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ATTACHMENT 2

MNorth Carolina Division of

SOIL & WATER
T

NORTH CAROLINA
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
January 3, 2016

Sheraton Imperial Hotel & Conference Center
Imperial Rooms 4 - 7
4700 Emperor Boulevard, Durham, NC

Commission Members

John Langdon Eric Galamb James D. Booth
Craig Frazier Jeff Harris Willard Nelson
Tommy Houser Ken Parks Charlie Bass
Charles Hughes Ralston James Tom Best
Ben Knox Helen Wiklund Dewitt Hardee
Manly West Dietrich Kilpatrick Rachel Smith
Bill Yarborough Edward Humphrey Laurie Brokaw
Jeff Joyner Sherry Pittman
Commission Counsel Kyle Gentry Donald Heath
Phillip Reynolds Jeff Foster Brian Harwell
Greg Hughes Janie Woodle
Guests PJ Andrews Michelle Lovejoy
Pat Harris Jerome Shaw Chester Lowder
David Williams Tim Huffman Anne Coan
Julie Henshaw John Ottinger Sam Davis
Kelly Hedgepeth Duane Vanhook Charles Davenport
Natalie Woolard Jerry Raynor David Price

Kristina Fischer

Susannah Goldston

Brenda Williams

Dick Fowler Sara Sweeting Vincent Lewis
Lisa Fine Nicole Edwards Larry Graham
Sandra Weitzel Mamie Caison Scott Baucom
Tim Beard Alan Walker Marvin Cavanaugh
Tom Hill Janice Pack

Chairman John Langdon opened the meeting with prayer and called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m.
He inquired whether any Commission members need to declare any conflict of interest, or appearance
of conflict of interest, that may exist for agenda items under consideration, as mandated by the State
Ethics Act. None were noted. Chairman Langdon welcomed everyone to the meeting.

1. Approval of Agenda: Chairman Langdon reviewed the agenda. Commissioner Frazier moved to
approve the agenda. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Houser. Motion carried.
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2. Approval of Minutes — November 18, 2015 Meeting: The minutes of the Commission’s
November 18, 2015 meeting were presented. Commissioner Yarborough moved to approve the
minutes with one noted correction. Commissioner Frazier seconded the motion with a second minor
correction. Motion carried.

INFORMATION ITEMS

3. Division Report: Ms. Pat Harris, Director of the Division of Soil and Water Conservation, presented
the Division report. Her presentation included the following:

e The United States and North Carolina are HPAI free.

e The Division remains fully staffed, and we have hired a new temp, Lori Pfister, to help with
administration of the ATAC program.

e The 2016 meeting schedule is online. After consultation with Chairman Langdon, the dates for
the May meeting have been changed. The Business Meeting will be on May 17 at 9 a.m. and the
Work Session on May 16 at 6 p.m.

e All Statements of Economic Interest are due April 15, 2016.

e The Division will soon begin accepting scholarship applications for district employees to attend
School of Government.

e Newly appointed supervisors should remain in the meeting room at the conclusion of the
meeting to be sworn into office.

e Got to be NC Soil & Water shirts are in and available for pick up tomorrow in the Expo.

Chairman Langdon thanked Director Harris and her staff for all they do.

4. Commission Cost Share Programs and Engineering Assistance: Ms. Natalie Woolard presented a
PowerPoint on the information regarding the cost share programs engineering and technical assistance.
The Division was asked in November what proportion of the technical and engineering assistance for the
cost share programs is being provided by districts, the Division, NRCS, and private individuals. Division
staff reviewed contract information submitted in CS2 for program year 2014 and 2015 to determine who
signed off on each of the 2,644 individual practices. Ms. Woolard presented the data three different
ways:

e By program (i.e., ACSP, CCAP, AgWRAP),
e By practice type (i.e., Engineering/Non-Engineering), and
e By Association area.

Ms. Woolard explained that JAA is awarded to an individual for specific practices based on the
individual’s knowledge, training, experience and demonstrated competency.

She also explained how Chapter 89C of the General Statutes of NC gives NRCS authority to assign JAA to
district employees who are working under their oversight. The Commission assigns JAA for non-
engineering practices only, typically only for practices or activities for which NRCS does not issue JAA
(e.g., non-agricultural practices).
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She explained that the Professional Conservation Employee Program was created to lay out a roadmap
for district employees to develop their individual competencies and authorities.

Following some questions and brief discussion, Chairman Langdon thanked Ms. Woolard for her report.
Ms. Woolard’s PowerPoint presentation is included as Attachment 4 and is an official part of the
minutes.

Chairman Langdon paused and recognized the following people by asking them to stand:

e Director Harris and the Division Staff

e District Staff members

e District Supervisors

e Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
e Farm Bureau

e NRCS

He thanked everyone for their service, noting that we all make up a piece of this wheel and try to make
it work.

5. Association Report: Commissioner West, Association President, gave the Association Report.

e Following the Commission meeting the President’s Reception will be catered by Nixon’s out of
Edenton. The reception is free.

e He encouraged everyone to attend the Memorial Service.

e Thereis a good slate of speakers for the General Session at 8 a.m. Monday.

e Some of the featured speakers at the meeting include: Dr. Petty — a motivational speaker, the
Commissioner, Greg Fishel from WRAL, Mr. Ray Starling, General Counsel and Senior Policy
Advisor for U.S. Senator Tillis and recently appointed chief of staff.

e There will be 20 door prizes presented over the next few days. Recipients must be present to
win. Three grand door prizes will be presented on Tuesday night.

e He asked everyone to be sure to check out the Silent Auction for the Auxiliary.

Chairman Langdon thanked Commissioner West and all the hard work he has done this year to make
this Annual Meeting a success. Commissioner West added it has been fun and that he has had a lot of
support.

Commissioner West acknowledged Ralston James for providing a monitor for the Commission to be
better able to view the presentations.

6. NRCS Report: NRCS State Conservationist Tim Beard called attention to a written report, which is
included as an official part of the minutes as Attachment 6. He summarized several items:

e The deadline for FY 2016 EQIP applications was November 20, 2015. NRCS will review the
applications and have 2 weeks to do rankings. For the high priority applications that are
selected the goal is to obligate the funds to contracts by May.

e For some special initiatives, including some national initiatives, NRCS will extend the sign up
period to February 19, 2016.

e The cut-off date for the ACEP program is January 15.

e NRCS is working the RCPP applications and will make a final decision with the national office.
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A Map of NRCS’ New Service Delivery Model (Team Concept) is included in the handout. It
shows the names of the supervisor for each work unit. The three open positions will have
employees acting in those jobs until filled.
The Customer Client Gateway will help to make NRCS more efficient.

Chairman Langdon asked if anyone had any questions.

Commissioner Yarborough asked what is needed to get NC added to the Mississippi River Basin Initiative
(MRBI). There are 16 counties in western NC that are the headwaters of the Mississippi. In the Work
Session, the Commission discussed writing a letter to the Chief to try to get a share of the funds
allocated for this Initiative.

Mr. Beard responded that NRCS had unsuccessfully checked into getting an RCPP project added to the
MRBI. He said it was a good idea to request to become part of the initiative.

Chairman Langdon thanked Mr. Beard for his presentation.

7. Consent Agenda: Commissioner Frazier moved to approve the consent agenda. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner West and it passed unanimously.

7A. Nomination of Supervisors
e Louise Scruggs, Buncombe County, filling the unexpired term of James Coman
e Mike Haddock, Jones County, filling a vacant office
e Gwen Minton, Wilkes County, filling resignation of G. Rex Barker

7B. Supervisor Contracts

Contract No. | District Supervisor Name Practice(s) Contract Amount | Comments
20-2016-003 | Cherokee Johnny Shields Heavy Use Area $12,581
20-2016-009 | Cherokee William Tipton Tank $3,838
22-2015-801 | Clay Salvador Moreno Micro-Irrigation $4,080 AgWRAP
33-2016-002 | Edgecombe | Joe Suggs Cropland Conversion | $8,100
to Grass
46-2016-501 | Hertford Robert E. Brinkley Well Closure $1,500 CCAP Contract for
Martha B. Smith
53-2016-002 | Lee John Gross 41-month Sod-Based | $495
Rotation
70-2016-006 | Pasquotank | Maurice Berry Land Smoothing $7,500
77-2015-001 | Richmond David Jared Gainey Waste Storage $41,765 90% - Beginning
Structure Farmer
95-2016-003 | Watauga Angela Gragg Tank, Fence, Pipe, $14,684
Heavy Use Area
95-2016-004 | Watauga Angela Gragg Tank, Fence, Access $28,683
Road, Well
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7C. Technical Specialist Designation

Waste Utilization Planning/Nutrient Management (WUP/NM)
Pamela Bowman, Alexander SWCD, Cost Share Technician

The handouts for agenda items 7A — 7C are included as an official part of the minutes.
8. PY2015 Commission Programs Annual Reports

Ms. Kelly Hedgepeth presented a summary of the 2015 annual report for the Agriculture Cost Share
Program.

Mr. Eric Galamb presented the 2015 annual report for the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program.
Mr. Tom Hill presented the 2015 annual report for the Community Conservation Assistance Program.

Ms. Julie Henshaw presented the 2015 annual report for the Agricultural Water Resources Assistance
Program.

Chairman Langdon asked if anyone had a question. Chairman Langdon thanked Ms. Henshaw and the
other presenters.

The PowerPoint presentation for Item 8 and the annual reports for agenda items 8A — 8D are included as
an official part of the minutes.

9. AgWRAP: Chairman Langdon recognized Ms. Julie Henshaw to present Item 9A.

9A. FY 2016 Regional Application Recommendations: Ms. Henshaw referred to the handout for
Item 9A, which is included as an official part of the minutes. She presented the recommendations from
the AgWRAP Review Committee on the first batch of regional applications.

e Twelve districts submitted seventeen applications for this regional application batching period.

e Two applications were deemed incomplete or ineligible for the program.

e The fifteen ranked projects were from ten districts for eight new ponds and seven pond repair
retrofits. Two from the central region, four; eastern region, and nine; western region.

e The Review Committee is recommending approval of allocating $308,000.00 for the fifteen
projects.

Commissioner Frazier offered a motion to approve the Committee’s allocation recommendation, and
Commissioner Yarborough seconded. The motion was approved.

9B. Baseflow Interceptor (Stream Side Pick Up) BMP Presentation: Ms. Henshaw introduced from
Haywood SWCD — Mr. Duane Vanhook and Mr. John Ottinger to present Item 9B. They presented a
PowerPoint and discussed the Stream Side Pick Up practice, which is an effective alternative to standard
wells for some locations.

Chairman Langdon thanked Mr. Vanhook and Mr. Ottinger.
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The Powerpoint presentation for item 9B is attached and is included as an official part of the minutes.

10. District Issues: Chairman Langdon recognized Ms. Kelly Hedgepeth regarding Item 10A.

Ms. Hedgepeth introduced a request from Stokes SWCD for Contract 85-2016-001. She reminded the
Commission that Commission rule 02 NCAC 59D.0105 states that any contract in a governmental entities
name must come before the Commission for approval. This is phase 2 of the project that was originated
under Contract 85-2014-006. Ms. Hedgepeth introduced Mr. Marvin Cavanaugh, Supervisor in the
Stokes SWCD, who was representing the district on this item.

Stokes SWCD presented a restoration project on 2,156 linear feet of the Little Snow Creek Project.
Stokes received a second grant on October 28, 2015 from the Division of Water Resources for $150,000
to begin restoration. The creek has eroded and is cutting under and compromising the farmer’s barn
and pasture area. The project involves:

e Creating a new channel and stabilizing the damaged areas.

e Fencing the cattle in from the stream utilizing a well, water tanks, stream crossing and fencing.

e Farmer’s contribution (in kind) is allowing a permanent 5.5 acre easement to be placed on the
project area.

e The Commission approved the initial contract in January 2014, which allowed for the well,
stream crossing, and fencing. There was not enough funding to allow for water tanks.

Stokes SWCD is requesting permission from the Commission to place another contract in the district’s
name. The contract is for two water tanks, with funding provided by 319 grant funds from the Dan River
Watershed project. These grant funds must be used before October 2016. The contract would allow
the district to complete funding for the system.

Commissioner Frazier asked Ms. Henshaw if the Division staff recommended approval, and she
responded affirmatively. Commissioner Yarborough motioned to approve. Commissioner Houser
seconded. Motion carried.

Public Comments: Chairman Langdon called for any comments from the public, and none were offered.
He recognized Dr. Richard Reich, and asked if he would like to make some comments. Dr. Reich
responded that he enjoys listening to the range of projects across our state. He is proud of the Division
and districts and of the work being done to protect our environment, to improve our productivity, and
address the needs of our communities. We should share the progress being made. He thanked the

Commission for their leadership in these areas and looks forward to hearing from Commissioner of
Agriculture Troxler in the morning.

Chairman Langdon thanked Dr. Reich for his kind words.

Adjournment: Chairman Langdon adjourned the meeting at 4:39 p.m.

“Paticeia B Harie

Patricia K. Harris, Director Helen Wiklund, Recording Secretary
Division of Soil & Water Conservation, Raleigh, N.C.
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These minutes were approved by the North Carolina Soil & Water Conservation Commission on March
16, 2016.
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North Carolina Division of

SOIL & WATER

NORTH CAROLINA
SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION
COMMISSION WORK SESSION MINUTES
January 3, 2016

Sheraton Imperial Hotel & Conference Center
Empire Rooms A & B
4700 Emperor Boulevard, Durham, NC

Commission Members

John Langdon

Kelly Hedgepeth

Craig Frazier

Natalie Woolard

Tommy Houser

Kristina Fischer

Charles Hughes Tom Hill
Ben Knox Ken Parks
Manly West Louise Hart
Bill Yarborough Dick Fowler
Jeff Harris
Commission Counsel Lisa Fine
Phillip Reynolds Helen Wiklund
Tom Ellis
Guests Michelle Lovejoy
Pat Harris Kirsten Frazier

David Williams
Julie Henshaw

Chairman John Langdon called the meeting to order at 9:35 a.m. and opened the meeting with prayer.
He inquired whether any Commission members need to declare any conflict of interest, or appearance
of conflict of interest, that may exist for agenda items under consideration, as mandated by the State
Ethics Act. None were declared.

1. Approval of Agenda: Chairman Langdon reviewed the agenda.

2. Approval of Minutes — November 18, 2015 Meeting: Chairman Langdon asked if there were any
comments on the minutes. Commissioner Yarborough had a correction regarding the description of his
remarks regarding Dean Mary Watzin's presentation at the November meeting. He also called
requested a clarification to the summary of his remarks about NRCS’ participation in the effort to
prepare for HPAI. David Williams announced Work Session Meeting Minutes are provided on blue
paper. These minutes were not included in the mail-out packets to the Commission members due to an
oversight.
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Chairman Langdon stated that he wants the Commission to be very transparent to the Commission and
staff. The Commission members have varying experiences and perspectives. He is particularly
interested in ways to improve the process and eliminate barriers to Job Approval Authority. He stated
that he had talked to Pat Harris and her staff and asked to put a committee together to look at
opportunities. He challenges the Commission members bring any legitimate opportunities to make
improvements before the Commission and the staff for discussion.

Chairman Langdon asked if anyone has any comments, to please share them.
INFORMATION ITEMS

3. Division Report: Ms. Pat Harris, Director of the Division of Soil and Water Conservation, gave a brief
summary of the Division report.

4. Commission Cost Share Programs and Engineering Assistance: Ms. Natalie Woolard reviewed her
planned presentation on engineering and technical assistance, describing the methodology the Division
staff used to compile the information.

Chairman Langdon thanked Ms. Woolard for her presentation.
5. Association Report: Commissioner West briefly summarized his report about the Annual Meeting.

6. NRCS Report: Ms. Harris announced that Mr. Tim Beard would be at the Commission Business
Meeting. Commissioner Yarborough commented that he would like to see North Carolina as a
participant in the Mississippi River Basin Initiative (MRBI), since drainage from 16 North Carolina
counties makes up a portion of the headwaters for the Mississippi River. He encouraged the
Commission to draft a letter to the NRCS Chief seeking to be added to the MRBI.

7. Consent Agenda: Ms. Kristina Fischer, Ms. Kelly Hedgepeth, and Ms. Natalie Woolard reviewed the
items in the consent agenda and offered to answer questions.

8. PY2015 Commission Programs Annual Reports

Ms. Julie Henshaw informed the Commission that its annual reports to the General Assembly’s Fiscal
Research Division and the Environmental Review Commission are due. Each of the Commission’s cost
share programs has its own annual reporting requirements. Ms. Kelly Hedgepeth will present the
Agriculture Cost Share Program annual report, Mr. Tom Hill will present the Community Conservation
Assistance Program annual report, and Ms. Henshaw will present the Agricultural Water Resources
Assistance Program annual report. In addition, Mr. Eric Galamb will present the annual report for the
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program.

9. AgWRAP: Chairman Langdon recognized Ms. Julie Henshaw to present Item 9A.

9A. FY 2016 Regional Application Recommendations: Ms. Henshaw referred to the handout for
Item 9A and previewed her report on the recommendations of the AgWRAP Review Committee
regarding applications for new ponds and pond repair/retrofit projects submitted in the first application
batching period.
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9B. Baseflow Interceptor (Stream Side Pick Up) BMP Presentation: Ms. Henshaw noted that the
Haywood SWCD will be presenting an overview of the Baseflow Interceptor practice.

10. District Issues: Chairman Langdon recognized Ms. Kelly Hedgepeth

10A. Request for approval for a governmental agency ACSP contract: Ms. Hedgepeth reviewed the
request from the Stokes SWCD for Commission approval for a cost share agreement for which the
Stokes District is the applicant. The district holds an easement on the subject property. Ms. Hedgepeth
reviewed the Commission’s rule regarding cost share contracts involving government-owned property.

Commissioner Comments: Chairman Langdon asked if there were any additional comments from the
Commission members.

Chairman Langdon suggested the Commission craft a letter to NRCS about its participation in the HPAI
preparation. There were questions about whether NRCS response would be triggered by a request from
the State Veterinarian. Ms. Woolard commented that Mr. Beard had stated at a previous Commission
meeting that APHIS would take the lead for USDA in the event of an outbreak, and they would primarily
coordinate with the State Vet’s Office. Commissioner Yarborough added that a letter from the
Commission should emphasize the need for greater assistance on the planning and pre-outbreak
preparation.

Commissioner Frazier moved for the Commission Counsel Phillip Reynolds to prepare correspondence to
NRCS Chief, Jason Weller, and copy State Conservationist, Tim Beard, regarding the Commission’s
concerns over the lack of NRCS technical assistance to prepare for Avian Influenza and other similar
threats. Commissioner Knox seconded the motion, and the motion carried.

Commissioner Yarborough brought up concerns about North Carolina not being included in the
Mississippi River Basin Initiative (MRBI) despite the fact that sixteen NC counties are part of the
headwaters of the Mississippi River. After brief discussion Commissioner Yarborough offered a motion
that the Commission send a request to NRCS to be included in the MRBI. Commissioner Frazier
seconded the motion, and the motion carried.

Chairman Langdon shared his experience with retrofitting his swine production houses to more efficient
watering methods. The change has reduced fresh water use by more than 45% on his farm. With the
recent wet weather, this significant reduction in water use does a lot to protect water quality by
reducing the volume that must be managed in lagoons.

Public Comments: Chairman Langdon called for any comments from the public, and none were offered.
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Adjournment: Chairman Langdon adjourned the work session at 10:35 a.m.

“Paticio K. Harce

Patricia K. Harris, Director Helen Wiklund, Recording Secretary
Division of Soil & Water Conservation, Raleigh, N.C.

These minutes were approved by the North Carolina Soil & Water Conservation Commission on March
16, 2016.

NC Soil & Water Conservation Commission Page 4 of 4
Work Session Minutes, January 3, 2016






ATTACHMENT 10A

Request to the Soil and Water Commission from the Stokes County Soil and Water District

On October 28™, 2015 our district received a second grant from the Division of Water Resources for
$150,000 to begin restoration work on 2156 linear feet of the Little Snow Creek Project. The Little Snow
Creek is extremely eroded and is cutting under and compromising the farmer’s barn and pasture area.
The project involves creating a new channel near the barn and stabilizing the damaged areas.

The project also involves fencing the cattle from the stream utilizing a well, water tanks, stream crossing
and fencing. The farmer’s contribution (in-kind) is allowing a permanent 5.5 acre easement to be placed
on the project area. In the past the Stokes Soil and Water District requested for a contract to be placed
in our district name. The Soil and Water Commission approved this request. The approved contract
allowed for the well, stream crossing and fencing, but there was not enough funding to allow for water
tanks.

The Stokes County Soil and Water District is requesting permission from the Soil and Water Commission
to place another contract in our District name. The contract is for two water tanks. Funding will be
provided by 319 funds that we have remaining in CS2 (funds should be used before October 2016). The
contract would allow us to complete funding for the Best Management Practices for the project.











ATTACHMENT 7A

North Carolina Division of |N_J;E_B..NN— USE ONLY:
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CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION

North Carolina Depariment of Agricullure & Consumer Services
1414 Mail Service Center * Raleigh, NC 27699-1614
919.733.2302 « www.ncagr.gov/sw/

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPOINTMENT OF SUPERVISOR

Complete and submit online through SharePoint; keep original for your file

The supervisors of the Buncombe County Soil and Water Conservation District of Buncombe

County, North Carolina have recommended the individual listed below for APPOINTMENT as a district supervisor
in accordance with N.C.G.S. 139-7 for a term of office commencing Januaig‘é- 016 and ending December 3, 2018
to fill the expired or un-expired term of James Coman TN 3,00\

Name of'nominee; Louise Scruggs

Address of nominee, City, State, Zip: 198 Dix Creck Chapel Road, Asheville, NC 28806
Email address of nominee: _171/.5 8 Runas- 58 Amaj], Lom
Home phone: $A- (83 - 3543 2 e

Mobile phone: 828-273-7571

Business phone: '/ A

Occupation: Retired employee of USDA-Farm Services Agency

Age: (5

Education: 416}, Sehool _(ont. Eal. AR TecH

Positions of leddership NOW held by nominee:
Former occupations or positions of leadership contributing to nominee's qualifications:

Other pertinent infermation;

Is nominee willing to attend a training session within the first year after appointment? Check for “Yes"| X

Has the nominee been contacted to determine their willingness to serve? Check for “Yes"| %

Has the program and purpose of the soil and water conservation district been explained toTne nominee?
Check for "Yes';@

Is the nominee willing t end and participate in local district meetings? Check for,’, es"IZI

Is the nominee willing to attend and participate in Area meetings¢ Check for “Yes"

Is the nominee willing to attend and participate in State meetings? Check for “Yes"

Signatures

1 hereby certify that the board of supervisors considered the Guiding Principles for Supervisor Nomination for Appointment shown on the
reverse of this nomination form when selecting the above supervisor candidate for nomination. | also certify that this recommendation has
been considgred and appr a majority of the members of the board of supervisogs and gntered in the official minutes of the board.

‘ ,;,’.:-,; 4 /Z/IspS

SWEDIGir (or" r’jg Chair if ngir s being nominated)  Date
Brinfed name: : . : ;
. STIZ;

| hereby certify that the above information is frue and accurate.

/02 & /\5—"‘ o?a/\ﬁ—"
Individual recommended for'appointment Date

Printed name: K,g LS E 5{!&»4%5

hitp://www.ncaar.gov/SWC/districis/forms.himl Version 03.18.15
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‘@Ge Comans
14 Old Newfound Road
Leicester,N.C. 28748

October 9, 2015

Members, Board of Supervisors

Buncombe SWCD

155 Hilliard Avenue, Suite 204

Asheville, NC 28801 5

Dear Members of the Board:

It has been a great pleasure to serve as a member of the Board of Supervisors of the Buncombe County
Soil and Water Conservation District over many years. At this time, due '_to health and associated
circumstances, | very regretfully resign from the Board of Supervisors of the Buncombe SWCD. | wish
the District and the Board of Supervisors the best in your future endeavors for conservation.

