A.
B.
C.
D.

o

Missouri Department of Natural Resources

AGENDA
Missouri Soil and Water Districts Commission

Telephone Conference Call
Lewis and Clark State Office Building
LaCharrette/Nightingale Conference Room
Jefferson City, MO
April 13, 2016
9:30 a.m.

CALL TO ORDER
MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

1. Nutrient Trading Overview

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAM DIRECTOR’S

COMMENTS

1. FY16 Cost-Share/AgNPS Fund Status

2016 Area Meetings Update

FY16/FY17 Budget Updates

Natural Resources Damages Awarded Funding

State Water Plan Research Funding (Concurrence Requested)

: U.S. Geological Survey Monitoring Network (Concurrence Requested)

REQUEST

(If a supervisor request is received in advance of this meeting, it may be presented to the

commission.)

1. Johnson SWCD Supervisor Request

2. Callaway and Lewis SWCDs — N340 Cover Crop Practice Started Prior to Board
Approval of Contract '

3. Camden SWCD - Variance to the DSP 2 Permanent Vegetative Cover
Enhancement Policy on Land Already in a Maintenance Agreement

4. Gasconade and Franklin SWCDs — Variance on the N340 Cover Crop Practice
No-Till Requirement

APPEALS

NEW BUSINESS

REPORTS

NRCS

University of Missouri

Department of Conservation

Department of Agriculture
MASWCD

e
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I. PUBLIC COMMENTS

J. SUGGESTED DATE(S) OF NEXT MEETINGS
June 8, 2016 at 1:30 p.m., MDC Central Regional Office, Gans Road, Columbia MO

K. ADJOURNMENT

Those wishing to address the commission on any of the above issues need to contact a program
staff member, Theresa Mueller or sign up on the comment card at the commission meeting.

If you have any questions regarding this meeting, special accommodation needs, or would like a
copy of any material provided at the commission meeting, please contact Theresa Mueller at
573-526-4662.

The Soil and Water Districts Commission may go into closed session at this meeting if such
action is approved by a majority vote of the commission members who constitute a quorum to
discuss legal, confidential, or privileged matters under § 610.021(1), RSMo 2000; personnel
actions under §610.021(3); personnel records or applications under §610.021(13), records under
§ 610.021(14), or audit issues under § 610.021(17), which are otherwise protected from
disclosure by law.
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MINUTES
MISSOURI SOIL AND WATER DISTRICTS COMMISSION
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL
Lewis and Clark State Office Building
Jefferson City, Missouri
February 10, 2016

COMMISSION MEMBERS VIA TELEPHONE: Charf; ahl, H. Ralph Gaw, Jeff

Lance and Gary Vandiver

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS VIA T ELEPHO ';E RICHARD FORD e DEPT. OF
AGRICULTURE: Judy Grundler; BOB, Zx ER, DEPT. OF CONSEE VATION:
Lisa Potter; DEAN THOMAS PAYNE, UNIV OF MISSOURI Robert, Kallenbach

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS: SARA ARKER PAULE
RESOURCES: Joe Engeln

EPT. OF NATURAL

ADVISORY MEMBER?.'

A TELEPHQNE NATZ,' RAL RESOURCES

OF SOIL AND
Lovelace

Colleen Mé;

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT: Van Beydler, Jim Boschert, April Brandt, Theresa
Mueller, Jim Plassmeyer, Colette Weckenborg, Bill Wilson, Jake Wilson

OTHERS PRESENT VIA TELEPHONE: HOWARD: Beverly Dometrorch;
JEFFERSON: George Engelbach; MISSOURI SOIL AND WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION (MSWCDEA):
Sandy Stratman; MISSOURI COALITION FOR THE ENVIRONMENT: Heather
Navarro
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A. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at the Lewis and Clark State Office Building, in
Jefferson City, MO, in the LaCharrette Conference Room at 10:38 a.m.

Roll call was taken and the following commissioners were present via the telephone:
Charles Ausfahl, H. Ralph Gaw, Jeff Lance and Gary Vandiver, which made a quorum.

