Executive Summary
State Technical Committee Meeting
October 6, 2011
	Item
	Decision

	
	Next State Technical Committee Meeting will be held _______, at 1 p.m. in Room 693 NRCS Conference Room.  A reminder and request for agenda items will be sent electronically one month prior, if there are no responses, we will not hold the meeting.

	State Technical Committee Meeting Minutes from November 3, 2010.
	Approved as written.

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· Allocations for statewide sub-accounts
· Forestry practices - $500,000

· Tribal - $100,000

· State CIG - $300,000

· Limited Resource Farmers - $200,000

· Cover Crop Initiative – Combine into one sub-account for Sioux and Lyon Counties - $300,000
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· Ranking Criteria remains that same as FY11.
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· FY12 Allocation remains same as FY11.

40% - Water Quality

30% - Livestock

20% - Soil Condition

10% - Wildlife

Contract completion efficiency multiplier (20% increase for top 25 and decrease 20% from bottom 25)
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· Setting aside $300,000 for State CIGs
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:
· Offering the following Conservation Activity Plan (CAP) options:

102 Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan
104 Nutrient Management Plan
106 Forest Management Plan – NEW

110 Grazing Management Plan – NEW

118 Irrigation Water Management Plan
130 Drainage Water Management Plan

138 Conservation Plan Supporting Organic Transition

142 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management Plan – NEW

146 Pollinator Habitat Enhancement Plan – NEW

154 Integrated Pest Management Herbicide Resistance Weed Conservation Plan – Written – NEW
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:
· Keeping current system of sub-accounts created at the county level.
· For consideration in future years, Jennifer Filipiak will Chair a group to investigate creating sub-accounts based on watersheds.
	Approved

	
	

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendations:
· Not expanding the number of MRBI focus areas - 8 digit HUCs.

· As preparation for FY13, a review of the process used to select the current focus areas.
	Approved

	EQIP Sub-Committee Recommendation:
· Wisconsin State Technical Committee requested Iowa to add a watershed that crosses the Mississippi River into Dubuque and Clayton Counties.
	Approved

	WRP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· Remain at the current 10% residual value of the Fair Market Value to set the GARC for WRP.
	Approved

	WRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· Change the multiplier for T&E from 3 to 1.5 with the stipulation that the Sub-Committee review the multiplier again next year.
	Approved

	WRP Sub-Committee Recommendations:

· Allocation Formula

· 50% - Prairie Pothole

· 50% - Riverine
	Approved

	WRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· 10% of WRP funding set aside for historically underserved populations.
	Approved

	WRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· Deadlines for applications:
· 1st – 12/1/11 for field offices to get rankings turned into the State Office by 2/2/12
· 2nd – 2/17/12 for field offices to get rankings turned into the State Office by 4/17/11
	Approved

	CRP Sub-Committee Recommendation on Conservation Priority Areas (CPA):

· CPAs expire every 5 years, several counties exceeded the 25% cap for CRP, since using the 2009 Iowa Wildlife Action Plan, the 2008 listing of impaired lakes, and the 2008 listing of impaired streams with small (<50,000) acres) contributing basins.
	Approved by FSA National Headquarters

	CRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· Transfer 2,300 acres from the Grand River Grasslands SAFE program to Gaining Ground for Wildlife program
	Approved by FSA National Headquarters

	CRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· Transfer 2,300 acres from the Habitat for Early Successional and Neotropical Migratory Forest Birds to the Gaining Ground for Wildlife program.
	Approved by FSA National Headquarters

	CRP Sub-Committee Recommendation:

· Requests Farm Service Agency considers granting Iowa an additional 20,000 acres for the CP-38 Gaining Ground program.
	Disapproved by FSA National Headquarters

	CSP Sub-Committee:

· Regarding the interviews from the Practical Farmers of Iowa; the Programs Staff will follow-up on the few issues regarding our field offices at our level.
	Approved

	
	The State Technical Committee Meeting minutes from today’s meeting will be out in 30 days.


State Technical Committee Meeting

Neal Smith Federal Building

NRCS Conference Room 693
Des Moines, Iowa

October 6, 2011
1:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Present: Richard (Rich) Sims, State Conservationist, Chair; Leah Medley, EPA; Steve Hopkins, IDNR; 
Doug Helmers, FWS; Rick Robinson, Farm Bureau; Susan Heathcote, Iowa Environmental Council; 
Kelly Tobin, Producer; John Whitaker, FSA; Jim Gillespie, IDALS-DSC; Mark Ackelson and Duane Sand, INHF; Matt O’Connor, Pheasants Forever; Brad Riphagen for Shannon Ramsay, Trees Forever; 
Sean McMahon, The Nature Conservancy; Darrell Weems, CDI; Sarah Carlson for Teresa Opheim, Practical Farmers of Iowa; Erick Lindstrom for Ryan Heiniger, Ducks Unlimited; Linda Kinman, Iowa Association of Water Agencies; Madeline Meyer, Producer; Dave Whittlesey, National Wild Turkey Federation; and Charles McCullough, SSCC.  Other members via phone:  Jeff Hastings, Trout Unlimited; Kathy Carlson, EPA-Washington, D.C.; Tim Palmer, CDI; Francis Thicke, Dairy Producer; and Warren Johnson, Iowa League of RC&Ds.  

Others not members:  Kelly Smith and Todd Bogenschultz, IDNR; Josh Divine, Pheasants Forever; 
Vickie Friedow, FSA; Jen Filipiak, The Nature Conservancy; Shawn Richman, Dean Lemke, Matt Lechtenberg, and Todd Coffelt, IDALS-DSC; John Lawrence and Bill Crumpton, ISU; John Torbert, Iowa Drainage District; Larry Beeler, Jon Hubbert, Marty Adkins, Mark Lindflott, and Shelly Grimmius, NRCS. 

Welcome/Opening Comments – Rich Sims

Rich Sims thanked everyone for coming to the meeting.  Introductions were made.
Rich provided an overview of the purpose and role of the State Technical Committee.  The State Technical Committee was established in the 1996 Farm Bill and has continued to grow in its roles and responsibilities.  This is your opportunity to provide input to the NRCS State Conservationist on how you would like to see the Farm Bill programs operate in Iowa.  Rich shared that he can also forward comments to the NRCS National Headquarters that you feel changes are needed in a program.  Rich asked that the Chair of the Sub-Committee present the minutes from their meetings and share the recommendations that would be coming to NRCS then at that time it would be open for questions and/or discussions.  Rich also mentioned there are individuals here as committee members and also the opportunity for the general public to attend.  The general public has the ability to see the transparency of the Farm Bill programs.  The committee members have the opportunity to provide input.  The general public has the opportunity to listen to the input only.  The membership to the State Technical Committee consists of a letter of request to Rich Sims, State Conservationist, then the attributes of that person would be bringing to the committee is make a decision.  There are also several individuals here from the same agency or entities, please have one voice.
Rich mentioned that Dr. Bill Crumpton, Iowa State University, is not a member of the State Technical Committee but was one of the authors of the report that was provided to you via email.  Dr. Crumpton will be here to answer specific questions related to mitigation of farmed wetlands on nitrate treatment wetlands.

In 2007, our agency started combining counties together with one district conservationist and in an adjacent county we have a resource conservationist.  Those are now called two-county management units.  The majority of the counties in the Des Moines lobe are now considered two-county management units.  The district conservationist is responsible for the administrative activities and the resource conservationist is responsible for the technical aspect within the two counties.  Rich plans to continue to develop more two-county management units.
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NRCS is working on a continuing resolution that expires November 18, 2011.

