State Technical Committee

June 28, 2004

Forest Service Auditorium
Allen Green, State Conservationist, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) extended a welcome to those in attendance.  He asked everyone to give an introduction and who they are representing.  (list of attendees attached)
Allen next discussed the purpose of this committee and stated that the member’s input and recommendations were very important.  During this meeting we will discuss the Grassland Reserve Program (GRP).  We have tough decisions to make.  In all the conservation programs, the interest is larger than the available funding.  We will discuss how to orient that program (GRP) and use as efficiently as possible.  We will be looking at some options on how to run the program in Colorado and we welcome your recommendations and input.

This year Colorado will not be participating in the Conservation Security Program (CSP).  We are scheduled to participate in this program next year.  Today we will be giving an overview of the program and will be asking for your input to implement the program.
Dennis Alexander, Assistant State Conservationist-Programs (ASTC-P) presented the Grassland Reserve Program (GRP) as follows:  The interim final rule is published in the Federal Register; public comments will be taken through July 20.  Direct your comments to Richard Swenson, Director, Easement Division, USDA, NRCS, PO Box 2890, Washington, DC 20013-2890 or email comments to: richard.swenson@usda.gov .

The GRP program’s objectives include preserving native and natural grasslands and shrublands, protecting grasslands from conversion, support grazing operations, and maintain plant and animal biodiversity.

The program will be jointly administered by NRCS and Farm Services Agency (FSA).  NRCS will provide Technical Assistance (TA), the ranking criteria, and the easement administration.  FSA will provide the rental agreement administration and financial assistance.  A minimum of 40 acres needs to be offered for enrollment.  The NRCS STC has authority to take smaller tracts or require larger acreages.

Eligible lands include grasslands, land that contains forbs, shrubland, or land that historically has been dominated by grassland.  The program will emphasize protection of native species and must be agricultural working lands – grazing operations.  Landowners are subject to Adjusted Gross Income and HEL/Wetlands provisions of the Farm Bill.  

The enrollment options are permanent, 30 year easements, 10 year, 15 year, 20 year, and 30 year agreements.  Restoration agreements are available only with easements and agreements.

All enrollment operations permit grazing that maintains viability of the grassland, haying, mowing, and harvesting for seed production.  These operations are subject to certain restrictions during the nesting season.  Production of crops (other than hay), fruit trees, vineyards, or any activity that requires breaking the soil surface except for appropriate land management is prohibited.  

Funding for this program is limited.  There is a two million acre nation-wide cap for the life of the Farm Bill.  60% of the funding is for easements and 30 year agreements.  40% of the funding is for other agreements.

The proposed national allocation formula to states includes acreage of grassland, the number of livestock operations, biodiversity, and the landowners demand (25% of the funding).  The ranking/enrollment state options include the option to enroll smaller/larger parcels of land, the option to establish “ranking pools”, and the option to limit availability of the program to limited geographical areas.

The Colorado enrollment/ranking options are: 
1) Offer the program state-wide with strong emphasis on the threat of conversion from “35-acre” land subdivisions that fragment grassland, threat of conversion to cropland or other agriculture uses, acreage that offers highest animal plant diversity including Short grass prairie, Sand sage, Sage brush steppe, Sagebrush wet meadow complex; 
OR

2) Offer the program to limited geographic areas.  Areas would be selected based on threat of conversion, biodiversity, and ongoing efforts by other agencies for organization; 
We are also proposing to establish funding pools for easements and agreements with approximately 50% of funding to each; adjustments would be made based on quality of applications.

The ranking system is to be finalized July 1, the cut-off date for 2004 funding is July 23 and cut off date for the selected projects for funding is August 13.

The process for reviewing applications is to use a screening tool, field office ranking, and final technical ranking.

Questions and Comments were called for.  
Option 2 – This is not being offered in the entire state, it helps give critical mass to the program to piggyback other programs,  and helps cut back the time of staff input.  Easements and agreements (50/50 in Colorado; 60/40 nationally)
Question: The issue of statewide ranking as opposed to the geographic area--how big is the priority areas you are thinking about?