Chairman Vandiver informed the Commission that Tim Mal'tm Wi
therefore, he is no longer on the Commission.

ot confirmed by the Senate;

B. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING
Jeff Lance made a motion to approve the mii
Ralph Gaw seconded the motion. When polled;:Charles A
Lance and Gary Vandiver voted in favor of the mof énd the motlon camed
unanimously. .

lph Gaw by qu!gmaﬁon Jeff Lance seconded the motion.
usfahl, H. Ralph Gaw, Jeff Lance and Gary Vandiver

1“[11elsh1p P10g1 am and they plan to announce some additional
ey move forward with Our Missouri Waters.

ext Cgmumission meeting, Mr. Engeln plans to provide information on
‘andfor water quality trading in Missouri. Since last July stakeholders have

He statéd they are on schedule to meet their goal of presenting the draft
framework to the public in June. The framework is the policy background that
provides a base for nutrient trading. They would like to have the public meeting
tied to the Clean Water Commission meeting in July, and then three months later
at their October meeting approve it as their framework.
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3. District Specialist Testing

Bill Wilson presented an update on the District Specialist testing. There have been
three testing sessions; since November 30, 2015, 74 district staff have taken the
tests and 61 have passed at least four of the seven tests for the progression. There

are additional training sessions planned for other regional locations.

4. Update on the Program Delivery and Operations Subcommittee

Commission concurrence and was implemented o}
January 1% allocations, there are 122 District Sp&¢
67 DS IlIs and 46 DS IVs.

S. 2016 Area Meetings Update
Bill Wilson presented an update on,tf
meetings are scheduled for the week of:
in each of the eight Missouri Association®
areas.

'e worked on with the districts. She presented a

'l:health packages covered as well as the cost for each.

Next, shi ‘covered the lab renovation that was taking place. The lab, office/sample
storage, sample preparation area and breezeway are completed; now they are

working on the training room.

7. FY16/FY17 Budget Updates

Colette Weckenborg presented an update on the FY16/FY17 Budget. She
reminded the Commission that for this time of year the obligations for cost-share
exceed last year’s obligations. Because of this, the program has submitted a
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request for supplemental funding for the current fiscal year in the amount of

$4 million for cost-share. This would bring the appropriation authority to $35
million for this year. She stated this was being considered through the legislative
process. The FY17 budget is in process also; both the House and the Sen.
appropriation committees have heard the initial readings of the Governor’s
Recommended Budget. She pointed out there is a new decision item for cost-
share in the amount of $3.8 million, as well as a redirect of $200,000 from SALT
to cost-share. There is also an additional $5 million recoifimendation from the
Governor for cost-share in FY17, which brings the to il for 'Y 17 cost-share to
$40 million. She pointed out that the new decision: request of $3 million for

District Grants to support the Plan for the Futuge:did notiget recommende oy the
Governor.

E. REQUEST

1. Reconstruction of Practices under M C
Recent Storm Events: Cape Girardeau SWED Lawrence SWCD McDonald

SWCD, Mi :r SWCD, N« , R ‘J,ds SWCD, Ste. Genevieve
SWCD Wayne SWCD

n:ﬁecember 22,2015. The second issue should the Commissi  allow
viiers who have already repaired the damage to their practices under
mamtenance to receive cost-share provided they have appropriate docume ation
and the third issues should the Commission : ow the landowners cost-share for
reconstruction of fence for WQ10 Stream Protection and N472 Livestock
Exclusion. Next, Commission policies were covered, as well as pictures that the
districts submitted of the damaged practices. He stated the Soil and Water
Conservation Program was proposing reconstruction of fencing at 50 percent cost-
share instead of 75 percent because in most cases the materials are there a  just
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need to be reinstalled/repaired. Grouped components are suggested to be broken
into their individual components to only pay on items that were damaged.

After discussion, H. Ralph Gaw made a motion to allow the 74 counties in the
FEMA-3374-EM Missouri Disaster Declaration as of 01/04/16 approval to use
their cost-share allocation to rebuild practices still under maintenance that were
damaged, limiting reconstruction on fence to 50 percent. District can use their
FY16 or FY'17 cost-share allocation by the deadline datg;of December 31, 2016.
Jeff Lance seconded the motion. When polled, Charlgs Ausfahl, H. Ralph Gaw,
Jeff Lance and Gary Vandiver voted in favor of thézmotion and the motion carried
unanimously.

FEMA-3
damage to their practices under maj
have appropriate documentation. H.

After discussion, H. Ralph'G
FEMA-3 74 EM MISSOUI‘I D

3 3 :hl H. Ralph Gaw Jeff Lance
f the motlon and the motion carried

oted in favo

il ulture
wve Baker is working with them on the Agriculture

“Program, as well as with pesticide applicator training. He
ammg modules for the pesticide apphcators She stated the

I '1e1e will be training in their Feed Program to ensure their Feed
Manutactuung Firms are prepared to deal with the Food Safety Modernization
Act. She pointed out they are working on getting their feed lab accredited also.

