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State Technical Committee Meeting Minutes

February 9, 2000

Rosendo Trevino opened the meeting, those present were:

Rosendo Trevino
Dale Jones
Brian Greene
Scotty Abbott

Dennis Garcia
Andrew Ortiz
George Douds
Betty Joubert

Nina Wells
Steven Albert
Jim Bailey
Richard Armijo

Ken Schein
Richard Bonine
Andy Rosenau
John Tunberg

Terrell Baker
Dale Hall
Richard Becker 
Callie Gnatkowski

Jerry Maraukini
Ken Leiting
Cindy Nycz
Mike Neubeiser

Roger Ford




Mike Neubeiser reviewed EQIP for 2000 and 2001.  Attached are handouts reviewing the funding allocation for 2000 GPA, Statewide Concerns, a map of the GPAs, and FY2000 GPA fund distribution.  GPA’s receive 65% of the funds and 35% go towards Statewide Concerns.  The total allocation for New Mexico was $5,262,000.  NRCS received a total of 133 applications for water resources, 126 non-tribal with 91 funded and 7 tribal with 6 funded.  Last year the committee decided to split the signup for Statewide Concerns.  Grazing Lands signup was done in November and Water Resources signup was in January. 

Rosendo Trevino committed that the President has proposed in the budget 1.3 billion dollars to be used on conservation.  Presently 200 million dollars are spent on EQIP nationwide this is to be increased to 325 million dollars. 

Red Baker gave a report on the sub-committee for education assistance.  It was decided to conduct a survey of the landowners.  The soil and water conservation districts will be in charge of conducting the survey.  Other agencies volunteered to help distribute the survey.  Attached is a copy of proposed survey.  Suggested changes to the survey are:

· Add forestry concern to item 2

· Change wording from monitoring in item 2 use range or grazing measurement

· Change wording from depredation to nuisance in item 2

· Incentive programs for T&E species

· Wildlife opportunities in lieu of wildlife depredation or wildlife management

· Optional signature

· A space to put county where survey was completed

· Need to put return address of SWCD in case person takes with them to return later

· Put source

· Need timeframe (May 5th) in order to be useful for next signup

Other suggestions

· If need workshop for landowners make sure not more than one day workshop

· May want to identify incentive programs available for wildlife (NRCS or other agencies offer)

· Not all incentives programs need to offer financial aid

· SWCD may mail out survey, put in newsletter, put in offices (County Extension Service, district offices, Environmental Department, State Land Office etc)

· Committee reminded that educational funds do take away from total allocation, which means less on the ground projects.

Nina Wells gave a short list of some of the problems that the subcommittee had with past proposals.  Field offices need more guidance in completing proposals.

· Need page numbers on proposals

· A better description of conservation practices

· List solutions with goals and actions to be taken

· Send back same proposals from previous year that was not funded (Still have old date not even updated)

Mike Neubeiser proposed a draft handout, which would be sent to field offices to help with preparing proposals.  Attached is the draft.  The committee made the following suggestions:

· Identify problems with solutions and objective

· In Executive Summary state what objectives are

· Local work groups need to sign off on proposals (Reviewed and approved on ___ date)

· Under location show land ownership

· Attach a copy of a good proposal as an example

Ken Leiting ask the committee to consider what needs to be done now that some of the GPAs have been funded for 4 years.  

· Do they need to be resubmitted after a certain time

· How do we evaluate success

· Monitor but not fund over certain time or does it need to be re-submit

· Is the land in better shape after 5 years

· Doing a good job measure gauge process

· Factor identify ranking

· Objective with time limit

· Measure what trying to do, prove spent money 

· Will not put time limit on it.  

Also need to consider the first go round when the ranking was easier than now, do they need to be re ranked?  Compliance check was done on 15 of last years GPAs.  Need to ask what is being accomplished.  Individual contracts do have status reviews preformed.  The committee needs to think about these issues and at next meeting will need to make recommendations.  Keep in mind that may not be able to accomplishment in first year may take up to 3 years to see improvements.

The Lesser Prairie Chicken is a concern.  Several reasons were discussed on why there was only one application for this GPA submitted this year.  This is down from 10 last year.  Rosendo speculated that it could be anything from a financial issue with the applicants to a concern with privacy act.  Some individuals are uncomfortable with information being disclosed to the public and if federal funds are used then if requested the information can be released to the public.  It was not submitted this year for funding but was delayed one year for the local work group to try to get more interest.  There are 3 meetings scheduled in late February to address the Lesser Prairie Chicken.  The State Technical Committee decided that this is a very important issue and that the GPA would not have to go through ranking next year but would stay as a GPA without funding for this year.  Funds cannot be held over until next year.  Educational funds can still be requested to help with the support of this effort.  A tentative date of May 1 and 2 was set to have a tour of this and other GPAs on the east side of the state and to meet with the local work groups.  Also may want to meet with other state representatives (North Dakota) that have success stories on this issue.  Report of tour and meetings will be presented at next State Technical Committee meeting for those who are unable to be present.  Concern was expressed to change name of GPA from Lesser Prairie Chicken to broaden to Wildlife.

Scotty Abbott gave an update on CRP.  Most counties are full and cannot take anymore applications.  Pushing continues signups.

Roger Ford gave a brief review of the Dam Re-Habilitation Legislation (attachment)

John Tunberg gave two handouts to be reviewed by the committee for comments.  (Attached Standard and Specification on Field Borders and a Technical Guide for Developing Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans.

Richard Armijo reviewed the snow survey program in New Mexico.  He showed slides of existing sites in New Mexico.  There are 46 snow courses and 18 automated sites.

· Tour of GPA with emphasis on the Lesser Prairie Chicken May 1 (2-days)

· State Technical Committee subcommittee for GPA needs to meet to review ranking criteria.  Same members with the addition of George Douds, Richard Bonine, and Callie Gnatkowski.  Schedule meeting is May 11.  

· Sub-committee to discuss educational assistance scheduled meeting May 10.

· Next State Technical Committee Meeting is scheduled for June 7.  Suggested agenda item to be discussed (NMACD resolution on developing ranking information on grazing lands.
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