taken from TAC members or their alternates 
 during the meeting. TAC members on Zoom or by phone were invited to submit questions via 
 chat or email to Gillies Robertson at  gillies@aginnovations.org  .  Comments from the public could 
 also be directed to Gillies via email at  gillies@aginnovations.org  . 

 Agenda Review and Introductions 

 Jodie gave an overview of the Agenda and reviewed the ground rules for the meeting. 
 Self-introductions followed. 

 Project Overview 

 Referring to a PowerPoint presentation, Sarah Lopez, Executive Director, Central Coast Water 
 Quality Preservation, Inc. (CCWQP), provided an overview of the goals and objectives of the 
 meeting, and provided some context and perspectives related to the Ag Order 4.0 Third Party 
 A  lternative  C  ompliance  P  athway (ACP) Work Plans for  groundwater monitoring and nutrient 
 management in the Central Coast. 

 During the presentation, Sarah discussed the following: 
 ●  The need to decide on a preferred approach for the ACP Groundwater Protection

 Formula.
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 ●  The minimum requirements for a 35% ACP Work Plan. 
 ●  The spatial units and definitions related to Groundwater protection Areas (GWP’s). 
 ●  An in-depth look at some examples for potential GWP monitoring equations, formulas 

 and approaches, including A-R = Discharge, Mass Balance, Spreadsheet, or mechanistic 
 modeling approaches. 

 ●  Considerations for post-root zone process and targets. 
 ●  The need for a formula/approach that takes into account the complexity of the root zone 

 nitrogen cycle, plus climate, land-use, crop-type, soils, hydrology and post-root zone 
 processes. 

 Groundwater Protection Programs 

 Tess Dunham, Attorney, Kahn, Soares & Conway, LLC, gave a presentation on Groundwater 
 Protection Programs (GWP’s). In her PowerPoint, Tess outlined details on the genesis of 
 Groundwater Protection Requirements, the primary GWP provisions, and how GWP provisions 
 were brought to the Central Coast Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP). She highlighted 
 some important distinctions between the Central Valley and Central Coast ILRP programs, 
 provided details on how growers will be incentivized to participate in the 3P Work plan process, 
 described the current legal status of Central Valley & Central Coast Ag Order provisions, and 
 discussed the timeline for implementation of the GWP requirements. 

 After Tess’s presentation, the following questions and answers were recorded: 

 Q:  How, if at all, will any of the legal challenges bear on formula development? 

 A:  It is hard to say until a decision is made by the court. Any decision for the Central Valley 
 process will have precedent, however the challenge was to the spatial definitions and how 
 they relate to anonymity, and not on the development of formulas. 

 In the Central Coast, if the ag partners are successful the decision may affect growers who 
 fail to meet the targets. If the Coastkeepers challenge is successful, it would probably take 
 away the Third Party Alternatives program leaving just the nitrogen discharge limits. None 
 of the current legal challenges should affect the development of the 35% Work Plan. 

 Q: Can we make some changes to the nitrogen application targets and limitations as part of 
 the Third party Compliance program? 

 A: The Ag partners have challenged those limitations with the argument that the Regional 
 Water Board does not have the authority to control how much fertilizer a grower applies. 
 One incentive for growers to join the Third party program is that instead of those limits 
 being enforceable legal limits, they are targets and are non-enforceable. 

 Q: Are you planning to file anything with the courts to stay the Ag order? 

 A: No stay has been requested by the Ag partners, yet because you have to show “imminent 
 harm” and it would be hard to show those harmful effects on the given timeframe. 

 Q: In the alternative compliance program, you are expected to get a 300 target? 

 A: Yes. We had proposed 500 & 400, but the Regional Board said they wanted the 300 target. 
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 There is a provision in the order that before the 300 target goes into effect, the Regional 
 Board is supposed to reevaluate the target’s viability based upon technology and what we 
 know at that time. The Regional Board has until 2027 to do that revision before the order 
 goes into effect in 2028 for all growers. 

 Approaches to an Alternative Compliance Pathway. 

 John Dickey and Kenneth Miller from Formation Environmental made a presentation on possible 
 approaches to an Alternative Compliance Program. The PowerPoint presentation provided an 
 overview of requirements for areas, formulas, values and targets, suggested criteria for 
 evaluating alternative approaches, gave some examples and comparison of various approaches, 
 and detailed the practicalities associated with a detailed assessment framework. John also 
 discussed Formation Environmental ’s role in the process: to support and inform the 
 decision-making process regarding the ACP technical approach, to describe and evaluate 
 alternative approaches to Formulas, Values, and Targets, and to draft the 35% ACP Workplan. 

 The following questions were taken after the presentation: 

 Q: How do the groundwater protection targets inform grower decisions? 

 A: A-R can help inform practice decisions on the ranch level, and in conjunction with the GWP 
 and ACP can help provide larger scale data. 

 Q: Can we take a phased approach to the Work Plan instead of jumping into a complex process 
 right away, given that the Regional Board has provided a simple option in A-R? 

 A: The time to explore the formulas with the 35% work plan is now as there is no additional 
 time to test or explore other options. Phasing is not currently part of the Ag Order as the 
 formulas need to be submitted with the 35% work plan. 