1

PAX, Vobiscum

C James H. Coman i

cc: Mountain Valley RC&D Council
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DIVISION OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION

North Carolina Depariment of Agriculture & Consumer Services
1614 Mail Service Center » Raleigh, NC 27699-14614
919.733.2302 « www.ncagr.gov/sw/

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPOINTMENT OF SUPERVISOR

Complete and submit online ihrough SharePoint; keep original for your file

The supervisors of the _Jones County Soil and Water Conservation District of ___ Jones

County, North Carolina have recommended the individual listed below for APPOINTMENT as a district supervisor
in accordance with N.C.G.S. 139-7 for a term of office commencing January 2016 and ending December 2016
to fill the expired or un-expired term of Vacant

Name of nominee: Mike Haddock

Address of nominee, Cily, State, Zip: _ 2314 Wyse Foe& RL Totsbow, NC X FSE>
Email address of nominee: 4 %

Home phone: 2852-quf -42¢4C

Mobile phone: 2352 52/- 242

Business phone:

Occupation: Earne«
Age: (7
Education: e Collge ,

Positions of leadership’NOW held by nominee: _Jewé § Co«.f}. Copnisfor
Former occupations or positions of leadership contributing to nominee's qudlifications:

Other pertinent information:

Is nominee willing to attend a training session within the first year after appointment? Check for “Yes”

Has the nominee been contacted to determine their willingness to serve2 Check for "Yes’m

Has the program and purpose of the soil and water conservation district been explained toTe nominee?
Check for "Yes"ﬂlj

Is the nominee willing t end and participate in local district meetings? Check fop Yes"

Is the nominee willing to attend and participate in Area meetings? Check for “Yes"|—

Is the nominee willing to attend and participate in State meetingse Check for "Yes"]:l

Signatures

I hereby cerlify that the board of supervisors considered the Guiding Principles for Supervisor Nomination for Appointment shown on the
reverse of this nomination form when selecting the above supervisor candidate for nomination. | also certify that this recommendation has
been considered and appraved by a majority of the members of the board of supervisors and entered in the official minutes of the board.

WCD Chair {or Vice Chair if Chair is being nominated) Date
Printed name: Sam Davis

I hereby certify that the abaove information is true and accurate.

X it ebttd IL=17-le
Individual recommended for appointment Date
Printed name: Mike Haddock

hitp://www.ncaar.gov/SWC/districts/forms.html Version 03.18.15
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DIVISION OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION

Noith Coroina Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services
1614 Mall Sewvice Center » Raleigh, NC 276%9-1414
919.733.2302 - www.ncagr.govisw/

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPOINTMENT OF SUPERVISOR

Wi oo origingt fon your filg

The supervisers of the _ekes Soil and Water Conservetion Disirict of Wikes

County, North Caroling have recommended ihe individun: isted below Tof APPOINTMENT os a dislrict superviser
in accordance with N.C.G.5. 139-7 for o term of office commencing Decembe _and endling Decemper 2018
1o il the expired or un-expired term of 6. Rex Baket

Home ¢f nominee:; Swen T banlon o
Adgjresc of nominees, Cily, State, Zip: 1678 Nons Mlo;Road Miters Groex BC 2885
i adddress of nominee: gren@vkas ot . -
Home phone: 336-973-4146
Mobile phone; 338-978-68761
Business phone: 3369786781
OCCUQO”O!‘?I NCDA Pasticde Specahs!
Age: 50
ECTUCOﬂOﬂ: BS Biology at Appatachian Universdy! Minor B
Fosiiors of leadearship NOW held by nomin
Former occupalions of positions of leadership contributing o nominee’s quglificaiions; ? 08 6Buw
Extension Board

Cthear pedinent information:

el
- Ceoperatve Exlenson Bowrd/R, C. 8 D Board'Livrary Board’ Ag. HOF Bourd

s nomines willing 1o aliend ¢ fraining session within the first yeor ofier appointment? Check for "Yes"@

Has the nominee been conlacted to determing thelr willingness 1o serve? Check for “Yes"

Has the program and purpose of the soil and water conservation district been explained {oThe nominee?
Check for "ves”

is the nomines wiling o @Mend and pariicipole it local disiict meetings¥ Check fo "Yes"

Is the nominee wiling 1o allend and participale in Areo meetings? Check for “Yes”

Is the nominee willing to oltend ond patticipale in State meetings? Check for "Yes” .

Signatures
by ety

SWTD Chair [or\ice Chair it Chair is being nominated) Soh‘:
Printed name: G CJ’\II Jor<

theraly cerlily ot he Qbove infonmalion is rue andg gucwnis,

et s 1

GITH N S L2 152005
lndnwduq recommended for appointment Date
Printed nome:

<Jiopmis nlrn version 03.18.15

By A s mneoen e ST A






ATTACHMENT 7A

G. Rex Barker
3905 Austin Little Min. Road
Roaring River NC 28669

November 9, 2015

Mr., Zach Myers, Chairman

Wilkes Soil & Water Conservation District
PO Box 194

Wilkesboro NC 28697

Dear Zach,

Please accept this letter as notice of my resignation from the Wilkes Soil & Water Conservation
District Board of Supervisors. My last day as a board member will be December 15, 2015,

It has been a pleasure working with you and the staff over the past 18 years. One of the
highlights of my career was getting conservation on the ground and improving the quality of life
for our citizens. My only regret is not getting all of the financial resources necessary to address
the needs of Wilkes County.

I would like to be kept abreast of the activities of the district and hope you will continue to

include me in the events that you sponsor and support. I will be happy to talk with you and
answer questions if needed. Thank you for your support and the opportunity to serve.

Sincerely,

Y 8y Bk

G. Rex Barker
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ATTACHMENT 7B-BLUE SHEET

— —

NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the _Albemarle/Pasquotank__Soil and Water Conservation District,
I have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did not vote
on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed conltract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: NCACSP

Best management practice: Land Smoothing

Contract number: 70-2016-006 Contract amount: $ 7,500

Score on priority ranking sheet: 80

Cost Share Rate : 75 %  If different than 75%, please list % percent;
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): 1> out of 2
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? no

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name: Maurice Berry

MWL f\.)t..ﬂ_/l.n/ /2'23'."\5#
(District Supervisor's dignature) Date

Approved by: Steve Harris

/Zé:aé_ /(éw /2 /.;2 3’,//5’

(District Chairperson’s signature) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2)) ' '

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.






ATTACHMENT 7B

NC Cost Share Programs Supervisor Contracts
Soil and Water Conservation Commission

Contract
County Contract Number Supervisor Name BMP Comments

Amount

Cherokee 20-2016-003 Johnny Shields heavy use area $12,581

Cherokee 20-2016-009 William Tipton tank $3,838

Clay 22-2015-801 Salvador Moreno micro-irrigation $4,080|AgWRAP

Edgecombe 33-2016-002 Joe Suggs cropland conversion to grass $8,100

Hertford 46-2016-501 Robert E. Brinkley well closure $1,500(Contract for Martha B. Smith- CCAP

Lee 53-2016-002 John Gross 41 month sod based rotation $499

Richmond 77-2015-001 David Jared Gainey waste storage structure $41,765[90% cost share, new farmer

Watauga 95-2016-004 Angela Gragg fencing, tank, access road, well $28,683

Watauga 95-2016-003 Angela Gragg tank, fence, pipe, heavy use area $14,684

Total Number of Supervisor Contracts: 9
Total S 115,730

NCACSP Supervisor Contracts
1/03/2016






ATTACHMENT 7B
NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSwWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the(_ “nglg &L QQLL‘Y\'#% Soil and Water Conservation
District, | have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a€ommission cost share program. | did

not vote on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: Hﬂ . chké\/‘@"(‘i’

Best management practice: I—L%U 5’30\3‘2/ Hrg@?“'&e&"o"s
Contract number: 20 -201 b—C03 Contract amount: $ 12)58‘
Score on priority ranking sheet: 70

Cost Share Rate : “75%  If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects con3|dered) mff & s
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? N o

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Super\nsor name: \\ \ij /7 g‘\\{’/uj

/{’;f /;MA,,« gl LO/ /1/6//5

(District Super\nsGr s signature " Date

,/

!
//{\pproved by.

g,,éa/z o A/m,j 11/6//5

(Distri¢t Chairperson's signature) Dafe /

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B
NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B

DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

s
As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the @\‘é;( 0‘44j, C:wi“ Soil and Water Conservation
District, | have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under acommission cost share program. | did
not vote on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: HC -
Best management practice: )\ \fc.’AC’fL\ E(L)\L\SAO*J 31-3 *&W\

Contract number: AD—.20 U::“M Contract amount: $ 3838

Score on priority ranking sheet: G)I

Cost Share Rate :75% If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered):
| AN ©
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? NO

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor hame: \\aw\ 1 P‘B’D‘n

2. 7@ 2Hjis

(District Supervisér's signature) Pate

Approved by:

DIStI’I halrperson s signature) Date ’

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B
NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the __Clay County Soil and Water Conservation District, | have
applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did not vote on the
approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the application. The
proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.
Program: AgWrap

M -
Best management practice: Irrigation
Contract number: 22-2016-802 (5) BI- 201580\ Contract amount: $4,080
Score on priority ranking sheet: 65

Cost Share Rate: 75 % If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): 1out of 2
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? no

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name:  Salvador MDY&HO

[ 214~/

(Dlétrlct _Superwsor s 5|gnature) Date

Approved by:

(District Chalrperson s S|gnature Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B

NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the _ Edgecombe_Soil and Water Conservation District, | have
applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did not vote on the
approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the application. The
proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: NC Agriculture Cost Share Program

Best management practice: Cropland Conversion

Contract number: 33-2016-002 Contract amount: $8,100.00

Score on priority ranking sheet: 1015

Cost Share Rate : 90%  If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason: Enhanced Voluntary Agriculture District

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered):3™ of 5 applications
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? NO

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name: Je¢ 3ugys

Mﬂ J)-30- 15

istri ﬁ’@uperwsor s suggé’t e) Date

Approved by:

72 Q/,...,\/ of/S”

(District Chairperson's signature) Dat

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B

NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the Hertford Soil and Water Conservation District, | have appiied
for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did not vote on the
approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the application. The
proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: CCAP

Best management practice: Well Closure

Contract number:46-2016-501 (Martha B. Smith) Contract amount; $1500.00

Score on priority ranking sheet; 60

Cost Share Rate: %  If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): 1 of 1
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied?

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name: Robert E. Brinkley

24/ 12/15/2018
(District Supervisor's signature) o~ Date

Approved by: John D, Simons Ill

12/15/2016

(Distrigf Chairfetson's sign3tlre) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B

NCDASCS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the Lee Soil and Water Conservation District, |
have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did not vote
on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: NCACSP

Best management practice: 41 month SBR

Contract number: 53-2016-002 Contract amount: $499
Score on priority ranking sheet: 230

Cost Share Rate : 75% If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered). 2 of 2
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied?

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name: John Gross

\B’\ ézf\/l [ -lo -5

Dt?rlct Supervisor's signature) Date

Approved by:

//{i;’/?&u/},/‘//ﬂ'ﬂ%“ / ’ - )~} S.f

(District Chairperson's signature) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

{SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B

NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the '/Q..f dhﬂ’{ﬁ /1.0/ Soil and Water Conservation
District, | have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did
not vote on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: /4 CS p

Best management practice: &JS;S J SV@CL’“(\ )
Contract number: 277~ 90/6 -~ <& | Contract amount: $ H“/j‘jﬂ& L\ \)FH_DE)

Score on priority ranking sheet: G0

Cost Share Rate : 0%  If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason: UJew 4 rm_or™

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): ] : Q_,
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? /U@

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name:‘z\i:{ Jared Gaineaj
,\ffhm// - 21205

(District Sppefvlsor's signature) Date

Approved by:

N A~ A0S

chipﬁor sighature) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.






ATTACHMENT 7B
NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the (I\M TAY i /1"' Soil and Water Conservation
District, | have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did
not vote on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: Abr (o5t Shant

Best management practice: WaTZiZ.TAN K5, Fence, Pipelint / Hoh

Contract number: § 5~ 2¢ l6-00 3 Contract amount: $ Wé 94/
Score on priority ranking sheet: b

Cost Share Rate : % If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

)
Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): 3 ’9“/5
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? MO

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

Supervisor name: ./4/\/55‘:_»0 GR.A(—:G

& ,”_} 4 S ? ,//
el 2 B 12-14-20/5
<" (Distfict Supervisor'é/signat(ife) Date

Approved by:

D oo
¥ %afu«’q [2-19- 2002

(District Chairif)erson's signature) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.





ATTACHMENT 7B

NCDA&CS NC -CSPs-1B
DSWC (11/2012)

ADDENDUM TO APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CAROLINA COMMISSION COST SHARE PROGRAMS

As a Soil and Water District Supervisor, for the V\/ﬂr m U&‘? /?’ Soil and Water Conservation
District, | have applied for, or stand to benefit* from, a contract under a commission cost share program. | did
not vote on the approval or denial of the application or attempt to influence the outcome of any action on the
application. The proposed contract is for the installation of the following best management practices.

Program: A61 Zc:*‘a'f 5/’»(»7{

Best management practice: {~¢ac it j\J aler JAd RS

Nf’f{) ﬁ'(ﬂ“"f‘() Ron D

Contract number: ¢ §-%0lt-6D4  Contractamount: $ & & 683
Score on priority ranking sheet: Ofl/

Cost Share Rate : 75 % If different than 75%, please list % percent:
Reason:

Relative rank (e.g., ranked 8th out of 12 projects considered): ’/f
Were any higher or equally ranked contracts denied? ~&

If yes, give an explanation as to why the supervisor's contract was approved over the other contracts:

4 :
Supervisor name: ?’:/NC%EL,A G;?,q GG

L6228 A Rngr 1B = TN

~(Distfict Supervisor's sighaturé) Date

Approved by:

I ey Mot (2-(H - 2315
(District Chaiﬂuerson's signature) Date

The Soil & Water Commission has approved the subject application for a contract.

(SWCC Chairperson's signature) Date
(Pursuant G.S. 139-8(b)(2))

*Beneficiaries include but are not limited to applicant, landowner, and/or business partners.
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ATTACHMENT 7C

Technical Specialist Designation Recommendations

January 3, 2016

1. The Soil and Water Conservation Commission has authority to designate water quality
technical specialists based upon specific criteria and procedures (02 NCAC 59G). This
authority extends to individuals who have been assigned approval authority by USDA NRCS,
NC Cooperative Extension, Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services and the Division.
District staff is assigned the approval authority by the USDA NRCS. This process allows for
each agency personnel to ensure an employee not only has completed the training
requirements, but has also demonstrated proficiency prior to obtaining a technical specialist
designation.

Ms. Pamela Bowman, Alexander Soil and Water Conservation Cost Share Technician, has
requested to be designated technical specialist for the Waste Utilization Planning/Nutrient
Management category. She has successfully completed the required training and her
technical competency has been verified by NRCS through assigning appropriate job approval
authority. Therefore | recommend this designation for approval.
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Report to the Environmental Review Commission and the Fiscal Research Division
January 2016
Page 1

REPORT TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMISSION
AND FISCAL RESEARCH DIVISION OF THE NORTH CAROLINA
GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON WATER QUALITY ACCOUNTABILITY

FOR THE AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
PROGRAM YEAR 2015

o
ACSP

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The North Carolina Agriculture Cost Share Program (ACSP) was authorized by the General Assembly in 1983 to improve
water quality associated with agriculture in three nutrient sensitive watersheds covering 16 counties. In 1990, the
program was expanded to include 96 soil and water conservation districts (districts) covering all 100 counties across the
state. In program year 2015, districts requested $ 19,586,411 to address identified water quality concerns. The General
Assembly appropriated $4,052,237 in recurring general funds for BMP installation. Current appropriations do not enable
districts to meet demand for financial assistance for installing BMPs to protect water quality in North Carolina.

In 2015, local soil and water conservation districts obligated $5,717,911 of state appropriated cost share funds to 766 new
contracts with farmers. In addition, the North Carolina Agriculture Cost Share Program (ACSP) infrastructure was used to
implement conservation practices using several other funding sources. In all, districts obligated $6,164,207 to 813
contracts. Appendix A presents the total number and value of 2015 contracts for each county. Between 1984 and 2015 it
is estimated that an average of 7 million tons of soil have been saved annually during the life of the program. Also the
program has reduced nitrogen and phosphorus losses from agricultural land by 21 million and 6.5 million pounds per year
average, respectively.

The Soil and Water Conservation Commission (commission) believes the ACSP is being administered cost-effectively and
that considerable water quality benefits are being realized for the investment made with state funds. The program aids
agricultural operations in making essential water quality improvements. The cost of these water quality practices cannot
be passed on to the consumer in the price of the food or fiber product. The ACSP thereby contributes both to water
quality and to sustaining a strong state agricultural economy. The commission continues to emphasize prioritizing,
targeting, accountability, leveraging, and adaptability in managing these public funds to further improve the water quality
benefits intended by the General Assembly. Further information about the program can be found in appendices A-G.

A. Total number and value of PY2015 contracts by county
Map of 2015 ACSP Contracted BMPs
PY2014 Detailed Implementation Plan
BMP effects table
PY2015 Spot Check Report
Funding and Compliance Process
BMP Photos

G mMmoO®
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Report to the Environmental Review Commission and the Fiscal Research Division
January 2016
Page 2

BACKGROUND

The North Carolina Agriculture Cost Share Program (ACSP) was authorized by the General Assembly in 1983 to improve
water quality associated with agriculture in three nutrient sensitive watersheds covering 16 counties. In 1990, the
program was expanded to include 96 soil and water conservation districts (districts) covering all 100 counties across the
state.

While the Soil and Water Conservation Commission (commission) has the statutory responsibility to create, implement
and supervise the ASCP, it is delivered at the local level by 492 elected and appointed district supervisors who are assisted
by their staff and partners in natural resource conservation. These partners include technical and professional employees
of the soil and water conservation district or county, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS), the North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (NCDA&CS) Division of Soil and
Water Conservation (division), the North Carolina State University Cooperative Extension Service, and the North Carolina
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services.

The commission continues to adapt the program to respond to changing needs and technology. There were 71 approved
best management practices (BMPs) in the ACSP for program year 2015. BMPs include both short-term and long-term
practices. For a BMP to be approved by the commission, a NRCS technical standard addressing the water quality problem
must exist, or the commission must adopt standards for the practice. Sufficient cost information must also be available
to determine the appropriate cost share amount. Occasionally, BMPs are approved on a limited scale for evaluation
purposes. These are referred to as district BMPs. The definitions of approved BMPs for the ACSP are provided in the
Detailed Implementation Plan (Appendix C).

For most practices, the amount provided in cost share is based on 75 percent of a predetermined average cost for the
practice up to a maximum of $75,000 per cooperating farmer per year. However, some practices are cost shared on 75
percent of actual cost due to the variable nature of the practice. Farmers who qualify as beginning farmers or limited
resource farmers, and farmers participating in an enhanced voluntary agricultural district are eligible to receive up to 90
percent cost share up to a maximum of $100,000 per year.

The commission conducts a wholesale review of its cost share average costs every three years, but it makes necessary
corrections when presented with information that one of its predetermined costs is inaccurate.

Districts spot check a minimum of 5 percent of randomly selected active contracts each year to ensure that practices are
being maintained properly. The division and NRCS also spot check contracts as part of regular reviews of district office
implementation of the ACSP. Spot checks for 2015 showed excellent compliance with maintenance requirements by
participating farmers. Only 2 percent of contracts all contracts checked were out of compliance. When practices are
discovered to need additional maintenance, the district is usually able to assist the cooperator to restore the practice to
its intended function. The 2015 Spot Check Report can be viewed in Appendix E.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Since the first ACSP contracts were issued in 1984 through the end of program year 2015, 58,504 contracts have been
approved for installing BMPs affecting over 3 million acres. Most BMPs have a life expectancy of ten years, which is how
long participating farmers must agree to maintain the practices.

Early in the program, the major factor used for determining success was tons of soil saved because the program funded
predominantly sediment and erosion control practices. It is estimated that best management practices installed through
the ACSP since its inception are saving over 7.6 million tons of soil annually. Since the mid-1990s, while continuing its
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attention on minimizing soil loss and erosion, the program has increased its attention on reducing and managing nutrients
from cropland and livestock production. Part of the impetus for this new attention was the promulgation of the 15A NCAC
2H.0200 (now 15A NCAC 2T) animal waste management rules and the nutrient sensitive waters strategies for the Neuse

and Tar-Pamlico River Basins as well as Jordan and Falls Lakes.

Highlights of additional accomplishments include the following:

O 203,270 acres of marginal or environmentally sensitive cropland have been converted to trees, grass or wildlife
habitat areas.

O 4,075 waste management practices have been installed to properly store and manage dry and wet animal waste.

O 955 mortality management systems have been installed to properly manage livestock mortalities to minimize water
quality impacts.

O 4,176 water control structures have been installed improving water management on and reducing nutrient loss from
approximately 323,504 acres.

O 1,305 miles of fencing have been erected, in combination with other practices (e.g., watering sources) to exclude
livestock from streams.

O 662,528 acres of cropland have been converted to no-till or conservation tillage to reduce sediment loss associated
with traditional practices.

O 17,010 acres of forested riparian buffer have been established to reduce nutrient loss from approximately 68,034
acres of cropland.

O 148 chemical handling and management structures have been installed to provide an environmentally safe means
for mixing and storing agricultural chemicals.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

Projects Receiving State Funds

Participating farmers have up to three years to complete the work included in ACSP contracts. Therefore, cost share
payments made each year may be for contracts written in the current program year or in the two previous program years.
For this reason the fund balance for the program will always exceed the amount appropriated in a given year.

Each contract may include only one BMP or a system of practices that include several BMPs. Cost share payments are
made only when installation of a BMP is completed and certified to be in accordance with current NRCS or commission
standards.

ACSP payments were applied to 1,311 projects statewide between July 1, 2014 and June 30, 2015. These contracts
received total payments of $4,074,389. A list of individual contracts to which agriculture cost share funds were applied in
program year 2015 is available upon request.

New Contracts for Program Year 2015

In program year 2015, districts requested $19,586,411 to address identified water quality concerns. The General Assembly
appropriated $4,016,998 in recurring general funds for BMP installation. Current appropriations do not enable districts to
meet demand for financial assistance for installing BMPs to protect water quality in North Carolina.

In total, the commission allocated $6,077,866 to districts. In addition to the 2015 appropriation, the commission also had
available for allocation (1) funds allocated to districts in 2015 with which districts were unable to execute contracts with
farmers prior to the end of the program year and (2) funds recovered from completed and expired contracts from program
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years 2013 through 2015. Despite the commission’s actions to improve efficiency of the ACSP, districts still must turn

away two out of every three farmers requesting cost share assistance due to lack of available funding.

Districts obligated $5,717,911 of state appropriated cost share funds to 766 new contracts with farmers in program year
2015. In addition, the ACSP infrastructure was used to implement conservation practices using several other funding
sources. In all, districts obligated $6,164,207 from all appropriated and grant funds to 813 contracts. Appendix A presents
the total number and value of 2015 contracts for each county.

Estimated Water Quality Benefits of ACSP Contracts Initiated in 2015

N.C.G.S 143-215.74(b)(7) requires that each project’s benefits to water quality be estimated before funding is awarded.
To meet this requirement, the commission chose three indicators of water quality benefits: (1) tons of soil saved, (2)
pounds of nitrogen saved or managed, and (3) pounds of phosphorus saved or managed.

Soil savings estimates have been required on all ASCP contracts since the start of the program. Beginning with the 1997
program year, estimates of nitrogen and phosphorus savings were required. The division continues to work with the
Division of Water Resources, NRCS, and North Carolina State University to improve and refine the methods used to
estimate and account for nutrient reductions.

