

This document highlights the status of the quality assurance process in Colorado for fiscal year (FY) 2010. The quality assurance process continues to evolve, this past year we saw significant progress in the implementation of our statewide quality assurance plan. 

Background: The findings are based on the 2nd level component of our states quality assurance plan, this level requires that two offices per area be reviewed annually and look for common trends. The reviewer’s findings are captured below.

Number of items reviewed: 173

	CTA: 35 	
	EQIP: 60
	WHIP:  8
	CSP:	2
	PL566: 3
	WRP, FRPP, GRP: 4
	CRP: 19 
Cultural resources: 18 
	Operations: 24

Commendable:
The Multi county civil engineering effort appears to be functioning at a high level.

We continue to sustain on our cultural resource review and implementation.

Field Recommendations:
· Recommend that Field offices with PL 566 Dams add an item to their QA plan indicating that they will verify annual O&M inspections are completed by the county, that any necessary O&M work is done on a timely basis, and that the O&M agreement be reviewed with the sponsor occasionally to identify if there is a need for any changes.  O&M reports shall be forwarded to the State Conservation Engineer for inclusion in the NRCS dam inventory database.
· Utilize the vegetative practice checklist, and would also ask that you make full use of the multi-office range conservationist in your area in providing review assistance.
· Recommend the field office QA plan be revised to identify use of several specialists to spot check different aspects of engineering work, in a manner similar to what is done with ecological science practices and conservation planning.  An example of this would be to ask additional state level specialist to perform reviews.
· Conservation planning will also be an item that will be required as a reviewable item in your Quality Assurance plan. I will ask that you utilize the conservation planning checklist as a guideline for your assessment.
· Each office completes the handicap accessibility checklist and file under 230-16-5. 
· Suggest adding an item to the QA plan indicating “Employees Development Plans and training requests will be done in accordance with current Colorado policy.”  
· Make sure to complete all job sheets and forms for planned and applied practices to determine whether the producer is applying what we planned.
· Field Offices continue to do well at completing Cultural Resources requirements.
· Continue to work on Overdue clean up in PRS for the Field Office.   
· Ensure that you receive a report from all reviewers.
· Ensure that you have corrected any action items and document your actions.
· Make sure all needed map labels are added.
· Complete all required documentation for conservation compliance reviews and write tech note accordingly.

Area Recommendations:
· Continue to provide solid feedback on Quality Assurance plans.
· Ensure that ADA checklists are complete and up to date and filed under 230-16-5.
· Ensure that Civil Rights Reviews are on schedule.
· Area engineers must ensure that Job Approval authorities are up to date.

State Recommendations:
· The adjustment to Conservation Planning certification will be implemented in FY2011.
· On engineering checks we will be making a number of adjustments to the Quality Assurance plan to include Spot Checks in our Quality Assurance process to eliminate duplication of efforts. You will see a bulletin on this within the next few weeks.
· Developing further guidance on how to better manage the customer service toolkit applications.
· Evaluating the use of a Conservation Planning template that was developed to identify and document the first 8 steps of the planning process. 
· Vehicles and equipment are in good repair.
· Need to develop additional Rangeland Management Support.


Listing of Findings

Conservation Plan:
· 10 contracts lacked planner certification on conservation plan. (7 offices)

· Conservation plan was not included in contract folder. (2 offices)

· 5 contracts lacked Conservation Assistance Notes (NRCS-CPA-6). (3 offices)

· 10 plans were not stamped with a certified planner stamp. (6 offices)

· Conservation plan contained significant duplication of forms (blank and completed forms in different locations within the folder) (5 offices)

· Field office needs to develop more extensive technician notes to supplement the preprinted routine notes. (5 offices)

· Case file folders were not consistently organized. (4 offices)


Contracts:
· Contract modified twice but only modification 1 was present in contract folder. (5 offices)

· 8 contracts lacked or had very little correspondence to participant. (3 offices)

· 14 contracts lacked job sheets, worksheets, designs & drawings, practice specifications or reference sheet, and cultural resources review. (6 offices)

· 8 contracts did not have a CCC-1200 Appendix signed by client or did not have a current appendix. (5 offices)

· 3 contracts did not have an SF-1199A Direct Deposit form on file. (3 offices)

· 2 contracts did not have the contract agreement signed by the COC. (2 offices)

· 2 contracts lacked documentation of compliance with HEL/WC provisions (AD-1026). (2 offices)

· 4 contracts lacked updated soils descriptions. (3 offices)

· Operation and maintenance plan or statement in assistance notes was not listed in plan. (3 offices)

· Application ranking worksheet was not signed by participant. (1 office)

· 1 contract lacked practice O&M agreements. (1 office)

· 5 contracts lacked copies of revision/modifications AD-1156, or lacked basis for modification or did not have client signature. (1 office)

· 2 contract did not have any NEPA documentation. (1 office)

· 2 contracts did had invoices/receipts scattered throughout the case file and not attached to a specified CIN. (2 office)

· 1 contract lacked signature authority and printed name was different than signature name. (1 office)

· 1 contract lacked O&M agreement. (1 office)

· 1 contract lacked documentation for Grazing system plans and prescribed grazing. (1 office)

· Plan maps lacked required information (landuse, field numbers, acreage) (1 office)

· Seeding recommendations job sheet was not used. (1 office)

· Pothole blasting contracted and component is not in the cost docket (1 office)


CPA -52
· CPA-52 Environmental Effects worksheet not included in plans (2 office)

· CPA-52 noted losses to wildlife habitat but loss was not quantified (1 office)

Engineering:
· Design computations and drawings were not initialed as checked. (1 office)

· NRCS-CPA-6 Conservation Assistance Notes were lacking or construction operations and communications with landowner and contractor. (1 office)

· No check out notes or designs for practices 516, 614, 430DD, 442, 633 and 587 in 2 plans. (1 office)

· Engineering survey notes and designs were absent documenting structural practices in contracts. (3 offices)

· 2 contracts did not have any practice check out notes or certification notes. (1 office)

WHIP

· WHIP contract had 2 different plan maps (2 office)

· 645 incentive payments made fewer than 2 WHIP contracts (2 office)

· 645 reported when model showed <0.5 in the after condition – which doesn’t meet NRCS standard and quality criteria (1 office)

· EQIP contract targeted mule deer habitat (brush management), however sage grouse a state species of concern was not evaluated. (1 office)


Irrigation Water Management:
· IWM documentation is marginal it did not provide information about client record keeping, methods of planning when & how to irrigate, water use, timing relative to crop needs. (2 offices)

· 4 contracts did not have an IWM plan. (3 offices)

· Various spreadsheets that support salinity ranking and IWM have inconsistent information on plant ET use and effective precipitation (2 offices)

· IWM was required, but the required documentation was not present.  (1 office)

· Discussions with the Field Office staff indicated a need for additional training,   particularly in the use of IWM planning tools.  Some confusion exists on exactly  
      what is needed to prepare an IWM plan due to the special circumstances in Area    (1 office)


Other:
· 2 contracts NRCS-CPA-13 Annual Status Review not signed. (1 office)

· There was some variation in the forms and tools used to plan and document    


Randolph Randall
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