 Q: If SWAT (or another complex model) is used, what resources would be given to growers to 
 help them calculate the “R”, given the varied denitrification processes in the system? 

 A: Normally in regulatory settings, the denitrification losses are estimated based on professional 
 judgment and previous studies and applied to the area in question. 

 Q: What is the value in the SWAT (Soil and water Assessment Tool) model? 

 A:  We can present the growers with SWAT as “the best we can do” to help them reach the 
 targets. Once a model is set up and calibrated, different scenarios can be inputted without 
 actually implementing field tests. 

 Q: Why wouldn’t we go with the SWAT model? 

 A: If we go with something in between the simple A-R & SWAT, you are limited to data and end 
 up filling in the gaps with something less comprehensive than SWAT. Cost could be a factor. 

 Q: Are there concerns about assumptions etc. of the SWAT model related to the process-based 
 model? 

 A: If we don’t go with the SWAT model, we have to scour literature to justify the limits and 
 targets we are aiming at. 

 Q: SWAT was modified to meet Central Valley conditions, would it need to be modified to meet 
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 Central Coast conditions. How extensive and complicated would those be? 

 A: The SWAT model wouldn’t need to be set up before the 35% work plan in April. We would 
 have to propose a “modified” SWAT model. It wouldn’t actually be modified – it would be 
 identifying and inputting regional data and calibrating it to be as accurate and attributable as 
 possible. Setting up SWAT isn’t substantial, but we would need to start now (ish). 

 Q: Can we use the complex modeling system to set up a simplified “spreadsheet” type system? 

 A: We need to assess what is achievable in the short timeline we have and that includes doing 
 our due diligence and assessing all the alternatives. Preservation Inc does not have a position 
 on any of the alternative tools at this point in time. The scope of the Environmental 
 Consultants includes an assessment of all the potential modeling and assessment tools. 

 Q: Are there synergies between the GW needs and Surface water expertise that already exists 
 through SGMA? 

 A: The Ag Order (GW) is more robust than SGMA so is not entirely reliable. We could potentially 
 use existing hydrological models. 

 Q: If we go with SWAT, there are obvious next steps. How would we go about designing a more 
 simplistic model? 

 A: If we don’t begin with a complex model, we may not be able to add new components. 
 However, we can remove components if deemed unnecessary later on in the process. If we 
 use a simplified model, you are generalized and there is some uncertainty and if that is the 
 case the Regional Board is likely to be more conservative with a safety factor and margin of 
 error. 

 Q: Knowing the higher resolution and greater accuracy of the SWAT model, is there another 
 option that is better than the A-R model? 

 A: No. A-R gives growers a good management pathway, however SWAT gives good, existing 
 nuance to the process. 

 Q: Is there data we can see from the Central Valley to help inform our decision? 

 A: No – except there are parameters we can use and adapt to the Central Coast. The results of 
 A-R and SWAMP assessments carried out in the Central Valley were taken at the Township 
 level and varied significantly. 

 Discussion on Approach 

 Jodie asked the group if there were any last thoughts on the various approach options available. 

 The following comments were recorded: 

 ●  No reason not to pursue the SWAT – cost prohibition aside, it has higher benefits. 

 ●  Are there scientifically defensible simple models that could be used? 

 o  Early model comparisons (water quality, root zone) pushed the decision toward 

 SWAT due to the scalability of that model. 

 o  Public investment in SWAT has been high. Was run in comparison with Hydris but 

 it is not scalable like SWAT and is not dynamic. 
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 o  SWAT may be the best thing we have available and would give us a better dataset 

 of our complicated system. 

 ●  The Regional Board may not agree with a phasing approach given their past position. 

 Therefore I would also support the SWAT model. 

 ●  The complexity of SWAT is beneficial. There would be issues with any model but overall I 

 agree with the use of the SWAT model. 

 ●  Use caution as once the decision is made, it is set and we may not like what we hear 

 from others further down the road. 

 Next Steps and Wrap Up 

 ●  Sarah thanked everyone for attending and presenting to the group. 

 ●  The Stakeholder Advisory Committee is scheduled for  12-7-2022 at the San Luis Obispo 

 Farm Bureau Office. 

 ●  Stakeholder Advisory Committee will receive a truncated version of today’s information. 

 ●  Sarah welcomed offline feedback in the interim between meetings. 

 ●  Preservation Inc. will be preparing for Mid-January meetings and will continue to work 

 behind the scenes to assess the different approaches which will hopefully allow for a 

 more informed report in January. 

 Attendees: 

 TAC Members: 
 Michael Cahn, UCCE 
 Kyle Monper, Driscolls 
 Richard Smith, UCCE 
 Dennis Lebow, Grower 
 Pam Silkwood, Taylor Farms 
 Randy Sharer, Grower 
 Jennifer Pensky, Ph.D. Candidate, UCLA 

 Advisory: 
 Tess Dunham, Kahn, Soares & Conway, LLC 
 John Dickey, Formation Environmental 
 Kenneth Miller, Formation Environmental 

 Project Team: 
 Sarah Lopez, Preservation Inc. 
 Ryann DiBasilio, Preservation Inc. 
 Jodie Monaghan, Ag Innovations 
 Gillies Robertson, Ag Innovations 
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