These estimates have allowed the division to track progress made by agriculture relative to the nutrient reduction
requirements in the Neuse, Tar-Pamlico, Jordan Lake and Falls Lake nutrient reduction strategies for agriculture. The ACSP
is playing a key role in helping farmers achieve and maintain the nutrient reductions required by these rules.

Local districts determine which projects are eligible for funding in their areas according to a required priority ranking
process. The priority ranking is tailored to each district’s water quality concerns. The water quality evaluations on each
project are carried out at the district level, and the water quality benefit estimates are provided to the division on each
contract in the online contracting system.

Between 1984 and 2015 it is estimated that an average of 7 million tons of soil have been saved annually during the life
of the program. Also the program has reduced nitrogen and phosphorus losses from agricultural land by 21 million and
6.5 million pounds per year, respectively.

The division does not have a good tool for estimating the benefits for many of important and popular BMPs, such as
livestock watering wells and livestock exclusion fencing. Still, these practices are known to improve water quality by
reducing livestock dependence upon streams for watering. The Technical Review Committee for the program has formed
a conservation effects workgroup to review any new data or potential accounting methods that come available. Another
factor impacting benefits is the reduced total number of contracts per year. Fewer contracts are due to the reduced
funding for the program and the increase in costs for materials and practices over time.

Some BMPs standing alone will not directly result in sediment or erosion reductions or nitrogen or phosphorus savings,
but are used in conjunction with other practices. These BMPs are called “facilitating practices” and are necessary to
facilitate and ensure that other practices in the BMP system are effective at reducing nutrient or sediment loading to a
water resource. Therefore, their reduction credit is linked to the facilitated practice. An example of a facilitating practice
is a water tank, which must be installed for livestock drinking water purposes before fencing can be put up to keep livestock
out of a stream.

Effectiveness of Each Project to Accomplish Its Primary Purpose
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The statutory purpose of the program and each project is to improve water quality by reducing the input of agricultural
non-point source pollution into the water courses of the state. Each BMP approved for the ACSP is designed for at least
one of five major purposes to protect the water resources of the state:

(1) sediment/nutrient delivery reduction through reduction of applied nutrients, reduction of soil loss, or interception
of nutrients from fields;

(2) erosion reduction/nutrient loss reduction in fields through reduction of applied nutrients or prevention of soil
detachment;

(3) prevention of agricultural chemical pollution of ground or surface water from improper handling or accidents;

(4) reduction of nutrient loading through proper management of animal waste;

(5) stream protection measures to reduce the delivery of sediment and nutrients by animals and stabilize
streambanks to minimize further erosion and sediment contribution.

As shown in Figure 1, 27 percent of the 2015 funds from all funding sources were directed toward erosion and nutrient-
reducing BMPs (e.g., conservation tillage, cropland conversion to grass or trees); 16 percent were directed toward
sediment and nutrient-reducing BMPs (e.g., riparian buffers, field borders, grassed waterways); 36 percent were directed
toward stream protection systems (e.g., livestock exclusion); 19 percent were directed toward animal operations for waste
and mortality management BMPs (e.g., poultry litter storage structures, closure of inactive lagoons, livestock
feeding/waste storage structures); and 2 percent was directed toward agrichemical pollution prevention measures (e.g.
agrichemical handling facilities). Appendix D includes charts showing the approved BMPs in these categories and their
relationship to water quality improvement.

Figure 1: 2015 ACSP Contracts by Category
Animal

Waste/Mortality

Management, 19%

Ag Chem Pollution
Prevention, 2%

Projects for which program funds have been expended are verified by staff to ensure that the practices are installed in
accordance with program standards and that is it accomplishing its primary purpose.
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TARGETING ACSP FUNDS TO WATERSHEDS OF IMPAIRED WATERS

The commission continues to exercise leadership in allocating ACSP resources to local districts containing impaired waters.
This is best illustrated by the fact that the commission targeted $500,000 of funds available in 2015 for the specific purpose
of installing BMPs into watersheds listed on the State’s 303(d) list of impaired waters or those impacted due to agricultural
nonpoint source pollution. Agriculture was identified as a potential source of pollutants to impaired waters in 94 counties.
This allocation was limited to 42 districts that completed Impacted/Impaired Streams Initiative surveys to identify specific
project locations to address the potential sources of the impairment.

In 2015, about 8 percent of ACSP funds were used to implement BMPs in watersheds of impaired waters. Considering
that only 2.4 percent of North Carolina’s stream miles are attributed to being impaired by agricultural sources, this
demonstrates that the ACSP funds are being significantly targeted toward improving streams that do not fully meet their
uses.

Approximately 28 percent of funds contracted in program year 2015 were contracted with farmers in the Neuse and Tar-
Pamlico River Basins to help them achieve and maintain the required 30 percent reduction in agricultural nitrogen losses.
Districts in the Neuse and Tar-Pamlico Basins will continue to use ACSP to sustain the reductions already achieved and to
attain further voluntary reductions in these nutrient sensitive watersheds. ACSP funds are also being used to reduce
phosphorus losses from agriculture to help achieve the goal of no net increase in phosphorus loading to the Tar-Pamlico
Basin. Participating farmers continue to assess phosphorus losses using the Phosphorus Loss Assessment Tool (PLAT). The
Commission also targeted $200,000 of program year 2015 funds to districts to assist with implementation of riparian
buffers under the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP).

Incorporating Information from the Basinwide Water Quality Plans Published by the Division of Water Resources (DWR)
In 2005, the commission established a policy relating District Strategy Plans to the DWR’s Basinwide Water Quality Plans
which requires that all strategy plans for ACSP include a section describing waters listed as impaired or with notable water
quality problems and concerns as documented in the most recent basinwide water quality plan(s), and for which
agriculture is a potential source or stressor. The district should also list any waters of local concern for which agriculture
has been identified as a potential source or stressor. This section of the strategy plan should also describe how the district
intends to address agricultural nonpoint source problems impacting these waters.

All districts completed this section of the strategy plan and documented the impaired waters in their county and the
actions the district plans to take to address the problems impacting these waters.

NEW PROGRAM ENHANCEMENTS TO IMPROVE EFFICIENCY AND PROGRAM DELIVERY

ACSP is focused on continually improving the program’s cost effectiveness due to recurring budget reductions in state
appropriations. The commission moved forward on enhancements for the 2014-2015 program year. These enhancements
were designed to improve the efficiency by which program funds are used by agricultural cooperators to install BMPs and
to improve the responsiveness of the program to state and local water quality priorities.

Database Development and Implementation

The new NCDA& CS Soil and Water Cost Share Contracting System (CS?) became fully operational in April 2014 and is now
being utilized statewide for all cost share programs. The CS? system allows for improved efficiency in contract and payment
functionality as well as an increased level of customer service, system support and reporting. Plans are being made to
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make additional upgrades to the CS? system in 2016 that will allow for more reporting capabilities and improved

functionality.

Program Changes
For program year 2015 the Commission approved the following changes to existing practices:

a. Waste Application Systems- clarified the BMP policy for existing systems.
b. Livestock Mortality Management Systems- clarified the BMP policy for existing systems.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS CONSIDERATIONS

The ACSP is a cost-effective program from both a state expenditure perspective and the farmer’s perspective. This
program has been credited with helping the state to achieve considerable success in protecting and improving water
quality. Many farmers could not afford to implement BMPs (many of which are required by regulations) without cost
share assistance. Because a farmer must invest at least 25 percent of the cost for BMPs, the farmer has ownership in the
practice and is more likely to maintain it. The educational value of local farmers participating in the program is substantial
in helping to change local practices.

Leveraging Additional BMP Implementation Funds from Other Sources
In addition to the appropriated funds for the Agriculture Cost Share Program, the division and districts used the Agriculture
Cost Share Program infrastructure to encumber over $369,000 in grant funds from other funding sources to conservation
contracts with NC agricultural producers and landowners. These funding sources included:
e (Clean Water Management Trust Fund (grant funds to support implementing water quality best management
practices in the French Broad and Yadkin River Basins and in support of the Swine Buyout Program);
e US EPA Section 319 (grant funds to support implementing water quality best management practices in the Dan
River Watershed and Jordan Lake Watershed);
e Two separate USDA Conservation Innovation Grants for installing innovative mortality management practices for
livestock operations, and installing innovative controlled drainage structures on crop production operations.
e Environmental Defense Fund and NC Foundation of Soil and Water (grant to support implementing practices that
reduce agricultural inputs from tile drainage)

ACSP funds are an essential part of the state match for the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), a
federal/state partnership. ACSP and other state programs (CWMTF) are providing a total of $54 million over eight years
to match $221 million in federal payments to North Carolina landowners participating in CREP.

ACSP funds for BMP implementation and technical assistance also provide the required state match for EPA-319 grants
for accelerating BMP implementation in the Neuse River Basin, Dan River and Jordan Lake Watersheds.

Whenever possible, the districts use the ACSP in conjunction with other programs, such as the federal Environmental
Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) and the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), to stretch scarce resources
as far as possible. Districts also partner to meet the needs of cooperating producers and landowners.

Leveraging of Local and Federal Resources for Technical Assistance and Local Delivery

The ACSP is delivered locally by 492 elected and appointed volunteer district supervisors and by over 440 local staff of
districts and NRCS. District supervisors receive no state salary, yet are responsible for seeing that state funds are spent
where they are most needed to improve water quality. District supervisors are required to develop a prioritization ranking
system for administering the ACSP in their respective district to maximize the water quality benefits of the program.
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Applications to each district are evaluated and prioritized according to this system. District supervisors also must inspect

at least five percent of all cost share contracts in their district every year to ensure the BMPs are properly maintained.

The ACSP is heavily dependent on the technical resources of the local districts and the NRCS. District and federal
employees develop conservation plans, design BMPs, and provide engineering assistance for water quality improvements
at no cost to the farmers whose applications are accepted for cost share assistance. The staff also assists farmers and
other landowners in implementing water quality projects using other funding sources such as EQIP, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s Section 319 Nonpoint Source Program, and North Carolina’s Clean Water Management Trust Fund.

A critical portion of the General Assembly’s appropriation for ACSP provides a state match for salaries for many of these
district technical employees and for their operating expenses to carry out the cost share program. For 2015, the General
Assembly appropriated $2,448,778 in recurring funds for cost sharing technical assistance positions in local districts.
County commissions provide more than 50 percent match for salaries and operating expenses, including office space and
administrative support for these technical assistance positions. In program year 2015, the cost share technical assistance
program cost shared on 106 technical positions in 95 districts to assist farmers in designing and installing BMPs. These
state technical assistance cost share funds maintain a local conservation infrastructure that is also used to deliver federal
cost share funds to NC landowners and land users. In 2015, local districts cooperated with the NRCS to deliver $24.5
million of conservation assistance. Technical assistance funds are critical to sustain local county support and funding for
local delivery of the program.

NRCS engineers and conservation specialists are also available to each district. These federal employees carry out a
portion of the cost share work support without cost to the state, and they provide additional technical resources and
expertise to ensure that cost-shared practices are properly installed and maintained for the expected life of the practice.

In addition, NRCS allows district staff in some districts to use federal vehicles for use on state cost share work. NRCS also
provides computers and sophisticated natural resources materials and computer software in field offices, and develops
the technical standards for most of the BMPs used in the cost share program. This state program leverages a much greater
amount of federal funding for water quality improvements in North Carolina.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
Appendix F is an overview of the funding and compliance process used for implementing the ACSP.

Five full time division employees administer all commission cost share programs. The staff reviews approximately 1,100
contracts annually and processes about 1,100 requests for payment each year. The division also trains local personnel,
provides daily technical assistance to the districts, maintains the Cost Share Programs Manual online, and conducts
oversight through district program reviews to ensure proper record keeping and BMP maintenance for continued water
quality protection.

Because the state specifies that the purpose of the program is to assist agricultural operations in addressing an existing
water quality problem, the program does not assist new operations to go into business. It is the policy of the commission
that new producers or companies constructing new agricultural operations should be aware of the existing environmental
requirements and technical standards and should be prepared to meet them without state funding assistance. This is
especially important when existing operations are struggling to comply with new requirements that were not in place
when they began operating. Therefore, the commission has restricted eligibility for ACSP funds to those operations, which
have been in existence for three years prior to the date of cost share application. Operations that were not in existence
for three years prior to application date may still be eligible for cost-share if changes in environmental statutes or
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regulations create new requirements that could, without assistance, make the facility out of compliance. These exceptions

require commission approval.

IMPACT OF INCREASED COSTS TO THE ACSP

The ACSP has experienced many challenges due to the increased costs of fuel, labor, and materials over the past few years.
Since the ACSP is based on 75 percent of a predetermined average cost for each practice it has been almost impossible to
keep up with the cost changes in areas such as gravel, pipe, fencing, lumber, and the cost of operating heavy machinery
to install many of the BMPs in the program. In program year 2004, the ACSP was able to contract with 2,053 projects
statewide encumbering $6,827,880 compared to only 1,132 projects in 766 contracts statewide in the 2015 program year
encumbering $5,717,911. Because of the price increase the soil and water conservation districts are not able to help as
many farmers install conservation practices.

The ACSP continues to monitor the established average costs list for the program and receives feedback from the local
soil and water conservation districts on any adjustments that are needed. Division staff completed a review of the current
average cost manual in the spring of 2012 and made the adjustments effective for the 2013 program year. The division
staff continues to consider changes in average cost as receipts and documentation determine the current average cost is
incorrect. The division plans to conduct another complete review of the average cost manual in the spring of 2016.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the above considerations, the commission believes the ACSP is being administered cost-effectively and that
considerable water quality benefits are being realized for the investment made with state funds. The program aids
agricultural operations in making essential water quality improvements. The cost of these water quality practices cannot
be passed on to the consumer in the price of the food or fiber product. The ACSP thereby contributes both to water
quality and to sustaining a strong state agricultural economy. The commission continues to emphasize prioritizing,
targeting, accountability, leveraging, and adaptability in managing these public funds to further improve the water quality
benefits intended by the General Assembly.

Increased costs of fuel, labor, and materials have significantly impacted the amount of conservation the program can
effect and the number of cooperating farmers who can be assisted. The commission has taken actions to improve program
efficiencies that have helped to partly offset these impacts in the short-term. The ACSP continues to play a vital role in
assisting farmers and ranchers with voluntary water quality protection and with compliance with state and federal
regulatory requirements. The program is our state’s cornerstone in efforts to support private working lands stewardship
for the benefit of water quality and all the citizens of the state of North Carolina.
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Amount
Number Contracted Total Number Amount
of 2015 (Cost Amount of 2015 Contracted Total Amount
County Contracts Share) Contracted County Contracts (Cost Share) Contracted
Alamance 10 855,611 | $55,611 | Jones 6 $59,239 $59,239
Alexander 6 $84,906 $84,906 | Lee 11 $30,892 $30,892
Alleghany 3 $68,329 | $68,329 | Lenoir 13 $49,615 $49,615
Anson 3 $66,974 $66,974 | Lincoln $75,264 $75,264
Ashe 5 $83,690 $83,690 | Macon 4 $40,858 $40,858
Avery 8 $58,106 $58,106 | Madison 13 $78,313 $80,201
Beaufort 10 | $65,024 | $65,024 | Martin 2 $495 $495
Bertie 6| $49,041 | $49,041 | McDowell 3 $55,079 $55,079
Bladen 12 | $67,100 | $67,100 | Mecklenburg 3 $47,735 $54,062
Brunswick 11| $41,668 | $47,041 | Mitchell 6 $84,661 $84,661
Buncombe 8 $79,335 | $79,335 | Montgomery 2 $46,652 $46,652
Burke 4 $50,290 $60,150 | Moore 5 $51,431 $51,431
Cabarrus 4 $71,062 | $71,062 | Nash 4 $67,341 $67,341
Caldwell 5 $61,618 | $61,618 | New Hanover 0 SO SO
Camden 5 $36,137 | $36,137 | Northampton 10 $39,122 $39,122
Carteret 2 $40,000 $40,000 | Onslow 11 $35,810 $38,310
Caswell 27 $75,558 | $156,985 | Orange 14 $87,847 $94,497
Catawba 5| 54,835 | $54,835 | Pamlico 8 $63,974 $68,774
Chatham 9 $94,346 $94,882 | Pasquotank 10 $51,759 $51,759
Cherokee 10 $47,967 | $47,967 | Pender $42,896 $63,860
Chowan 9 $47,524 | $47,524 | Perquimans $40,827 $40,827
Clay 9 $60,718 $60,718 | Person 19 $59,706 $59,706
Cleveland 8 $71,415 | $71,415 | Pitt 12 $63,108 $63,108
Columbus 8 | 554,503 | $54,503 | Polk 2 $41,792 $41,792
Craven 6| $33,000 | $16,803 | Randolph 10 $87,421 $85,381
Cumberland 4| $36,161 | $36,161 | Richmond 4 $54,517 $54,517
Currituck 3 $17,412 | $17,412 | Robeson 28 $80,688 $72,784
Dare 0 SO $7,110 | Rockingham 16 $83,832 $178,297
Davidson 10 $41,332 | $41,332 | Rowan $77,031 $77,031
Davie 7 $60,498 $60,498 | Rutherford 8 $65,534 $65,534
Duplin 16 $89,118 | $89,118 | Sampson 12 $86,344 $86,344
Durham 17 $51,339 | $126,041 | Scotland $46,896 $46,896
Edgecombe $14,832 | $14,832 | Stanly 7 $73,766 $73,766
Forsyth 6 $49,692 $49,692 | Stokes 14 $79,051 $110,714
Franklin 11 $84,703 $84,703 | Surry 8 $105,453 $105,512
Gaston $55,227 $55,227 | Swain 2 $5,528 $5,528
Gates $33,829 | $33,829 | Transylvania 5 $52,322 $52,322
Graham $7,949 $7,949 | Tyrrell 9 $43,210 $43,210
Granville 12 $61,259 | $61,259 | Union 4 $86,773 $98,888
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Greene 10 $46,702 | $46,702 | Vance 4 $12,517 $12,517
Guilford $69,862 $81,368 | Wake 17 $80,850 $120,390
Halifax $57,359 | $57,359 | Warren 14 $72,264 $76,857
Harnett 19 | $37,740 | $37,740 | Washington $36,137 $36,137
Haywood $65,996 | $65,996 | Watauga $71,163 $71,163
Henderson $83,561 | $95,921 | Wayne 21 $75,191 $75,191
Hertford $50,645 $50,645 | Wilkes 5 $90,416 $90,416
Hoke $38,039 $38,039 | Wilson 10 $52,624 $52,624
Hyde 10 $46,542 $50,541 | Yadkin 8 $87,637 $127,637
Iredell 4 $65,436 | $65,436 | Yancey 13 $87,025 $87,025
Jackson $42,241 | $42,241
Johnson 17 $83,074 $83,074 | Total 813 $5,717,911 $6,164,207






Agriculture Cost Share Program BMPs

Soil and Water Conservation Commission Funded Best Management Practices
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AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
DETAILED IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (DIP)
PROGRAM YEAR 2015*

(REVISED July 2014)

Definition of Practices

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

()

Abandoned tree removal means to remove Christmas and/or apple tree fields for
integrated pest management and for reducing sedimentation. An abandoned tree field
can be of any size or age trees where standard management practices (e.g., maintaining
groundcover, insect and disease control, fertilizer applications and annual shearing
practices) for the production of the trees are discontinued or abandoned. The field must
have been abandoned for at least 5 years. Abandonment leads to adverse soil erosion
formations such as gullies and to production of disease inoculums and increased pest
population. Conversion to grass, hardwoods, or white pine on abandoned fields further
protects soil loss by preventing runoff on steep slopes due to a better groundcover
thereby providing additional water quality protection. Benefits include water quality
protection, prevention of soil erosion, and wildlife habitat establishment.

An abandoned well closure is the sealing and permanent closure of a supply well no
longer in use. This practice serves to prevent entry of contaminated surface water,
animals, debris, or other foreign substances into the well. It also serves to eliminate the
physical hazards of an open hole to people, animals, and farm machinery. Cost share
for this practice is limited to $1,500 per well at 75% cost share and $1,800 per well at
90%.

An agrichemical containment and mixing facility means a system of components that
provide containment and a barrier to the movement of agrichemicals. The purpose of
the system is to provide secondary containment to prevent degradation of surface water,
groundwater, and soil from unintentional release of pesticides or fertilizers. Cost share
for this practice is limited to $16,500 per facility at 75% cost share and $19,800 per
facility at 90%.

An agrichemical handling facility means a permanent structure that provides an
environmentally safe means of mixing agrichemicals and filling tanks with agrichemicals
for application and storage to improve water quality. Benefits may include prevention of
accidental degradation of surface and ground water. Cost share for this practice is
limited to $27,500 per facility at 75% cost share and $33,000 per facility at 90%.

Agricultural pond restoration/repair means to restore or repair existing failing agricultural
pond systems. Benefits may include erosion control, flood control, and sediment and
nutrient reductions from farm fields for better water quality. This practice is only
applicable to low hazard classification ponds. For restoration projects involving dam,
spillway, or overflow pipe upgrades, cost share is limited to $15,000 per pond at 75%
cost share and $18,000 per pond at 90%. For restoration projects involving removal of
accumulated sediment only, total charge to NCACSP is restricted to a total of $3,000 per
pond at 75% cost share and $3,600 per pond at 90%.

NCACSP DETAILED IMPLEMENTATION PLAN PY2015
Approved July 2014 page 1
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(6)

(11)

(12)

Agricultural road repair/stabilization means repair or stabilization of existing access
roads utilized for agricultural operations, including roads to existing crop fields, pastures,
and barns.

Agricultural temporary water collection pond means to construct an agricultural water
collection system for water reuse or irrigation to improve water quality. These systems
may include construction of new ponds, utilizing existing ponds, water storage tanks and
pumps in order to intercept sediment, nutrients, manage chlorophyll a. These systems
may have the added benefit of reducing the demand on the water supply, and
decreasing withdrawal from aquifers but these benefits shall not be the justification for
this practice.

Chemigation or fertigation backflow prevention is a combination of devices (valves,
gauges, injectors, drains, etc.) to safeguard water sources from contamination by
fertilizers used during the irrigation of agricultural crops. The practice is intended to
modify or improve fertilizer injection systems with components necessary to prevent
backflow or siphoning of contaminants into the water supply thereby improving and
protecting the state’s waters.

A conservation cover practice means to establish and maintain a conservation cover of
grass, legumes, or other approved plantings on fields previously with no groundcover
established, to reduce soil erosion and improve water quality. Other benefits may
include reduced offsite sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-
attached substances. Eligible land includes that planted to Christmas Trees, orchards,
ornamentals, vineyards and other cropland needing protective cover.

A three-year conservation tillage system means any tillage and planting system in which
at least (60) sixty percent of the soil surface is covered by plant residue for the same
fields for three consecutive years to improve water quality. Benefits may include
reduction of soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-
attached substances. This incentive is broken down into two categories depending on
the crop(s) to be grown:

(a) Grain crops and cotton
(b) Vegetables, Tobacco, Peanuts, and Sweet Corn

Cost share for each category of this practice is limited to $15,000 per cooperator in a
lifetime.

A cover crop means a crop or mixture of crops grown primarily for seasonal protection,
erosion control and soil improvement. It usually is grown for one year or less. The major
purpose is water and wind erosion control, to cycle plant nutrients, add organic matter to
the soil, improve infiltration, aeration and tilth, improve soil quality, reduce soil crusting,
and sequester carbon/nutrients. Benefits may include reduction of soil erosion,
sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached substances. Cost
share for this incentive practice is limited to $15,000 per cooperator in a lifetime.

A critical area planting means an area of highly erodible land that cannot be stabilized by
ordinary conservation treatment on which permanent perennial vegetative cover is

NCACSP DETAILED IMPLEMENTATION PLAN PY2015
Approved July 2014 page 2
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(14)

(18)

(19)

established and protected to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soill
erosion and sedimentation.

