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Allen Green opened the meeting with a greeting to the attendees and asked everyone to state their name and who they are representing.  He thanked everyone for taking time from their busy schedules to attend this important meeting.

Watershed workgroups have been set up to administer the allocated funds, after receiving State Office approval.  The program will be implemented ten separate ways to best fit the needs of the watersheds.

He next called on Dennis Alexander, Assistant State Conservationist for Programs (ASTC-P), NRCS, Lakewood, CO.  Dennis gave a presentation on the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) and the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. (A PowerPoint presentation of this report is available).

EQIP has been reauthorized and amended by the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (2002 Farm Bill). Funding allocations will be distributed as follows:   ($ in millions)
	YEAR
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	EQIP
	$400
	$700
	$1,000
	$1,200
	$1,200
	$1,300

	GSWC
	$25
	$45
	$60
	$60
	$60
	$60

	WHIP
	$15
	$30
	$60
	$85
	$85
	$85


He discussed the primary statutory changes: 
·  Revised purpose: From “maximum environmental benefits per dollar expended” to “optimize environmental benefits” 
· New maximum payment limitation:  $450,000 per individual or entity for all contracts signed in Fiscal Year 2002-2007
· $450,000 Maximum Contract Limit
· No competitive bidding/buy down by applicants
· Payments can be made in the first year of the contract
· Allows producers to have more than one contract per tract at any given time
· New minimum length of contract 1 year after installation of the last practice
The National Priorities are:

1. Reduction of non point source pollutants
2. Reduction in soil erosion and sedimentation from unacceptability high rates on agricultural land
3. Promotion of at-risk species habitat recovery 
4. Reduction of emissions
State Allocation and Management:

The State Conservationist, with the advice of the State Technical Committee, will:

· Identify State priority natural resource concerns that incorporate National priorities  and measures
· Identify which of the available conservation practices should be encouraged with recommended funding levels
· Nature and extent of natural resource concerns at the state and local level
· Availability of existing programs to leverage the activities related to the priority natural resource concerns
· Degree of difficulty that producers face in complying with environmental laws
While this proposal explicitly recognizes National priorities and measures, NRCS will continue to rely on locally led conservation as an important cornerstone of EQIP.  Using a locally led process ensures consideration of the wide variability between and within states regarding resource issues, solutions, and limitations.   
· Using a locally led process ensures consideration of the wide variability between, and within, states regarding resource issues, solutions, and limitations. 
· Nature and extent of natural resource concerns at the state and local level 

· Availability of existing programs to leverage the activities related to the priority natural resource concerns 
· Degree of difficulty that producers face in complying with environmental laws

State Allocation Incentive Award

States demonstrating higher levels of performance will receive the additional incentive award funds based on the management decisions of the State Conservationist and the State EQIP implementation performance.
Performance Based Allocation

State Allocation Incentive Award

States demonstrating higher levels of performance will receive the additional incentive award funds based on the management decisions of the State Conservationist and the State EQIP implementation performance.  NRCS intends to fund most structural practices at no more than 50 percent cost-share.
NRCS is also proposing that the approving authority for EQIP contracts will be the State Conservationist or designee except that:

1. The approving authority of any contract that contains a structural practice with a cost-share rate exceeding 50 percent is the State Conservationist, and 

2. The approving authority for any contract with a total value of $100,000 or more is the NRCS Regional Conservationist.

Colorado Watershed Work Group Cost-share Rate Percent Recommendations

Grazing Land Practices





75% 
Center Pivot and underground  Drip Irrigation Systems 
50 %
(Rio Grande W/S






25 %)
Soil Erosion Control Practices




75 %
Wildlife Habitat Development




75 %
In-Stream Erosion Control Structures



50 %
(Rio Grande W/S with $25,000 cap



75 %)
Animal Waste Systems





75 %
Cost-Share Rates

· Cost-share rates for most structural practices will be set at no more than 50 percent cost-share except in the case of Limited Resource Producers and Beginning Farmers which will be established by the State Conservationist

· Setting cost-share rates and incentive payments that compare the environmental benefits with the economic return to the producer

Colorado Demand for Funding – EQIP 2002
# Applications                                  
6,269
$ Applications                    