Response: Potential areas could include sage brush steppe range sites where we have sage grouse habitat or the sand sage range sites in eastern Colorado.  Another possibility would be short grass prairie.  For this funding scenario, we would try to look at areas where other entities such as the Nature Conservancy, Cattlemen’s Ag Land Trust or other groups who have identified critical grazing lands.  
Question: What kind of total acres are you looking at 5-10 thousand acres?   Response: We would use a ranking statewide and look for the best and most practical areas to fund.
Question: Is there a lot of conversion of land in those areas?  
Response: Yes, in Northern Colorado we have a lot of conservation on the land.  In Southeastern Colorado they have a lot of land in grass with productive soils that could be threatened with improved commodity prices.

Allen Green responded that geographic areas were set up in the past.  It is a challenge to defend those regions to those outside of those regions.  A geographic region sets up and limits the work load.  I am personally reluctant to set geographic areas.  The funds are limited and if we apply state wide, this will limit the resources.  If we offer this state-wide we will try to pick out rangeland ecological sites that need the most assistance.  We need a screening process in place to help with the burden of work on the field offices.

Question: Are there some areas that may not fit into the focus?  We may lose critical land.  An option is to give priority areas more points, and still have a statewide signup then everyone still has a chance.

Allen Green asked what the audience thinks about funding pools for easements and agreements.  If you have any comments, questions or ideas, send them by end of this week to dennis.alexander@co.usda.gov or gary.finstad@co.usda.gov  .
Dennis Alexander next reported on the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP).  Funding was received late in 2003.  The funds allocated were allocated as recommended by the Watersheds workgroups. We are hoping to complete the 2004 funding by early August.  
We will be using a similar process again this year.  The local Watershed workgroups will meet in July to look at how the EQIP worked for them locally, make recommendations on the percentage of fundings to be applied and address issues that are not currently being addressed.

The local workgroups will forward their recommendations to the Watershed presidents.  The Watersheds are scheduled to meet in August.  The watershed work group recommendations will be forwarded to the State Conservationist in September.  We are looking at these recommendations submitted for 2004, and will make a few technical corrections, we would like to start planning for 2005 later this fall.
Contact Callie Hendrickson, Colorado Association of Conservation Districts (CACD) for information from the various Watershed workgroups.  The workgroups need to have information in by the first of September.  A report will be given at the next State Technical Committee meeting that is tentatively scheduled for late September.

John Larson, EPA, Regional Agricultural Advisor reported on the Environmental  Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) rule that lists the following as the national priority for the EQIP program managed by the NRCS: reduction of emissions such as particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, volatile organize compounds and ozone precursors and depleters that contribute to air quality impairment violations in the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  In the Front Range area we now have a plan that the emissions need to be reduced (ozone problems), we would like to work with NRCS on this issue.  

Funding priorities are established at the local watershed level, through the State Technical Committee and approved by the State Conservationist.  The multi-county area ozone early action plan could be a basis to establish air quality and ozone reduction as local EQIP funding priority in the Upper South Platte Watershed.  This would require EPA and possibly State involvement in the local area working group and possibly the State Technical Committee.  With the ozone reduction priority, producers may be able to receive cost-share payments under EQIP to implement the following NRCS practice Standard: Specific Criteria Applicable to Reducing Ozone.  Minimize the emissions of NOx, volatile organize compounds (VOCs), and other ozone precursors from farm equipment, irrigation engines, livestock, and agricultural burning.  Specific practices would have to be determined with additional expert input, perhaps from the air quality program or ARS or CSU researchers.  Although ag if probably not a big contributor to the ozone problem, this could be an opportunity to help producers fund projects to improve air quality, leverage Farm Bill funds, and help address the NRCS national air quality priority.

Response: We need a list of best management practices from EPA.  This is a good opportunity to work together on this issue.  5% of the funding is withheld for errors and omissions and to address issues that we did not include in the program year.  This year there was a practice, Comprehensive Nutriment Management Plan Incentive.  40-45 people signed up.  The $500 incentive is for the producer to develop a CNMP for the livestock feeding operation.  We anticipate these animal feeding operations applying for cost share assistance for installing their waste handling facilities in 2005.