A cropland conversion practice means to establish and maintain a conservation cover of
grasses, trees, or wildlife plantings on fields previously used for crop production to
improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and
pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached substances.

Crop residue management means maintaining cover on sixty (60) percent of the soil
surface at planting to protect water quality. Crop residue management also provides
seasonal soil protection from wind and rain erosion, adds organic matter to the soil,
conserves soil moisture, and improves infiltration, aeration and tilth. Benefits may
include reduction in soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved sediment-
attached substances. Cost share for this incentive practice is limited to $15,000 per
cooperator in a lifetime.

A diversion means a channel constructed across a slope with a supporting ridge on the
lower side to control drainage by diverting excess water from an area to improve water
quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from
dissolved and sediment-attached substances.

A field border means a strip of perennial vegetation established at the edge of the field
that provides a stabilized outlet for row water to improve water quality. Benefits may
include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-
attached substances.

A filter strip means an area of permanent perennial vegetation for removing sediment,
organic matter, and other pollutants from runoff and waste water to improve water
quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation, pathogen
contamination and pollution from dissolved, particulate, and sediment-attached
substances.

A grade stabilization structure means a structure (earth embankment, mechanical
spillway, detention-type, etc.) used to control the grade and head cutting in natural or
artificial channels to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion
and sedimentation.

A grassed waterway means a natural or constructed channel that is shaped or graded to
required dimensions and established in suitable vegetation for the stable conveyance of
runoff to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion,
sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached substances.

A heavy use area protection means an area used frequently and intensively by animals,
which must be stabilized by surfacing with suitable materials to improve water quality.
Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved,
particulate, and sediment-attached substances.

A land smoothing practice means reshaping the surface of agricultural land to planned
grades for the purpose of improving water quality. Improvements to water quality
include:
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(a) Reduction in nutrient loss.
(b) Reduction in concentrated flow of water from an agricultural field.
(c) Improved infiltration.

(22)  Alivestock exclusion system means a system of permanent fencing (board or barbed,
high tensile or electric wire) installed to exclude livestock from streams and critical areas
not intended for grazing to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil
erosion, sedimentation, pathogen contamination and pollution from dissolved,
particulate, and sediment-attached substances.

(23) Alivestock feeding area is a sized concrete pad where feeders are located, surrounded
by a heavy use area. The livestock feeding area is designed for the purpose of
improving the lifespan of the heavy use area and to reduce the runoff of nutrients and
fecal coliform to adjacent water bodies. The practice is to be used to address water
quality concerns where livestock feeding areas are in close proximity to streams and
where relocation or rotation of feeding areas is infeasible due to physical limitations
(e.g., slope) and where other stream protection measures are insufficient to protect
water quality. Cost share for the concrete pad for this practice is limited to $4,200 at 75%
cost share and $5,040 at 90%.

(24) Along term no-till practice means planting all crops for five consecutive years with at
least eighty (80) percent plant residue from preceding crops to improve water quality.
Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved
and sediment-attached substances. Cost share for this incentive or this incentive
combined with 3-year conservation tillage for grain and cotton is limited to $25,000 per
cooperator in a lifetime.

(25) A micro-irrigation system means an environmentally safe system for the conveyance and
distribution of water, chemicals, and fertilizer to agricultural fields for crop production. A
micro-irrigation system is for frequent application of small quantities of water on or below
the soil surface as drops, tiny streams, or miniature spray through emitters or applicators
placed along a water delivery line. This practice may be applied as part of a
conservation management system to support one or more of the following purposes:

(a) To efficiently and uniformly apply irrigation water and maintain soil
moisture for plant growth.

(b) To efficiently and uniformly apply plant nutrients in a manner that
protects water quality.

(c) To prevent contamination of ground and surface water by efficiently
and uniformly applying chemicals and fertilizers.

(d) To establish desired vegetation.

Cost share for this practice will be based on actual cost with receipts required not to
exceed $25,000 charge to the NCACSP at 75% cost share and $30,000 at 90%,
including the cost of backflow prevention.

(26) A nutrient management means a definitive plan to manage the amount, form, placement,
and timing of applications of nutrients to minimize entry of nutrients to surface and
groundwater and improve water quality.
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(27)

(32)

(33)

A nutrient scavenger crop is a crop of small grain grown primarily as a seasonal nutrient
scavenger. The purpose is to scavenge and cycle plant nutrients. The nutrient
scavenger crop also adds organic matter to the soil, improves infiltration, aeration and
tilth, improves soil quality, reduces soil crusting, provides residue for conservation tillage,
and sequesters carbon. Benefits may include reduction of soil erosion, sedimentation
and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached substances. Cost share for this
incentive practice is limited to $25,000 per cooperator in a lifetime.

A pastureland conversion practice means establishing trees or perennial wildlife
plantings on excessively eroding land with a visible sediment delivery problem to the
waters of the state used for pasture that is too steep to mow or maintain with
conventional equipment to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil
erosion and sedimentation.

A pasture renovation practice means to establish and maintain a conservation cover of
grass, where existing pasture vegetation is inadequate. Benefits may include reduced
soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached
substances.

A portable agrichemical mixing station means a portable device to be used in the field to
prevent the unintentional release of agrichemicals to the environment during mixing and
transferring of agrichemicals. Benefits may include prevention of accidental degradation
of surface and ground water. Cost share for this practice is limited to $3,500 per station
at 75% cost share and $4,200 at 90%. Cost share is also limited to one station per
cooperator.

Precision Agrichemical Application means using a system of components that enable
reduction and greater control of fertilizer and pesticide application. This is accomplished
through avoidance of excessive overlapping, unnecessary application to end/turn rows,
and more precise control of application rates.

Precision nutrient management means applying nitrogen; phosphorus and lime in a site-
specific manner (with specialized application equipment or multiple application events)
based on the site specific recommendations for each GPS-referenced sampling point to
minimize entry of nutrients to surface and groundwater and improve water quality. Cost
share for this incentive is limited to $15,000 per cooperator.

Prescribed grazing involves managing the intensity, frequency, duration, timing, and
number of grazing animals on pastureland in accordance with site production limitations,
rate of plant growth, physiological needs of forage plants for production and persistence,
and nutritional needs of the grazing animals. The goal of this practice is to reduce
accelerated soil erosion and compaction, to improve or maintain riparian and watershed
function, to maintain surface and/or subsurface water quality and quantity, to improve
nutrient distribution, and to improve or maintain desired species composition and vigor of
plant communities. Productive pastures maintain wildlife habitat and permeable green
space. Cost share for this incentive is limited to $15,000 per cooperator.

A riparian buffer means a permanent, long-lived vegetative cover (grass, shrubs, trees,
or a combination of vegetation types) established adjacent to and up-gradient from
watercourses or water bodies to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced
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soil erosion and nutrient delivery, sedimentation, pathogen contamination and pollution
from dissolved, particulate and sediment-attached substances.

(35) Arock-lined outlet means a waterway having an erosion-resistant lining of concrete,
stone or other permanent material where an unlined or grassed waterway would be
inadequate to improve water quality. Benefits may include safe disposal of runoff,
reduced erosion and sedimentation.

(36) A rooftop runoff management system means a system of collection and stabilization
practices (dripline stabilization, guttering, collection boxes, etc.) to prevent rainfall runoff
from agricultural rooftops from causing erosion where vegetative practices are
insufficient to address erosion concerns and protect water quality.

(37) A sediment control basin means a basin constructed to trap and store waterborne
sediment where physical conditions or land ownership preclude treatment of a sediment
source by the installation of other erosion control measures to improve water quality.

(38) A sod-based rotation practice means an adapted sequence of crops, grasses and
legumes or a mixture thereof established and maintained for a definite number of years
as part of a conservation cropping system which is designed to provide adequate
organic residue for maintenance or improvement of soil tilth to improve water quality.
Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved
and sediment-attached substances. Cost share for this incentive practice is limited to
$25,000 per cooperator in a lifetime.

(39) A stock trail or walkway means to provide a stable area used frequently and intensively
for livestock movement by surfacing with suitable material to improve water quality.
Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved,
particulate, and sediment-attached substances.

(40) A stream protection system means a planned system for protecting streams and stream
banks that eliminates the need for livestock to be in streams by providing an alternative-
watering source for livestock to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil
erosion, sedimentation, pathogen contamination, and pollution from dissolved,
particulate and sediment-attached substances. System components may include:

(a) A spring development means improving springs and seeps by excavating,
cleaning, capping or providing collection and storage facilities.

(b) A stream crossing means a trail constructed across a stream to allow
livestock to cross without disturbing the bottom or causing soil erosion on
the banks.

(c) A trough or tank means devices installed to provide drinking water for
livestock at a stabilized location.

(d) A well means constructing a drilled, driven or dug well to supply water
from an underground source.

(e) A windmill means erecting or constructing a mill operated by the wind's
rotation of large vanes and is used as a source of power for pumping
water.

(41) Streambank and shoreline protection means the use of vegetation to stabilize and
protect banks of streams, lakes, estuaries, or excavated channels against scour and
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(42)

erosion. This practice should be used to prevent the loss of land or damage to utilities,
roads, buildings, or other facilities adjacent to the banks, to maintain the capacity of the
channel, to control channel meander that would adversely affect downstream facilities, to
reduce sediment load causing downstream damages and pollution, or to improve the
stream for recreation or fish and wildlife habitat.

A stream restoration system means the use of bioengineering practices, native material
revetments, channel stability structures, and/or the restoration or management of
riparian corridors in order to protect upland BMPs, restore the natural function of the
stream corridor and improve water quality by reducing sedimentation to streams from
streambank. Cost share for this practice is limited to $50,000 per cooperator per year at
75% cost share and to $60,000 per year at 90%.

A stripcropping practice means to grow crops and sod in a systematic arrangement of
alternating strips or bands on the contour to improve water quality. Benefits may include
reduced soil erosion, sedimentation, and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached
substances. The crops are arranged so that a strip of grass or close-growing crop is
alternated with a strip of clean-tilled crop, fallow, or no-till crop, or a strip of grass is
alternated with a close-growing crop.

A terrace means an earth embankment, a channel, or a combination ridge and channel
constructed across the slope to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced
soil erosion, sedimentation and pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached
substances.

A waste management system means a planned system in which all necessary
components are installed for managing liquid and solid waste to prevent or minimize
degradation of soil and ground and surface water resources. System components may
include:

(A) A closure of waste impoundment means the safe removal of existing waste and
waste water and the application of this waste on land in an environmentally safe
manner. This practice is only applicable to waste storage ponds and lagoons.
Cost share for this practice is limited to $75,000 per cooperator at 75% cost
share and $90,000 at 90% cost share.

(B) A concentrated nutrient source management system is a system of vegetative
and structural measures used to manage the collection, storage, and/or
treatment of areas where agricultural products may cause an area of
concentrated nutrients.

(C) A constructed wetland for land application practice means an artificial wetland
area into which liquid animal waste from a waste storage pond or lagoon is
dispersed over time to lower the nutrient content of the liquid animal waste.

(D) A drystack means a fabricated structure for temporary storage of animal waste.
Cost share for drystacks for poultry and non-.0200 animal operations are limited
to $33,000 per structure at 75% cost share and $39,600 at 90%.

(E) The feeding/waste storage structure is designed for the purpose of improving the
collection/storage of animal waste and to reduce runoff of nutrients and fecal
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coliform to adjacent water bodies. The practice is intended to be used where
livestock feeding areas are in close proximity to streams and where relocation or
rotation of feeding areas is infeasible due to physical limitations (e.g., slope) and
where other stream protection measures are insufficient to address water quality
concerns. Cost share for this practice is limited to $27,500 per structure at 75%
cost share and $33,000 per structure at 90%.

(F) An insect control system means a practice or combination of practices (planting
windbreaks, pre-charging structures, incorporation of waste into soil, etc.) which
manages or controls insects from confined animal operations, waste treatment
and storage structures, and waste applied to agricultural land.

(G) Lagoon biosolids removal means removing accumulated biosolids from active
lagoons. The biosolids will be properly utilized on farmland or forestland or
processed to a value-added product, including energy production, to reduce
nutrient impacts from nitrogen-only based planning and impacts of phosphorus
accumulation on application land.

(H) A livestock mortality management system is a facility for managing livestock
mortalities such as to minimize water quality impacts or to produce a material
that can be recycled as a soil amendment and fertilizer substitute. Cost
shareable mortality management system components include: composter, rotary
drum composter, forced aeration static pile composter, mortality freezer, mortality
incinerator, and mortality gasification system.

() A manure composting facility is a facility for the biological treatment, stabilization
and environmentally safe storage of organic waste material (such as manure
from poultry and livestock) to minimize water quality impacts and to produce a
material that can be recycled as a soil amendment and fertilizer substitute.

(J) Manure/litter transportation means transporting dry litter and dry manure from
livestock and poultry farms that lack sufficient land to effectively utilize the
animal-derived nutrients. The litter/manure will be properly utilized on alternative
land or processed to a value-added product, including energy production, to
reduce nutrient impacts. Manure/Litter Transportation Incentive payments shall
be limited to 3-years per applicant and $15,000 in a lifetime.

(K) An odor control management system means a practice or combination of
practices (planting windbreaks, pre-charging structures, incorporation of waste
into soil, etc.) which manages or controls odors from confined animal operations,
waste treatment and storage structures and waste applied to agricultural land
and improves air quality by reducing and intercepting airborne particulate matter,
chemical drift and odor.

(L) A retrofit of on-going animal operations means modification of structures to
increase storage or to correct design flaws to meet current standards. This
practice may also be used to close waste impoundments on on-going operations,
including the safe removal of existing waste and waste water and the application
of this waste on land in an environmentally safe manner. .
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(47)

(M) A solids separation from tank-based aquaculture production means a facility for
the removal, storage and dewatering of solid waste from the effluent of intensive
tank-based aquaculture production systems. The system is used to capture
organic solids from the effluent stream of intensive fish production systems that
would otherwise flow to effluent ponds for storage and further treatment. This
waste comes from uneaten feed and feces generated by fish while being fed
within a tank-or raceway based fish farm.

(N) A storm water management system means a system of collection and diversion
practices (guttering, collection boxes, diversions, etc.) to prevent unpolluted
storm water from flowing across concentrated waste areas on animal operations.

(O) A waste application system means an environmentally safe system (such as
solid set, dry hydrant, mobile irrigation equipment, etc.) for the conveyance and
distribution of animal wastes from waste treatment and storage structures to
agricultural fields as part of an irrigation and waste utilization plan. Cost share
for this practice is limited to $35,000 per cooperator in a lifetime at 75% cost
share and $42,000 in a lifetime at 90%.

(P) A waste storage pond means an impoundment made by excavation or earthfill for
temporary storage of animal waste, waste water and polluted runoff.

(Q) A waste treatment lagoon means an impoundment made by excavation or
earthfill for biological treatment and storage of animal waste.

A water control structure means a permanent structure placed in a farm canal, ditch, or
subsurface drainage conduit (drain tile or tube), which provides control of the stage or
discharge of surface and/or subsurface drainage. The management mechanism of the
structure may be flashboards, gates, valves, risers, or pipes. The primary purpose of the
water control structure is to improve water quality by elevating the water table and
reducing drainage outflow. A secondary purpose is to restore hydrology in riparian
buffers to the extent practical. Elevating the water table promotes denitrification and
lower nitrate levels in drainage water from cropping systems and minimizes the effects of
short-circuiting of drainage systems passing through riparian buffers. Other benefits
may include reduced pollution from other dissolved and sediment-attached substances,
reduced downstream sedimentation and reduced stormwater surges of fresh water into
estuarine area.

This practice is not intended to be used to control water inflow from tidal influence (i.e.,
no tide gates).

A wetland restoration system means a system of practices designed to restore the
natural hydrology of an area that had been drained and cropped.

*To be used in conjunction with the most recent version of the APA Rules for the North Carolina Agriculture Cost
Share Program for Nonpoint Source Pollution Control and the NC-ACSP Manual.
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES ELIGIBLE
FOR COST SHARE PAYMENTS

(1) Best Management Practices eligible for cost sharing include the practices listed in Table
1 and any approved District BMPs. District BMPs shall be reviewed by the Division for
technical merit in achieving the goals of this program. Upon approval by the Division,
the District BMPs will be eligible to receive cost share funding.

Table 1
Minimum Life
Practice Expectancy (years)

Abandoned Tree Removal 10
Abandoned Well Closure 1
Agrichemical Containment and Mixing Facility 10
Agrichemical Handling Facility 10
Agricultural Pond Restoration/Repair 10
Agricultural Road Repair/Stabilization 10
Agricultural Water Collection System 10
Backflow Prevention System

Chemigation 10

Fertigation 10
Conservation Cover 6
3-Year Conservation Tillage System 3
Cover Crops 1
Critical Area Planting 10
Cropland Conversion 10
Crop Residue Management 1
Diversion 10
Field Border 10
Filter Strip 10
Grade Stabilization Structure 10
Grassed Waterway 10
Heavy Use Area Protection 10
Land Smoothing 5
Livestock Exclusion 10
Livestock Feeding Area 10
Long Term No-Till 5
Micro-Irrigation System 10
Nutrient Management 3
Nutrient Scavenger Cover Crop 1
Pasture Renovation 10

Pastureland Conversion

Portable Agrichemical Mixing Station
Precision Agrichemical Application
Precision Nutrient Management
Prescribed Grazing

—
wWworuo o
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Riparian Buffer 10
Rock-lined Waterway or Outlet 10
Rooftop Runoff Management System 10
Sediment Control Basin 10
Sod-based Rotation 4o0r5
Stock Trail and Walkway 10
Stream Protection System
Spring Development 10
Stream Crossing 10
Trough or Tank 10
Well 10
Windmills 10
Streambank and Shoreline Protection 10
Stream Restoration 10
Stripcropping 5
Terrace 10
Waste Management System
Closure of Abandoned Waste Impoundment 10
Concentrated Nutrient Source Management System 10
Constructed Wetland for Land Application 10
Drystack 10
Feeding/Waste Storage Structure 10
Insect Control System 5
Lagoon Biosolids Removal Practice 1
Livestock Mortality Management System
Incinerator 5
Others Systems 10
Manure Composting Facility 10
Manure/Litter Transportation Incentive 1
Odor Management System 1t0 10
Retrofit of On-going Animal Operations 10
Solids Separation from Tank-Based Aquaculture
Production 10
Storm Water Management System 10
Waste Application System 10
Waste Storage Pond 10
Waste Treatment Lagoon 10
Water Control Structure 10
Wetlands Restoration System 10

(2) The minimum life expectancy of the BMPs shall be that listed in Table 1. Practices
designated by a District shall meet the life expectancy requirement established by the
Division for that District BMP.

(3) The list of BMPs eligible for cost sharing may be revised by the Commission as deemed
appropriate in order to meet program purpose and goals.
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NC AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PURPOSES OF APPROVED BMPs

Purpose: Stream Protection Measures

Reduct_ion Reduction Facilitating Liie Of
BMP of applied . BMP
nutrient of soil loss BMP (yrs.)
Heavy Use Area Protection - Y - 10
Livestock Exclusion System N v - 10
Spring Development - - 10
Stock Trail - v - 10
Stream Crossing Y - 10
Trough or Tank - - N 10
Well - - \ 10
Windmill - - \ 10
Livestock Feeding Area - - N 10
Purpose: Waste Management Measures — Mortality and Manure Management
BMP Proper Reduction Nutrient Facilitating Life of
mgmt. of of soil loss interception BMP BMP
nutrients (yrs.)

Closure of Waste Impoundment N - - - 10
Constructed wetlands N - v - 10
Controlled Livestock Lounging - v - N 10
Area
Dry Manure Stack N - - - 10
Feeding/Waste Storage 10
Heavy Use Area Protection - Y - - 10
Insect Control - - - - 5
Odor Control - - - - 1-10
Storm Water Management N - - - 10
Waste Treatment Lagoon/Storage N - - - 10
Pond
Mortality Management Systems N - - - 10
Incinerators N - - - 5
Waste Application System N - - N 10
Tank-Based Aquaculture N - - - 10
Manure/Litter Transportation N - - - 1
Incentive
Manure Composting Facility N 10
Lagoon Biosolids Removal N - - - 1
Incentive
Concentrated Nutrient Source N N 10

Management
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Purpose: Erosion Reduction/Nutrient Loss Reduction in Fields

Reduct_ion of Reduction Life of
BMP applied . BMP
nutrient o el less (yrs.)
Conservation Tillage 3-yr N N 3
Long Term No-till N N 5
Critical Area Planting N N 10
Cropland Conversion N N 10
Water Diversion A A 10
Land Smoothing N N 10
Wetlands Restoration N N 10
Pastureland Conversion A A 10
Sod-based Rotation N N 40r5
Stripcropping N N 5
Terraces A A 10
Conservation Cover A A 6
Nutrient Scavenger Cover N N 10
Crop
Cover Crop N N 1
Pasture Renovation A A 10
Micro-Irrigation System A A 10
Rooftop Runoff Management v 10
Prescribed Grazing v v 3
Crop Residue Management v 3
Purpose: Agricultural Chemical Pollution Prevention
Interception LIt 3
BMP : BMP
of chemicals
(yrs.)
Abandoned Tree Removal N 10
Agri-chemical Handling Facility N 10
Fertigation Back Flow Prevention N 10
Chemigation Back Flow Prevention N 10
Portable Pesticide Mixing Station N 5
Agrichemical Containment and Mixing N 10
Facility

ATTACHMENT 8A





ATTACHMENT 8A
Appendix D

Purpose: Sediment/Nutrient Delivery Reduction from Fields

Reduct_lon Reduction Nutrient Facilitating LIS G
BMP of applied . . . BMP
nutrient of soil loss interception BMP (yrs)

Field Border - A \/ - 10
Filter Strip - \ \ - 10
Grade Stabilization Structure - - - A 10
Grassed Waterway - N v - 10
Nutrient Mgmt. N - - - 3
Riparian Buffer - N Y - 10
Rock-lined Outlet - - - A 10
Sediment Control Basin - - \/ 10
Water Control Structure - A \/ - 10
Streambank and Shoreline - N v - 10
Protection
Stream Restoration N 10
Agricultural Road - N - - 10
Repair/Stabilization
Abandoned Well Closure - - - + 1
Agricultural Pond N v 10