The minutes from November 3, 2010, meeting were sent to all members prior to the meeting and posted on the Iowa NRCS website.   The minutes were approved as written.
NRCS – FY2011 Accomplishments/Programs Summary – Larry Beeler

Larry provided a Power Point presentation with the following information:

Conservation Security Program (CSP) 02

· Continuing with 1,383 contracts

· 583,665 acres

· Annual payments approximately $16.5 million

Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) 08 for FY2010

· 2,187 contracts
· 1,012,188 acres (allocation formula legislatively mandated)

· 1,161,780 acres under contract (115% of allocation)

· FY12 payments - $30,750,000

· Anticipate 337,400 acres allocation for FY12

Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

· Final obligation $25 million
· 722 contracts/48,450 acres

· Organic Production - $1.27 million
· Certified – 31 contracts/4,163 acres

· Transition – 43 contracts/1,464 acres/$24,900 conservation activity plan funding
· Historically Underserved

· Limited Resource Producer – 8 contracts/346 acres/$89,585

· Beginning Farmer/Rancher – 33 contracts/2,443 acres/$2.1 million

· Socially Disadvantaged – 6 contracts/164 acres/$101,500

· Planning Initiatives
· Forestry – 44 contracts/1,108 acres/$163,000

· Cover Crop (Sioux/Lyon Counties) – 16 contracts/1,686 acres/$208,700

· Conservation Activity Plans - $125,000 in MRBI areas for nutrient management

· Northern Plans Migratory Bird Habitat Initiative – Cover crop established/10 contracts/1,110 acres/$200,000

Mississippi River Basin Healthy Watershed Initiative (MRBI)

· EQIP/CSP08/WHIP funding source

· 13 watershed areas

· EQIP - $6.3 million/155 contracts/24,790 acres

· CSP08 – $518,500/30 contracts/19,509 acres

· See attached map showing watersheds
Cooperative Conservation Partnership Initiative (CCPI)
· Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation – $41,293/5 contracts/970 acres
· Trout Unlimited with Wisconsin/Minnesota - $109,428/5 contracts/12 acres
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Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP)

· 42 enrollments/4,125 acres/closed on 40 easements

· Northern Plains Migratory Bird Habitat Initiative - $3.8 million/15 easements/958 acres
· Restoration

· 31 easements/4,780 acres

· Other obligations-agreements with restoration vendors - $18 million/Approximately 150 sites

Wetlands Reserve Enhancement Program (WREP)

· $36.6 million

· Iowa Department of Natural Resources (Iowa/Cedar River headwaters) - $3.7 million/14 easements/1,187 acres

· Wolf Creek Wetland Complex (Black Hawk County) - $1.2 million/1 easement/326 acres

· Green Island Levee District (MRBI watershed) - $3.4 million/6 easements/805 acres

Emergency Watershed Protection Program-Flood Plain Easements (EWP-FE) – 2008 Flood Damage
· Closed on 89 easements (27 remaining)

· Restored 43 easements/4,970 acres

Grassland Reserve Program (GRP)
· 10 easements/965 acres/$695,000

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)

· 56 contracts/3,465 acres/$274,684
Agriculture Wetland Enhancement Program (AWEP) – Rathbun Lake Watershed
· 9 contracts/192 acres/$102,465.13/2 years remaining on the proposal
Larry Beeler stated with all the programs; Iowa has affected 472,518 acres without including the restoration work in FY11.  There was some discussion regarding the cost component for the programs (i.e.: Is EQIP more costly than the other programs?  Is there any flexibility within the programs?).  Larry stated the information presented will be available on our website in the near future. 

Rich thanked Larry and his staff on the work they have done.  Two years ago, Iowa NRCS did not have vendors to do the restoration work.  NRCS counted on the landowners/producers to do the restoration work, so when landowners/producers are planting crops, they are planting crops and when they are harvesting, they are harvesting.  The landowner/producer doesn’t want to put wetland plants in the ground during this time.  Larry and his staff moved forward with advertizing for vendors and picked two vendors.  When other states were not able to obligate their WRP funds, the money is transferred to states that can.  Having the work and vendors available, Iowa was able to receive $15 million in the last four weeks of this fiscal year.  Iowa has to decide how much of the funds go into new easements and how much goes into restoration.  By doing this, we are able to keep almost 100 percent of new money coming into easement side. 
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Payment Schedule 

· All Payment schedules are review/approved by NHQ

· Observed inconsistency with practice payments from state to state.

· National effort was initiated to provide consistent rates on a regional basis.

· Starting with a 15 priority practices
Fence
Brush Management
Nutrient Management
Pipeline
Pest Management
Cover Crop
Trough or Tank
Forest Stand Improvement
Heavy Use Area Protection
Shallow area for Wildlife
Prescribed Grazing
Forage and Biomass Planting
Irrigation System, Sprinkler
Pumping Plan for Water Control
Wildlife Upland Habitat Management
· Regional team established to:

· Collect data to justify and promote consistent methods to develop payment rates.

· Develop practice scenarios to support payment schedules.
· Apply national cost data to the practice scenarios.
· Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Missouri. 

· Impacts

· Changes in payment schedules base on national cost data and regional practice scenarios

· Practice list expanded in future years

· Remains to be seen on how applicable payment rates are at a local level.

· Increased consistency 

Geographic Area Rate Cap (GARC)
Easement compensation is based on lower value of:

· Fair market value- Iowa uses an area wide market analysis competed by an independent real estate professional based on crop report district.

· GARC - fair market value minus residual value.

· Landowner’s offer.
· Requires consultation with the State Technical Committee.

· Is residual value appropriate?

· Is GARC value proposed fair compensation for land rights acquired?

· Distributed via email to State Committee for comment via email.

· Will request comment for WRP and GRP.  There was a discussion on the rate values for pasturelands.
Larry explained the process of easement compensation is the fair market analysis.  NRCS had a request for proposals (RFP) for realistate companies to complete a market anaylsis.  This provided NRCS with competition from different realistate companies for the nine crop reporting districts in Iowa.  Then NRCS awards contracts to those companies.  They look at land sales that would typically be enrolled in WRP.  This is very important since they cannot use prime farmland that is naturally well drained to use in the fair market value.  That is the basis for determining the fair market value then NRCS establishes the GARC.
Moving to the Sub-Committee Reports, Rich Sims reminded everyone the Sub-Committees are broken up by programs and are made up from the members of the State Technical Committee.  The Chair of the Sub-Committees sets dates/times for the Sub-Committee Meetings, listen to the members, and then brings forward recommendations for the next fiscal year.  This is an opportunity for everyone on the State Technical Committee Meeting to provide input on the recommendations. 
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EQIP Sub-Committee Report and Recommendations (MRBI) – Doug Helmers

Doug Helmers stated the EQIP Sub-Committee met on September 6, 2011, with 12 members and 2 advisors.  See the attached minutes for details.  There was a detailed discussion from the group on the recommendations.  See the Executive Summary for the decisions.  
Doug announced there is a proposal adding another multi-state watershed with Wisconsin.  Larry Beeler shared Iowa was approached by Wisconsin to have a watershed that crosses the Mississippi River in Dubuque and Clayton County focus area.  This would open up an area which would allow Dubuque and Clayton Counties to submit proposals if the agency goes with another request for proposals (RFP) to create a project area on the Iowa side of the Mississippi River.  The resource concerns for Wisconsin in this area are nitrogen and phosphorus runoff.  This would go through a review process if Dubuque or Clayton Counties provide a proposal to National Headquarters.  There was a discussion on this new proposal.  The group requested a copy of the map and proposal (see attachments).
Rich stated on the recommendations on the new practices for the Conservation Activity Plans (CAP), technical service providers (TSPs) will be developing/writing these plans for the producers and the funds for TSPs will come from financial assistance (FA) side.
Sean McMahon shared there is a four state proposal for the Driftless Area that includes Minnesota and Illinois.

