


Cost Share Committee Meeting Minutes: June 15, 2026

Welcome and Introductions
Patrick Baker, Committee Chair, opened the meeting and acknowledged that all committee members were in attendance.  Committee members included: Patrick Baker, Rodney Taylor, Jason Byrd, Blake Henley, Rick McSwain, Lee Holcomb and Julie Henshaw.  Other attendees included: Teresa Furr, Darren Layton, John Beck.
Purpose and charge of the committee
Patrick Baker reviewed the Purpose and Charge of the Committee.
Purpose: The Cost Share Committee was established to review and evaluate policies that affect multiple cost share programs. The Committee ensures consistency, clarity, and alignment of these policies across programs. It does not address Best Management Practices (BMPs), as those decisions remain the responsibility of each program’s individual technical review committee.
        Charge of the Cost Share Committee:
· Review and consider policy issues that span multiple cost share programs.
· Develop and recommend revisions to cost share program rules.
Policy Items
The committee met to review policy items, primarily focusing on the Repairs policy and the New and Expanded Operations policy. 
Repairs Policy 
Current requirement: 75 percent of actual cost of repairs, verified with receipts, and capped at current-year average cost.
· Committee discussed whether receipts should be required for average-cost repair items.
· Field staff shared challenges when producers complete repairs themselves, making receipts difficult or unrealistic.
· General consensus: Receipts should be required only for actual-cost components. For average-cost repairs, receipts should not be required.
New and Expanded Operations Policy 
This topic took up most of the meeting and focused on confusion around what qualifies as an “operation,” how the three-year requirement applies, and whether eligibility is based on the land or the applicant.
Key discussion items:
· Committee members shared several real-world scenarios illustrating confusion, including land changing hands, new landowners converting cropland to pasture, and livestock placement on newly purchased land.
· Major question: Does the three-year requirement apply to the land being in agricultural production, or to the person applying having farmed for three years?
· Committee members provided differing perspectives based on local experience. Some districts have traditionally treated eligibility as applicant-based, while others treat it as land-based.
· Discussion included livestock eligibility, cropland conversion BMPs, and new poultry or hog operations needing upgrades.
· Division staff emphasized that resource concern should remain central to eligibility decisions.
· NRCS representatives shared their guidelines and forms for defining agricultural operations.
· The committee took an informal vote: Majority favored defining eligibility based on land being in production for three years, not the operator.
· A committee member raised concerns about putting people “into business,” especially where funds are limited; local ranking systems may be able to handle this concern.
· Committee agreed the policy needs substantial rewriting for clarity.

Next Steps
· Members will individually review and mark up the policy.
· Please review the Word document and use the track changes feature.
· Committee will continue line‑by‑line review at the next meeting.

Administrative Items
· Next meeting: standing date, third Monday of each month (July 20). Some members did not receive the recurring invite; it will be resent.
· Division staff will share committee progress through the Regional Coordinator’s Newsletter that is shared monthly to all district employees, and encouraged to be shared with all district supervisors.