Restoration/Repair

Precision Nutrient Management ~ \/ 3
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Appendix E
NORTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
SPOT CHECK REPORT SUMMARY FY2015
PARTICIPATING PERCENT OUT OF MAINTENANCE
DISTRICTS SUPERVISORS VISITS Total # CPOs VISITED IN COMPLIANCE COMPLIANCE NEEDED
ALAMANCE 4 26 267 9.7% 26 0 2
ALEXANDER 2 20 70 28.6% 20 0 1
ALLEGHANY 5 12 127 9.4% 11 1 1
ANSON
(BROWN CREEK) 1 9 29 31.0% 9 0 0
ASHE
(NEW RIVER) 4 5 83 6.0% 5 0 0
AVERY 1 6 121 5.0% 6 0 0
BEAUFORT 5 8 42 19.0% 8 0 1
BERTIE 1 9 93 9.7% 7 2 0
BLADEN 1 12 101 11.9% 12 0 0
BRUNSWICK 2 4 41 9.8% 4 0 0
BUNCOMBE 1 6 111 5.4% 6 0 0
BURKE 3 7 76 9.2% 7 0 0
CABARRUS 2 8 70 11.4% 8 0 0
CALDWELL 4 8 105 7.6% 8 0 2
CAMDEN
(ALBEMARLE) 3 2 3 66.7% 2 0 0
CARTERET 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CASWELL 1 14 274 5.1% 14 0 0
CATAWBA 4 6 83 7.2% 6 0 0
CHATHAM 2 12 102 11.8% 12 0 0
CHEROKEE 8 8 135 5.9% 8 0 0
CHOWAN
(ALBEMARLE) 3 4 64 6.3% 4 0 0
CLAY 4 4 88 4.5% 4 0 1
CLEVELAND 2 4 52 7.7% 4 0 0
COLUMBUS 1 11 109 10.1% 11 0 0
CRAVEN 1 2 20 10.0% 2 0 0
CUMBERLAND 2 4 67 6.0% 4 0 0
CURRITUCK
(ALBEMARLE) 3 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
DAVIDSON 2 17 71 23.9% 17 0 0
DAVIE 1 12 59 20.3% 12 0 0
DUPLIN 1 19 217 8.8% 19 0 0
DURHAM 3 6 47 12.8% 6 0 0
EDGECOMBE 2 12 106 11.3% 12 0 0
FORSYTH 2 5 80 6.3% 5 0 0
FRANKLIN 3 13 103 12.6% 13 0 0
GASTON 2 4 66 6.1% 3 1 1
GATES 4 6 42 14.3% 6 0 0
GRAHAM 2 5 45 11.1% 5 0 0
GRANVILLE 2 8 149 5.4% 8 0 1
GREENE 1 7 53 13.2% 7 0 0
GUILFORD 5 22 129 17.1% 21 1 3
HALIFAX
(FISHING CREEK) 3 10 99 10.1% 8 2 0
HARNETT 5 10 160 6.3% 10 0 2
HAYWOOD 2 6 118 5.1% 6 0 0
HENDERSON 1 8 99 8.1% 8 0 0
HERTFORD 1 3 57 5.3% 3 0 0
HOKE 3 10 25 40.0% 10 0 0
HYDE 3 5 61 8.2% 5 0 0
IREDELL 1 5 47 10.6% 5 0 1
JACKSON 2 6 65 9.2% 6 0 1
JOHNSTON 3 12 170 7.1% 12 0 1
JONES 2 7 72 9.7% 7 0 1
LEE 5 8 85 9.4% 7 1 0
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Appendix E
NORTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
SPOT CHECK REPORT SUMMARY FY2015
PARTICIPATING PERCENT OUT OF MAINTENANCE
DISTRICTS SUPERVISORS VISITS Total # CPOs VISITED IN COMPLIANCE COMPLIANCE NEEDED
LENOIR 3 16 122 13.1% 15 1 0
LINCOLN 2 7 101 6.9% 5 2 0
MACON 1 4 72 5.6% 4 0 0
MADISON 1 11 187 5.9% 11 0 0
MARTIN 2 5 100 5.0% 5 0 0
MCDOWELL 1 5 19 26.3% 5 0 0
MECKLENBURG 2 3 10 30.0% 3 0 0
MITCHELL 3 12 101 11.9% 12 0 1
MONTGOMERY 3 18 54 33.3% 18 0 0
MOORE 2 17 37 45.9% 17 0 0
NASH 4 4 74 5.4% 4 0 0
NEW HANOVER 2 1 4 25.0% 1 0 0
NORTHAMPTON 1 15 275 5.5% 15 0 2
ONSLOW 2 9 53 17.0% 9 0 1
ORANGE 1 22 144 15.3% 21 1 0
PAMLICO 1 3 66 4.5% 3 0 0
PASQUOTANK 4 5 )8 5 0 0
(ALBEMARLE) 7.1%
PENDER 2 4 75 5.3% 4 0 0
PERQUIMANS
(ALBEMARLE) 3 3 a4 6.8% 3 0 0
PERSON 2 10 164 6.1% 10 0 1
PITT 2 12 160 7.5% 12 0 0
POLK 2 5 38 13.2% 5 0 0
RANDOLPH 5 13 78 16.7% 13 0 0
RICHMOND 4 6 41 14.6% 6 0 0
ROBESON 4 14 120 11.7% 13 1 0
ROCKINGHAM 2 10 188 5.3% 10 0 0
ROWAN 1 5 65 7.7% 4 1 0
RUTHERFORD 1 6 97 6.2% 6 0 3
SAMPSON 2 23 199 11.6% 22 1 0
SCOTLAND 2 6 6 100.0% 6 0 0
STANLY 3 7 104 6.7% 7 0 0
STOKES 4 8 132 6.1% 8 0 0
SURRY 4 13 189 6.9% 13 0 0
SWAIN 3 4 34 11.8% 4 0 0
TRANSYLVANIA 1 5 59 8.5% 5 0 0
TYRRELL 2 3 44 6.8% 3 0 0
UNION 2 15 74 20.3% 14 1 0
VANCE 2 5 73 6.8% 5 0 1
WAKE 4 9 136 6.6% 9 0 1
WARREN 1 9 158 5.7% 9 0 2
WASHINGTON 1 3 35 8.6% 3 0 0
WATAUGA 2 6 68 8.8% 6 0 2
WAYNE 2 15 148 10.1% 14 1 0
WILKES 5 22 79 27.8% 22 0 0
WILSON 4 5 102 4.9% 5 0 0
YADKIN 2 18 141 12.8% 18 0 0
YANCEY 2 13 135 9.6% 13 0 0
TOTALS 245 870 8,994 9.7% 853 17 33
98.0% 2.0% 3.8%
Note: Districts highlighted have BMPs that are non-compliant or need some maintenance done.
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Cost Share Programs

Funding and Compliance Process

District conducts water quality assessments to determine needs.
District advertises the Cost Share Program

Cost Share Plans are sent to Division for approval.

1

|

District develops and approves an Annual Strategy Plan and
prioritization rankina form based on water quality priorities.

!

Each plan is reviewed by Division Staff and approved as a contract
among the State, District, and cooperators, if program requirements
are met; Division notifies District of contract approval before
installation begins.

Strategy Plan is sent to Division of Soil and Water Conservation.

!

!

Best Management Practices (BMPs) are installed to NRCS and
SWCC standards and specifications.

Annual Strategy Plans from all Districts are evaluated by Division
staff and District rankings are determined based on parameters
adopted by the Soil and Water Conservation Commission.

]

1

District technical staff checks BMP and certifies installation has
been completed accordina to NRCS and SWCC specifications.

Cost Share funds are allocated to Districts by the Commission.

!

1

Districts receive their annual allocation.

Request for payment is completed and signed by cooperator and a
District technical staff person with job approval authority for the
BMP.

!

!

Request for Payment is approved by the District Board during an
official meeting and forwarded to the Division.

District accepts applications; District Board reviews, ranks, and
approves applications during an official meeting.

1

!

Division staff reviews and approves request for payment.

District technical staff conducts conservation planning and writes
Cost Share contracts from approved applications.

!

!

Approved requests for payment are forwarded to NCDA&CS
Controller’'s Office for payment to be issued.

District Board reviews and approves contracts during an official
meeting.

|

Cooperator receives payment for installed BMPs and District
receives notification of payment.

!
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Appendix F: Funding and Compliance Process

District Board and technical staff conduct annual spot check of BMPs in active maintenance. NRCS Area Office representative spot
checks Supervisor and Partnership employee contracts within one vear of installation.

BMP in Compliance?

No further action. District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring BMPs into

compliance.

BMP brought
into
Comnliance?

District Board gives written notice to cooperator requiring
pro-rated repavment of funds to NCDA&CS.

|

District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring
BMPs into compliance.

|

If cooperator does not repay funds, District Board
notifies Division in writing to request assistance from
AG's Office.
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Appendix G

sl T

Livestock Exclusion System Dry stack-Poultry

Manure Composting Facility Rooftop Runoff Management System
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onservation Reserve
Enhancement Program
2015 Annual Report

(October 1, 2014 — September 30, 2015)

Submitted by the
NC Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Division of Soil and Water Conservation





This report covers the Federal fiscal year from October 1, 2014 through September 30, 2015
fulfilling the State of North Carolina’s reporting commitment. On March 1, 1999 the initial
Memorandum of Agreement established the North Carolina Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program (NC CREP) there were high expectations for the program. The goal of the program was
to enroll 100,000 acres of environmentally sensitive land within the Chowan, Neuse and Tar-
Pamlico river basins, as well as the Jordan Lake watershed area. Through local interest and
demonstration of environmental need, North Carolina requested the program to be expanded to
cover 75% of the state. On May 1, 2008, the Lumber, White Oak, Yadkin-PeeDee, Roanoke, Cape
Fear and Pasquotank river basins became eligible to participate in CREP. CREP enrollment is
available in 76 of the 100 counties within North Carolina. The area that qualifies for CREP is
shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: CREP River Basins

Establishment of NC CREP provides a voluntary initiative encouraging the enrollment of farmland
and marginal pastureland into long term agreements to restore and protect riparian buffers and
wetlands. Practices are designed to reduce nutrient and sediment impacts to stream courses within
the targeted area. The CREP will have a positive impact on overall water quality within the targeted
area.

The strong partnership between the Farm Service Agency (FSA), Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS), N.C. Division of Soil and Water Conservation (DSWC), and the NC Forestry
Service provides an extremely efficient mechanism for program delivery and implementation.
Funding for the State’s 20 percent match requirement is obtained from the N.C. Clean Water
Management Trust Fund (CWMTF), the NC General Assembly and the N.C. Agriculture Cost
Share Program. North Carolina continues to explore additional partners for its CREP.





NC CREP Objectives

The primary objectives of NC CREP are to achieve, to the extent practicable, the following:

1. Provide an opportunity for farmers in North Carolina to voluntarily establish
riparian and wetland areas through financial and technical assistance.

2. Restore and enhance riparian habitat corridors next to streams, drainage
ditches, estuaries, wetlands, and other water courses by enrolling up to 85,000
acres of riparian forested buffers, grass filter strips and other riparian tree
plantings.

3. Restore up to 15,000 acres of non-riparian wetlands either associated with
drainage ditches or adjacent to primary fishery nursery areas to address impacts
associated with drainage.

4. Provide a mechanism to help farmers comply with the Neuse and Tar-Pamlico
Nitrogen Reduction Rules and potential regulations or goals in other watersheds.

Accomplishments

Cumulative NC CREP Enrollment

CREP continues to see a steady increase in the enrollment of riparian buffers on pasture
operations. Even though more of these enroliments have been in the Piedmont region of the state,
the trend is moving east. Many of these farmers are willing to establish a permanent buffer along
their streams to receive up to 100 percent cost sharing benefits to install fencing, watering facilities
and stream crossings. Water quality benefits are substantial when considering the number of
stream miles being protected through these enroliments.

CREP promotes the restoration of longleaf pine ecosystems in North Carolina through providing
this tree species as an exception to the CP3A Hardwood Tree Planting Practice. To date, CREP
has contributed to the establishment and long term protection of 377 acres through 30 year
easements and 459 acres through permanent easements. The Tar-Pamlico, Neuse and Lumber
River Basins are the primary location of the greatest number enrollments of longleaf pine. A
continued increase in CP3A Hardwood Tree Planting enrollment is expected this upcoming
program year.

The following table shows the distribution of CREP contracts among each eligible practice. The
cumulative numbers include all contracts since 1999, even if the CRP contract has expired. The
total number of acres is 33,485, protecting approximately 921 stream miles.





Program Year 2015 Cumulative
. | Number Estimated Number of Estimated
Eligible Practices of Acres Federal Acres Federal Cost
Cost Share Share
CP3 (Shortleaf Pine) 0 0 97.2 $17,109
CP3A (Hardwood & Longleaf Pine) 141 $11,620 2872.1 $ 434,390
CP21 (Filter Strip) 6.8 0 1,916.6 $453,788
CP22 (Riparian Buffer) 0 0 26421.2 | $ 2,222,850
CP23 (Wetland Restoration) 0 0 2171.7 $ 369,099
CP31 (Bottomland Timber) 0 0 6.3 $710
Total 147.8 $ 11,620 33,485.1 | $ 3,496,946

Based on estimates of the environmental benefits of installed practices NC CREP estimates the
following nutrient and sediment reduction benefits:

Stream Miles . . . . Phosphorus
Protected Sediment Reduction | Nitrogen Reduction Reduction
921 miles 246,333 tons 1,916,758 Ibs 441,564 lbs

The stream miles protected is calculated with the cumulative number of CREP acres enrolled,
including 10-, 15- year contracts, 30- year and permanent easements.

The nitrogen and phosphorus estimates were calculated using the North Carolina Agricultural
Nutrient Assessment Tool (NCANAT). The tons of soil saved were calculated using the Revised
Universal Soil Loss Equations (RUSLE). These calculations are conservative values as the tools
are unable to capture the contributions of removing cattle from streams.

CREP State Incentive Enrollment

The State Incentive Program offers long-term protection for landowners by providing the
opportunity to enroll environmentally-sensitive cropland or marginal pastureland in 30-year or
permanent conservation easements. CREP has been implemented in North Carolina for 15 years,
enrolling more than 27,062 acres in easements and protecting approximately 744 stream miles.
This represents 81% of total program enrollment being protected through long-term conservation
easements.

River Basin Enrollment

The distribution of the contracts in the river basins is shown in Table 1. The original CREP area
included the Chowan, Tar-Pamlico and Neuse river basins which are identified as Nutrient





Sensitive Waters. Thus these areas have the most enrollment to date. However, CREP is gaining
interest in the Cape Fear and Yadkin-PeeDee river basins. This is partly due to the continued
emphasis the division and local soil and water conservation districts are placing on the financial
leveraging opportunities with CREP and other cost share programs for pastureland. Buffering
streams and removing cattle access has proven to be a long term solution to reduce nutrients,
sediment and allow degraded streams to restore itself.

Table 1: Contract Distribution

Approximate

Number of Number of Stream Miles
River Basin Acres Contracts Protected
Cape Fear 104.3 5 4.78
Chowan 5153.0 293 141.71
Lumber 56.7 20 1.87
Neuse 3977.5 200 112.38
Pasquotank 329.4 11 9.81
Roanoke 362.1 8 9.96
Tar-Pamlico 16575.6 551 446.89
White Oak 5.4 1 0.30
Yadkin-PeeDee 107.3 11 8.35

Early in the program there were concerns with the approved width of the buffer practices as it
relates to water quality benefits. CREP also has a wildlife component that allowed for the larger
widths. However, the program enrollment size is changing as more pastureland is being enrolled.
These enrollments have significantly narrower buffers, 50-100°. The acreages are not large
however the number of stream miles that are protected through 30-year or permanent easements
will prove to provide longer term water quality protection as well as provide a wildlife corridor.

Contracts Upgraded to Permanent Conservation Easements

It has been a goal of CREP to increase permanent easement enrollment. In 2008, the payment
schedule was modified by including an option to allow existing enrollees to upgrade their term
contract or easement to a permanent easement. In PY15, 106 acres were upgraded from 30 year
to permanent easements.

As a result of our marketing efforts, we had several term contracts that did not feel comfortable
upgrading to a permanent easement but did opt for a 30 year conservation easement instead. CREP
continues to offer this opportunity to current enrollees.

Enrollment of Existing Buffer Acreage

The NC CREP agreement allowing the enrollment of existing buffer in permanent easements has
proven to be a success. Currently buffers between the enrolled cropland and the stream and/or





adjacent to or on the opposite side of the stream can be included for permanent easement
enrollments only. The acreage is also paid at the same rate for other permanent easement
enrollments, $1,000 per acre. This acreage is not included in the CRP contract and does not receive
the annual payments from FSA. To date we have enrolled 469 acres of existing buffer into the
program permanent protection.

Easement Stewardship

All acquired easements must be monitored to ensure compliance. The most effective tool available
to manage monitoring initiatives is the an Online Property Stewardship Database. The online portal
allows improved monitoring of CREP easements by providing the capacity to upload photographs;
view previous site conditions and more efficiently track changes in ownership.

In 2014, the Division approved an Easement Monitoring Protocol as standard operating procedure.
All CREP easements will be placed into a tier based on easement close date, accessibility to
property, adjacent properties, and violation history and potential. Depending on the tier, CREP
easements will be monitored twice a year, once a year, once every other year, or once every third
year. The tier system is necessary due to the limited number of monitoring staff. This protocol
will ensure we monitor each easement in a systematic manner.

The following describes the four (4) risk categories and their recommended monitoring
frequencies and methods.

Very High Frequency Properties — This category includes all properties where more than 50% of
the conservation boundary abuts municipal parks, golf courses, residences, or any combination of
these land uses. This category also includes all sites with a major violation for a minimum of two
years following resolution of the violation. These sites shall be monitored semi-annually, using
only on the ground monitoring.

High Frequency Properties — This category includes all properties where 20 to 50% of the
conservation boundary abuts municipal parks, golf courses, residences, or any combination of
these land uses. This category also includes all sites abutting current or future (if known) livestock
operations where the project is subject to access by livestock in the event of a fence failure. This
category includes, a change in the adjacent property (such as clear cutting or mining), natural
regeneration as the practice in Zone 1, and all sites with a minor violation for a minimum of two
years following resolution of the violation. These sites shall be monitored annually, using only on
the ground monitoring.

Medium Frequency Properties — This category includes all properties not included in one of the
other risk categories. These sites will be monitored on the ground at a minimum of every other
year. Aerial reviews may be conducted in the years when on the ground monitoring is not
completed.

Low Freguency Properties — This category includes all properties where more than 50% of the
conservation boundary is surrounded by local, state or federal property or properties that are in






natural condition and are managed for conservation. In addition, this category may include
properties that the division identifies as low risk based on their past monitoring history or other
site-specific factors. These sites shall be monitored on the ground at least every third year. Aerial
monitoring may be conducted on these sites in years where on the ground monitoring is not
conducted.

Once a site has had additional monitoring without violations, the number of properties assigned a
low risk will increase.

Other Considerations for Determining Risk

In the event that adjacent land use changes are discovered during monitoring, the site risk will be
reevaluated to determine if the monitoring frequency should be changed to a different risk
category.

CREP staff took over monitoring duties of all CREP contracts in 2013. In federal FY 2015,
division staff monitored 63 properties of the 1,125 total CREP contracts. In addition, staff has been
working to identify the risk categories for each property. The assignment of the risk category is
time consuming as it reviewing previous monitoring reports, review aerial images, occasionally
inspect the original files, and make necessary ownership changes in the database. Table 2
demonstrates how the easements have been categorized thus far. Once a site has had additional
monitoring without violations, the number of properties assigned a low risk will increase.

Table 2: Risk Category Assessments Figure 2: Percentage in Risk Category
Risk Number 2%
Very High 52 ‘
High 104
Medium 326
Low 10 o0
Unassigned 655

= Very High = High Medium = Low

As another mechanism of preventing easement violations, CREP staff continues to review and
provide comment on all mining permits submitted to the Division of Energy, Mining, and Land
Resources. In PY15 staff has reviewed 50 mining permit applications.





CREP Education and Outreach

In September of 2015, CREP and NRCS staff conducted training in Sampson County for 33
district, NRCS, and FSA staff. The focus was on determining program eligibility and reviewing
agency responsibilities in the enrollment process. Attendees were divided into resource teams
similar to what might occur during a real on-site enrollment meeting and were assigned exercises
to determine program eligibility and options for enrollment. The feedback was positive as this was
a great hand-on exercise for many of the newer employees and as well as a refresher for more
experienced staff. Two additional trainings are planned for October 2015 near Albemarle and
Columbia.

CREP staff have taken every effort to attend workshops and training events for landowners who
may be interested in CREP. Exhibition booths and materials were staffed at the Northeastern
Agriculture Expo, NC Farm Show, NC Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts
annual meeting, and the NC State Fair Soil and Water Conservation exhibit.

In addition, staff promoted CREP and provided enrollment scenarios for the industry meetings
described below. With so much of our food dependent upon pollinators, we have started to attend
county bee keeper meetings. The interest from the bee keepers has been very positive and the
subsequent step is to turn the interest into enroliments.

Meeting Counties
Cattlemen’s Association Chatham, Pender, Randolph, Rowan, Surry, Wilkes,
Beekeeper Meetings Brunswick, New Hanover, Pender
Sampson County Producers Mtg. Sampson

The division is continuing to make strides in partnering with NCDA&CS farmland preservation
potential properties. In addition to this initiative, cooperative efforts are being made to assess
priority areas for protecting lands around military installations in North Carolina. This
partnership has the potential to dramatically increase CREP enrollment in the future.

DSWC Staffing Changes

The division was without a CREP manager for approximately 6 months. A new manager was
hired in May of 2015. With this position filled significant progress has been made, specifically
focusing program marketing on the benefits of pollinators, livestock operations, and sentinel lands.

As previously mentioned, there has been an increased CREP interest in the piedmont region of the
state. This encompasses the most western portion of the CREP area. Due to a staffing promotion,
one of the CREP field staff positions became vacant. This vacancy allowed shifting the position
to the piedmont region. This provides more effective localized support and training for soil and





water conservation districts, NRCS and FSA. It is also provides a quicker response time to partner
and landowner requests as travel time is not as big of a factor. The CREP area is now roughly
divided equally among the 3 environmental specialists.

Challenges
Shutdown of CRP/CREP Program

The Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 expired on September 30, 2013 and the
Agricultural Act of 2014- Food, Farms, and Jobs Bill was not signed until February 2014 and
CRP/CREP program did not open for enrollment until June 9, 2014. During this period of time,
FSA could not accept new applications, thus NC CREP did not receive any new enrollment.
However, during this period, we did have landowners upgrade from 30-year easements to
permanent easements.

With the start and stop of the program at the national level, the momentum of earlier outreach
efforts was dramatically decreased, thus enrollment has lagged. In an attempt to see if North
Carolina was unique low enrollments during this time, we reviewed CREP annual reports from
other states which were published on their websites. Although each state’s CREP program is
structured with different objectives, these reports showed a decreased in enrollment from previous
years.

State Number of Contracts
(Oct 2013-Sept 2014)
North Carolina 16
Idaho 155
Kansas 0
Nebraska 3
Oregon 71

The last CREP national meeting with state and federal partners was held around 2006. It is
expected that the main cause of no regular national meetings is related to budgets. However, as
technology has advanced and agencies are becoming more familiar with conference calls and net
meetings, it is strongly encouraged for USDA to consider more routine opportunities for state
partners to receive program updates, status of enrollment and learn from each other’s experiences
with the focus on increasing enrollment. NC CREP staff is also interested in learning how to better
structure communications and priorities with our partners as this also directly affects enroliment.





Federal Payment Cap

Many states have reported that their CREP programs cannot compete with current commodity
prices. North Carolina appears to struggle with this same issue as we approach potential enrollees.
NC CREP allows to double the soil rental rate not to exceed $150 per acre. There are many locales
where a double soil rental rate would exceed this cap. The rental cap of $150 was created in 1999.
Using an inflation calculator, an item costing $150 in 1999 would cost approximately $214 in
2015.

Federal Caps on Pasture BMPs

Since the expansion of CREP we have experienced quite a bit of interest in the western piedmont
of North Carolina. Most of these enrollees or potential enrollees are pasture operators who are
opting to enroll in permanent easements. NC CREP allows up to 100% cost share to install the
practice on those permanent easements enrollments. Unfortunately, CRP has maximum caps
established for several components for CP22 Riparian Buffer on marginal pastureland. These caps
on the following BMPs were becoming a hindrance for landowners when deciding to commit to
CREP. This is a concern because the landowners would still have to meet NRCS standard for
fencing, watering facilities and livestock crossings however they would not be receiving the 100%
cost share as initially understood.

Cost share for the total of all water developments per contract shall not exceed $4,000
Cost share for the total of all water facilities per contract shall not exceed $2,700
Cost share for the total of all pipelines shall not exceed $2,700

Cost share for all livestock crossings is limited to $2,000 per contract

In an effort to uphold the policy of 100% cost share on these easements, the NC Agriculture Cost
Share Program has reimbursed the difference. The Division of Soil and Water Conservation is
committed to continue this practice as long as funding is available or the national caps are
increased.

Decreased State Budget

The state budget deficits have taken a toll on many state agencies, the Division of Soil and Water
Conservation was no exception. As budgets were reduced throughout the fiscal year, a portion of
CREP funds were reverted back to the General Fund. Furthermore, the General Assembly requires
CREP to submit a report by April 1, 2016 detailing our program. The Division is committed to
continue to implement the program at its fullest ability as we continue to deal with the budget
issues. Measures have been put in place to ensure that landowner and partnering agencies needs
are met, however it is imperative that all partners assist with increasing program enrollment to
ensure continued success in the future.