Question: JD Wright – Can the statute on weed control be addressed? 
Response: The statue prohibits the use of EQIP funds for spraying weeds.  We do offer an incentive of $5 an acre for a 3-year period to implement a pest management plan.  This practice can be utilized in all of the issues we offer for cost share.  
Dennis next reported on Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP).  There is limited funding for this program, $565,000 in 2004.  $50,000 has historically been allocated to each Watershed.  We are proposing to change the funding process in 2005.
Our proposal is to implement a “request for proposals” state wide and fund limited geographic areas based on the responses we receive.  We would focus on helping landowners implement projects that are addressing declining species habitat and have matching funds from other organizations.  We need more quality in the requests for the approved funding to improve our national funding level.  
Comment: Shane Briggs indicated that this it is a good idea to target the projects. 
Farm Services Agency (FSA) Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) Report

Lynette Brunk, Conservation Specialist, FSA, reported on provisions contained in Notice CRP-470, “2004 Emergency Haying and Grazing of CRP Acreage”.     For those counties currently listed at the D3 or D4 drought level according to the U.S. Drought Monitor, the Farm Service Agency (FSA) Committee (STC) may approve emergency grazing before the end of the primary nesting and broodrearing season only if it concurs with the State Technical Committee’s recommendation to authorize emergency grazing during the primary nesting and broodrearing season.  If the STC:
       concurs, STC may notify counties emergency grazing may occur during the State Technical Committee recommended and STC-approved waiver of the primary nesting and broodrearing season
       does not concur; STC’s may submit requests to emergency graze during the primary nesting and broodrearing season to Conservation and Environmental Programs Division (CEPD) for approval.
Note: If a State Technical Committee has not met and recommended grazing CRP acreage before the end of the primary nesting and broodrearing season, the 14-day advance meeting notice may be waived according to the regulations at 7CFR § 610.23(b).
 
My question to you is should we allow emergency grazing during the nesting season?  We would like your comments and input on this issue.  Please send your comments to me by the end of this week at:   lynette.brunk@usda.gov .
 
Questions and comments:

Question:  What are the payment reductions?

Response:   If a county is approved for haying/grazing under emergency provisions, the reduction would be the number of acres actually hayed/grazed multiplied times the CRP annual rental rate multiplied times 10 percent (down from 25%).  If the county is approved under emergency provisions and a producer elects to manage hay/graze the reduction would be at the 10% level also.  If a county is not approved under emergency provisions and elects to manage hay/graze the reduction will be at the standard 25% level.

Question:   Is there a percent of grass to leave ungrazed?
Response:  25%
Question:  Can producers graze their entire CRP using the stocking rate?

Response:  No.  They must leave 25% ungrazed
Question:  What determines the removal from D3 to D2 category?   Some counties still have not had any moisture.  
Response:  The U.S. Drought Monitor using their web site on the internet.  If your county is not listed as D3 or D4, you may go to your county FSA county committee to see if the county can document a 40% loss in precipitation and a 40% loss in hay and pastureland.  If this can be documented, the county committee may send in a request for emergency haying and grazing to the State FSA Office to be forwarded onto CEPD for possible approval. 
Question:  Is there a decision on the general signup?
Response:  No decision at this time.
Dennis Alexander next reported on the Conservation Security Program (CSP) Interim Final Rule, this information can be found on the NRCS National Home Page at: www.nrcs.usda.gov .  Once the rule is published in the Federal Register, there will be a 90 day comment period.  This will then be the final rule.  We will continue with the targeted watershed approach and a series of enrollment categories for different land uses to operate the program with limited funding.

The FY 2004 funding level is $41 million (18 watersheds in 22 states).  The 
FY 2005 President’s Budget is $209 million, the House Budget is $194 million, with a $3.77 billion cap through 2013.

CSP Watersheds funded in FY 2004 (figure 1: map)  Several issues were considered in the selection of these watersheds.  
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The four payments are modified from the proposed rule.  Base payments was renamed “Stewardship Payments” to avoid confusion with commodity program usage of the word “base”.  Stewardship Payment reductions of rental rates include 75% reduction for Tier 1; 50% reduction for Tier 2; and 25% reduction for Tier 3.   
Maintenance payments will be a percentage of the stewardship payment, percentages will be the same nationwide.  Cost-share rate for the conservation practices listed as eligible will be comparable to EQIP and offered at 50%.  Enhancement payments will still be an emphasis category and will be an important part of the total payment.