$87 million


#Approved


1,012



$Approved


$15.5 million

Colorado demand for funding – EQIP 2003

#Applications

3,028

$’s in Applications
$81,275,468

EQIP Applications by Issue 
FY 2003
	 
	# Applications
	$’s in Applications

	Water Quality/Quantity
	1,217
	33,063,009

	Soil Erosion
	255
	3,613,594

	Grazing Lands
	618
	13,560,611

	Wildlife
	179
	2,034,003

	Animal Waste
	37
	3,078,535

	Riparian
	30
	682,188

	Forest Management
	3
	27,578


National Earmark Fund Applications   FY 2003
	 
	# Applications
	$’s Applications

	Salinity
	255
	11,305,223

	Mountain Ute
	2
	355,530

	Southern Ute
	4
	111,882

	Ground Surface Water Conservation
	428
	13,431,412


EQIP Applications by Funding Request Amounts

#Applications
$Applications

<$50,000


2,693


$45,135,041





$50,000-$99,999

218


$15,039,053

>$100,000


117


$21,101,375
Dennis next presented potential funding scenarios for FY-2003

1. Fund at cost-share rates recommended by Watershed Work Groups

2. Fund contracts based on $/s requested – 1/3 to contracts $50,000 and less, 1/3 to contracts $50,000 to $99,999, and 1/3 to contracts $100,000 +

3. Reduce federal cost-share rates to 50 percent for structural practices.  If matching funds provided for a practice/issue federal cost-share rates remain at 75 percent
4. Cap total contract size to $1,000,000

5. Annually limit the number of contracts to 1 per issue per entity/producer

Funding Example #1
· XYZ Watershed – Water quality issue

· Watershed funding $1,500,000

· 30 percent for water quality issue

· $450,000 available for water quality issue

· 173 applications for $4,561,314 for 5 field offices

Scenario #1

Funding as currently proposed, by ranking points only: 9 applications funded; 1 field office; 2 for one individual

Scenario #2

Funding by contract amount: 0-$50,000 = 6 contracts; $50,000-$99,999 = 2 contracts , $100,000+ = 1 contract, 1 field office, 2 for 1 individual

Scenario #3

Funding by contract amount, 1 contract per producer: 0-$50,000 = 5 contracts; $50,000-$99,999 = 3 contracts; $100,000+ = 1 contract; 2 field offices

Funding Example #2

· XYZ Watershed – grazing lands issues

· Watershed funding $1,500,000

· 30 percent for grazing land issue

· $450,000 available for grazing land issue

· 186 applications for $5,700,000 for 5 field offices

Scenario #1

Funding as currently proposed, by ranking points only: 4 applications funded; 1 field office

Scenario #2

Funding by contract amount: 0-$50,000 = 7 contracts; $50,000-$99,000 = 3 contracts; $100,000 + = 1 contract; 2 field offices

Scenario #3
Funding by contract amount, $100,000 per contract limit: 6 contracts funded; 1 field office
Potential Funding Scenario’s
Fund at cost-share rates recommended by Watershed Work Groups

Fund contracts based on $’s requested – 1/3 less than $50,000; 1/3 to $50,000 to $99,999; 1/3 to $100,000 +

Reduce federal cost-share rates to 50 percent for structural practices 

Other Funding Considerations

Cap total contract size to $10,000

Limit number of contracts to 1 per issue per entity/producer

Limited Resource Producers

NRCS proposes to use two criteria to define a limited resource producer or rancher:

· a person with direct or indirect gross farm sales not more than $100,000 (to be  increased starting in FY-2004 to adjust for inflation)
· And a total household income at or below the national poverty level for a family of four, or less than 50 percent of county median household income (to be determined annually), in each of the previous two years.

Reduce cost-share percent to the same amount we reduce cost-share rates for other producers.  If we reduce other producers 75 percent to 505 reduce LRP 90 percent to 65 percent.

Beginning Farmers are:
· The definition for Beginning Farmer (BF) or Rancher will be consistent with the USDA definition of that term under Section 343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act

· A Producer with farming experience of not more than 10 consecutive years

· All members of an entity must qualify

Propose to set cost-share rate at 10 percent over other established cost-share rates.
EXAMPLE:  If regular cost-share rate is 50 percent then cost-share rate for BF would be 60 percent
Animal Feeding Operations

Proposed policy for new and expanded operations

· Cost-share new facilities only when environmental issues requires relocation of existing facilities

· Cost-share only on existing number of animals in the animal feeding operation – producer would cover 100 percent of the cost of expansion

Animal Feeding Applications

$0-$50,000

25
$   718,546
$50,001-$99,000
3
$   209,805

> $100,000

9
$2,150,184


Animal Feeding Operations Cost-Share Options

· Adjust cost-share rates to 50 percent for all systems
· Adjust cost-share rates according to contract dollars – 75 percent up to $50,000; then 50 percent up to $100k000; then 25 percent over $100,000
· Cap contracts at $100,000
Implementation
Each watershed is allocated a percent of the state funds
FY2004 EQIP Funding to Each Watershed Based on Resource Needs
· Acres eroding above T
· Water Quality/Quantity – Acres needing treatment
· Grazing lands – acres needing treatment