State CREP Expenses

FY 2015 Cumulative
State Bonus Payment for State Option $ 88,289.00 | $ 9,978,195.11
NCACSP Cost Share Payments $ 37,262.00 | $ 2,394,857.00
Soil and Water Conservation Administrative Fees $ - $ 73,253.88
State Administration Expenses $ 523,450.00 | $ 9,166,205.87
Operating Support $ 187,310.00 | $ 2,583,472.00
CREP Pilot Program $ - $ 12,000.00
Monitoring $ - $ 1,708,466.98
Stewardship $ 17,939.42 | $ 1,815,067.29
Total $ 605,283.92 | $ 27,770,113.88

Currently the agreement between the Division and Clean Water Management Trust Fund
(CWMTF) is based on transactional costs per closed easement, 50% of the state easement payment
and the cost to steward the CREP easements. State appropriations fully support 8 CREP staff. The
N.C. Agriculture Cost Share Program can pay for a portion of all BMPs proposed for a CREP

enrollment.

CREP Total Federal and State Expenditures

PY 2000 - 2015

CRP Payments (Life of Contract) $ 57,235,682
Total Incentive Payment $ 1,886,638
Estimated Federal Cost Share $ 3,474,821
State Expenses for CREP Enrollments $ 27,770,114
Total Program Costs $ 90,367,255

Thus far the state has contributed a 31% match, meeting the requirement for incurring 20% of the
total program costs. The state funds do not include state appropriated and awarded grant funds

available, but not yet expended.
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Report to the Environmental Review Commission
and Fiscal Research Division of the N.C. General Assembly
on the Community Conservation Assistance Program

FiscAL YEAR 2015 ANNUAL REPORT
January 2016

General Statue 143-215.74M(e) of Session Law 2006-78 mandates that the Soil and Water Conservation
Commission report to the Environmental Review Commission and the Fiscal Research Division a summary
of the Community Conservation Assistance Program (herein referred to as CCAP) annually. The purpose
of CCAP is to reduce the delivery of nonpoint source (NPS) pollution into the waters of the State by
installing best management practices (BMPs) on developed lands not directly involved in agricultural
production. Through this voluntary, incentive-based conservation program, landowners are provided
educational, technical and financial assistance.

Eligible landowners, including homeowners, businesses, schools, parks, churches, and others, may be
reimbursed up to 75 percent of the cost of retrofitting BMPs. Soil and Water Conservation Districts
(districts) provide educational services to local governments and the public and direct technical and
financial assistance to property owners. The Soil and Water Conservation Commission (Commission)
administers the program through the Division of Soil and Water Conservation. CCAP BMPs include:
abandoned well closures, backyard rain gardens, backyard wetlands, bioretention areas, cisterns, critical
area plantings, diversions, grassed swales, impervious surface conversions, marsh sills, permeable
pavement, pet waste receptacles, riparian buffers, stormwater wetlands, stream restoration, stream and
shoreline protection, and structural stormwater conveyance. More information regarding CCAP BMPs
can be found in Appendix C, the Detailed Implementation Plan.

During Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 the Division of Soil and Water Conservation received recurring appropriated
funds for CCAP in the amount of $193,097. A portion of these funds support a full-time permanent
employee to coordinate the program and administer the funds for program implementation. Some of
these funds, totaling $24,460, are used to maintain technical assistance positions in two active CCAP
counties. The remainder of the state appropriations was allocated to local districts for BMP installation.
At their August 13, 2014 meeting, the Soil and Water Conservation Commission allocated CCAP funds to
75 districts according to the parameters outlined in 02 NCAC 59H .0103. The total number and value of
FY2015 CCAP contracts by county can be found in Appendix A.

In addition to the State appropriation, unencumbered BMP implementation grant funds were re-allocated
to districts participating in active grants. The funding source for these grants include the NC
Environmental Enhancement Grant Program and US EPA Section 319 Clean Water Act Grant Program.
These funds, in combination with the recurring state appropriation, allowed this program to address water
quality concerns and reach citizens across the state.
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Program highlights and accomplishments in FY2015 include the following:

e The CCAP Advisory Committee met three times during FY2015 to provide oversight and technical
review of the program. This group was active in the following areas:

(0}

(0}

(0]

Discussed the upcoming rules revisions to take place with all state programs and how
CCAP may be benefitted from a rules review.

Discussed future funding for the program, both from grant sources and revising the
allocation parameters for the program.

Established an allocation workgroup to provide guidance on how to better utilize the
limited funding available for the program.

Updated the permeable pavement standard to adhere to changes in Division of Energy
Mining and Land Resources policies.

Updated the cistern BMP to include water reuse.

Discussed and provided guidance to division staff on the Job Approval Authority (JAA)
process.

The Advisory Committee approved a standardized test, coupled with online training, for
district staff to be able to obtain JAA “remotely” through online means.

The Soil and Water Conservation Commission approved the changes to the JAA process
at their September 2014 meeting. These changes included the online testing and training
and eliminating the requirement for general training.

Reviewed and updated all BMP standards. Established an education and outreach
workgroup to gather information from districts and partnership organizations and
distribute the compiled information to district supervisors and other interested parties
across the state.

Approved a District BMP from the Dare district on oyster reef restoration and shoreline
stabilization.

e 91 project contracts were submitted in FY 2015 to encumber $223,681.
e 58 projects were implemented during FY 2015 with a total value of $107,573.

BMPs installed in FY2015 from CCAP funds, from all sources, are shown below:

Best Management Practice Amount Installed
Abandoned well closure 20 wells
Backyard rain garden 5 raingardens
Cisterns 4 cisterns
Critical Area Planting 8 critical area plantings
Grassed Swale 4 grassed swales
Pet waste receptacle 4 pet waste receptacles
Riparian buffer 3 riparian buffers
Stormwater wetland 4 wetlands

4 streambank/shoreline
Streambank and shoreline protection protection systems

1 stormwater
Structural stormwater conveyance conveyance

The water quality benefits derived from the implementation of these practices are shown below:





ATTACHMENTSC

Benefit Value Units
Acres Affected 253.8 Acre
Gallons of Water Saved 3,000 Gallons
Nitrogen Removed 58.82 Pounds
Number of Buildings Affected 628 Each
Number of People Affected 6,908 Each
Phosphorus Removed 34.51 Pounds
Drainage Area Affected 3,731,560 Sqft
Tons of Soil Saved 417.2 Tons
Solids Removed 356 Tons

The N.C. Community Conservation Assistance Program fills a necessary gap in programs that address
water quality issues in the state as North Carolina’s demographics, communities, and pollutant sources
change. Demand for the program from districts across the state continues to exceed the current funding.
During FY2015, over $1.9 million was requested from the 75 participating districts. This is a conservative
estimate as many districts submit lower requests than needed due to the limited amount of funds
available.

Many existing water quality initiatives are geared towards new construction, such as Low Impact
Development, the State’s Erosion and Sediment Control statute, and design standards. CCAP is unique in
that it is a retrofit only program. The results of the program illustrate the important accomplishment of
the General Assembly in creating the only state-wide program that addresses non-point water pollution
sources from already developed areas. In addition, CCAP will be a cost effective mechanism for helping
implement the Falls Lake and Jordan Lake Existing Development Rules should additional funding for the
program become available.

Future program recommendations include:

® Increasing program funding to accommodate the existing project needs.

® Increasing technical assistance funding to support district staff.

e Increasing funding to provide additional engineering support.

e Providing a recommendation to the Commission on the existing method of allocating funds to the
local districts. With existing allocations, the recommendation will likely be a competitive, regional
allocation method.

e Continuing training and testing for BMP design and installation for employees’ to obtain job approval
authority.

e Expanding the water quality benefits tool to measure the impact of all BMPs in reducing stormwater
conveyed pollutants.

e Increasing outreach efforts and distribution of materials statewide.

e Reprioritizing efforts of the CCAP Advisory Committee to increase program recognition and support
through partnership opportunities.

e Updating program policies and BMP design tools.

For more information on the CCAP, please refer to the appendices:
e Appendix A: Total number and value of FY2015 CCAP contracts by county
e Appendix B: CCAP FY2015 Contracted BMPs Map
e Appendix C: CCAP FY2015 Detailed Implementation Plan
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Appendix D: Best Management Practices (BMP) effects table
Appendix E: CCAP Spot Check report

Appendix F: Flow chart of funding and compliance process
Appendix G: BMP photos





Appendix A

CCAP Participating Counties
Contracts and Total Value

2015 Fiscal Year
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Contract Best BMP
County Number Management Practive Value
Alamance 01-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $1,000
Alexander 02-2015-501 Critical area planting $294
Alexander 02-2015-502 Stream restoration $5,348
Ashe 05-2015-501 Critical area planting $2,917
Avery 06-2015-501 Critical area planting $1,279
Avery 06-2015-502 Pet waste receptacle $2,374
Avery 06-2015-503 Critical area planting $332
Brunswick 10-2015-501 Streambank and shoreline protection $4,303
Buncombe 11-2015-501 Streambank and shoreline protection $9,017
Burke 12-2015-003 Streambank and shoreline protection $6,025
Cabarrus 13-2015-501 Grassed Swale $2,973
Cabarrus 13-2015-502 Critical area planting $6,469
Caldwell 14-2015-501 Streambank and shoreline protection $9,375
Chatham 19-2015-502 Critical area planting $2,846
Clay 22-2015-501 Backyard rain garden $2,070
Clay 22-2015-501 Stormwater wetlands $131
Clay 22-2015-601 Backyard rain garden $3,715
Davidson 29-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $1,274
Davidson 29-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $1,200
Davidson 29-2015-503 Abandoned well closure $1,425
Davidson 29-2015-504 Abandoned well closure $1,238
Davidson 29-2015-505 Abandoned well closure $1,200
Davie 30-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Durham 32-2015-503 Backyard rain garden $265
Durham 32-2015-503 Cisterns $1,767
Durham 32-2015-506 Cisterns S$641
Durham 32-2015-508 Backyard rain garden $365
Durham 32-2015-526 Streambank and shoreline protection $4,381
Durham 32-2015-536 Streambank and shoreline protection $3,272
Forsyth 34-2015-501 Cisterns $1,715
Forsyth 34-2015-502 Cisterns $807
Forsyth 34-2015-503 Cisterns $618
Forsyth 34-2015-504 Cisterns $580
Forsyth 34-2015-505 Cisterns $3,480
Forsyth 34-2015-506 Cisterns $2,353
Gaston 36-2015-513 Streambank and shoreline protection $6,351
Guilford 41-2015-501 Cisterns $2,732
Guilford 41-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $2,500
Guilford 41-2015-503 Critical area planting $1,157
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Contract Best BMP
County Number Management Practive Value
Harnett 43-2015-508 Abandoned well closure $750
Haywood 44-2015-501 Stream restoration $4,638
Henderson 45-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $1,089
Henderson 45-2015-502 Stream restoration $7,991
Henderson 45-2015-503 Pet waste receptacle $800
Hertford 46-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $900
Hertford 46-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $600
Johnston 51-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $1,200
Johnston 51-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $1,185
Johnston 51-2015-503 Abandoned well closure $2,700
Lincoln 55-2015-505 Structural Stormwater Conveyance $7,277
Madison 57-2015-501 Critical area planting $4,017
McDowell 59-2015-005 Streambank and shoreline protection $2,919
McDowell 59-2015-501 Stormwater wetlands $2,213
Mecklenburg 60-2015-002 Streambank and shoreline protection $5,292
Mitchell 61-2015-501 Streambank and shoreline protection $3,746
Mitchell 61-2015-502 Critical area planting $1,500
Moore 63-2015-505 Abandoned well closure $2,900
Nash 64-2015-501 Stormwater wetlands $3,015
Onslow 67-2015-501 Critical area planting $849
Onslow 67-2015-502 Impervious surface conversion $7,519
Orange 68-2015-502 Backyard rain garden $1,240
Orange 68-2015-502 Critical area planting $1,092
Orange 68-2015-503 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Orange 68-2015-504 Abandoned well closure $750
Orange 68-2015-505 Abandoned well closure $375
Orange 68-2015-506 Riparian buffer $1,636
Orange 68-2015-507 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Orange 68-2015-508 Cisterns $990
Orange 68-2015-508 Critical area planting $377
Orange 68-2015-509 Backyard rain garden $843
Orange 68-2015-509 Critical area planting S117
Pender 71-2015-501 Streambank and shoreline protection $2,933
Pitt 74-2015-501 Grassed Swale S$564
Randolph 76-2015-502 Grassed Swale $2,805
Randolph 76-2015-504 Critical area planting $256
Rockingham 79-2015-017 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Rockingham 79-2015-019 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Stanley 84-2015-501 Cisterns $3,588
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CCAP Participating Counties
Contracts and Total Value

2015 Fiscal Year

ATTACHMENTSC

Contract Best BMP

County Number Management Practive Value
Stokes 85-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $3,638
Surry 86-2015-501 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Surry 86-2015-502 Abandoned well closure $1,500
Surry 86-2015-503 Pet waste receptacle $1,256
Wake 92-2015-502 Bioretention areas $9,351
Watauga 95-2015-501 Backyard rain garden $4,062
Wilkes 97-2015-501 Bioretention areas $6,705
Yadkin 99-2015-501 Critical area planting $3,857
Yancey 00-2015-501 Grassed Swale $3,857
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Appendix B - FY2015 Contracted BMPs Map
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APPENDIX C
COMMUNITY CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
DETAILED IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
FY2015

\CCAD

All practices defined below are to be maintained by the landowner of a single-family residence for a five-
year period; all other types of properties are to be maintained by the landowner for a 10-year period.

Definition of Practices

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Abandoned well closure is the sealing and permanent closure of a supply well no longer in use.
This practice serves to prevent entry of contaminated surface water, animals, debris or other
foreign substances into the well. It also serves to eliminate the physical hazards of an open hole
to people, animals and machinery.

Bioretention area is the use of plants and soils for removal of pollutants from stormwater runoff.
Bioretention can also be effective in reducing peak runoff rates, runoff volumes and recharging
groundwater by infiltrating runoff. Bioretention areas are intended to treat impervious surface
areas of greater than 2500 ft2.

A backyard rain garden is a shallow depression in the ground that captures runoff from a
driveway, roof, or lawn and allows it to soak into the ground, rather than running across roads,
capturing pollutants and delivering them to a stream. Backyard rain gardens are intended to
treat impervious surface areas of less than 2500 ft2.

Stormwater wetland means a constructed system that mimics the functions of natural wetlands
and is designed to mitigate the impacts of stormwater quality and quantity. Stormwater
wetlands are intended to treat impervious surface areas of greater than 2500 ft2.

Backyard wetlands are constructed systems that mimic the functions of natural wetlands. They
can temporarily store, filter and clean runoff from driveways, roofs and lawns, and thereby
improve water quality. The wetland should be expected to retain water or remain saturated for
two to three weeks. Backyard wetlands are intended to treat impervious surface areas of less
than 2500 ft2.

A cistern is a system of collection and diversion practices to prevent stormwater from flowing
across impervious areas, collecting sediment and reaching the storm drains. Benefits may
include the reduction of stormwater runoff thereby reducing the opportunity for pollution to
enter the storm drainage system.

A critical area planting means an area of highly erodible land, which cannot be stabilized by
ordinary conservation treatment on which permanent perennial vegetative cover is established
and protected to improve water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion and
sedimentation and improved surface water quality.

A diversion means a channel constructed across a slope with a supporting ridge on the lower side
to control drainage by diverting excess water from an area to improve water quality.
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(9) A grassed swale consists of a natural or constructed channel that is shaped or graded to required
dimensions and established in suitable vegetation for the stable conveyance of runoff to improve
water quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, and sedimentation and improve the
quality of surface water pollution from dissolved and sediment-attached substances.

(10)Impervious surface conversion means the removal of impenetrable materials such as asphalt,
concrete, brick and stone. These materials seal surfaces, repel water and prevent precipitation
from infiltrating soils. Removal of these impervious materials, when combined with permeable
pavement or vegetation establishment, is intended to reduce stormwater runoff rate and
volume, as well as associated pollutants transported from the site by stormwater runoff.

(11)Permeable pavement means materials that are designed to allow water to flow through them
and thus reduce the imperviousness of traffic surfaces, such as patios, walkways, sidewalks,
driveways and parking areas.

(12)A pet waste receptacle means a receptacle designed to encourage pet owners to pick up after
animals in parks, neighborhoods and apartment complexes so as to prevent waste from being
transported off-site by stormwater runoff.

(13) A riparian buffer means an area adjacent to a stream where a permanent, long-lived vegetative
cover (sod, shrubs, trees or a combination of vegetation types) is established to improve water
quality. Benefits may include reduced soil erosion, sedimentation, pathogen contamination and
pollution from dissolved, particulate and sediment-attached substances.

(14)A stream restoration system means the use of bioengineering practices, native material
revetments, channel stability structures and/or the restoration or management of riparian
corridors to protect upland BMPs, restore the natural function of the stream corridor and
improve water quality by reducing sedimentation to streams from streambanks.

(15)Streambank and shoreline protection means the use of vegetation to stabilize and protect banks
of streams, lakes, estuaries or excavated channels against scour and erosion.

(16)Marsh sills protect estuarine shorelines from erosion, combining engineered structures with
natural vegetation to maintain, restore, or enhance the shoreline’s natural habitats. Assill is a
coast-parallel, long or short structure built with the objective of reducing the wave action on the
shoreline by forcing wave breaking over the sill. Sills are used to provide protection for existing
coastal marshes, or to retain sandy fill between the sill and the eroding shoreline, to establish
suitable elevations for the restoration or establishment of coastal marsh and/or riparian
vegetation.

(17)A structural stormwater conveyance includes various techniques to divert runoff from paved
surfaces where a vegetated diversion is not feasible. The purpose is to direct stormwater runoff
(sheet flow or concentrated) away from a direct discharge point and divert it to an approved
BMP or naturally vegetated area capable of removing nutrients through detention, filtration, or
infiltration.
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Appendix D
CCAP BMPs Effects Table
FY 2015
Reduction Reduction Gallons of Maintenance
BMP of Nutrients of Soil Loss | Water Conserved | Period of BMP*

Abandoned well closure 10
Backyard raingarden 10
Backyard wetland 10
Bioretention area X 10
Cisterns X 10
Critical Area Planting 10
Diversion 10
Grassed swale 10
Impervious surface conversion

X 10
Marsh sill 10
Permeable pavement X 10
Pet waste receptacle 10
Riparian buffer X 10
Stream restoration X 10
Streambank and shoreline
stabilization X 10
Stormwater wetland

X 10
Structural stormwater
conveyance X 10

* The maintenance period for single-family home sites is five years
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CCAP Spotcheck

Report Summary
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FY2015
PARTICIPATING PERCENT OUT OF MAINTENANCE
DISTRICTS SUPERVISORS VISITS Total # CPOs VISITED IN COMPLIANCE COMPLIANCE NEEDED
ALAMANCE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ALEXANDER 2 1 6 16.7% 1 0 1
ALLEGHANY 5 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
ANSON
(BROWN CREEK) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ASHE
(NEW RIVER) 4 2 5 40.0% 2 0 0
AVERY 1 2 4 50.0% 2 0 0
BEAUFORT 5 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
BERTIE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
BLADEN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
BRUNSWICK 2 3 8 37.5% 3 0 0
BUNCOMBE 1 1 11 9.1% 1 0 0
BURKE 3 2 15 13.3% 2 0 0
CABARRUS 2 1 9 11.1% 0 1 0
CALDWELL 4 6 22 27.3% 6 0 1
CAMDEN
(ALBEMARLE) 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CARTERET 3 6 12 50.0% 6 0 0
CASWELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CATAWBA 4 1 12 8.3% 1 0 0
CHATHAM 2 1 17 5.9% 1 0 0
CHEROKEE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CHOWAN
(ALBEMARLE) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CLAY 4 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CLEVELAND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
COLUMBUS 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CRAVEN 1 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
CUMBERLAND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CURRITUCK
(ALBEMARLE) 3 1 2 50.0% 1 0 1
DAVIDSON 2 1 4 25.0% 1 0 0
DAVIE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
DUPLIN 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
DURHAM 3 4 68 5.9% 4 0 1
EDGECOMBE 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
FORSYTH 2 2 37 5.4% 2 0 0
FRANKLIN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GASTON 2 1 6 16.7% 1 0 0
GATES 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GRAHAM 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GRANVILLE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GREENE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GUILFORD 5 1 9 11.1% 1 0 0
HALIFAX
(FISHING CREEK) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
HARNETT 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
HAYWOOD 2 1 5 20.0% 1 0 0
HENDERSON 1 1 10 10.0% 1 0 1
HERTFORD 1 3 7 42.9% 3 0 0
HOKE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
HYDE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
IREDELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
JACKSON 2 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
JOHNSTON 3 1 6 16.7% 1 0 0
JONES 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 1
LEE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
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FY2015
PARTICIPATING PERCENT OUT OF MAINTENANCE
DISTRICTS SUPERVISORS VISITS Total # CPOs VISITED INCOMPLIANCE| =0 e NEEDED

LENOIR 3 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
LINCOLN 2 1 3 33.3% 1 0 0
MACON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MADISON 1 1 5 20.0% 1 0 0
MARTIN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MCDOWELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MECKLENBURG 2 1 6 16.7% 1 0 0
MITCHELL 3 2 4 50.0% 2 0 0
MONTGOMERY 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
MOORE 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
NASH 4 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
NEW HANOVER 2 6 21 28.6% 6 0 1
NORTHAMPTON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ONSLOW 2 1 22 45% 1 0 0
ORANGE 1 3 6 50.0% 3 0 0
PAMLICO 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PASQUOTANK . 1 . 1 o o
(ALBEMARLE) 16.7%

PENDER 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PERQUIMANS

(ALBEMARLE) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PERSON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PITT 2 1 4 25.0% 1 0 0
POLK 2 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
RANDOLPH 5 1 10 10.0% 1 0 0
RICHMOND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ROBESON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ROCKINGHAM 2 1 5 20.0% 1 0 0
ROWAN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
RUTHERFORD 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
SAMPSON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
SCOTLAND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
STANLY 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
STOKES 4 1 14 7.1% 1 0 0
SURRY 4 1 7 14.3% 1 0 0
SWAIN 3 3 4 75.0% 3 0 0
TRANSYLVANIA 1 1 6 16.7% 1 0 0
TYRRELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
UNION 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
VANCE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WAKE 4 4 22 18.2% 4 0 0
WARREN 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
WASHINGTON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WATAUGA 2 1 5 20.0% 1 0 0
WAYNE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WILKES 5 2 5 40.0% 2 0 0
WILSON 4 1 3 33.3% 1 0 0
YADKIN 2 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
YANCEY 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
TOTALS 152 9% 458 21.0% 95 1 7

99.0% 1.0% 7.3%
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Appendix F — Funding and Compliance Process

Cost Share Program
Funding and Compliance Process

District conducts water quality assessments to determine needs. Cost Share Plans are sent to Division for approval.
District advertises the Cost Share Proaram

1 | |

Each plan is reviewed by Division Staff and approved as a contract
among the State, District, and cooperators, if program requirements
are met; Division notifies District of contract approval before

District develops and approves an Annual Strategy Plan and
prioritization rankina form based on water quality priorities.

1 installation begins.

Strategy Plan is sent to Division of Soil and Water Conservation. 1

Best Management Practices (BMPs) are installed to NRCS and

1 SWCC standards and specifications.

Annual Strategy Plans from all Districts are evaluated by Division 1
staff and District rankings are determined based on parameters District technical staff checks BMP and certifies installation has
adonted hv the Sail and Water Conservafion Commission. been completed accordina to NRCS and SWCC specifications.