Other changes include relief on what parcel may be included in the contract.  If the contract cannot be secured on a portion of the leased acreage, these tracts can be left out of the contract.  A new land class was added, “Pastured Cropland.”   It is set up to fund through the watersheds. There are 2,018 watersheds nationwide. The program is proposed to run on an 8-year cycle through the watersheds.  The program has a 15% Technical Assistance cap. This program will be out next year, however we are not sure how many watersheds may be funded in Colorado.  Funding will not be available for every watershed in every state over an 8 year period.
Question: What is the ranking criteria?

Response:  The program will not have ranking criteria as we have in EQIP.  The participant will need to meet certain enrollment categories to qualify.

Question: Do we have the tools in place as an agency to implement the program?
Response: The technical tools are developed by need to be adapted for each state.  Colorado is finalizing he Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation databases for field office use.  
Shane Briggs, Farm Bill/PCL/CHIP Coordinator, Division of Wildlife (CDOW) reported on The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) Colorado Pheasants.  It is a joint state-federal refinement of the popular federal Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) targeted to address specific state and nationally significant water quality, soil erosion, and wildlife habitat issues related to agricultural use.  The CREP is administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and requires non-federal partners to provide a minimum of 20% of the overall cost of the program.  The voluntary program uses financial incentives from USDA to encourage farmers and ranchers to enroll cropland or marginal pastureland into CRP contracts extending 10 to 15 years.  Eligible practices within CREP include, but are not limited to shallow water areas for wildlife, riparian buffers, filter strips, and wetland restoration and development, and establishment of permanent grass cover. Landowners choosing to participate in the proposed Pheasant CREP program would be required to establish permanent cover beneficial for pheasants on a portion of their farm and implement certain farming practices on identified farmed acres to provide conservation benefits for soil, water and wildlife resources. The program goals would be reducing sediment and sediment born nutrients from reaching the states water, increasing wildlife populations (emphasis on pheasants), and reducing chemical pollutants from reaching ground and surface water.
  The wheat-fallow and dry land croplands in Eastern Colorado are not only important agricultural areas they also comprise Colorado’s core pheasant range and therefore offer the best opportunity for improving pheasant habitat within the state. The DOW expends a considerable amount of resources for the management of this important economic species. Specific programs like the Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program (PHIP) and the Walk-In-Access Program demonstrate the DOW’s commitment to pheasant populations and habitat. CREP would provide the mechanism to consolidate and expand these state programs for the benefit of water quality issues, agricultural producers, and wildlife habitat.  Additional financial incentives would come from enrolling the entire parcel into the Walk-In-Access Program.

The Division envisions a management scheme that would provide permanent cover, while allowing a producer to maintain farming operations on an enrolled parcel.  DOW staff has developed a draft proposal and has recently met with several key wheat producers to assess program feasibility and acceptance. A multi-agency committee will soon be assembled to refine the program details and complete a final CREP application.
Proposed State Commitments as required by Program (20% of overall program costs)
A. Specific State and/or partner commitments 
1. Make direct cost-share payments to enrolled producers for the establishment of permanent CP-4D cover, through the existing CDOW PHIP program. 

2. Provide incentives to producers on the enrolled acres in the form of food plots, brood plots, or woody cover plantings through the PHIP program.

3. Provide incentives to program participants for required farming practices, in the form of, but not limited to, removal of chemical application, retention of tall wheat stubble, and potentially alternate crop production.

4. Enroll all CREP lands into the Small Game Walk-In Access program for recreational hunting. 

5. Provide broad campaign for continuous public information and education regarding CREP.

6. Submit annual summary to USDA summarizing the state’s overall costs for the program.

7. Seek approval of this agreement by such independent boards or bodies within the State as may be necessary or appropriate to maximize the accomplishment of the objectives of this agreement.