Robert Kalienbach added that University Extension had a stakeholder meeting
regarding the proposed regulations for pesticide applicators. They believe the
training for this is going to be a challenge. Ms. Grundler stated they are also
working on revamping their commercial applicator testing methods.
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2. Natural Resources Conservation Service
J. R. Flores reported the Conservation Stewardship Program has $150 million
available nationwide; last year in Missouri there were 118,000 acres enrc 1 and
this year Missouri has been allocated 264,000 acres. The Environmental Quality
Incentive Program (EQIP) has over 500 applications preapproved and are
expecting over 1,000 by the end of the year. Missouri was selected to be a
Strikeforce State; this is where USDA agencies identify ways to leverage partner
activities in order to bring economic opportunities to pgdple in rural area: e
stated the agency has been allocated add1t10nal funds:for thiseffort throu  3QIP.
The Wetland Mitigation Banking Pro L d e by
the 2014 Farm Bill and assists farmers an ers when they need tom rate
acres in order to make their operations effe

3. University of Missouri

Dr. Robert Kallenbach reported they:will. continue td;work on the Grazing School
based on the Current Conservation Practice Subcormittee discussions. "y
have had Lending Schools to train bénkers aboiit‘agriculture. It has been .
effective pie r the far mmgkommumnes They have also spent t1me on.

v'those counties. As of the date of the Commission meeting, th ~ have
been 6,700 samples collected and the results are pending on 1,600 of them.

She stated the Monarch Steering Committee is comprised of representatives from
almost all state and federal agencies, commodities groups, private industries and
non-governmental organizations. The Department of Conservation is abo  to
finalize the process of hiring a Coordinator to help them write and finaliz

State Monarch Action Plan. They are also working on hiring a State Mon: and
Pollinator Coordinator.
























Likewise, several state agencies are appointed throug
state statute 640.430 RSMo, to advise the MDNR dur
Plan.

The update to the State Water Plan will set the visior
will benefit present and future generations. It has be
This outline includes three options for consideration
will address the core elements while meeting state r(
upon the previous, allowing flexibility in the process"
options offered reflect an 18-, 24-, and 36-month sch
the end of 18 months including infrastructure, policy

Option 1 (18 months). A team of MDNR staff and CL

complete the State Water Plan update within 18 moi

including the northwest and southwest Missouri den

the surface water yield Reservoir Operation Study C¢

education will leverage the ongoing watershed plann

out to basin stakeholders. Citizens of Missouri have ¢

Involving this expertise during the planning process is essential for sound water policy to meet the needs for
future generations. The stakeholder engagement: in this process occurs at the earliest phases to ensure that
citizen-experts' concerns, ideas for solutions and priorities are incorporated throughout the planning
process.

There is no additional groundwater or hydrologic and hydraulic modeling anticipated in this option. Nor will
there be decision support models, tools and respective training provided in this 18-month period. CDM Smith
will be in close coordination with MDNR staff in identifying data and studies in support of a rapid planning
process to provide agreed upon water resource management recommendations.

Pro: Comprehensive planning including core elements, completed quickly with available data and studies,
methods, approaches and recommendations vetted with MDNR staff and best professional judgment, and
engagement with partner agencies for input and buy in.

Option 2 (24 months). A team of MDNR staff and CDM Smith will be working closely with stakeholders to
complete the State Water Plan update within 24 months. The plan will build upon the available data, studies
and projects from across the state. An evaluation of available data will be conducted in conjunction with
OMW to determine gaps that will lend to identifying data needs which may require data collection, surveys
and possible modeling to support the plan. Stakeholder involvement in forming the technical work groups
will be incorporated into the process to review methods, approaches and recommendations. In addition to
the education and outreach achieved by OMW that is targeted at a basin scale, the plan will educate and
engage residents and business statewide.

Pro: Inclusive of all components of Option 1. Additional elements include stream data, vetted with
stakeholder-based technical work groups, and greater public education and input.

Option 3 (36 months). A team of MDNR staff and CDM Smith will be working closely with stakeholders to
complete the State Water Plan update within 36 months. The plan will employ contemporary tools such as a
decision support model in identifying priorities, phasing and funding. These decision support tools such as
IWR-MAIN and STELLA will remain with MDNR and necessary training will be provided for future decision

Work Plan Outline March 12, 2015


















Missouri W

Water use data must be gathered from available sources including v
Geological Survey (USGS) reports, and the Public Water Supply Censi
at to determine municipal and industrial demands. Gallons per capit:
employment will depend upon the available data and purpose. Stake
methods applied and accepting the findings.