1 1

Cost Share funds are allocated to Districts by the Commission.

Request for payment is completed and signed by cooperator and a

District technical staff person with job approval authority for the
1 BMP.
Districts receive their annual allocation. 1
Request for Payment is approved by the District Board during an
1 official meetina and forwarded to the Division.

District accepts applications; District Board reviews, ranks, and 1
approves applications during an official meeting.

Division staff reviews and approves request for payment.

!

District technical staff conducts conservation planning and writes 1
Cost Share contracts from approved applications.

Approved requests for payment are forwarded to DENR Controller's
1 Office for pavment to be issued.

District Board reviews and approves contracts during an official ) 1 ) —
meeting. Cooperator receives payment for installed BMPs and District

receives notification of payment.

!
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District Board and technical staff conduct annual spot check of BMPs in active maintenance. NRCS Area Office representative spot
checks Supervisor and Partnership employee contracts within one vear of installation.

YES

BMP in Compliance?

No further action. District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring BMPs into

compliance.

BMP brought
into
Comnliance?

NO

Division Staff conducts District Program Review District Board gives written notice to cooperator requiring
pro-rated repavment of funds to DENR.

| |

Division sends review summary report to District. District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring
BMPs into compliance.

| |

District Board reviews report and sends response to Division. If cooperator does not repay funds, District Board
notifies Division in writing to request assistance from

AG’s Office.
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Appendix G — Best Management Practices (BMP) Photographs

FY 2015 CCAP Annual Report

Stream stabilization — Transylvania

Critical area planting, before — Orange Critical area planting, after - Orange
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n .n D AGRICULTURAL WATER RESOURCES ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
§ 139-60
|

- W ln. FiscAL YEAR 2015 ANNUAL REPORT

Resources Assistance Program

Background
The North Carolina Agricultural Water Resources Assistance Program was authorized through Session
Law 2011-145, and became effective on July 1, 2011. This program, referred to as AgWRAP, was
established to assist farmers and landowners in doing any one or more of the following:
e Identify opportunities to increase water use efficiency, availability and storage;
e Implement best management practices (BMPs) to conserve and protect water resources;
e Increase water use efficiency;
e Increase water storage and availability for agricultural purposes.

Public benefit of this program is achieved by the following:
e Reducing competition for water resources by public users
e Improving the efficient use of water while enabling the industry to produce food, fiber and
other agricultural products
e Preparing the agricultural industry to weather future droughts
e Generating and protecting local jobs in agriculture and agribusiness

AgWRAP is administered by the North Carolina Soil and Water Conservation Commission and
implemented through local soil and water conservation districts. The commission meets with
stakeholders to gather input on AgWRAP’s development and administration through the AgWRAP
Review Committee. AgWRAP has received state appropriations as shown in the table below.

Fiscal Year Appropriated funding

2012 $1,000,000
2013 $500,000
2014 $1,000,000

e $500,000 available statewide

e $500,000 limited to counties affected by the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) settlement: Avery, Buncombe, Burke, Cherokee, Clay, Graham,
Haywood, Henderson, Jackson, Macon, Madison, McDowell, Mitchell, Swain,
Transylvania, Watauga and Yancey counties.

2015 $1,477,500
Up to 15% of these funds can be used by the Division of Soil and Water Conservation and districts to
provide technical and engineering assistance, and to administer the program.

Since the inception of AgWRAP in FY2012, the Soil and Water Conservation Commission has allocated
best management practice funding through a combination approach of competitive applications for
specific projects and directly to districts to approve applications locally. In FY2015, the commission
conducted a regional application process for agricultural water supply ponds and agricultural pond
repair/retrofits. In addition, the commission allocated $662,169 to 76 soil and water conservation
districts who requested funding for AgWRAP practices. In total, 134 AgWRAP applications were
contracted in FY2015.
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This report includes a summary of actions taken to achieve the goals the commission adopted for the
program in the FY2015 Detailed Implementation Plan. The report includes the following appendices to
provide more information about the program:

Total number and value of FY2015 contracts by county
Map of FY2015 AgWRAP Contracted BMPs

FY2015 Detailed Implementation Plan

BMP effects table

FY2015 Spot Check Report

Funding and Compliance Process

BMP Photos

OGmMmMoOO P

Fiscal Year 2015 Annual Goals

I. Conduct a competitive regional application process for new pond construction and pond
repair/retrofits: 55% of available BMP funding.

a. Fund projects in each of the division’s regions: western, central and eastern.

In FY2015, the commission funded ponds in each region of the state:

e Atotal of 14 contracts were approved in the western region in FY2015.
O Agricultural water supply/reuse ponds: 7 contracts
0 Agricultural pond repair/retrofits: 7 contracts

e Atotal of 5 contracts were approved in the central region in FY2015:
0 Agricultural water supply/reuse ponds: 3 contracts
0 Agricultural pond repair/retrofits: 2 contracts

e Atotal of 15 contracts were approved in the eastern region in FY2015:
O Agricultural water supply/reuse ponds: 5 contracts
O Agricultural pond repair/retrofits: 10 contracts

b. Distribute funding for AGQWRAP BMPs among the following agricultural sectors identified in the
Protecting Agriculture Water Resources in North Carolina Strategic Plan (February 2011):
aquaculture, field crops, forestry, fruits and vegetables, green industry, livestock and poultry
(and forages and drinking water for same).

In FY2015, the commission approved applications for all agricultural sectors that applied and
met the requirements of the AgWRAP program. The sectors that were funded in FY2015 include
field crops, fruits and vegetables, green industry, and livestock and poultry operations.

Il. Allocate funds to soil and water conservation districts for all other BMPs

a. Award funds to all districts requesting an allocation.

The commission approved funding for the 76 districts that requested a FY2015 AgWRAP
allocation on September 17, 2014.
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Allocate funds to districts from all geographic areas of the state.

The FY2015 AgWRAP allocation provided funds to districts in all geographic areas of the
state. Please refer to Appendix A for information about PY2015 AgWRAP contracts by
county.

Encumber contracts for conservation practices in all agricultural sectors as described above.

FY2015 AgWRAP district contracts were encumbered for projects on field crops, fruits and
vegetables, green industry, and livestock and poultry operations. Due to limitations with
the cost share database, there is not a way to query whether any contracts were
encumbered for forestry or aquaculture operations using district funds.

1. Implement Job Approval Authority Process for AgWRAP BMPs

a.

Revise job approval category requirements to ensure technical competency.

In FY2015, the commission continued to approve employee requests for the following job
approval categories:

e Pond site assessment

e Sediment removal planning and certification

e Water needs assessments
To date, 27 conservation partnership employees representing 20 districts have obtained job
approval authority for one or more of the categories above.

b. Provide training for district employees to earn job approval.

In FY2015, the division focused on AgWRAP related trainings during the Conservation
Employee Training in Greenville in August 2014. Applicable trainings sessions included:
e Anintensive, two-day pond design training
e Basic survey training using levels
e Pond sediment removal
e AgWRAP conservation planning

¢. Maintain the job approval database.

The Division of Soil and Water Conservation maintains a database including the categories
described above. A list of employees with job approval authority is available
at: http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/professional development/JAA.html




http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/professional_development/JAA.html
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Conduct training for districts

a.

Continue to train districts on the program.

The division continued to provide training and support by working directly with district

employees when reviewing potential new pond sites, pond repairs and sediment removal

plans. The division also hosted and/or supported NRCS in providing specific training on

conservation planning, fencing, floodplain management, stream crossings and watering

facilities. While some of these practices may not be directly implemented through AgWRAP,

they are facilitative practices that may be necessary to support the overall conservation plan

for an agriculture operation.

Provide technical training for the required skills to plan and implement approved AgWRAP

BMPs.

As described in lll.b., the division focused many of the training sessions offered during the

Conservation Employee Training in FY2015 on building district capacity to plan and

implement AgWRAP BMPs. Details on the applicable trainings can be found below.

Pond design training: This two-day training session covered both embankment pond
and excavated pond designs, as well as requirements for a farm-pond-dam design
including surveys, soils and spillway design. There was also an overview of NRCS
WinPond Software. Participants had the opportunity to size spillway systems,
estimate earthfill/excavation volumes, review construction plans, construction
checks and as-built survey requirements. 13.5 hours of Certified Conservation
Planner credits were offered for participation in this training which was sponsored
by the Environmental Enhancement Grant Program, funded by the 2000 Smithfield
Foods Agreement with the NC Attorney General and the NC Foundation for Soil and
Water Conservation.

Basic survey training using levels: This training focused on surveying with an
engineer’s level or a laser levels. Topics included: field book format and use, setting
a level, peg checks, surveying a profile, cross-section, closed loop/traverse and a
small grid survey, reducing notes and checking closure (accuracy).

Pond sediment removal: This hands-on demonstration of the recommended
method to estimate/measure the sediment to be removed from a farm.
Participants measured the depth of sediment, reviewed estimating side slopes, set
up a grid survey of the pool area, and calculated the sediment to be removed.
AgWRAP conservation planning: This training provided participants with interactive
activities regarding conservation planning policies and how they relate to eligible
AgWRAP best management practices. Topics included conservation planning
policies, programmatic changes to preliminary site assessments, identifying
resource concerns, writing a good narrative and the fundamentals of conservation
planning.
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Maintain the AQWRAP website

The division continues to maintain the AgWRAP information online for easy access for
districts, cooperators and partners. AgWRAP program information including BMP policies
can be accessed at: http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/costshareprograms/AgWRAP/index.html.

Practice planning and design tools, including the Water Needs Assessment Tool for NC
described above, are available at: http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/tech/onlinedesigntools.html.




http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/costshareprograms/AgWRAP/index.html

http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/tech/onlinedesigntools.html
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County Contract Number |[Best Management Practice Amount
ANSON 04-2015-201 Well $4,997
ASHE 05-2015-801 Well $6,673
AVERY 06-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
BEAUFORT 07-2015-779 Well $5,654
BUNCOMBE 11-2015-801 Well $6,176
BUNCOMBE 11-2015-802 Well $4,430
BUNCOMBE 11-2015-803 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $23,999
BURKE 12-2015-004 Well $5,000
CHATHAM 19-2015-803 Well $7,877
CHEROKEE 20-2015-801 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
District BMP- Micro-Irrigation System for
CHEROKEE 20-2015-802 Greenhouse/High Tunnel $1,250
District BMP- Micro-Irrigation System for
CHEROKEE 20-2015-803 Greenhouse/High Tunnel $1,250
District BMP- Micro-Irrigation System for
CHEROKEE 20-2015-804 Greenhouse/High Tunnel $1,250
District BMP- Micro-Irrigation System for
CHEROKEE 20-2015-805 Greenhouse/High Tunnel $1,250
CHOWAN 21-2015-800 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
CLAY 22-2015-801 Micro-Irrigation System $4,998
CLAY 22-2015-802 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
CLEVELAND 23-2015-801 Micro-Irrigation System $2,394
CLEVELAND 23-2015-801 Well $6,680
COLUMBUS 24-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $15,000
CRAVEN 25-2015-802 Well $5,000
CUMBERLAND |26-2015-801 Well $6,388
DUPLIN 31-2015-801 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-802 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-803 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-804 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-805 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-806 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-807 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-808 Well $3,000
DUPLIN 31-2015-809 Well $3,000
DURHAM 32-2015-801 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $32,999
DURHAM 32-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $10,000
FORSYTH 34-2015-801 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
FORSYTH 34-2015-802 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
FORSYTH 34-2015-803 Well $13,297
FRANKLIN 35-2015-800 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal s$781
FRANKLIN 35-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
FRANKLIN 35-2015-802 Well $2,415
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County Contract Number |[Best Management Practice Amount

GASTON 36-2015-804 Well $9,371
GATES 37-2015-003 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
GATES 37-2015-004 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $5,000
GUILFORD 41-2015-801 Well $4,174
GUILFORD 41-2015-802 Well $4,187
GUILFORD 41-2015-803 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $2,591
HALIFAX 42-2015-011 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HALIFAX 42-2015-812 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HALIFAX 42-2015-813 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HALIFAX 42-2015-814 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HALIFAX 42-2015-815 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
HAYWOOD 44-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HAYWOOD 44-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
HAYWOOD 44-2015-803 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $24,000
HENDERSON 45-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HENDERSON 45-2015-802 Well $6,901
HERTFORD 46-2015-800 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
HOKE 47-2015-801 Well $2,484
HOKE 47-2015-802 Well $2,514
IREDELL 49-2015-801 Well $8,892
JOHNSTON 51-2015-801 Well $6,000
JOHNSTON 51-2015-802 Well $6,000
JOHNSTON 51-2015-804 Well $6,000
JONES 52-2015-801 Well $5,000
LINCOLN 55-2015-809 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $12,285
LINCOLN 55-2015-810 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $23,999
LINCOLN 55-2015-811 Well $7,845
MACON 56-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $20,000
MADISON 57-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $2,500
MADISON 57-2015-802 Well $2,500
MCDOWELL 59-2015-801 Well $5,000
MECKLENBURG |60-2015-005 Well $7,538
MECKLENBURG [60-2015-006 Well $7,538
MECKLENBURG |60-2015-007 Well s7,111
MITCHELL 61-2015-801 Well $5,000
MONTGOMERY [62-2015-001 Well $4,995
MOORE 63-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
MOORE 63-2015-802 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
MOORE 63-2015-803 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $1,762
MOORE 63-2015-804 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $3,000
MOORE 63-2015-805 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $3,000
NASH 64-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
NASH 64-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $9,400
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ONSLOW 67-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
ORANGE 68-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $33,000
ORANGE 68-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $4,105
ORANGE 68-2015-803 Well $3,500
PENDER 71-2015-802 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,964
PENDER 71-2015-802 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $3,036
PENDER 71-2015-803 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $6,000
PERSON 73-2015-023 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
PITT 74-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $12,332
PITT 74-2015-802 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
PITT 74-2015-803 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
PITT 74-2015-804 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $7,668
RANDOLPH 76-2015-801 Well $5,175

District BMP- Micro-Irrigation System for

RANDOLPH 76-2015-801 Greenhouse/High Tunnel $1,963
RANDOLPH 76-2015-802 Micro-Irrigation System $1,398
RICHMOND 77-2015-006 Well $5,168
ROBESON 78-2015-801 Well $3,526
ROBESON 78-2015-802 Well $5,000
ROBESON 78-2015-803 Well $3,976
ROBESON 78-2015-804 Well $3,976
ROBESON 78-2015-805 Well $4,223
ROBESON 78-2015-806 Well $2,700
ROCKINGHAM  |79-2015-016 Well $9,740
ROWAN 80-2015-004 Well $6,133
ROWAN 80-2015-005 Well $6,118
RUTHERFORD 81-2015-600 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
RUTHERFORD 81-2015-601 Well S4,974
SAMPSON 82-2015-801 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
SAMPSON 82-2015-802 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
SAMPSON 82-2015-803 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
SAMPSON 82-2015-805 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $20,000
SAMPSON 82-2015-806 Well $3,960
STANLY 84-2015-801 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal S5,000
STANLY 84-2015-802 Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond $27,500
STOKES 85-2015-801 Well 54,116
SURRY 86-2015-901 Micro-Irrigation System $9,365
UNION 90-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $5,000
UNION 90-2015-803 Well $8,513
WAKE 92-2015-801 Well $11,025
WAKE 92-2015-802 Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal $6,000
WAKE 92-2015-803 Well $6,800
WATAUGA 95-2015-801 Well $5,010
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County Contract Number |[Best Management Practice Amount

WAYNE 96-2015-801 Well $5,100
WAYNE 96-2015-802 Well $6,120
WAYNE 96-2015-803 Well $3,677
WILKES 97-2015-801 Well $4,151
WILKES 97-2015-802 Well $4,150
YADKIN 99-2015-005 Well $7,289
YADKIN 99-2015-801 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
YADKIN 99-2015-802 Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit $20,000
YANCEY 00-2015-801 Well $5,000
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Appendix B: Map of FY2015 AgWRAP Contracted BMPs
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THE NORTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURAL WATER RESOURCES ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (AgWRAP)
Fiscal Year 2015 Detailed Implementation Plan
September 2014

Background

The North Carolina Agricultural Water Resources Assistance Program was authorized through Session
Law 2011-145, and became effective on July 1, 2011. This program, herein referred to as AgWRAP, was
established to assist farmers and landowners in doing any one or more of the following:

- ldentify opportunities to increase water use efficiency, availability and storage;

- Implement best management practices (BMPs) to conserve and protect water resources;

- Increase water use efficiency;

- Increase water storage and availability for agricultural purposes.

AgWRAP is administered by the North Carolina Soil and Water Conservation Commission and
implemented through local soil and water conservation districts. The commission meets with
stakeholders to gather input on AgWRAP’s development and administration through the AgWRAP
Review Committee. AgWRAP has received the following state appropriations:
e FY2012:$1,000,000
e FY2013: $500,000
e FY2014: $1,000,000; $500,000 available statewide, $500,000 limited to counties affected by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) settlement: Avery, Buncombe, Burke, Cherokee, Clay, Graham,
Haywood, Henderson, Jackson, Macon, Madison, McDowell, Mitchell, Swain, Transylvania,
Watauga and Yancey counties.
e FY2015: 51,477,500
Up to 15% of these funds can be used by the Division of Soil and Water Conservation and districts to
provide technical and engineering assistance, and to administer the program.

Fiscal Year 2015 Allocation Strategy

Due to the high cost of some of the program’s eligible best management practices, and the limited
funding for the program, the Commission will award two allocations for AgWRAP.
1. Competitive regional application process for new pond construction and pond repair/retrofits:
55% of available BMP funding.
a. The regions, as depicted in Figure 1, will be eligible to receive 1/3 of the amount of
funds in the regional pool.
b. Applications will be approved using the same ranking criteria for each region.
¢. Should a region not have sufficient applications to fund, the commission will allocate the
remaining funds by approving applications in other regions, funding applications by
highest score.
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Figure 1: Regions for AgWRAP allocations

Central

v

i Eastern

2. District allocations: 45% of available BMP funding.
a. Allocations will be made to all districts requesting funds in their PY2015 Strategy Plan.
b. Allocation parameters are as follows:

Parameter Percent
Number of farms (total operations): Census of Agriculture 20%
Total acres of land in farms (includes the sum of all cropland, woodland 20%

pastured, permanent pasture (excluding cropland and woodland), plus
farmstead/ponds/Ivstk bldg): Census of Agriculture

Market Value of Sales: Census of Agriculture 10%
Agricultural Water Use: NCDA&CS Agricultural Statistics Division, 3 year 20%
average of most recent NC Water Use Published Survey Data
Population Density: State Demographics NC, Office of State Budget and 30%
Management, latest certified data available

Conservation plan requirement

All approved AgWRAP applications must have a completed conservation plan prior to contract approval
or the district requesting design assistance from division engineering staff. The commission is requiring
this plan, which is the cooperator’s record of decisions, to help districts evaluate water supply resource
concerns including inadequate water for livestock, inefficient water use for irrigation and/or inefficient
moisture management. Conservation plans will ensure that alternative practices are considered and
that the recommended practices address the identified resource concerns to maintain AgWRAP BMPs
through their contract life.

Program Guidelines
AgWRAP will be implemented using a pilot approach for this fourth year. Rule drafting is currently
underway.

The agricultural water definition, from Protecting Agriculture Water Resources in North Carolina
Strategic Plan (February 2011) will be used to determine eligibility for AgWRAP.
Agricultural water is considered to be any water on farms, from surface or subsurface sources,
that is used in the production, maintenance, protection or on-farm preparation or treatment of
agriculture commodities or products as necessary to grow and/or prepare them for on-farm use
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or transfer into any form of trade as is normally done with agricultural plant or animal
commerce. This expressly includes any on-farm cleaning or processing to make the agricultural
product ready for sale or other transfer to any consumer in a usable form. It does not include
water used in the manufacture or extended processing of plants or animals or their products
when the processor is not the grower or producer and/or is beyond the first handler of the farm
product.

All eligible operations must have been in existence for more than one year, and expansions to existing
operations are eligible for the program.

The percent cost share for all BMPs is 75%. Limited resource and beginning farmers and farmers
enrolled in Enhanced Voluntary Agriculture Districts are eligible to receive 90% cost share. The contract
maintenance period of the majority of practices is 10 years.

Soil and water conservation districts can adopt additional guidelines for the program as they implement
AgWRAP locally.

Fiscal Year 2015 Annual Goals

Conduct a competitive regional allocation process for selected AgWRAP BMPs.

a.
b.

Fund projects in each of the division’s regions: western, central and eastern.
Distribute funding for BMPs among the following agricultural sectors identified in the
Protecting Agriculture Water Resources in North Carolina Strategic Plan (February
2011): aquaculture, field crops, forestry, fruit and vegetable, green industry, livestock
and poultry (and forages and drinking water for same).

Allocate funds to soil and water conservation districts for all other BMPs

Award funds to all districts requesting an allocation.

Allocate funds to districts from all geographic areas of the state.

Encumber contracts for conservation practices in all agricultural sectors as described
above.

Implement Job Approval Authority Process for AgWRAP BMPs

a.
b.
c.

Revise job approval category requirements to ensure technical competency.
Provide training for district employees to earn job approval.
Maintain the job approval database.

Conduct training for districts

a.
b.

Continue to train districts on the program.

Provide technical training for the required skills to plan and implement approved
AgWRAP BMPs.

Maintain the AgWRAP website (http://www.ncagr.gov/swc/agwrap.htm) with all
relevant information.
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Best Management Practices

Additional practices may be adopted by the Soil and Water Conservation Commission and introduced
during the program year.

(1) Agricultural water supply/reuse pond: Construct agricultural ponds for water supply for irrigation or
livestock watering. Benefits may include water supply, erosion control, flood control, and sediment and
nutrient reductions from farm fields. The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(2) Agricultural pond repair/retrofit: Repair or retrofit of existing agricultural pond systems. Benefits
may include water supply, erosion control, flood control, and sediment and nutrient reductions from
farm fields. The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(3) Agricultural pond sediment removal: Remove sediment from existing agricultural ponds to increase
water storage capacity. Benefits may include water supply, erosion control, flood control, and sediment
and nutrient reductions from farm fields. The minimum life expectancy is 1 year. Cooperators are
ineligible to reapply for assistance for this practice for a period of 10 years; unless the sedimentation is
occurring due to no fault of the cooperator.

(4) Agricultural water collection and reuse system: Construct an agricultural water management and/or
collection system for water reuse or irrigation for agricultural operations. These systems may include
any of the following: water storage tanks, pumps, and/or water conveyances. Benefits may include
reduced demand on the water supply by reuse and decrease withdrawal from existing water supplies.
The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(5) Baseflow interceptor (streamside pickup): Improve springs and seeps alongside a stream, near the
banks, but not in the channel by excavating, cleaning, capping to collect and/or store water for
agricultural use. The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(6) Conservation Irrigation Conversion: Modify an existing overhead spray irrigation system to increase
the efficiency and uniformity of irrigation water application. The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(7) Micro-irrigation System: Install an environmentally safe system for the conveyance and distribution
of water, chemicals and fertilizer to agricultural fields for crop production. Replace and/or reduce other
types of irrigation and fertilization with a micro-irrigation system for frequent application of small
guantities of water on or below the soil surface: as drops, tiny streams or miniature spray through
emitters or applicators placed along a water delivery line. This practice may be applied as part of a
conservation management system to efficiently and uniformly apply irrigation water and maintain soil
moisture for plant growth. The minimum life expectancy is 10 years.