WRP – John Whitaker, Chair

John Whitaker stated the WRP Sub-Committee met on September 19, 2011, with 14 members in attendance.  See the attached minutes for details.  See the Executive Summary for the decisions made on the recommendations.  John mentioned that the summary of the WRP did not include late in the year funding where other states turned back their funds.  There is a significant amount of backlog with a difference between the riverine and pothole areas.  There is more of a riverine backlog and less in the pothole area, which has a lot to do with land values.  We may need some outreach from our partners to get more of the WRP applications in the pothole region in the future.
CRP – Sean McMahon, Chair

Sean McMahon shared they do not have any recommendations for the State Technical Committee at this time.  The Sub-Committee did meet on September 22, 2011.  See the attached minutes for details.  The Sub-Committee has requested a pilot for managed grazing on CRP from the Iowa Cattlemen’s Association, White Rock Conservancy, and a number of others organizations.  We should be receiving a recommendation from the CRP Sub-Committee by the end of March 2012.  
CSP – Sarah Carlson for Francis Thicke, Chair

Sarah shared the Sub-Committee did meet but there are no recommendations for the State Technical Committee at this time.  Sarah provided a copy of the Practical Farmers of Iowa (PFI) quarterly publication with a article “Evaluating the Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) – Why aren’t more farmers participating?” page 22-23.  A consulting company conducted in-depth interviews with six PFI members who have been awarded CSP contracts.  Sarah provided details of the interviews.  Rich Sims stated he read the entire report and there are some items that Iowa NRCS can address.  Rich asked Larry Beeler to work with his staff to follow-up with those specific items.
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Recommendations on Scenarios to use for Mitigation of Farmed Wetlands in Out of Kind Landscapes
Rich Sims shared it is the 10th Anniversary of the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) wetlands this year, along with the nitrate removal.  This helped to remove nitrates from the water.  There are some drainage districts that approached the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship-Division of Soil Conservation (IDALS-DSC) about the opportunity to use some of the nitrate removal wetlands as an opportunity for allowing mitigation of farmed wetlands.  This is how the discussion started.  There was lots of vigorous discussion, ideas shared back and forth, and at that time it was suggested to Rich to hold public hearings in relations to the mitigation ratios of the farmed wetlands in prairie pothole community (landscape).  We held three public hearings/sessions, individuals came; took written comments/testimonies; and posted them on the NRCS website that individuals could look at.  They have been on the website for approximately four months.  We also opened the hearings/sessions to provide written comments to Rich via email.  Rich received 190 emails regarding their opinion of equivalent functions and values or not equivalent functions and values.  At the beginning there were not that many responses until we noticed the email address was incorrect.  To get as much transparency and input as much as possible, we extended the timeframe for individuals to provide more comments.  Along with that, Rick Robinson suggested we go to Iowa State University (ISU) with questions that Dr. Bill Crumpton was one of the authors.  We provided ISU with seven questions, which were provided to the State Technical Committee via email from Rich Sims.  It was broken down to three questions over all.  Rick Robinson and his staff developed the questions, 
Rich Sims reviewed and provided Rick with additional comments, and then those questions were forwarded to Dr. Crumpton and others to respond.  Rich Sims shared this would be called a “white paper” not a scientific briefing or scientific journal type of paper.  These types of white papers should be peer reviewed.  But it was additional input that Rich Sims needed in order to make a decision.  All the opportunities that I have shared with you as far as the public listening sessions, emails, white paper from Dr. Crumpton, the State Technical Meeting we are having now is an opportunity to provide feedback to Rich Sims to receive all the input that we possibly can before Rich Sims can make a decision on the request that came from IDALS-DSC via certain drainage districts.  Another comment that Rich Sims heard was the four scenarios that Rich Sims provided to the State Technical Committee members via email, this is very technical information and I don’t think everybody is going to understand it; how are we expected to understand it by sending out in email fashion.  Rich Sims has asked Mark Lindflott, State Biologist, to present a 15-20 minutes Power Point breaking down those four scenarios.  Some asked where we came up with those scenarios.  A couple of them came from NRCS staff, one of them came from the white paper that Dr. Crumpton’s group put together, and another came from comments from Secretary Northey.  Rich had a meeting with Secretary Northey, we talked about it, and he said I should be thinking about these type of mitigation items.  So Rich Sims took his ideas and put that into a scenario.  Rich stated that he did not say Secretary Northey supported this scenario, I said he added ideas for this scenario.  As we go through this opportunity, in all four scenarios we are looking at are not equivalent functions and values.  They are not looking at equivalent functions and values; they are out of kind scenarios.

Mark Lindflott provided the Power Point presentation (see the attachment for details).  
Rich Sims: What do you mean “most common?” (Slide 21)
Mark Lindflott: Based on what we looked at is the sampling I did, about 81 percent of the wetlands are going to fall into the range of FI = 0.4 - 0.6.

Rich Sims: Looking at the ratios, you have less than 0.4; 0.4-0.6 – now I know the Iowa drainage functional assessment was done with inter-agency, State Technical Committee has bought off on that, where did you come up with number of the 0.4-0.6 or greater than 0.75 or less than 0.3?  What did you use to come up with those numbers?
Mark Lindflott: We had no science for it; it was professional judgment and my 13 years of going out into the field looking at wetland to see where the lakes occur.  It was subjective, but based on my experience.
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Rich Sims: And the same for the mitigation ratio that recommended, for example; you said 81 percent of the farmed wetlands in question would come out to be the 1.5 to 1 ratio looking at the first scenario.  Same thing with the ratios you came up with that from the years of working in the field?

Mark Lindflott: Yes, that is coming from my experience.  If we were looking at my equivalent types (ratios) so if we get farther away from or the quality gets better it’s going to be harder and harder to get the equivalent functions back so they need a bigger area to try to offset it for the loss of the function.

Sean McMahon: So this scale shows the measure inherent quality of that particular wetlands based on conditions at that site?
Mark Lindflott: Yes

Sean McMahon: Is there anything that would measure how important a wetland is that might include the size or proximity to other wetlands in the area?

Mark Lindflott: This model, we tried to think about that.  We used a loss in percentage of wetlands in an area when you look at minimal types if not for mitigation.  I know some models done that to look at the diversity of the wetland losses.  We did not do that when we set that, so it has never been a part of this one.

Marty Adkins: Mark, will talk a bit about the idea of why a mitigation ratio might be bigger.  It talks about on the front page in terms of temporal lags, potential for a failure, that kind of thing.

Mark Lindflott: As we do things, we are going to go into a pothole that has been drained and restore it; you are going to tend to get the function coming back quicker, that where we look at temporal lag.  If we go into create a wetland by trying to do something that is less naturally then originally, it’s going to take those functions, they will probably develop but it will take a number of years and we really don’t know how many before that might happen.  If we have a highly engineered mitigation sites where we are putting a lot infrastructures to make them work, that has more potential for failure.  The Clean Water Act years ago did a lot of work dealing with creations and found about 90 percent of the created wetlands had a tendency to fail because how they were sited or how they tried to make it work.  Again, you might want to think about if you are going to cut down a grove of trees and plant new trees, you are going to get trees back but it going to take a number of years for those trees to develop.  That is a temporal lag type of ____.  If we go into a site that hasn’t been a wetland and try to get wetland plantation there, if we don’t plant it, it’s going to take years of that to come in and develop because there is no seed bank for it to grow into it.

Rick Robinson: I have a question, but what’s next on the agenda?
Rich Sims: The next thing is to have a discussion.  Dr. Crumpton is here, so if there are questions related to his report we should ask that and then open it up for overall opinions of the scenarios or any other thing related to this that you would like to see as an individual or organization.
Rick Robinson: As I look at the scenarios, one question that stands out is since this was designed or developed with the Iowa Wetlands Landscape Initiative in mind, and the question was of the seven sites and all seven watersheds up there you are going to have to do some mitigations as a result of that project.  The idea was to put the mitigation into two of the sites.  So you had to determine whether or not they are in kind or out of kind.  My understanding of the discussion so far has been one of the two sites that you are looking at is in kind and the other one questionable may be out of kind that is not clear so the proposal was developed for those situations that are out of kind.  Is that correct?
Mark Lindflott: Yes, where we say it is not equivalent as a wetland.

Rick Robinson: The question is what is the criteria for determining what is in kind and out of kind?  Because their attempt is to not develop site or restore sites that are out of kind.  They are looking for in kind situation.  They are being told will this looks like it may be out of kind based on what?  If you look at the science report that hopefully Dr. Crumpton will talk about here, the determination was it that those are not out of kind.
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Mark Lindflott: Well there are some folks that have different opinions on how to do that.  Like I said, we try to take a hydrogeomorphic (HGM) look at these things.  If you look at the topographic position dealing with a pothole wetland like an Okoboji it is a ponded bowl of water naturally.  If you go to another site, if that site did not pond water originally, that is probably out of kind, if it does is in kind.  If you look at the landscape and how the hydrology is and soils do give some indication but that is not the whole way we base that decision.  You mentioned the one site we looked at it was a Okoboji pothole, the same as the farmed wetland pothole that you can drain.  The other one had some Okoboji in it, had some other soils that are saturated soils will also include areas that they were going to borrow upland soils and put water on them.  So I’m not sure if that one is kind of a hybrid, some restoration some creation.  (I could not hear the rest of the comment.)
Rick Robinson:  Based on soils, so the decision is based soils, hydrology, position of landscape, all the above is your answer for why it is out of kind.