Seek additional outside partners, such as local conservation organizations, to assist with delivery and habitat practices
        PROPOSED FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL  COMITTMENTS FOR SOUTH PLATTE WATERSHED
	Practice
	USA Funds
	Non-USDA Commitment 
	
	

	
	(15 YEARS)
	PROGRAM/ AGENCY
	AVERAGE ANNUAL PAYMENT 
	ACCUMULATIVE PAYMENT (15 yrs)

	LAND RENTAL PAYMENTS
	$24-30 MILLION
	
	
	

	COST-SHARE FOR PRACTICE INSTALLATION
	$1.6 MILLION
	1 PHIP/ CDOW 
	$13,000
	$195,000

	CROPPING INCENTIVES
	
	1 PHIP/ CDOW
	$300,000
	$4,500,000

	ACCESS EASEMENTS
	
	WALKIN ACCESS

/CDOW
	$275,000
	$4,125,000

	INFO & EDU EFFORTS
	
	2 STAFF/ CDOW
	$5,000
	$75,000

	TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
	
	2 STAFF/ CDOW
	$30,000
	$450,000

	ANNUAL MONITORING 
	
	2 STAFF/ CDOW
	$5,000
	$75,000

	TOTALS
	$25.6-$31.6 M
	
	$630,000
	$9.45 M


1 PHIP- Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program currently funded and administered by CDOW.

2 STAFF- CDOW and/or dedicate staff through assigning portions of responsibilities to current staff to directing Division of Wildlife habitat incentives and access program to CREP enrollments.

Federal costs:


Rental rates calculated at an average of $40 to $50/acre, 40 acres/enrollment or 15 years.

Establishment costs calculated at an average of $40/acre federal cost-share on establishment of permanent cover.   All partner costs based on maximum enrollment possible.  Costs would likely be significantly lower than listed, but must equal 20% of the total cost.

Shane Briggs, Farm Bill/PCL/CHIP Coordinator, Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW), reported on the Colorado Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP).  Colorado encompasses about 42 million acres of private land of which 16% or 6.7 million acres is cropland and the balance is rangeland, pasture and forest lands.  Agricultural producers in Colorado face a number of complicated environmental issues such as water quality, water quantity, and threatened and endangered species, while many agricultural commodity prices are lower than they have been in decades.  Many of the environmental concerns are associated with major river courses.  Historically, it has been difficult to adequately address these concerns with the limited resources available.  Voluntary incentive and cost-share programs have proven to be the most effective way to influence natural resource decisions on private land.  The Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) offers a tremendous potential to leverage federal funding to in part, address certain resource concerns on two river courses in Colorado.
The CREP is a joint state-federal refinement of the popular federal Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) targeted to address specific state and nationally significant water quality, soil erosion, and wildlife habitat issues related to agricultural use.  The CREP is administered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and requires non-federal partners to provide a minimum of 20% of the overall cost of the program.  The voluntary program uses financial incentives from USDA to encourage farmers and ranchers to enroll cropland or marginal pastureland into CRP contracts of 10 to 15 years.  Eligible practices within CREP include, but are not limited to shallow water areas for wildlife, riparian buffers, filter strips, and wetland restoration and development.  Although irrigated land is generally not eligible or feasible under conventional CRP, CREP can provide additional incentives that encourage enrollment of irrigated lands.  As an example, Oregon developed a CREP to voluntarily enroll irrigated farmland in CREP and the state is using the water removed from the farmland to provide in stream flows for endangered salmon.
There are over twenty five states that have CREPs approved or pending that are showing tremendous landowner participation and environmental benefits.  Most state CREPs have targeted highly sensitive riparian areas and associated wetlands along river corridors to protect threatened, endangered or declining wildlife species and improve water quality.  

The South Platte watershed and associated riparian areas have been identified by DOW for protection to address concerns pertaining to several listed or potentially listed state threatened and endangered species.  Other agencies and organizations have expressed an interest and are working toward resolutions to major water quality and water quantity issues in this watershed.  The potential exists to address wildlife and water  protection efforts using CREP. 

South Platte Basin  The plains minnow, suckermouth minnow and brassy minnow were all recently listed as threatened or endangered by CDOW.  The stonecat and Iowa darter are species of special concern.  All species occur in the South Platte Basin.  In the Platte Basin in central Nebraska, the whooping crane, piping plover, and least tern are listed as threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.  The State of Colorado has worked as a member of a three state partnership to improve habitat for these species so water uses do not jeopardize the species, help water users comply with federal laws, and prevent new species from being listed. A CREP proposal on the lower reaches of the South Platte Basin could benefit in-state resource concerns as well as those downstream in Nebraska. 