· Number of animal feeding operations 

· Wildlife

Funds Allocated To Each Watershed Based On Percent of the Resources
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FY 2004 Proposed Program Timeline

Local Work Groups (LWG) 
Convened by CD in June and July.  Provide recommendations on – 


Resource issues


Percent funding per issue


Cost-share rates


Ranking criteria

Watershed Work Group

Convened by Watershed President, CACD and CSCB in August and September

Provide recommendations on 


Resource issues


Percent funding per issue


Cost-share rates


Ranking criteria, with minimum ranking scores

Ranking Criteria Technical Team – 

· Convened by NRCS

· Team members – NRCS, Technical Specialists from USDA State Agencies, CSU Cooperative Extension.

· Based on watershed information provided create ranking criteria by issue for each watershed.

State Technical Committee

Convened by NRCS – Between October 1 and October 15.
Provide concurrence and additional comments on funding and ranking recommendations.
Proposed WRP Program Changes

· Change current easement cost per acre cap from $2,000 to0 $3,000
· Remove cap on restoration cost per contract (currently $85,000 per contract)

· Implement $1,500 per acre restoration cost cap, STC may waive on a case by case basis

Farm and Ranchland Protection Program (FRPP)

· Requests for proposals – April 3, 2003 through May 19, 2003

· $100,000,000 – FY 2003 Funding

· Final rule currently being developed.

National policy calls for offered parcels to “---contain at least 50 percent of some combination or prime, unique and/or farmland of statewide or local importance… unless otherwise determined by the State Conservationist, who may approve a reduction in soil percent requirements.”

Colorado will observe the 50 percent minimum figure for cropland, but will use a 20 percent minimum for ranchlands.  Ranch land proposals that do not meet the 50 percent Important Farmlands figure will e considered for funding IF the proposal scores well, otherwise, and is favorably ranked.  Federal cost-share, in this case, will not exceed the average per acre Federal cost for Important Farmlands included in proposals funded in the prior year.

EXAMPLE:

A proposal for a 1,000 acre ranch is submitted with only 25 percent Important Farmlands.  It earns a high enough score to be highly ranked - - all other things being equal.

Total Federal cost-share desired is $500,000.  The Federal cost of the offered acres is $500,000/ (1,000x.25) or $2,000 per acre.  The prior year cost per acre of Important Farmlands in funded projects was $1,750/acre,  the maximum Federal cost-share on this project is limited to $1,750.

Following his presentation, Dennis, called for discussion and comments.
Discussion – 

Amount of funding and distribution of funds for each year.  Please explain.
Colorado River Watershed
If there is not a limit to the amount of funding, the smaller projects would not get funded and conservation would not get on the land.

Limit of contracts – no limit; Limit is on funding. There could be a problem if you discriminate.  

Gunnison Delores Watershed

If producer signed up for a project, as part of the project, other practices will be involved.  They do not cost-share the practice.

Response: No contract caps per acre.

Response by Allen Green –  We are being told it needs to be 50 percent and you will need justification for any exceptions above the percent stated.  

We know this may be unrealistic.  We had 33 participants at the Watershed Work Group Meeting, this shows people are becoming more involved.  Colorado River basin is over funded. Salinity is of high importance.  Endangered Species—important: need to dilute the water and keep on the land.  Need a compromise.  We are trying to get the most benefits to the farmer.  No real economic return for wildlife practices.  With all of the issues, we need more education.  Conservation district is being prepared to help educate local individuals and the public.
Response - Weed control issue – EQIP program is not set up for weed control.  There is other funding available to manage weed control.  You need to go to your congressional representatives and ask for funding for week control. This is the only way to address this is through other issues
Comment: Where are the funding dollars?    Federal, incentive to adopt weed control.
No state regulations, but state funds are not available.

Comment from Harley Ernst.   How can this be changed for an EQIP cost-share?  
There is no way you can, as  it is a national regulation.  The bigger issue is, it is a state law and all are required to work on weed control  

Response: Weed control starts at the national level, it is passed on to the state, then passed on to the county.  District officials need to get the funding locally.

Issue of grazing lands – Set plan to come up with a grazing land program to control the weeds.  If part of the problem is weeds, it can be worked into a request.  You cannot get funding for a straight weed control request.  Use the system approach.  We can  only address weed control through other issues.

San Juan River Basin Watershed.

No representative in attendance at the meeting.
Rio Grande Watershed 
EQIP – Recommending Water Quality 65 percent; Soil Management 10 percent; Range 15 percent; River Restoration 10 percent.  The Watershed is asking for 75 percent cost-share.