Mark Lindflott: Or why it is in kind, either one.

Rick Robinson: Okay.

Susan Heathcote: I have a question on the different scenarios.  There were FW and FWP?  What is that?

Mark Lindflott: FWP is farmed wetland pasture, it is a site that has manipulation hydrologically but does not have a (I could not hear the rest of the comment).  So it has more vegetation.

Eric Lindstrom: A follow-up question from Rick Robinson’s comment about the science white paper since we have two of those members that served on that panel here today.  Just for clarity, was the determination made by that science panel that all of these created CREP type wetlands worth in kind or that they had some properties similar to other type wetlands?
Dr. Crumpton: The panel did not do determinations for any particular wetlands.  We referred to wetlands as examples, considered sites like Golden Marsh, the ag drainage well mitigation site in Wright County.  Where the CREP wetlands fit or not was never part of our discussion.  What we did was by what criteria we start with science principals before we considered anything else.  We would make judgments about whether a wetland is in kind mitigation or out of kind mitigation.  Some of the things that Mark has mentioned already, mitigation wetland should have similar bathymetry to the kind of wetland that you are trying to mitigate.  (I could not hear the rest of the comment.)  We laid those out in the report; there is soils, hydrology, landscape position, vegetation that could develop.  It is largely determined by hydrology, water level retained.  We did not look at any particular wetlands, saying this would be in kind or this would be out of kind.  Based on the criteria laid out in report, if you look at two that are just mentioned, one of them is 0.36, in the Okoboji the wetland depression, I think everyone would agree probably in kind mitigation.  Is the mitigation site that the landscape position is on top of an old Okoboji but the old Okoboji only comprises maybe 15-20 percent of the total area?  The rest of that are non depressional soils.  Until the landscape position for Okoboji are found, but it does not have Okoboji soil.  The panel agreed that the soils could not determine whether it would be in kind mitigation 
Doug Helmers: That was really kind of a law determined whether it is in kind or not.  We said we could mitigate on non-hydric soils.  That was the whole soil part of the discussion.  The law already says we can mitigate on non-hydric soils.  It’s equivalent for the original functions.

Dr. Crumpton: So the three types of wetlands, there are depressions, slopes and flats.  So we mainly show how to mitigate depressional wetlands because most of the FWs we thought were depressional wetlands.  So the questions are still unclear what position NRCS is on information we have in the report which was the recommendations to mitigate for depressional wetlands on a non-hydric soils if you created unnecessary conditions and create a depression in that location.  My question would still be kind of non-depressional soils, but using in kind mitigation for a depressional wetland.

John Torbert: How did this whole process started basically with a request from the IDALS-DSC, who did that come from?
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Rich Sims: I believe Dean Lemke broached the subject first.  Is that correct Dean?  (Dean shook his head he doesn’t know.)  I thought the question came from Dean first but the question came forward, can we use these types of areas for mitigation if additional farmed wetlands have been tiled?
John Torbert: I have a lot of concerns about how this has been taken shape.  First of all, as I voiced to you on the phone conversation we had early this week.  I think these varies scenarios are way out, but did a very good job on the presentation today.  But it is very difficult for a lay person to understand what those mean.  How many people in this room can set down and tell me what these four scenarios mean in practice?  Not a lot, but yet we are suppose to make a recommendation to you on what scenario is best.  The scenarios all assume this is out of kind scenario and we have not been able to assume that is might be an in kind scenario.  You are ruling out in kind by the four scenarios that you presented.  You have already said that it is sort of a new issue with respect to proposals that you are recommending and what my understanding is that the science report, is that’s not what the science report/white paper/whatever you want to call it, don’t know the distinction are, that is not what the science report says.  I saw the earlier public hearing results.  We had 88 people that said mitigate no more than 1 to 1; there were 10 that said that mitigation plans should be greater than that.  Another issue that we need to be understood, is even if you say 1 to 1 mitigation, my understanding is it’s not 1 to 1 because when you mitigate you are going to require a buffer strip, but you are not going to get credit from the buffer so although it’s a 1 to 1 mitigation, it’s not going to be 1 to 1 its going to be greater than that.  So again, I really wonder if this is the proper place to be discussed or the first of October you have a lot of ag interest in the field that should be having input into this that are not here today and I don’t know if this is the proper forum for this.  I thought this should be pulled off the agenda today, because I don’t think this the proper place for this to be discussed.  But that’s some of the concerns I have here.  We are under the assumption these are all out of kind and what I have been told from people in my membership, people in the scientific community is that is not an assumption.  So I come back to this question, I know the Iowa plan they would like to design besides so they are in kind.  What are the specific criteria?  Is there a written list that spells out criteria for in kind versus out of kind so that if we build these sites we know what to do?  Here is what you need to do for in kind, here’s what you need to do because we don’t this out of kind.  What I am hearing Mark say is no it’s evaluating site by site basis, I think.  So what do we do in the future?  
Rich Sims: What would be your suggestion for us to do in the future?

John Torbert: I think we should have a sub group set down and understand the issues and take another look this and come back in front of you or this group at a future date.  I just don’t think this is the proper forum for this discussion.

Rich Sims: Okay.  One item as far as you are correct, all these are considered out of kind.  The reason the in kind is not considered is because we have always had a 1 to 1 ratio for in kind.  The consternation, the discussions always is what is the out of kind ratio, what would that be?  So that is why these were brought forward as out of kind.  If we have an area that is in kind, we look at it as a 1 to 1 ratio.  So that is why they are really all oriented towards the out of kind scenarios.

Rick Robinson: Again, they are trying to avoid the out of kind situation and they don’t have an answer to what constitutes out of kind.  That is what a sub-committee could look at.  Just as we have developed the sub-committee to look at the replacement ratios back in the mid 90s.  I think it is appropriate for a group that has that expertise to set down, whoever that is, run through it and come to understand what that criteria is so that the wetland landscape initiative can use it, move forward, and avoid situations that are out of kind.

Rich Sims: So your recommendation is to have a sub group come together and come up with this is in kind and this is out of kind scenarios.
Rick Robinson: Yes, or any other associated issues around that.

Rich Sims: Thank you.

Sara Carlson:  Didn’t you just say you know what is in kind?
Rich Sims: Well, I thought we did.
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Rick Robinson: That question was not answered.  There isn’t an answer.  There are general descriptions but we have a very specific site that is being out of kind but we can’t be told.  There is not an answer specifically why that is out of kind.  What actions do you take to avoid that situation or to manipulate it, if you want to use that term?  Manage it so that it is in kind?  There has been discussion about that.  Design criteria that would turn that into in kind situation.  Primarily, for example, hydrology – do you need more hydrology, do you need to direct more water, according to the science report?  If you have enough hydrology there it tends to make it wetter and you get the restored plant life because the seed bed is there, those kind of things.  But again, that criteria hasn’t been clearly established.  That’s the different document then what we have in front of us today.  This is just the replacement ratios.