Assumptions:

Option 1:
County-wide gallons per capita per day (gpcd) will be es
Supply (PWS) Census production values and population
based upon population by county minus PWS populatio
use. Self-supplied nonresidential water use will be obtai
database and USGS reports.

Options 2/3:
County-wide gallons per capita per day (gpcd) will be es
water providers. An extensive analysis of conservation s

Demand projections for each of the water use sectors deimcu i wic i 0 2w or ywate vos
Missouri report will be completed on a county basis.

Agricultural demands consist primarily of crop irrigation, livestock watering and aquacuiture. Acres by crop
type and number of livestock are readily available in the USDA’s Census of Agricultural data. Future
projections of the mix of crop type, head of livestock, and water use by type are the key drivers in
determining agricultural demands. Understanding the latest practices and technologies are key when making
these determinations.

Assumptions:

Option 1:
irrigated acres by crop type, livestock and aquaculture counts are available from USDA’s Census
of Agriculture. USGS Water Use reports along with University of Missouri Extension data can be
used to estimate water use per head and irrigated acre by crop type, respectively. Projections for
agriculture use would be based on historic trends.

Options 2/3:

Agriculture acres by crop type are available, an analysis of crop consumptive use is performed
including climate variability impacts on crop consumptive use.

Stakeholders from each agricultural demand sector may contribute in support of methods
applied and accepting the findings.

Work Plan Qutline March 12, 2015






water supply for tuture demands and potential means to serve those gaps, the state may find that additional

water availability estimates should be prepared.

Assumptions:

Option 1:

Water treatment facility information is available from MDNR’s Safe Drinking Water Intended Use

Plan (IUP).

Surface water supply availability will be determined using USGS’s gage data. Availability will be

determined using the three return intervals to be determined by MDNR for average, wet and dry

conditions. One climate scenario will be included.

Reservoir water availability will be determined using the RESOP study to evaluate yield. USACE
reservoirs will also be evaluated for storage and to evaluate reallocation.

Groundwater availability will be assessed with existing groundwater data including the MDNR's
well data monitoring network.

Options 2/3:

Three climate variability scenarios (hot/dry, central tendency and warm/wet) and a scenario
based on historic conditions for temperature and precipitation will be evaluated for the 2060
planning horizon.

Reservoir water availability will be determined using the RESOP study to evaluate renewal
storage. USACE reservoirs will also be evaluated for storage and to evaluate reallocation.
Reservoir optimization modeling may be used to determine reallocation volumes.

Groundwater availability will be determined from two existing groundwater models and
additional modeling in areas where groundwater supplies appear to be limited as indicated by
historical use (declining water levels) or quality.

Well data will be provided by MDNR for areas where groundwater is declining.

One of the key tenants of state water planning is the principle of identifying a broad range of supply and
demand management strategies, as well as inclusion of a complete set of water use sectors. At the same
time, in some cases, existing planning efforts have identified the most effective and implementable

Work Plan Outline March 12, 2015
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Missouri '

strategies. The plan will start with the principal of maximizing existi
local planning initiatives are respected, to promote efficiency and b
reduce duplication of efforts. In some cases, existing, permitted an¢
or a portion of long-term needs. The remaining unmet need or gap
becomes the principle focus of the decision-making process.

Projected demands will be compared to existing projects identified
identification of infrastructure gaps. This gap analysis is essential, a
for new water supply projects and management options.

The overall purpose of this task is the development and selection of
addressing specific current or future water supply shortfalls and wa
Examples of strategies to be analyzed may include storage and con
augmentation, existing supply management (e.g., reuse, USACE res:
management (e.g., conservation and drought restrictions). Implem¢
environmental, recreational, navigational and power will also be id«

Assumptions:
Option 1:

Information on planned infrastructure projects will come from a variety of sources. This would
include a survey of water and wastewater providers (response rate for this could be in the 30 to
50 percent range), requesting data from:

- The Missouri Water and Wastewater Review Committee
- Missouri State Revolving Fund

— U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Development

- Community Block Development Grant Program

— Contacting large wholesale potable water and wastewater utilities in the state

Gap analysis for municipal and industrial will be conducted to determine an infrastructure gap.
This will be done by analyzing demands and subtracting projects identified by water providers.

Gap analysis for other demand sectors will include agriculture, navigation, recreation and
environment.

In addition to projects, broad strategies for water supply will be evaluated. These strategies
include:

- Conservation

- Reuse

- New surface water supply development
- Additional pumping

- Reservoir storage, firm yield and reallocation

11
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Full resumes available upon request.
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the Ambient Network has and will con-
tinue to serve this purpose in Missouri.