Ground and surface water program.
Cost-share rate at 50 percent for all practices.  350/Acre cap for irrigation practices

WHIP same as EQIP

Very interested in the GSWC part of EQIP.
Depends on snow and surface runoff.  With recent drought years we have been in a drought since 1988.  The levels of water is not sustainable.  We are mining the aquifer.  We cannot shut down the wells because of the economy.  Concerns for groundwater.
Response - This is required and it is not an earmarked program to the High Plains Project.  Funded exclusively last year.  We will discuss this later in my presentation and expand outside of the High Plains Project

Upper South Platte Watershed. 
Cost-share  rates 50 percent for all practices

Caps at $20,000 per field for terraces

130/acre to $15,000 per system for irrigation

$50,000 cap on SW

$35,000 cap on Wildlife

WHIP same as EQIP; cap at $35,000

How can we word the request to make it easier for the administer.  One contract for $80,000.  Response - Cap the practice.  
Upper Arkansas Watershed

Comments - WHIP – 50 percent

Cost-share 50  percent for all contracts; $35,000 cap
No comments or questions.

Lower South Platte Watershed

Comments: Cost-share 50 percent for all contracts; $10,000 for Irrigation Systems; $3,500 for improving system (center pivot); $50,000 for AQ; cap 150/Ac cap for Irrigations systems
WHIP – 50 percent with no caps

Response from Dennis.  Improving irrigations systems.  Where did the funding amount come from?  
Larry Hoozee. – renozzleing the wells.  This is considered as a practice.  To improve existing and new systems, $50,000

Dennis: How is the system defined?  
Comment: Pivot center pivot.

Response - What is the cost for a new system?  All systems cost around $60-70,000.  ¼ section.  NRCS does not cover cost of the power, or the cost of the pump.  Local electrical company provides some installation, but this is limited.  At least $5,000 for electrical, $45,000 for ¼ acre.  Installation of pivot system costs $40,000.  
Response: Cannot use EQIP for sprinkler or pivot on non previously, non irrigation land.

Unimproved flood to a pivot is the majority of the systems being funded 

Older systems to be upgraded, they would propose the $3,500 funding level. – renozzle and pump  to include $3,500 for both.  Per acre cap for irrigation systems -150.

Republican Watershed

Comments.  EQIP - 50 percent across the board for proposed cost-share rates. 
WHIP – 75 percent for all practices with no caps.
Response – Caps on wildlife.  This is a high priority.  we want ability to do more than one project.  Large landowners; this would allow them to have more than one project.  We also like good sized projects if we can.

Comment: Why not just do a $10,000 project cap per entity.

Response – we do have a list of species and we did not discuss this list, we need to identify and be more particular in targeting wildlife species in the project.  Refine cost per acre for drip irrigation.

Lower Arkansas Watershed

Comment: Main concern with rangeland discussion at the meeting was that the rangeland in their area is in such bad shape, 60 percent would help get more funding for conservation programs.  The other issues – irrigated lands.   Primary purpose is with rangeland.  Faced with severe drought for last several years in all counties.  Range grass notability at 50 percent.  Other lenders are not willing to assist.  Other resources have been depleted.
Farmers need additional cost-share funds to address these issue; banks will not support if less than 60 percent of cost-share.  Resources are at severe drought stages.  We have several large ranches and they are putting in managed grazing systems.  We did not go with caps this year to help with the situation.  It could be worse next year if we do not receive more water.

WHIP, we don’t have very much funding.  Just doesn’t work in this area.

Response - Dennis -  three  issues are identified.  Need to get back to the policy, Allen has to look at the cost-share as the state leader.  More conservation practices have to be cost-shared at 50 percent.  In the past, most were over the 50 percent cost-share of the practices.

Response - Allen Green – It may cost more this year.  Need to make sure we are trying to follow the baseline of 50 percent.  This doesn’t mean we cannot go over or below.  We need good justification if it is over.   We are trying to meet $80 million worth of requests; with less funding-- we need to maximize the conservation with the funding dollars we have.  More will have to come out of the individual’s pockets.  We appreciate the local Watershed Work Groups and their input.  We would like to look at the individual and offer specification/justification to go over 50 percent.  Majority of practices are at more the 50 percent or less.  We would like this group to be considered at over 50 percent.   May have to compromise.

Comments.  Range and soil erosion; some of the responses above 50 percent, cannot see immediate economic return.  Need to be consistent.  If above 50 percent, we will have strong criteria, if you cannot show the criteria needed, we will stay with 50 percent.

