Cost Share Committee Meeting – Meeting Notes
Date: July 20, 2026
Time: 9:00 AM – 10:30 AM (approx.)
Attendees:
Committee members present: Julie Henshaw, Patrick Baker, Blake Henley
Committee members absent: Jason Berg, Rodney Taylor-Green
Guests: Emily Bateman, Anne Coan, Rick McSwain, Lee Holcomb, Darren Layton
1. Opening and Administrative Items
· Meeting called to order by Patrick Baker.
· Julie asked committee members whether uploading documents to the website and attaching drafts to email was helpful. Members agreed both methods were useful.
· Recurring meeting invite confirmed.
· Monthly updates to districts will continue via the regional coordinators’ newsletter.
2. Review of June Meeting Minutes
Key points captured from previous meeting:
· Discussion centered on the Repairs Policy, specifically whether receipts should be required for average-cost repair items. 
· Consensus: Receipts required only for actual-cost components.
· Average-cost items use current-year average cost.
· New and Expanded Operations Policy: 
· Committee leaned toward defining eligibility based on land use rather than the operator.
· Eligibility considered when land was in production for at least three years.
· Concerns raised (Jason, previously) about funding new businesses; noted local ranking could address this.
No corrections requested to prior meeting notes.
3. Repairs Policy Review (Final Edits)
Changes confirmed:
· Funding repairs at 75% of cost, not exceeding the current-year average cost.
· Removal of unnecessary “actual cost” wording except where applicable.
· Committee agrees the policy is ready, pending formal vote when full membership is present.
· Policy will be sent out for comment period (see future discussion).
4. New and Expanded Operations Policy – Discussion & Clarification Needs
This policy generated extensive discussion. Key themes:
A. Clarifying “Operation” vs “Agricultural Land”
· Long-standing confusion over whether eligibility should be based on: 
1. The land being in agricultural production, or
2. The business/operator’s history.
· Consensus emerging: Base eligibility on the land, not the operator.
B. Livestock vs Cropland Clarification
· Need to potentially break policy into two clearly labeled sections: 
· Livestock operations
· Cropland operations
· “3-year period” wording creates confusion: 
· Livestock = starts when animals are on site.
· Cropland = starts when first crop is planted.
· Many scenarios discussed (e.g., converting cropland to grass, adding acreage, new farmers buying existing farmland).
C. Resource Concern Focus
· Committee emphasized importance of focusing on demonstrable water quality/resource concerns, not simply operation type changes.
D. Special Situations Raised
· Wake County “horse operation” case highlighted complexity of: 
· New landowners
· Changing operation type
· Pressure to approve cost-share without long-standing resource concerns
· Committee noted this type of urbanizing-county scenario will increase.
E. Specific Policy Clauses Requiring Notes/Revisions
· “Contracts on animal operations abandoned ≥4 years prior to repopulation”: 
· Concern this could unintentionally prohibit lagoon closures.
· Clarifying note added.
· “Operations increased in size <3 years prior to application”: 
· Unclear whether expanding acreage qualifies as expansion.
· Need clarification on confined vs cropland operations.
· “Operations relocating (loss of lease)”: 
· Original intent was to allow cost-share when operators must move land due to loss of lease.
· Needs clearer language.
Summary:
The committee agreed extensive edits are needed. Julie added notes throughout the document for review at next meeting.

5. Extension Policy – First Draft Review
Julie provided a draft based on prior discussions.
Key points discussed:
· Extension approval delegated to Division Director, which districts appreciate.
· Clarification added: districts are not required to request an extension at a cooperator’s request.
· Annual tillage references removed (practice discontinued).
· “Contracts for repairs will not be extended for any reason” clause flagged for removal. 
· Committee agreed extensions should be allowed for repairs when justified (weather, design delays, permitting constraints, etc.).
· Draft language updated: 
· Director may approve when delays have a justifiable reason, not due to cooperator inaction.
· Committee discussed removing outdated language stating “division staff may deny requests.”
· Districts can be paid out for completed work where the extension request was submitted but the work was finished before commission review.
Julie will revise wording and send updated draft before the next meeting.

6. Comment Period for Policies
Committee agreed:
· Repair Policy is ready for distribution for statewide comment.
· Comment period should be short—return feedback before next committee meeting.
· Extension Policy will go out after next month’s meeting.
· Julie and Patrick will coordinate on outreach approach.

7. Future Work: Cancellation Policy
· Cancellation policies were identified (from winter training surveys) as the next priority after expanded operations.
· Julie will send Word versions before the next meeting for committee review.

8. Additional Items
· Recordings and transcripts will be shared with absent committee members (Jason, Rodney).
· Guests thanked for contributing valuable field examples and historical context.

9. Next Meeting Focus
Patrick requested committee members:
· Continue review and markups for New and Expanded Operations Policy.
· Review revised Extension Policy draft once shared.
· Begin reviewing Cancellation Policy materials Julie will distribute.

10. Adjournment
Meeting adjourned.