To initiate a Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program for Colorado, a non-federal funding package to explore the state’s 20% obligation for the program should be determined as soon as possible.  Preliminary non-federal commitments of funding should be investigated and negotiated for inclusion in this draft proposal.  

Farm Service Agency (FSA), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), Colorado Farm Bureau, Colorado Association of  Soil Conservation Districts, Colorado Cattleman’s Association, Colorado Department of Agriculture, Colorado Department of Natural Resources, Colorado Water Conservation Board, numerous water groups and associations, The Nature Conservancy, Legislators, Governor’s office, Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO), Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE),  and private landowners affected by the proposal.  Many of these agencies and organizations have been exposed to some discussions about a CREP on the South Platte River.
South Platte Basin Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

Proposed State Commitments as required by Program (20% of overall program costs)

A. Specific State and/or partner commitments 

1 Make direct cost share payments to approved participants of 25 percent of the eligible reimbursable costs for conservation practices established under this CREP.

2. Pay all costs associated with or conduct all annual monitoring of the program. 

3. Provide technical assistance in the development of conservation plans.

4. Provide conservation planning assistance for entire farms on a voluntary basis.

5. Establish an Enhancement Program Steering Committee that consists of members of various interests groups associated with the CREP.

6. Provide broad campaign for continuous public information and education regarding CREP.

7. Submit annual summary to USDA summarizing the state’s overall costs for the program.

8. In cases which USDA executes a CRP contract with a producer at the irrigated rental rate, the state shall entire into a lease or term easement with that producer for the quantity of water which had been applied to the enrolled land and shall allocate such water for other beneficial uses as outlined in this CREP Agreement.  The State shall monitor compliance with its lease and/or easements and notify USDA in writing of any violations of the lease and/or easement.

9. Seek approval of this agreement by such independent boards or bodies within the State as may be necessary or appropriate to maximize the accomplishment of the objectives of this agreement.

10. Make direct payments to approved participants that voluntarily elect to enroll in the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s Walk-In Access Program.

11. Make direct one-time payments to those approved participants that voluntarily enroll acres with wetland benefits for term or perpetual land conservation easements through the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s Wetlands Program.

                   PROPOSED FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL COMITTMENTS FOR SOUTH PLATTE WATERSHED
	PRACTICE
	USDA FUNDS
	NON-USDA COMMITMENT
	
	

	
	(15 YEARS)
	PROGRAM /
 AGENCY
	AVERAGE

ANNUAL

PAYMENT 
	ACCUMULATIVE PAYMENT 

(15 YEARS)

	LAND RENTAL PAYMENTS
	$30 MILLION
	
	
	

	COST-SHARE FOR PRACTICE INSTALLATION
	$2 MILLION
	1 CHIP/CDOW 
	$35,000
	$525,000

	ANNUAL MONITORING
	
	2 STAFF/

CDOW/CWCB 
	$60,000
	$900,000

	TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
	
	2 STAFF/CDOW
	$40,000
	$600,000

	ANNUAL REPORTING
	
	2 STAFF/CDOW/CWCB
	$20,000
	$300,000

	INFO & EDU EFFORTS
	
	2 STAFF/CDOW
	$20,000
	$300,000

	WATER LEASES

OR WATER EASEMENTS
	
	3 SCTF /CDOW
	$200,000
	$3 MILLION

	CONSERVATION

EASEMENTS
	
	4 W.P./CDOW
	$50,000
	$750,000

	ACCESS EASEMENTS
	
	WALKIN ACCESS

/CDOW
	$25,000
	$375,000

	TOTALS
	$32 MILLION
	
	$450,000
	$6.75 million


1 CHIP- Cooperative Habitat Improvement Program currently funded and administered by CDOW.

2 STAFF- CDOW and/or CWCB to dedicate staff through assigning portions of responsibilities to current staff or assigning one agency person to serve as the CREP Coordinator for the State of Colorado. This position could be responsible for all annual monitoring, technical assistance, and local promotion of the program.

3 SCTF – Species Conservation Trust Fund or other state funding to be used to provide annual lease payments or 15 year easements for water rights.

4 W.P.- Wetlands Program currently funded and administered by CDOW. The South Platte is one of eleven focus areas for this program.

Tim Davis, Colorado Division of Wildlife, started working on this plan in 1991.  Several river basins were studied.  The South Platte was the best place to implement this program.  In 2002 a concept paper was presented to several Ag groups on the proposal.  Issues relating to water rights precluded the movement of this forum.