Response - Green - Trying to hold this to 75 percent, with the severe drought.  We have continuing drought.  Resources - - rangeland as bad this year as last.   This could be the justification.  Good climatic data would give us the opportunity to ask for 60 percent.

Response - Dennis – work with Watersheds that have higher recommended percents.

Comments – higher cost-share rate…looking at individuals, most cannot fund this level of cost-share.  If it is not an immediate benefit to the landowner,  we need to look at something different.  

Comment: Cathy McNeil.  Some cost-share needs higher rates on some practices.

Kept at 50 percent to get more practices funded. If there is no return to producer, you need to keep cost-share higher.  Animal waste, wildlife and animal feeding needs to be considered.  Need to keep rates as high as possible.

Response - Specific instances need to be higher.  Still get the funding and get practices on the land.

Raise cost-share rate if used with other funding.  If used together, the higher cost-share rate would be beneficial.  The Colorado River Salinity has been earmarked at 75 percent for local area from Federal, it is really 50 percent at the local level   

Comment: Tim Davis – Wildlife issues need to be addressed
EQIP rule has four priorities, identified is at-risk species.  State Conservationist to identify state priority natural resource concerns.  

Issue one -  Cost-Share Rates
Program policy states that cost-share rates will not exceed 50 percent for most structural practices.

The Lower Arkansas WWG recommended a 60 percent cost-share rate for all structural practices

The Gunnison/Dolores WWG recommended 75 percent cost-share rate for all structural practices
The North Platte/White/Yampa WWG recommended a 75 percent cost-share rate of head gates.

Wildlife only 6.9 percent attributed, this is not enough funding.  65 percent of the land in Colorado is private.  Need to address declining species on private land.  Need to know how Watersheds identified priorities and who supplied the information.

Response: All Watershed Work Groups included wildlife specialists in their group meetings.  

Davis - National priorities are important to state level.  How EQIP is going to be applied in the rule?  From hearing what I heard, 6.9 percent is not going to be enough to keep the problem in check.  We need to have the Watersheds readdress these issues and species.  Need to look at specific needs and keep in line with national regulations.  DOW will work with watershed groups to get issues resolved to balance mandates and try to reach a compromise.
Final plea is reevaluate priorities as it pertains to at-risk species.  What is their limiting factor?  What EQIP can do to address these issues?
Question:  what funds helps to save species?  All of these EQIP practices conserve the plant and soul of the community.  There is a weakness in wildlife presentation.  Representatives did not address issues to get the funds.  How can EQIP funds address wildlife?
Response - Specific practices can be done to address specific species. How to spend funds on at-risk species?   We need to work on this and if we can, include incentives and practices to address these issues.  There are practices that are wildlife specific.

Need to keep in mind that all issues in writing a contract can include wildlife practice.  They will compete with other issues.  We need to look at how many cost-shares we implement and are they getting the job done.

Comment: Need to capture how EQIP addresses at-risk species as per national priorities.

Response - Salinity issues will take care of some of the wildlife issues.  It is not our highest concern.  It is not left out, and is covered with other programs in place.

Comment – Cathy McNeil – we have such a critical issue with ground water and losing wetlands that we need to focus efforts on water and ground water that would directly benefit wildlife.  There wasn’t DOW representation at their workgroups even though they were invited.  We identified the most critical species.  We are aware of the need to address wildlife issues.

Comment - Bud Mekelburg– if the list of at-risk species list is in hand when setting up WHIP contracts, we could look at the issues and look at the best practice for that species.  Need to include at all work group meetings.  

Response - Dennis – we trying to get more wildlife support by addressing staff and getting more expertise on how to incorporate the wildlife issues in our practices.  More points are given for practices that address at-risk species.

Comment – Tim Davis – DOW – we understand the economics, if we work together on recharge practices; recognizing the benefits that when we do, projects they do, and  try to figure out what can be added to the project to benefit the wildlife.  Maximize the benefits we get out of the program.

Response - Dennis – at-risk species, it is our advantage to consider these issues.  
We will work directly with Watershed Work Groups to address some of these issues.

Use the State Technical Committee for considerations or recommendations.
Issue Two Maximum Contract Amount

The maximum contract amount allowed by the program is $450,000….  We have the option for lesser amount on the contract.  We received recommendations on contract limitations.  There is a big difference in two areas as to needs of the other areas.  Do we need to look at uniformity on the caps, or the lease as they allow producers flexibility?
These are the Watershed Work Group recommendations:
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WHIP

Upper South Platte
$40,000 Grazing Land, 
$35,00




$50,000 Animal Waste




$35,000 Wildlife


Lower South Platte
$50,000 – Animal Waste
None
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$50,000 Water/ Animal 
None




Waste
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$35,000

Lower Arkansas
None
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Comment – efficient management of programs seems to drive the cap on a contract.