Rich Sims: So to answer your question when you brought that up, there are clear cut ones in Okoboji site to Okoboji site as being equivalent functions and values or not equivalent functions and values.  But when you have those areas and you have a Clarion soil type, which is a well drained soil, and people would say that you stack water on top of that well drained soil and all the sudden it becomes an equivalent functions and values to an Okoboji that is where the discussion really is, is it really going to be in kind or out of kind equivalent or not equivalent.  These areas are what we are trying to figure out and discuss.
John Torbert: People need to figure out this is a really big deal.  The reality is that the drainage system is going to be rebuilt.  We have system that was put in, in many cases 70-80-90-100 years ago, very low capacity.  When that system gets re-engineered, re-designed, re-built it’s going to be built for 2011/2012 farming not 1910-1911 farming.  You are going to have higher pro-efficient, you are going to have higher drainage capacities, so the question is going to come up, what are we going to do with respect to mitigation?  This is going to be a big deal.  How are we going to mitigate?  Are we going to be forcing these farmers, as you are looking at these sites, to be off site mitigations on mitigation banks or are we going to be able to allow them to engineer these sites so they can mitigate in the same place by using an engineered wetland?  This is really going to have a lot to do with the future of farming in this state.  This is a really big deal and I just don’t think that automatically making the assumption that we are out of kind, no specific criteria that I have not received an answer to yet in terms of what constitutes an in kind versus what constitutes out of kind.  No cost numbers have we seen by these scenarios in terms of what that means by mitigation costs.  I think there is a very large number of unanswered questions.
Rich Sims:  Mark, in your opinion, what is out of kind?
Mark Lindflott: If we were doing something with a topographic depression to topographic depression, that’s in kind.  If I go on top of a hill and dig a hole I really don’t consider that in kind, that is way out of kind.  Then there are some gray areas in there.  We may even go to the field and look at these.  I’m going to look at what is the topographic position, is the site itself depressional or not depressional, what was the fringe area that was saturated look like?  The soils will tell me something what that site was historically.  It won’t necessarily tell you everything.  To me, that is the kind of stuff that I will be looking at to make that call.  We are going to do this case by case.  I think we do a pretty good job.  
Rich Sims: John, this is not a big deal, it is a huge deal.  I am very aware of the seriousness of the nature of this decision that is being made.  It has been bothering me for 9 months now.  I have gotten help from everybody and I want to make sure we get all the input we possibly can get before a decision is made and this is the process we want have that.

Rick Robinson: So Mark, on Drainage District #15 north in Palo Alto County, what are the characteristics that makes this out of kind?

Mark Lindflott: We have some Okoboji in there which I know is in kind; the harps ring around there if I bring the water up to the saturated, which is still part of that system.  If I’m going up on the Nickelettes, which are an upland soil or class 1 cropland.  Where if I’m going up on a Clarion knob, which is quite a bit higher than that and try to barter that and bring it down to the same level as the pothole, that part of it I would tend to say it is not in kind.
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Rick Robinson: Again, this is not for me to answer, I think the question is if I read the science report, which is a peer review process, it’s not published.  But I think Dr. Crumpton would say it is a peer review process, how does that match up with what that document says that in that system, positional landscape is not out of kind if there are other factors associated such as hydrology.  I just assume he answer that question.
Mark Lindflott: We talked about that we can borrow that down and make an upland depressional site.  I think it will take quite a few years.  That’s where we get into that temporal lag.  Try to deal with mitigation ratios and the fact that mitigation should occur.  If you think about how we do mitigation banking with the Clean Water Act stuff, they come in and they come up with a plan to make a wetland.  And they go out every year and monitor those sites and decide when those functions are developed and when those credits should be available.  That would be another option.
Tim Palmer:  It seems to me like Dr. Crumpton just mentioned some of these designed wetlands will eventually tend to imitate natural wetlands.  Depends on the amount of time it takes to get there.  If there design was to have that in mind, maybe we need some kind of thing saying or hurrying it along perhaps it will happen sooner than we think.

Rich Sims: Thank you, Tim.

Eric Lindstrom: Back to Mark’s point – the actual peer review research that is out there on out of kind mitigation done under the Clean Water Act and 404.  There is lots of data out there peer reviewed information over the last 30 years of the success and failures of out of kind mitigations.  So there is quite a bit of peer reviewed research out there that shows when you try to move a wetland from an inconvenient area and create similar characteristics in a more convenient area it doesn’t do very well.  And there is lots of research out there to illustrate that.  We would be happy to provide that for the group. 
Rick Robinson: The question is, is this out of kind?  I think there is some pictures here of some of these sites and show the position of landscape what they actually look like, what farmed wetlands looks like in the drainage district out there.  You get a sense of the difference in functions and values after they are restored and see the advantages.  This is not a question of failure.  This is a question of success.
Jen Filipiak: I think I heard Doug, Dr. Crumpton, and Mark say that the things they look at a few of the characteristics they look at when determining whether it’s in kind or out of kind.  Are the landscape context of the wetlands that is to be impacted versus landscape context of proposed mitigation?  The hydrology and the soils, topography position?  As a biologist myself who has done design wetland mitigations, I would look to the use of that site by particular species fields also as a in kind/out of kind.  My question is regarding the white paper, what are the criteria that you should look at to determine if you are proposing out of kind mitigation?  I heard you both say those four.  Every wetland you are going to have to look at the four and make a call based on your experience and what the scientific literature has taught us?  

Rich Robinson:  They are trying to avoid out of kind.

Jen Filipiak: So couldn’t the scientists provide to them, this is the landscape position that the wetland is going to be destroyed is in, this is the hydrology that is has, these are the soils it has, and this is the topographical position of that wetland?  So you have to meet those characteristic for your wetland determination to be in kind.  Is that wrong?

There were several individuals talking at the same time and could not transcribe.
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Dr. Crumpton:  In order to be in kind, it needs to be same quarter or HGM class.  NRCS uses the same HGM class.  So what we have been talking primarily about is farmed wetland mitigation.  If you said it had to have same hydrology, same soil, same topography position, and relative to other wetlands component of the as pre-settlement classes of Iowa HGM depressional wetlands.  If you said that it would be set for soil on drainage district 15 north in my opinion would be an in kind mitigation.  The thing that distinguishes drainage district 15 north, is only 15-20 percent is Okoboji.  The Okoboji is a depressional wetland soil for that particular Okoboji location.  None of the other soils in that drainage district 15 mitigation proposed site are depressional soils.  There’s Webster, Canstayos, and some upland to be included.
There were several individuals talking at the same time and could not transcribe.

Dr. Crumpton: The Webster and Canstayos would be flats, pre-settlement.  To me that is the only resolved issue.  How critical is soil classification if soils have to be a depressional soil in that position to use it in mitigation for depressional wetland and mitigation has been done and would not qualify as a wetland mitigation was a Palms-muk, which is not a depressional soil that is a silt wetland soil.  The ones that are being proposed in Hancock County, the McClauphin lawl and Muskegoo muk, which would be out of kind for depressional wetland that is slope wetland soil so the new mitigation bank, would not meet the criteria of having a depressional wetland soil.  Those are successful mitigations.  The Colton Marsh was a depressional wetland soil and meet all three criteria so it has the topographic position, the hydrology; it is in the same landscape position as a large Okoboji, sedative bottom of 1,000 acres drainage system.  It is a comparable landscape position and the kind of sites that we are talking about.  Many of triplet lands would not meet these criteria, not just soils; it would not meet the depth criteria.  The other thing is the bathymetry is relative to distribution of shallow and deep depth use to match wetlands you want to replace.  If 40 percent of the wetland that you are trying to mitigate/replace has less than one foot and we need to have that amount of shallow acreage in your mitigation site.  Those are all things that can be done.