In 2003 this changed with the passing of legislation.  The Pheasant CREP proposal was readdressed.  In 2003 discussion broadened to other basins.   Republican River Watershed was interested in CREP (water quantity and quality) Rio Grand has EQIP dollars available.  San Luis Valley, and others, also considering the program.  In 2004 the state-wide drought renewed issues because of drought.  

We are working to move these proposals forward and determine who should take the lead for this program.  We would like to get Tim Davis to be the CREP coordinator in the state of Colorado.
Allen Green restated that the CSP program will be available next year. We will be using the watershed approach will ensure that those producers will have more opportunity to do their own work.  Determine where you stand on these issues, this helps make the role of NRCS more effective.
Question: JD Wright.  How can we facilitate the process to the on-line method? 
Response: The producers are welcome to come to the office and we will assist them.

Question: Can articles be placed in the paper to notify them of going on-line to get the information?
Response: We will be publishing this information when the program is available and will be working with local newspapers and newsletters.  The American Farm Bureau, through NRCS, wants to give presentations on on-line work books or work shops.  

Question: My question is on WHIP and ranking and the process that is going to be taking place.  How is this going to be done?  
Response: We will open this for people to make the recommendations and proposals for the best habitat to receive this funding.  
Callie Hendrickson, Executive Director, Colorado Association of Conservation Districts (CACD) reported that local workgroups will be taking place in the month of July.  Contact local your Conservation District for more information.  Working at the local level is very important. 

Jeff Burwell, State Resource Conservationist, NRCS reported that the minutes of the State Technical Committee are now on the Colorado NRCS home webpage at www.co.nrcs.usda.gov .  

Question: South Platte Watershed – trying to address resource concerns.  By enrolling acres into this program (CREP) that can address the issues. 
Response: There are still legal issues with water.  Water cannot be exported.  We need help from water community to make this program work….

Funding recommendations – Funding is from several partners.  $26 million from internal resources, 100,000 acres limit per state.

There being no further business, Allen Green thanked everyone for attending and participating in this most important meeting.  
The meeting was adjourned at 2:30pm. 
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	NRCS
	1590 12th Street

Alamosa CO 81101
	719-589-6649

	Wykoff
	Reggie
	FSA
	917 CRM Genoa CO 80818
	719-863-2218

	Brunk
	Lynette
	FSA
	655 Parfet Street E300

Lakewood CO 80215
	720-544-2854

	Kassen
	Melinda
	Trout Unlimited
	1320 Pearl Street #320

Boulder CO 80302
	`303-440-2937 ext 11



	Herzberg
	Brock
	CO Farm Bureau
	9177 Mineral

Englewood CO 80112
	303-749-7516

	Ristau
	Randal
	CDPHE – 
	Water Quality
	

	Alison
	Cariveau
	Rocky Mtn. Bird 
	Observatory
	

	Hutton
	Kelly
	Rocky Mtn. Bird 
	Observatory
	

	Monahan
	Peter
	EPA
	1515 Cleveland Place Ste 200

Denver CO 80202
	

	Sweeney
	Paul
	NRCS
	
	303-623-5635 x 108

psweeny@westgov.org

	Miller
	Mary
	NRCS
	318 Lacey Ave

LaJunta CO 81050
	719-382-5408

mary.miller@co.usda.gov

	Puga
	Tony
	NRCS
	
	

	Nelson
	Ed
	NRCS
	1470 19 Road

Fruita CO 81521
	

	Duda
	Joe
	CSFS - CSU
	203 Forestry Bldg, Fort Collins CO 80523-5060
	jduda@lamar.colostate.ed

	Finstad
	Gary
	NRCS
	
	

	Gorman
	Ed
	CWOD
	8118 CR 370 

Sterling CO 80751
	

	Green
	Allen
	NRCS
	
	

	English
	John
	NFEDA
	
	

	Wright
	J.D.
	CACD Olney Boone CD
	15465 LN 1

Olney Springs CO 81062
	

	Henry
	Shane
	Colo DWR
	1313 Sherman Street Rom 718

Denver CO 80228
	303-866-4620

shane.henry@state.co.us
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