How can capping a program be efficient in the program?

Response -   Dennis - The top three contracts were over $450,000.  We could address only one project if a cap is not in place.  With a cap, we can address more issues.  We can set an amount that larger producers would be able to get some funding.

Comment - Consistent or each Watershed set their own caps?
Response - EQIP rules tells us what we cannot do.  On silent issues we have flexibility to address issues.  We are looking for guidelines for caps.

Comment – Then set caps and leave them.

Response – Dennis  I signed 37 EQIP contracts for the districts: animal waste, WHIP, land and water issues, and irrigation.  You look at the complete cost of each, and at the amount, there are large irrigation projects out there.  The $50,000 cap will keep them in good shape to address all contracts.  Each watershed has its own needs in regards to caps.  

Comment – It is better to have one cap for the state.  $40-$50,000.  The Committee has discretion to choose projects that give the most for the funding available.  
Response – Dennis - Cannot go above $450,000 in any one contract, this is a National rule.

Response- Green -  We need to set some kind of cap.  Dennis asked for a consensus of $450,000 per one contract.  If most funds go to one contract, others in the area are not happy.  

Comment: The bigger the contract the lower the percent???  Is that possible?  Response - Dennis – Disparity caused that lower rate to a higher rate and can put us in legal problems.  A floating rate used last year only on animal waste unit.

Issue 3   Practice Caps
Dennis - Policy requires that we cost-share the most cost-effective practices to correct the resource problems.  In many-cases, producers chose to adopt a more expensive practice and over the additional expense.  Practice or cost/acre caps establish the “not to exceed rate.”  Practice  caps need to be uniform as we are proposing on contract caps.  We will need to sit down with the state conservationist and make some decisions on how they want to handle this.  
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Response - Practice Caps – should we also get uniformity on practice caps as we are proposing on contract caps?  Since we did not have any comments, we need to sit down with Allen and make some decision on how to handle the cap levels.

Where do we cap cost-share when costs are extremely high?   Where do we, as tax payers, support technology?  Trying to come up with (east slope/west slope) a responsible cap that we, as a federal agency, should set in place.  
Ranking criteria--these are the types of issues we deal with.  With cost-share programs to have someone not invest  in large costs, but keep reasonable.  How much efficiency can we afford?  What is reasonable for the tax payer to support.  How to optimize the funding?  West slope costs are higher than the east slope costs.
We are looking for uniformity across watershed?  Comments?  This is more complicated than indicated.  We need to take into account the type of crops raised.   It makes more sense to have uniform contract and practice caps.

Ground and Surface Water Conservation Proposal 2004
Continue to fund High Plains Aquifer at 75 percent, and 25 percent funding for other programs in the state.  Final decisions will be processed through local Watershed Work Groups.  We have to show how producers will accomplish a net savings of water.  If funds are spent, we need to provide a net savings in water. Document existing water rights.
The application must show how the producers irrigating from the surface or groundwater source will accomplish a “net savings” of water.  The proposal must demonstrate existing water rights and show how change in systems will result in net water savings.
Proposals from the Watershed Work Groups need to be sent to the state conservationist by February 1, 2004.  We will send a letter to the conservation districts and ask if there is anything else that needs to be considered before we roll it out state-wide. 
Comment: How much of that 2 inches will gain more points over the other system?  What net gains or savings need to be shown?
Response: Dennis – Combination of both, need to show that less water is being used.
Field,  farm,  watershed, originally farm.  Asking to be from aquifer or diversion so that the combination shows a net savings.

Response - Allen - In the ground surface and water program, a net savings needs to be shown. The regular EQIP does not have this restriction.  

Comment: Should we consider placing that same kind of requirement on non irrigation farms?
Response: If we cost-share we have to show net reduction of water usage.  Recharge projects qualify for the program, regular EQIP.  If you don’t have existing rights, we will not be able to assist you with the program.  Wildlife--we would help with augmentation.

Improve the irrigation system, probably increase production, consume more water, allow producer to better utilize the water on the land.  We will work on getting an application system ready for the entire state to use for Ground and Surface Water Conservation.

EQIP ranking higher points for efficiency.
Establish the net savings on a wet year as opposed to a dry year. Use an average for the water budget.  The encouragement of water savings gives more points.

Flooding is less efficient, this causes more wetlands. We are considering 25 percent in the state for existing practices.

Colorado River Salinity Control.