(8) Well: Construct a drilled, driven or dug well to supply water from an underground source for
irrigation, livestock and poultry, aquaculture, or on-farm processing. The minimum life expectancy is 10
years.
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NC AGRICULTURAL WATER RESOURCES ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
WATER QUANTITY IMPROVEMENT/PROTECTION PURPOSES OF APPROVED BMPs

A
Gallons of Gallons of . cres .
agricultural agricultural irrigated or Life of
BMP g g number of BMP
water storage water storage .
. animals (yrs.)
increase protected
watered
Agricultural water supply/reuse \ - v 10
pond
Agricultural pond repair/retrofit \ \ v 10
Agricultural pond sediment v v - 1
removal
Conservation irrigation - - - 10
conversion
Micro-irrigation system - - 10
Well - - \ 10
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DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING VISITS Total # CPO PERCENT IN COMPLIANCE OUT OF MAINTENANCE
SUPERVISORS ota s VISITED COMPLIANCE NEEDED

ALAMANCE 4 2 2 100.0% 2 0 1
ALEXANDER 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ALLEGHANY 4 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
ANSON
(BROWN CREEK) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ASHE
(NEW RIVER) 4 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
AVERY 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
BEAUFORT 5 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
BERTIE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
BLADEN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
BRUNSWICK 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
BUNCOMBE 1 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
BURKE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CABARRUS 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CALDWELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CAMDEN
(ALBEMARLE) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CARTERET 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CASWELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CATAWBA 4 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CHATHAM 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CHEROKEE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CHOWAN
(ALBEMARLE) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CLAY 4 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CLEVELAND 2 3 3 100.0% 3 0 1
COLUMBUS 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
CRAVEN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CUMBERLAND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
CURRITUCK
(ALBEMARLE) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
DAVIDSON 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
DAVIE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
DUPLIN 1 4 19 21.1% 4 0 0
DURHAM 3 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
EDGECOMBE 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
FORSYTH 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
FRANKLIN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GASTON 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
GATES 4 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
GRAHAM 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
GRANVILLE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GREENE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
GUILFORD 5 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
HALIFAX
(FISHING CREEK) 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
HARNETT 5 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
HAYWOOD 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
HENDERSON 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
HERTFORD 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
HOKE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
HYDE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
IREDELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
JACKSON 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
JOHNSTON 3 3 3 100.0% 3 0 0
JONES 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 1
LEE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0






Appendix E: FY2015 AgWRAP Spot Check Report

ATTACHMENT 8D

DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING VISITS Total # CPO PERCENT | MIPLIANCE OUT OF MAINTENANCE
SUPERVISORS ota s VISITED COMPLIANCE NEEDED

LENOIR 2 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
LINCOLN 2 6 7 85.7% 6 0 0
MACON 1 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MADISON 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
MARTIN 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MCDOWELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MECKLENBURG 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MITCHELL 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
MONTGOMERY 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
MOORE 2 3 3 100.0% 3 0 0
NASH 4 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
NEW HANOVER 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
NORTHAMPTON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ONSLOW 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ORANGE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PAMLICO 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PASQUOTANK 4 L 1 1 0 o
(ALBEMARLE) 100.0%

PENDER 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PERQUIMANS

(ALBEMARLE) 3 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
PERSON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
PITT 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
POLK 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
RANDOLPH 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
RICHMOND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
ROBESON 2 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
ROCKINGHAM 2 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
ROWAN 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
RUTHERFORD 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
SAMPSON 2 1 9 11.1% 1 0 0
SCOTLAND 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
STANLY 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
STOKES 4 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
SURRY 4 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
SWAIN 3 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
TRANSYLVANIA 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
TYRRELL 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
UNION 2 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
VANCE 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WAKE 4 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
WARREN 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
WASHINGTON 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WATAUGA 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0
WAYNE 2 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
WILKES 5 1 2 50.0% 1 0 0
WILSON 5 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
YADKIN 2 2 2 100.0% 2 0 0
YANCEY 1 1 1 100.0% 1 0 0
TOTALS 138 73 108 67.6% 73 0 3

100.0% 0.0% 4.1%
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Cost Share Program

Funding and Compliance Process

District conducts water quality assessments to determine needs.
District advertises the Cost Share Program

Cost Share Plans are sent to Division for approval.

1

|

District develops and approves an Annual Strategy Plan and
prioritization rankina form based on water quality priorities.

!

Each plan is reviewed by Division Staff and approved as a contract
among the State, District, and cooperators, if program requirements
are met; Division notifies District of contract approval before
installation begins.

Strategy Plan is sent to Division of Soil and Water Conservation.

!

!

Best Management Practices (BMPs) are installed to NRCS and
SWCC standards and specifications.

Annual Strategy Plans from all Districts are evaluated by Division
staff and District rankings are determined based on parameters
adopted by the Soil and Water Conservation Commission.

]

1

District technical staff checks BMP and certifies installation has
been completed accordina to NRCS and SWCC specifications.

Cost Share funds are allocated to Districts by the Commission.

!

1

Districts receive their annual allocation.

Request for payment is completed and signed by cooperator and a
District technical staff person with job approval authority for the
BMP.

!

!

Request for Payment is approved by the District Board during an
official meeting and forwarded to the Division.

District accepts applications; District Board reviews, ranks, and
approves applications during an official meeting.

1

!

Division staff reviews and approves request for payment.

District technical staff conducts conservation planning and writes
Cost Share contracts from approved applications.

!

!

Approved requests for payment are forwarded to NCDA&CS
Controller’'s Office for payment to be issued.

District Board reviews and approves contracts during an official
meeting.

|

Cooperator receives payment for installed BMPs and District
receives notification of payment.

!
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Appendix F: Funding and Compliance Process

District Board and technical staff conduct annual spot check of BMPs in active maintenance. NRCS Area Office representative spot
checks Supervisor and Partnership employee contracts within one year of installation.

BMP in Compliance?

No further action. District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring BMPs into

compliance.

BMP brought
into compliance?

District Board gives written notice to cooperator requiring
pro-rated repavment of funds to NCDA&CS.

|

District Board gives cooperator written deadline to bring
BMPs into compliance.

|

If cooperator does not repay funds, District Board
notifies Division in writing to request assistance from
AG'’s Office.
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AGRICULTURAL WATER RESOURCES ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
Pictures of selected practices

Irrigation well

Agricultural pond sediment removal
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ACSP PY2015 BMP Funding

Total appropriated $ 4,016,998
Cancel/Expired Contracts ~~ $827,794
'Management Reduction ($ 193,568)
Spring Supplemental $ 217,866
Cash Adjustment $1,218,776

Total Allocated PY?2015 $ 6,077,866

ACSP





~ PY2015 Funding for

Technical Assistance

Total appropriated $ 2,448,778
Technical positions (FTE) in 95
SWCDs. Cost share an average 106

of 41% of salaries.

Operating Expenses $1,160
(recurring and non-recurring)

ACSP





”- Agriculture Cost Share Program BMPs

Soil and Water Conservation Commission Funded Best Management Practices
Contracted from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015
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BMP I Water Bodies
® AGRI-CHEMICAL POLLUTION PREVENTION Major Rivers
EROSION/NUTRIENT REDUCTION [E==iCounty Boundaries

L

© SEDIMENT/NUTRIENT REDUCTION
- 2 J LETIC Points represent approximate BMP locations
°

based on the latitude and longitude provided by
the local soil and water conservation districts.
This data represents 1,132 BMPs contracted in FY2015.

STREAM PROTECTION
WASTE MANAGEMENT

Division of Soil & Water Conservation

SOIL & WATER
| http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/
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~ ACSP Cumulative Benefits

1984 - 2015

Total Number of Contracts

58,504

Acres Affected ~3.1 million acres
Soil Saved Annually 7.6 million tons
Nitrogen (N) Saved 21 million Ibs
Annually

Phosphorus (P) Saved 6.5 million Ibs
Annually

Waste N Managed Annually ~95 million lbs
Waste P Managed Annually ~76 million lbs

ACSP





ACSP Program Accomplishments

1984 - 2015

Cropland Conversion 203,270 acres
Waste Structures 4,075 structures
Water Control Structures 4,176 structures
Livestock Exclusion Fencing 1,305 miles
Conservation Tillage 662,528 acres
Riparian Buffers 17,010 acres
Chemical 148 structures
Handling/Management 2

ACSP
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NC CREP OBJECTIVES

THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVES:

1. PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY FOR FARMERS TO VOLUNTARILY ESTABLISH
RIPARIAN AND WETLAND AREAS THROUGH FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE.

2. RESTORE AND ENHANCE RIPARIAN HABITAT CORRIDORS NEXT TO STREAMS,
DRAINAGE DITCHES, ESTUARIES, WETLANDS, AND OTHER WATER COURSES BY
ENROLLING UP TO 85,000 ACRES OF RIPARIAN FORESTED BUFFERS, GRASS
FILTER STRIPS AND OTHER RIPARIAN TREE PLANTINGS.

3. RESTORE UP TO 15,000 ACRES OF NON-RIPARIAN WETLANDS EITHER
ASSOCIATED WITH DRAINAGE DITCHES OR ADJACENT TO PRIMARY FISHERY
NURSERY AREAS TO ADDRESS IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH DRAINAGE.

4. PROVIDE A MECHANISM TO HELP FARMERS COMPLY WITH THE NEUSE AND
TAR-PAMLICO NITROGEN REDUCTION RULES AND POTENTIAL REGULATIONS OR
GOALS IN OTHER WATERSHEDS.






Figure 1: CREP River Basins I
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CLOSED EASEMENTS AS OF 12/31/15

PERMANENT EASEMENTS - 247 EASEMENTS
- TOTALING 7,510 ACRES

30-YEAR EASEMENTS - 855 EASEMENTS
- TOTALING 18,914 ACRES

Approximately 744 Stream Miles Protected Through
Long Term Conservation Easements





Q

EASEMENT DISTRIBUTION

River Basin
Cape Fear
Chowan
Lumber

Neuse

Pasquotank

Roanoke
Tar-Pamlico
White Oak
Yadkin-PeeDee

Number of Acres
104
5,153

57

Number of

Contracts

5

Approx. Stream
Miles Protected

4.8






IO Eligible Practices

CP3 (Shortleaf Pine)
CP3A (Hardwood & Longleaf Pine)
CP21 (Filter Strip)
CP22 (Riparian Buffer)
CP23 (Wetland Restoration)
() CP31 (Bottomland Timber)

Total Program Enroliment

01 CONSERVATION PRACTICES

Number of

Acres

97
2,872
1,916

26,421
2,171
6

33,485.1*

* one-third of agreement
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Example:

5 acres
Permanent
Conservation
Easement






CP-22 Riparian
Buffer

5 Acres

CRe?

: Example:
Alternative Water

Sourcis )
5 acres

N Permanent

Stream Crossing C H
onservdarion
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COMPARING PROGRAM OPTIONS

ONLY STATE COST SHARE LEVERAGING FUNDS WITH CREP

$14,104 (Federal and State)

FSA Cost Share

$9,402
: ACSP Cost Share
Landowner receives A
$18,700 more ’
when funds are Soil Rental Payments $9,000
combined. Easement Payment $5,000

TOTAL $32,804





£o OVERALL PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Stream Mailes Sediment Nitrogen Phosphorus
Protected Reduction Reduction Reduction
[ Q21 miles 246,333 tons 1,916,758 |lbs 441,564 lbs






STEWARDSHIP INITIATIVES

LOW 2%
Properties are assigned a
risk category to determine

monitoring frequency

MEDIUM
66% Last year 63

properties of the

1,125 easements
were monitored
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STEWARDSHIP MONITORING

'O 4 36.38627,-77.25675 9=






CREP MARKETING INITIATIVES

LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS  POLLINATOR HABITAT SENTINEL LANDS






1N
\ PROJECTED SPENDING NEXT
Pl YEAR

O
j ® REVERSION OF $561,160 TO GENERAL FUNDS

® 22 CONTRACTS IN WORKS = $1,014,740

f * 2 ACTIVE CLEAN WATER MANAGEMENT TRUST FUND GRANTS
g WILL BE FULLY DEPLETED WITH PROPOSED CONTRACTS

O * CONSIDERING A CWMTF APPLICATION FOR AN ADDITIONAL
0 Cf 0 $932,000 WHICH WOULD LEVERAGE APPROPRIATIONS TO
ACQUIRE APPROXIMATELY 1,320 MORE ACRES





I

Pl o]\’ LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

j O HB 97 REQUIRES THE DEPARTMENT TO SUBMIT A REPORT NO LATER THAN
APRIL 1, 2016. THE REPORT NEEDS TO INCLUDE:

1. CURRENT CONTRACTS AND CONTRACTS WITHIN THE LAST 5 YEARS BY
f ACREAGE AND LOCATION,

}) 2. FUTURE 5-YEAR FUNDING PROJECTIONS,

O T 3. CONSERVATION PRACTICES USED, AND
O 9

4. ASSESS EFFECTIVENESS IN PREVENTING NON-POINT SOURCE
POLLUTION AND LEVERAGING OPTIONS.





CHALLENGES

* LOST MOMENTUM WHEN THE 2014 FARM BILL WAS NOT SIGNED

® FEDERAL SOIL RENTAL RATES HAVE NOT CHANGED SINCE 1999.
f DURING THIS TIME INFLATION HAS INCREASED OVER 42%

}) ®* DECREASED STATE BUDGET





)
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SUMMARY

TARGETED MARKETING & CREATING NEW
PARTNERSHIPS

TRAINING FOR PARTNERS
MANY NEW ENROLLMENTS IN PIPELINE
VERY EFFECTIVE PROGRAM TO REDUCE POLLUTANTS

VERY COST EFFECTIVE — MAKES THE COST SHARE
MONIES GO FURTHER
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Community Conservation
Assistance Program






CCAP PY2015 BMP Funding

Total requested $ 2.0 million
State Appropriations $ 136,937
Cancel/Expired Contracts $ 200,813
Technical Assistance Funds $ 24,660
5% Contingency $ 6,847

Total Allocated PY2015 $ 306,243






Community Conservation Assistance Program BMPs

Soil and Water Conservation Commission Funded Best Management Practices
Contracted from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015
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BMP I Water Bodies
Abandoned well closure Major Rivers
Backyard rain garden =] County Boundaries
Bioretention areas

Cisterns

Critical area planting

Grassed Swale
Impervious surface conversion
Permeable pavement

Pet waste receptacle

Riparian buffer

Stormwater wetlands

Stream restoration

Streambank and shoreline protection
Structural Stormwater Conveyance

Points represent approximate BMP locations
based on the latitude and longitude provided by
the local soil and water conservation districts.
This data represents 92 BMPs contracted in FY2015.

SOIL & WATER Division of Soil & Water Conservation

http://www.ncagr.gov/SWC/
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CCAP Program Accomplishments
PY2015

Benefit

Acres Affected 253.8 Acre
Gallons of Water Saved 3,000 Gallons

Nitrogen Removed 58.82 Pounds
Number of Buildings
Affected 628 Each

Number of People Affected 6,908 Each
Phosphorus Removed 34.51 Pounds
Drainage Area Affected 3,731,560 Sqft
Tons of Soil Saved 417.2 Tons

Solids Removed 356 Tons






2008 - 2015

CAP Cumulative Bene

fits

Units
CCAP Practice Measure Performed
Abandoned Well Closure Units 219
Backyard Rain Garden Square Feet 19,467
Backyard Wetland Square Feet 1,738
Bioretention Area Square Feet 83,875
Cistern Units 121
Critical Area Planting Square Feet 1,001,196
District Bmp Units 4
Diversion Feet 1,601
Grassed Swale Square Feet 67,497
Impervious Surface Conversion Square Feet 29,853
Marsh Sill Feet 425
Permeable Pavement Square Feet 7,327
Pet Waste Receptacle Units 222
Riparian Buffer Square Feet 498,488
Stormwater Wetland Square Feet 240,478
Stream Restoration Feet 2,328
Streambank And Shoreline Protection Feet 13,646






Agricultural Water
Resources Assistance
Program (AgWRAP)

A_gl_l.'.....

Agricultural Water

Resources Assistance Program





AgWRAP PY2015 Goals

Conduct a competitive regional application process
for new pond construction and pond
repair/retrofits.

Allocate funds to soil and water conservation
districts for all other BMPs.

Implement Job Approval Authority Process for
AgWRAP BMPs.

Conduct training for districts.
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Total Requested

State Appropriation

Recurring Reduction

Technical Assistance,
Engineering & Administration

Cancelled/completed contracts
Other funding sources
Total Allocated PY2015

NAAD Ciinn
R
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$5,086,156
$1,500,000
($22,500)
$228,375

$159,894
$55,766
$ 1,464,785

ding






Conduct a competitive regional application process for
new pond construction and pond repair/retrofits.

Region | New Pond Pond Total Contracts
Contracts Repair/Retrofit
Contracts

Western
Central
Eastern

Total

¢
)
AgWRAP

_ Agricultural Water






Il. Allocate funds to soil and water
conservation districts for all other BMPs.

All 76 districts requesting AQWRAP funding received an
allocation for eligible BMPs.

Funds allocated to districts from all three regions of the
state.

Contracts approved for conservation practices on
operations from many agricultural sectors.






AaNRA Agricultural Water Resources Assistance Program BMPs

111, | B Soil and Water Conservation Commission Funded Best Management Practices
U UNICIMCIEE Contracted from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015

Resources Assistance Program
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BMP Il \Water Bodies
Agricultural Pond Sediment Removal Major Rivers

® Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond =21 County Boundaries

® Agriculture Pond Repair/Retrofit

® Micro-Irrigation System

® Well

Points represent approximate BMP locations
based on the latitude and longitude provided by
the local soil and water conservation districts.
This data represents 134 BMPs contracted in FY2015.

Division of Soil & Water Conservation

SOIL & WATER
http://www.ncagr.gov/iSWC/

Miles.
0






Agricultural Water Resources Assistance Program
Best Management Practices FY2012-FY2015

. B .

New ponds Pond Pond sediment Conservation Micro-irrigation Baseflow Water supply
repair/retrofits removal irrigation system interceptor well
conversion conversion

H Installed ®Under contract





I1l. Implement Job Approval Authority
(JAA) Process for AgWRAP BMPs

27 conservation partnership employees representing 20
districts have JAA for one or more of the following:

e Pond site assessment
e Sediment removal planning and certification
e \WWater needs assessments

A list of employees with job approval authority is

available at:
http://www.ncaqr.gov/SWC/professional development/JAA.html






IV. Conduct training for districts

2014 Conservation Employee Workshop
* An intensive, two-day pond design training
e Basic survey training using levels
e Pond sediment removal
* AQWRAP conservation planning

Direct staff training during review of potential new
pond sites, pond repair/retrofits and sediment
removal plans. .
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Current Goals

Continue to meet SWCC Program Review Policy
Make upgrades to CS? to improve usability and
reporting

Begin rule readoption process, including taking
action on the CCAP allocation rule separately

Conduct regional trainings for cost share programs
across the state
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FY 2016 Regional Application Recommendations Batch 1

ATTACHMENT 9A

Total

Acres irrigated or animals AgWRAP

Region |County Applicant BMP watered Request

Central |Chatham |Mellow Marsh Farms  |Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit 5 acres nursery plants S 20,000

Central |Lee Jimmy Dickens Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit 10 acres pasture/forage $ 20,000

Eastern [Duplin Mike Page Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit 50 acres row crops S 20,000

Eastern [Duplin Jamie Sholar Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit 20 acres row crops $ 20,000

Eastern |[Greene Gary Askew Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit 144 acres row crops S 20,000
1 acre produce, expansion

Eastern [Lenoir Keith Tyson Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 24,000
4 acres peach trees, expansion

Western |Burke Rachel Wicker Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 20,000
1 acres nursery plants, expansion

Western |Burke Chad Earp Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 20,000
0.5 acres produce, expansion

Western [Cherokee [Susan White Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit planned S 20,000
10 acres pasture; 27 sheep,

Western |Clay Susan Ward Agricultural Pond Repair/Retrofit expansion planned S 20,000
8 cows, 9 sheep, 9 goats,

Western |Clay Samantha Webb Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond expansion planned S 20,000
8 acres blackberries, expansion

Western [Cleveland |Mark Greene Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 20,000
27 acres blackberries, expansion

Western [Cleveland [James Webb Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 20,000
40 cow/calf pairs, expansion

Western [Cleveland [John Hunt Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 20,000
1 acres produce, expansion

Western [Gaston Stanley Beam Agricultural Water Supply/Reuse Pond planned S 24,000

S 308,000

The AgWRAP Review Committee recommends approval of these contracts during the first batching period.






Total recommendation for approval

Eastern region S 84,000
Central region S 40,000
Western region S 184,000
Total S 308,000

ATTACHMENT 9A





		Batch 1 SWCC_approvals








Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B

Alternative Water Source Development for Agricultural Use
(Stream Side Pick Up)

» Stream side pick ups are an alternative water source to standard
wells

» Design is similar to “Vertical Pipe” spring developments

» Water supply can be utilized for livestock waterers, irrigation, pond
intakes or other agricultural uses

 This practice can be used to supply gravity systems or serve as a
reservoir for a pump station

» Sub-lateral flow is captured and utilized in this system.

* Water is not taken directly from surface flow

NRCS STANDARD DESIGN FOR STREAM SIDE PICKUP

Concrete well tile lid or other

lid approved by NRCS o
SWCD representative
"Normal wuer
surface elev.
2" Perforated Sch. 40 PYC
with 178" holes
v v B
Ballast Stane (3%) a " %

6" layer of ..l
1.0 foot min.  #57 washed stone -—\ .
L 3 Flow out to tank(s)
_ fem
Bottom of
channel elev.

Concrete well
tile lid

Location Sketch

Reference stream, development, and tariks. at 8 minimum
ersCAUTION®**
Before Starting Excavation

Check for Underground Utilities
Call Before You Dig - Dial 811

Notes:

1. A wetlmd determinstion must be performed before

3 B ek o Spog Devlpemat

3. 36" Giameter pipe miay be concrete, comugated 574 - Spring Development

B o e e i b Streamside Pickup

i
it & ok for sty rossces. 3 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
e NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

- A by
e 309 =

[ —

] G

o ———— SSpickup.dwg






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)

Presentation

ATTACHMENT 9B

Materials






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B

CONSTRUCTION OF STREAM SIDE PICK UP

GRAVEL AROUND CULVERT STORES
AND FILTERS WATER






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)

Presentation

ATTACHMENT 9B

INTAKE FOR GRAVITY SYSTEM 36” CULVERT AND 2” PVC

VERY IMPORTANT TO HAVE A LOCKED LID






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B






Baseflow Interceptor (Streamside Pickup)
Presentation ATTACHMENT 9B

ACCESS TO BURRIED STORAGE TANK

PRESSURIZED AUTOMATIC WATERING FACILITY











Alternative Water Source Development for Agricultural Use

o, W

Stream side pic
WET

* Design is similar to “Vertical Pipe” spring developments

 Water supply can be utilized for livestock waterers, irrigation, pond
Intakes or other agricultural uses

« This practice can be used to supply gravity systems or serve as a
reservoir for a pump station

e Sub-lateral flow is captured and utilized in this system.

« Water is not taken directly from surface flow





Concrete well tile lid or other
lid approved by NRCS or
SWCD representative

 feet
Normal water
surface elev.

i
9 MV"‘J’, 2" Perforated Sch. 40 PVC
//1— with 1/8" holes

Ballast Stone (3")

6" layer of
1.0 foot min,  #57 washed stone

!

Flow out to tank(z)

Location Sketch

Refarance stream, development, and tanlks at a minimum

##4CAUTION#*+*
Before Starting Excavation
Check for Underground Utilities
Call Before You Dig - Dial 811

Notes:

1. A wrtland determination must be performed before

installing this practice.

2. Exclade livestock from Spring Development.

3, 36" diameter pipe mey be concrate, cerrupatad 574 - Spring DWEIopmnt
i, metal,

AT e Streamside Pickup

with & lock for gafity reasons, U.5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
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Materials
















GRAVEL AROUND CULVERT STORES
AND FILTERS WATER
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INTAKE FOR GRAVITY SYSTEM 36" CULVERT AND 2" PVC






VERY IMPORTANT TO HAVE A LOCKED LID











PICKUP FOR PUMP SYSTEM
















ACCESS TO BURRIED STORAGE TANK






PRESSURIZED AUTOMATIC WATERING FACILITY
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