Jen Filipiak: Sure, and I think there is a lot of scientific literature that has studied how successful wetland mitigations are depending how different the soils are your are trying to re-create essentially.  And the more different the soils are, if you are trying to dig a hole in upland soil and make a wetland that has a lot less potential to for success than if you are trying to restore hydrology.  Although there may be more hydrology then when the soils formed, that has great potential for success.
Dr. Crumpton??:  The mitigation literature that you mentioned before is primarily commercial banks not with farmed wetland mitigation and they were putting tile in places where the hydrology was just not enough water to make them successful.  That is not the case here.  These aren’t being proposed at the top of a hill, they are being proposed as a bottom of the drainage systems.  Not having enough water will not be an issue for these systems.  Soils are not the primary reason for the mitigations to fail.  A lot of reasons is commercial mitigations fail is there is not follow-up, not held accountable.  As I understand this scenario, the drainage districts would be held accountable in perpetuity, they will not be able to walk away from these mitigations the way people typically walk away from commercial banks.
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Duane Sand: I think it is important to step back and ask why we are even having this discussion and why have these hearings and why has the national policy decision been kicked down to a State Conservationist to take care of it?  I would refer to a line in Don Elter’s letter that was sent to the State Committee this week.  Don Elter in that letter describes himself as representing Iowa Drainage District Association, announces that he has landed all seven contracts where the Iowa Initiative first projects as engineer for those projects and also represents the Drainage Districts in mitigation issues.  I will quote from his letter, “The fundamental plan of the Iowa Initiative to make mitigation available to other drainage districts or private party needs.”  Essentially what he is saying here there is a plan that someone involved in the Iowa Initiative will basically provide a mitigation banking opportunity for private individuals and drainage districts and money will be moved around with the preference (it doesn’t say what the preference is).  But the discussion is to what extend does mitigation money get moved to constructive wetlands?  That’s why we are having this discussion.  I would mention to you and the whole group one paragraph that I issued that I put into the testimony at Storm Lake.  That is “Landowners should be free to select the lowest cost mitigation alternatives that fully satisfy program requirements.  NRCS should not force landowners to directly or indirectly through drainage district assessments, purchased mitigation from a prescribed site or single provider of mitigation services.  I really object to we are here having this time spent because someone is engaged in central planning about how to do mitigation in the state of Iowa.  This will not serve agriculture well to have central planning for mitigation in the state of Iowa.  It will not give the lowest cost for mitigation.  It will not provide the highest level alternatives for mitigation.  The fundamental plan here has a fundamental flaw and that is these constructive wetlands are incredibly expensive at engineering, they are incredibly expensive to construct and if we are moving the mitigation dollars there we are going to be very expensive mitigation credits.  My suggestion is don’t worry about the Monished, certainly work out the issues that have been raised, a smaller group might be able to do that and I encourage to have a little more time is needed to work through those details.  But fundamentally we need to have a market place for competition.  In Minnesota there is over 100 mitigation banks registered at the Minnesota Board of Soil and Water Conservation.  We need lots of alternatives.  When we do that we won’t be arguing over changing the sodbuster rules in order to do it.
Rich Sims: Thank you for your input Duane.
Eric Lindstrom: Two quick final comments related to in kind versus out of kind by comparison since this is new arena that we are entering into in terms of farmed wetlands versus those under 404 jurisdictions.  They often go through via the Corp and EPA guidance for mitigation.  They go through a series of first priority, second priority, last priority, out of kind, and I’m curious if they have exhausted all in kind options in these pilot projects or is it just more convenient to do out of kind because it is heavily publically subsidized or is there not in kind options in these drainage districts whether it is in loofy or banking credits or other things.  Have they exhausted all in kind options?
Rich Sims:  I guess we don’t have an answer for you.

Eric Lindstrom: The last comment I have related to Dr. Crumpton’s, he makes a good point about the potential failures of some of the commercial created wetlands and water of the hydrology.  The converse statement could be mentioned having water won’t be an issue, but when you look at the farmed wetlands and a paper that you helped co-author in 2009 with some of your colleagues, Dr. van der Valk and graduate student Miller, some of the analysis that you did in the drainage districts.  In these drainage districts it shows 89 percent of historic wetlands pre-settlement were seasonal, temporary and in a femoral basis.  In most cases, although Iowa’s wetter part of the prairie pothole region, those basins would periodically go dry.  In this case we are talking about intercepting tile line which flow most periods of the year.  When you are talking about the hydro periods of like kind versus out of kind, I’m wondering if too much water could be an issue on some of these sites?
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Dr. Crumpton: You are right; in fact there is another paper that will be coming out here shortly.  The majority over 80 percent of the wetlands in pre-settlement landscape were saturated soils, really ponded water.  They were not basins, they were flats.  The wet meadow in soils between the depression deep down wetland class.  (I could not hear the rest of the comment.)  For the mitigation of the farmed wetlands, what proposed to deal with was look at each one of those farmed wetlands and determine what kind of wetland that was.  The cause of the larger deeper wetter farmed wetlands were the most difficult to drain.  That is where we find those farmed wetlands when those large, they don’t represent.  When we look at farmed wetlands, those wetlands don’t represent a reasonable approximation of the pre-settlement wetland distribution.  They represent those wettest wetlands in the landscape.  Yes, I agree the pre-settlement wetland distribution.  If you have landscape restoration goals in mind that you should try to restore some of the drier wetlands, in the wet soils, in the wet meadows in between because they are grossly underrepresented in restoration today in Iowa.  But that is a different issue than mitigation (I could not hear the rest of the comment). 

Rich Sims:  Are there any more comments or input that you would like to share with us during this session?

Jen Filipiak: I think a sub-committee of folks in Iowa that we could all agree to the membership of could come up with a check list of things to look at when you are debating/deciding whether there is mitigation is in kind or out of kind.  I think that is the easy part.  The issues that Duane brings up these are the much more complicated issue that have a lot more impact on how we move forward with agriculture and with conservation and water quality and how that is in Iowa.  Just a comment.  I think this in kind/out of kind, I think we can resolve that.  I think the day is out there, there is enough research and there are enough smart people in Iowa that could put something together that this group could agree to.  Yes, these are the things you look at to determine whether the mitigation is in kind or out of kind.  There are bigger issues.

Matt O’Connor:  I think I understand what you are saying is what I said at one of the meetings that we had was “I think we can do better.”  

Matt O’Connor:  With all due respect and not against anyone but it just seems to me that there are a lack of respect of our wetlands and in mitigating those wetlands with the de-nitrophication wetlands there is even to me, from my point of view, even more lack of respect for these wetlands.  And I think what Dr. Crumpton said is exactly right.  For the wildlife standpoint, what I would like to see is if we could and I think we would have a better partnership, is to look at these, whether they are de-nitrophication sites or there mitigation sites is to build that whole wildlife complex back not in 30 acres, but in how many acres it takes.  I don’t care if they de-nitrify if we run tile through there to do that to help, that’s good.  If we made a complex that is truly worthwhile and long lasting and really reflected out wetlands.  Our chapter would be out there buying all this projects.  
Linda Kinman:  I actually represent the Iowa Association of Water Agency on the State Technical Committee.  They have not taken a position on the wetland but one of the members at the Des Moines Water Works has.  I have to agree with almost everything that has been said.  I think there is so many issues around the wetlands and where they are being placed and what their intended purposes are minor compared to the in kind and out of kind question that we are answering today.  I agree there is a lot more discussion that needs to take place with that.

Rich Sims:  Okay, thank you.
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Rich Sims:  Any other comments, folks?  You have been very patient; you have been here for almost three hours.  Okay, let me tell you what the next steps are as far as the process.  All the input that has been received from this meeting, from Dr. Crumpton’s authors and other people that have helped on that paper, the listening sessions, the 190 plus emails are part of the input that I will be looking at, sharing information with and I will be talking to my supervisor also because he also realizes this is a much larger than a big deal.  So from there we will be able to come out and provide information to you on what are next steps would be in relations to this subject.  And I have not made my mind up, which there are rumors floating around that I have, I have not.  It is the importance of the State Technical Committee to provide that input, it is very critical to me and I appreciate every one of your ideas that you have shared with me.  Any questions?
Rick Robinson:  Does this determine whether you are going to establish a sub-committee then to visit about this?

Rich Sims:  That will be part of the final decision that we will make, because if I decide to do that, then the scenarios that we had step aside and then we go back and have the sub-committee.  That’s why I wanted to have your comments, John’s comments, and other individuals.  Do we go back and have the sub-committee to look at is or not?

Rich Sims:  Okay, thank you very much.

The meeting adjourned approximately 4:10 p.m.

Richard Sims
State Conservationist
Chair
Attachments
State Technical Committee - EQIP Sub-Committee

Neal Smith Federal Building, Conference Room 693B

1:00 pm - September 6, 2011
MINUTES
Present:  Doug Helmers-USFWS, Duane Sand-INHF, Jennifer Filipiak-TNC, Susan Heathcote-IEC, Sarah Carlson-PFI, Rick Robinson- FB, Leah Medley-EPA, Dave Petty-Producer, Todd Sutphin-ISA, Kelly Smith-IDNR, Paul Tauke-IDNR, Steve Hopkins-IDNR, staff advisors/assistance: Larry Beeler, Dave Brommel

The Sub-Committee reviewed FY2011 EQIP Accomplishments.