FY 2003 earmarked funds are $4.85 million.   This can only be used in the Colorado River Basin where NRCS can document that the practices being installed will reduce salt loading. Currently, NRCS funding is matched by the Salinity Forum.  Federal funding does not exceed 50 percent of the total cost-share to install practices.  Federal rate shown at 75 percent to reduce paperwork for local staff.  
Comment - A recently completed study shows that we can get cost-effective salt savings, salt reduction.  The cost-share is different.

Response - For every $ we receive, the Colorado River Salinity gives a matching percent.

Funds spent on salinity control is usually less than 50 percent. The reason for 75 percent level is to reduce paper work.  
Comment – Add “Arkansas River Basin”, what is being done for that practice?  We have a treaty with Mexico and that is why we have the earmarked funding for the Arkansas River Basin.  We need to accelerate our wildlife habitat funding for this project.  We need good projects.

Grassland Reserve Program

Applications



Dollars



Easements –  54



$103,006,947

Agreements – 321



$112,634,964

Funded




Dollars

Easements – 3



 $968,500

Agreements – 1



 $303,000
Dennis – We have a lot of interest in the program.  We are looking for larger match or donation.  We are presently refining the criteria for the management side.  The funding amount is a disappointment.  Hopefully the program will be expanded in the future.

Wetland Reserve Program – Program Changes

Recommendations and revised ranking completed by the Committee including representatives from NRCS, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Colorado Division of Wildlife, the Nature Conservancy, and Ducks Unlimited.
Changes:

· Revise ranking to bring in line with current policy
·  Remove restoration cost cap from contracts, however,
 any project with restoration cost exceeding $1,500 per 
 acre will require State Conservationist approval
·  Change easement cap from $2,000 per acre to $3,000 per
 acre for permanent easements and from $1,500 per acre 
 to $2,250 per acre for 30-year easements 
·  Request the state conservationist designate “Peat
 Wetlands” as a community of state wide importance and
  significance and then considering them as eligible without 
  other eligibility criteria applying
If you would like a copy of the ranking criteria, you have any comments, questions, or concerns you may contact Dennis Alexander.
Beginning farmers

The definition of a Beginning Farmer or Rancher will be consistent with the USDA definition of that term under Section 343(a) of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act.  Is a producer with farming experience of not more than 10 consecutive years.   All members of an entity must qualify.  

The proposal is to set cost-share rate at 5 percent over other established cost-share rates.  Example: If the regular cost-share rate is 50percent then cost-share rate for beginning farmers would be 55 percent.  Last year the cost-share rate was 10 percent above.  This is hard to document for the past seven years.  Cost-share for the practice cap will remain the same.
Response: 10 percent for Beginning Farmer.
Limited Resource Producers

NRCS proposes to use two criteria to define a limited resource producer or rancher: 

· A person with direct or indirect gross farm sales not more than $100,000 (to be increased  starting in FY 2004 to adjust for inflation) 
· And a total household income at or below the national poverty level for a family of four, or less than 50 percent of county median household income (to be determined annually), in each of the previous two years.
Reduce cost-share percent to the same amount we reduce cost-share rates for other producers.  Example: If we reduce other producers 75 percent to 50 percent we will reduce LRP 90 percent to 65 percent.  This is bases on county income.
Conservation Security Program

Response - Dennis – We now have the Conservation Security Program (CSP).  It will provide incentive payments to the best of the best conservation producers.  Can get a higher level of incentive payments for the Best Management Practices in place.  
Rule is to be out today.  To be funded at $3.77 billion, set by Congress  The question is how to roll out the program with a limited budget.  We are asking for some guidance on how to address this.  The ranking process will be wrapped up by mid-November.  Looking at a screening tool to rank as High, Medium, or Low.
Comment - What is time line for ranking  - 
Response - EQIP mid to late November.  Will use today’s input.  System to get a structure (screening tool).  Cost effectiveness needs to be considered.

GRP – We will not work on that ranking criteria until we have the new rule.  The rule will be issued some time this month.

Final rule--email Dennis for new information.

It is very critical to target funding for the critical areas.  Be sure to communicate with Dennis.  
Allen – won’t make final decisions until considerations are given to recommendations.

We appreciate Watershed working towards 50 percent level.  Look at each area carefully and make recommendations.  Encourage recommendations where important work practices to maximize the funding level and using other match programs.

 Contract cap – will have some kind of a cap.  Any contract over $100,000 needs to be singed by the Regional Conservationist (NRCS).  So far, this is not a problem; it may change.  That is a good reason to keep under the $100,000.  May look at some caps.

We will look at all concerns, and look at consistency for all watersheds having the same caps.  We will look at wildlife issues.  Accomplishments will raise the percent of funding.  
Comment: Need to expand the Ogallala program.

Callie Hendrickson:  everyone is invited to the CACD Annual Meeting.

Randy Loutzenhiser – we are utilizing NRCS and the funding is through the NRCS.  We also need to use other agencies for funding, please check this out and use all of these resources.

McNeil: Are there programs where conservation districts can serve as the vehicle in getting conservation on the land?  We are holding a meeting Wednesday at 10:00am; everyone is invited to the Rio Grand Headwater Land Trust Holistic Workshop, November 13 and14.  One of the topics will be Financial Planning.  We recommend that West slope and East slope have caps on funding.
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						Colorado River		Gunnison Dolores		Lower Arkansas		Lower S. Platte		N. Platte White River		Republican		Rio Grande		San Juan		Upper Arkansas		Upper S. Platte

		% of Funds				4%		4%		19%		10%		5%		18%		7%		4%		9%		20%

		IWM		$1,200,000		$48,000		$48,000		$228,000		$120,000		$60,000		$216,000		$84,000		$48,000		$108,000		$240,000

		% of Funds				7%		1%		17%		15%		1%		19%		0%		1%		1%		38%

		Animal Waste		$1,200,000		$84,000		$12,000		$204,000		$180,000		$12,000		$228,000		$0		$12,000		$12,000		$456,000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		19%		7%		8%		16%		6%		5%		17%		12%

		Wildlife		$1,200,000		$60,000		$48,000		$228,000		$84,000		$96,000		$192,000		$72,000		$60,000		$204,000		$144,000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		20%		5%		10%		13%		7%		6%		21%		10%

		Grazing		$1,200,000		$60,000		$48,000		$240,000		$60,000		$120,000		$156,000		$84,000		$72,000		$252,000		$120,000

		% of Funds				1%		1%		25%		11%		1%		30%		3%		2%		2%		24%

		Soil Erosion		$1,200,000		$12,000		$12,000		$300,000		$132,000		$12,000		$360,000		$36,000		$24,000		$24,000		$288,000

		Total Allocation		$6,000,000		$264,000		$168,000		$1,200,000		$576,000		$300,000		$1,152,000		$276,000		$216,000		$600,000		$1,248,000

		% of Funds				6%		7%		12%		12%		5%		14%		16%		6%		6%		16%

		IWM		$1,600,000		$96,000		$112,000		$192,000		$192,000		$80,000		$224,000		$256,000		$96,000		$96,000		$256,000

		% of Funds				7%		1%		17%		15%		1%		19%		0%		1%		1%		38%

		Animal Waste		$1,600,000		$112,000		$16,000		$272,000		$240,000		$16,000		$304,000		$0		$16,000		$16,000		$608,000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		19%		7%		8%		16%		6%		5%		17%		12%

		Wildlife		$1,600,000		$80,000		$64,000		$304,000		$112,000		$128,000		$256,000		$96,000		$80,000		$272,000		$192,000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		20%		5%		10%		13%		7%		6%		21%		10%

		Grazing		$1,600,000		$80,000		$64,000		$320,000		$80,000		$160,000		$208,000		$112,000		$96,000		$336,000		$160,000

		% of Funds				1%		1%		25%		11%		1%		30%		3%		2%		2%		24%

		Soil Erosion		$1,600,000		$16,000		$16,000		$400,000		$176,000		$16,000		$480,000		$48,000		$32,000		$32,000		$384,000

		Total Allocation		$8,000,000		$384,000		$272,000		$1,488,000		$800,000		$400,000		$1,472,000		$512,000		$320,000		$752,000		$1,600,000

		% of Funds				6%		7%		12%		12%		5%		14%		16%		6%		6%		16%

		IWM		2,000,000		120000		140000		240000		240000		100000		280000		320000		120000		120000		320000

		% of Funds				7%		1%		17%		15%		1%		19%		0%		1%		1%		38%

		Animal Waste		2,000,000		140000		20000		340000		300000		20000		380000		0		20000		20000		760000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		19%		7%		8%		16%		6%		5%		17%		12%

		Wildlife		2,000,000		100000		80000		380000		140000		160000		320000		120000		100000		340000		240000

		% of Funds				5%		4%		20%		5%		10%		13%		7%		6%		21%		10%

		Grazing		2,000,000		100000		80000		400000		100000		200000		260000		140000		120000		420000		200000

		% of Funds				1%		1%		25%		11%		1%		30%		3%		2%		2%		24%

		Soil Erosion		2,000,000		20000		20000		500000		220000		20000		600000		60000		40000		40000		480000

		Total Allocation		10,000,000		480000		340000		1860000		1000000		500000		1840000		640000		400000		940000		2000000
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