The Sub-Committee recommends the following FY2012 EQIP allocations for these state wide sub-accounts.

	State Wide Sub-Accounts
	FY2011 Original Obligation
	FY2012 Recommendation

	Forestry Practices
	$500,000
	$500,000

	Tribal Sub-account
	$100,000
	$100,000

	State CIG
	$300,000
	$300,000

	Limited Resource Farmers
	$200,000
	$200,000

	Cover Crop Initiative
	$200,000
	$300,000

	Conservation Activity Plans (CAPs)
	$50,000
	$100,000


The Sub-Committee recommends the FY2012 EQIP Cover Crop Initiative be combined into one sub-account for Sioux and Lyon Counties.

The Sub-Committee recommends the FY2012 EQIP State Ranking Criteria remain the same as FY2011.

The Sub-Committee recommends setting aside $300,000 FY2012 EQIP funds for State Conservation Innovation Grants (CIGs).  

The Sub-Committee recommends no changes to the State Allocation Formula.

The current Iowa allocation formula is:



40%
Water quality resource conservation



30%
Livestock resource conservation



20%
Soil condition resource conservation



10%
Wildlife resource conservation

Contract Completion Efficiency multiplier (20% increase for top 25 and 20% decrease for bottom 25)

The Sub-Committee recommends offering the following Conservation Activity Plan (CAP) Options:


102 Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan (CNMP) 

104 Nutrient Management Plan 

106 Forest Management Plan – NEW

110 Grazing Management Plan – NEW

118 Irrigation Water Management Plan 

130 Drainage Water Management Plan

138 Conservation Plan Supporting Organic Transition

142 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Management Plan – NEW

146 Pollinator Habitat Enhancement Plan – NEW

154 Integrated Pest Management Herbicide Resistance Weed Conservation Plan –  

        Written - NEW
The Sub-Committee recommends keeping the current system of sub-accounts created at the county level.  For consideration in future years, Jennifer Filipiak will chair a group to investigate creating sub-accounts based on watersheds.

The Sub-Committee recommends not expanding the number of MRBI “Focus Areas” (8 digit HUCs).  As preparation for FY2013, the Sub-Committee recommends a review of the process used to select the current Focus Areas.

Meeting adjourned at 4:00 PM

WRP Subcommittee Meeting

FSA State Office 

September 19, 2011

1:30 P.M.

MINUTES 

Present:  Doug Helmers, USFWS; Todd Bishop,  Jeff Joens, Iowa DNR; Heather Jobst, Duane Sand, INHF; Monica Monk, Larry Beeler, NRCS; Eric Lindstrom, Ducks Unlimited; Jen Filipiak, TNC;  Susan Heathcote, Iowa Environmental Council;  Jason Daniels, EPA (via conference call); Matt O’Connor, Pheasants Forever (via conference call); John Whitaker, Amanda Hartman, FSA.
John Whitaker called the meeting to order and introductions were made.
The previous minutes from September 28th, 2010 stand approved as written.

Summary of FY11 Funding

Reviewed FY11 Funding Handout line by line.

WRP – 15.21 Million spent – 42 easements/4125 acres

GRP - 0.69 Million spent – 9 easements/965 acres

EWP – 1.54 Million spent – 1 easement/585 acres

Total –17.44 Million total -- 52 easements/5675 acres

Applications Backlog

Reviewed FY Application Backlog (on handout)

There were six dropouts, four of those dropped due to not enough funding.

Five applications were ineligible – these may be able to be cleaned up. 

Four applicants would like to defer until next year.  Deferred will go back on the application list.  We need more applications in the Pothole area.  There was not a single riverine dropout.  

61 Riverine Applications remaining/26 of those are T&E - Total of 5404 Riverine acres

10 Pothole Applications/1 T&E - Total of 415 Pothole acres – Grand Total of acres 5,819.  May need help with outreach from partners.  At the end of the fiscal year if there are funds remaining they become available to other states to use, Iowa has benefited from this in the past.  

Updated WRP Application Information as of 9/30/11

66 Riverine Applications remaining/27 of those are T&E - Total of 5,697 Riverine acres

15 Pothole Applications/ 1 T&E - Total of 682 Pothole acres

81 Total Applications/28 T&E—Total 6379 acres

Summary of FY11 Closings

There were 161 easements enrolled in 2010 (32 WRP/119 EWP/10 GRP). 

In 2011, there were 52 easements enrolled (42 WRP/1 EWP/9 GRP).   Temporary staff was brought in to assist NRCS with closings.  As of September 19, 2011 there were 128 easements closed (out of 224 total easements for 2010-2011), over ten a month are being closed.  As of September 30, 2011, in FY11, NRCS closed 136 easements (11.33 easements/month).  There are 96 left to close.  As of September 30, 2011 there are 88 to close.

FY12 GARC Value for WRP

Reviewed WRP land value worksheet (available on NRCS website) and the Market Survey Analysis.  The Market Survey Analysis is used to set the Geographic Area Rate Caps (GARC).  The new Market Survey Analysis should be available by the end of September (as of October 5, 2011, it is still not available).

We are currently at a 10% residual.  If the residual were increased to 20% it would greatly impact the number of drop outs.  Dropouts are extremely time consuming. 

**The subcommittee recommends that we remain at the current 10% residual value of the Fair Market Value to set the GARC for WRP.

WRP Ranking Form

The new ranking form was updated in July (available on the NRCS website).  The worksheet is very user friendly and automatically compiles numbers that are entered, increasing the ease of use. The total possible points on the application is 300 total.

Documenting historical natural condition of land has been incorporated into the ranking.

Applications that are marking T&E species, fen, or prairie remnant under item C. If this box is checked on the ranking form the application goes to the top of the ranking list.  A lot of small projects are being funded solely on the fact that they have wetland dependent T&E species.  Todd Bishop of IDNR stated that targeting T&E small remnants isn’t what WRP was intended for.  The group discussion was held regarding modifying the multiplier.  

**The WRP Subcommittee came to consensus and recommends to the State Technical Committee that that the multiplier for T&E be changed to 1.5 (from 3) with the stipulation that the subcommittee review the multiplier again next year.

Historically Underserved Dedication of Funds

Under the programs we can recommend that funds from WRP are dedicated to assist with serving historically underserved populations.

A question was raised if these funds could be used to assist with those affected by Missouri River Flooding.  There is not enough funding available through WRP to make an impact, WREP money may become available to assist those impacted by flooding.

**The subcommittee recommends 10% of WRP funding be set aside for historically underserved populations. 

Timeline/Cut off Dates

Reviewed map.  48% of the easements were in pothole (35% of acres); 52% of easements were riverine (65% of acres).

Past funding recommendation ($$ spent)


10% - T&E


45% - Pothole


45% - Riverine

**The subcommittee recommends that minimum ranking be set to by the professional staff with the goal being 50/50.

There are two application deadlines in 2012:

1st Application Deadline is 12/1/2011; Field offices then have until 2/1/2012 to get rankings turned into NRCS State Office.

2nd Application Deadline is 2/17/2012; field offices then have until 4/17/2012 to submit their ranking to the NRCS State Office.

**The subcommittee recommends these deadlines to the State Technical Committee for approval.

With there being no further business, the WRP Subcommittee meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.  

CRP Sub-Committee Notes
September 22, 2011

Attendees: John Whitaker, Vickie Friedow, Robin Holcomb, Marty Adkins, Mark Lindflott,
Doug Helmers, Kelly Tobin, Lee Faris, Susan Heathcoate, Tolif Hunt, Matt Deppe, Matt O’Connor, and Sean McMahon
I. Introductions. Welcomed Susan Heathcoate to the Sub-Committee and invited guests Tolif Hunt with the White Rock Conservancy and Matt Deppe with the Iowa Cattlemen’s Association.

II. FSA Report on CRP.  FSA provided a report on the last General Sign-up, acres expiring, and the transfer of acres to the SAFE program. 

A. General Sign-Up: In General Sign Up #41 earlier this year there were 1997 offers and 1667 offers accepted.  There were 51,698 acres offered and 45,421 acres accepted.

B. Expiring Acres:
FSA provided the following report on expiring acres:

108,300 acres expired in 2010

72,000 acres expired in 2011

231,400 acres will expire in 2012

185,317 acres will expire in 2013

92,400 acres will expire in 2014

113,000 acres will expire in 2015

98,000 acres will expire in 2016

225,000 acres will expire in 2017

172,000 acres will expire in 2018

C. SAFE:
The 2010 request of the CRP Sub-Committee for additional SAFE acres was denied by FSA Headquarters, reportedly because the acres were too expensive.  However, the CRP Sub-Committee’s request to transfer 2,300 acres from the Grand River Grasslands and 2,300 acres from the Forest priorities was approved.  There are currently 3,600 acres still available in the SAFE program.

III. Managed Grazing Pilot:  Invited guests Tolif Hunt of the White Rock Conservancy and Matt Deppe of the Iowa Cattlemen’s Association (ICA) provided an update on their discussions regarding developing a managed grazing pilot project for CRP.  White Rock Conservancy, ICA, and ISU have convened numerous meetings in the last year to discuss the economic and environmental issues regarding managed grazing in an effort to provide incentives to help keep grasslands in grass.  There is substantial interest in utilizing grazing as a tool to manage for wildlife while allowing landowners to realize an added economic benefit.  Discussions have revolved around how to implement grazing on CRP lands.  There is interest in developing a CRP pilot project for managed grazing in Iowa that would explore appropriate density, stocking rates, and timing of managed grazing; managing for wildlife habitat; eliminating the 25% penalty for grazing as a mid-contract management; and cost-sharing the infrastructure investment for fencing and water necessary to convert CRP lands to pasture.  Some suggestions for a pilot have included landscape level managed grazing involving multiple landowners, increased economic and mentoring opportunities for new grazers, support for existing grazers to expand herds, and grass banks.

The CRP Sub-Committee members expressed widespread support for such a pilot project.  A motion passed to request that White Rock Conservancy and ICA consult other interested organizations and develop a specific CRP pilot project for managed grazing and report back to the CRP subcommittee by the end of March 2012.  The CRP Sub-Committee will consider the proposed pilot project and decide whether to make a recommendation to the full State Technical Committee and FSA State Committee.  Lee Faris offered the motion, Doug Helmers seconded it and it passed unanimously.
IV. Reseeding Dates:  Kelly Tobin inquired as to reseeding date requirements under CRP and whether or not the dates could be rolled back from October 1 to early August.  FSA explained that the October 1 date is the beginning of the fiscal year, but that reseeding is allowed later the following calendar year.  Kelly was advised to visit the county NRCS and FSA office to get approval for August reseedings.

V. Farm Bill:  Potential changes to CRP in the next Farm Bill were discussed including possible consolidation of Farm Bill conservation programs and reduced acreage for CRP.  Some suggested policy changes included providing more cost-share funding to make mid-contract management more worthwhile for landowners, expanding the CP-27 maximum from 5 acres to 10 acres, seeing if CRP could be utilized to help CREP wetlands by helping to conserve other smaller wetlands in those same watersheds, eliminating the 25% penalty for grazing as a mid-contract management practice, eliminating restrictions on winter grazing of CRP, allowing for biomass harvesting outside of the primary nesting and brood rearing season dates, providing cost-share for improvements to convert CRP land to pasture, making it easier for landowners to implement prescribed burns on CRP and converting expiring CRP acres to 30 year and permanent easements.

Iowa has 3 SAFE project areas

· Habitat for Early Successional and Neotropical Migratory Forest Birds—a 4-county area in northeast Iowa:  Allamakee, Clayton, Fayette, and Winneshiek counties.  3500 acres were approved for this area originally.

· Grand River Grassland—Kellerton Bird Conservation Area in southeast Ringgold County.  4,500 acres were approved for this area originally.

· Gaining Ground for Wildlife—targeted portions of all counties statewide, except Allamakee and Clayton.  19,700 acres originally approved for this area.  Several additional allocations have been received and enrolled in this project area.

The Iowa FSA State Committee had requested an additional 20,000 acres be allocated for Gaining Ground for Wildlife.  We were notified in August that this request was disapproved. 

The FSA State Committee also requested that 2,300 acres be reallocated from both the Grand River Grassland SAFE and the Habitat for Early Successional and Neotropical Migratory Forest Birds SAFE.  We were notified in August that this request was approved.  The table below reflects the reallocation of the 4,600 acres into the Gaining Ground for Wildlife SAFE.

	SAFE Project
	Total Acres
	Acres Used
	Acres Remaining

	Gaining Ground for Wildlife 
	36,250
	32,652.5
	3,597.5

	Habitat for Early Successional and Neotropical Migratory Forest Birds  
	1,200
	594.6
	605.4

	Grand River Grassland
	2,200
	2,061.5
	138.5


The 2008 Farm Bill/Congress set the CRP acreage cap at 32 million acres.  USDA/FSA set individual CRP initiatives, like SAFE, acreage caps.  SAFE originally was set at 500,000 acres and has been raised twice and right now has a cap of 850,000 acres.  Until we see what the 2012 Farm Bill brings in the form of a potential reduction of the CRP acreage cap, there are no additional allocations authorized.  In addition to acres, a bigger challenge is finding funds to support higher costs associated with additional incentives associated with continuous CRP initiatives, like SAFE.  An acre of continuous CRP costs more than an acre of general CRP given signing incentive payments, practice incentive payments, and for some practices, rental rate incentives.

If there is interest in submitting a new SAFE project proposal, that could be done.  However, there will be no approvals until acres/funding become available.  Proposals submitted would be reviewed by National FSA for eligibility purposes and held in consideration for possible action at a later date. 

Nitrate Removal Wetland Discussion
There were three items of input provided by members of the State Technical Committee.  

They were:

· what is the definition of in-kind versus out-of- kind;
· if there is not a definition, appoint a Sub-Committee to provide input to the State Conservationist to use as a definition; and 
· provide assistance to Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship (IDALS) on the seven pilot projects.
Decisions from the input request:
1. After researching with technical specialists, NRCS does not have a definition in statute, rules or policy of in-kind or out-of-kind.
2. A new Sub-Committee will not need to be formed to create or search for definitions of in-kind or 
out-of-kind.

3. NRCS will move forward with assisting IDALS with the seven pilot projects.  Five of the sites are proposed to be built through CREP.  If CREP funds are used they would not be analyzed for equivalent functions and values.  This is because of a regulation prohibiting federal funds to be used for mitigations of wetlands.
For additional information related to the decisions see comments below.

Background for Number One and Two

Definition of in-kind versus out of kind:
The terms “in-kind” and “out-of-kind” are very generic terms used by biologists and other technical people inside and outside of government.  These terms are not defined in Farm Bill statutes, USDA regulation or NRCS policy.  That being the case, additional guidance was sought from national and regional NRCS technical specialists.
Specialists advised Iowa NRCS to re-set the terms of discussion.  In summary, they advised that the sole focus of discussion and analysis should be wetland functions and values of land being drained and land being offered for mitigation.  
There are numerous functions and values of wetland sites.  Functional assessment tools are used to quantify those functions and values.  Those same functional assessment tools can provide a transparent, defendable way to identify mitigation options for land being drained.

NRCS Policy in the National Food Security Act Manual, 5th ED., encourages the use of a Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) functional assessment [NFSAM 5th Edition 515.12(C)] to determine functions and values.  When the functions and values are observed in the functional assessment a functional capacity unit is derived.   The definition of a functional capacity unit for any particular wetland function it is the acres impacted times the functional index value for that wetland function.   
Mitigation ratios should not be predetermined before functional capacity units are determined on each site.  The four scenarios presented to the State Technical Committee will not be used.
In July 1998, a functional assessment model was recommended and accepted by the State Conservationist.  This assessment provides guidance in determining functional capacity units for upland depression sites.  This model can be used in the pilot projects.  
Background for Number Three

The Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship (IDALS) requested a meeting date on 
October 31, 2011, with NRCS to discuss the seven nitrogen removal wetland pilot projects.  Progress was made on the two sites being considered for mitigation.
On November 30, 2011, Iowa NRCS provided a briefing to Iowa Secretary of Agriculture Bill Northey on the pilot projects.