The Network

Ambient water-quality monitoring
began in Missouri in 1969 with 18 sam-
pling stations. By 1979 the network had
increased by only two stations. From
1980 to 1986, the network increased to
41 stations. However, by 1991 funding
had been reduced so that only 5 stations
remained in the network. Realizing the
need for an increase in baseline data, the
MoDNR began reestablishing the net-
work in 1993, and by the end of 1994, 34
stations had been added to the network.
In October 1999, funds were allocated
for an additional 24 stations, and Federal
funds became available to support 2
more stations, which increased the total
network to 65 stations (fig. 1).

physiographic province or aquatic
ecoregion.

2. Surface waters with substantial land-
use change occurring within their
drainage basin, such as those
affected by growing industry,
expanding or changing agricultural
practices, and urban development.

3. Surface waters with known water-
quality concerns, such as those with
point source inputs of contami-
nants.

4. Surface waters listed in the Missouri
Water-Quality Standards as ‘Out-

standing Natural Resource Waters’.

5. Surface waters of special interest
requiring the establishment of an -
initial data set.

AR A
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Figure 1. Location of stations in the Ambient Water-Quality

Meonitoring Network.

A committee composed of repre-
sentatives from the MoDNR and the
USGS is responsible for the selection of
stations for the Ambient Network. Crite-
ria for inclusion in the network are:

1. Moderate size surface waters that rep-
resent typical land use in a specific

The Ambient Network is a large
effort that requires substantial financial
support to operate. Labor associated with
data collection and laboratory costs
account for more than 51 and 18 percent
of the total funding. The remaining
expenses include vehicle rental, over-

night travel, miscellaneous supply pur-
chases, and sample shipping.

The Ambient Network is supported
by three major sources of funding. The
first is from a share of the funds the State
collects from judgements and settle-
ments of water pollution enforcement
cases, the second is from the USGS
cooperative program, and the third is the
Clean Water Act funding from the
USEPA. These funds support a group of
eight field technicians and one quality-
assurance officer who sample and vali-
date data collected from Missouri’s sur-
face waters.

Sample Collection

Samples are collected at stations in
the network at varying frequencies. Of
the 65 stations in the Ambient Network,
1 is sampled 4 times per year, 38 are
sampled 6 times, 3 are sampled 9 times,
and the remaining 23 are sampled 12
times. Sampling frequency is determined
by a number of factors that include the
drainage basin size, potential effects
from cultural activity, history of chemi-
cal change, the need for short-term data,
and cost. Lower sampling frequency
helps to reduce the cost of the overall
network by lowering costs for each sta-
tion. With lower costs per station, more
stations can be added to the network and
provide wider coverage of the State’s
stream resources with a constant level of
funding.

Methods used by the USGS for col-
lecting representative water-quality sam-
ples are presented in detail in several
publications (Ward and Harr, 1990;
Wilde and others, 1998). In summary,
there are two techniques to collect sam-
ples from a stream, the Equal Width
Increment (EWI) and the Equal Dis-
charge Increment (EDI). The EWI
method requires the collection of sub-
samples within a cross section of the
stream at equal distances apart (fig. 2).
This method typically is used for streams
with relatively even depth and flow.
Water depths between sampling subsec-
tions generally do not vary by more than
10 percent.






istry with time and defining trends as
they relate to land use and water use
change; establishing control points for
smaller, site-specific environmental
projects; and providing a source of unbi-
ased data for use by State and Federal reg-
ulators, as well as research scientists in
the public, private, and academic sectors.

The MoDNR uses the data to char-
acterize ‘ambient’ water quality within
and between aquatic ecoregions in Mis-
souri; characterize diurnal, seasonal, and
flow-related effects on water quality;
characterize water-quality effects of spe-
cific point or nonpoint source areas; ana-
lyze data for long-term trends; and check
for compliance with State water-quality
standards.

Data Availability

All data collected for the Ambient
Network and other USGS water-quality
projects are stored in the National Water
Information System (NWIS) data base.
Before data are committed to the data
base, they are carefully screened for
transmission errors, analytical anoma-
lies, and balance with other data col-
lected from the same sample. Data
collection, processing, and validation
procedures are described in the Quality
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) devel-
oped for the network annually. The
QAPP is an unpublished document, but
it may be reviewed by contacting the
Missouri Water-Quality Specialist (573-
308-3829 or jdavis@usgs.gov). Follow-
ing validation, the data are available for
use by the public.

Data contained in the NWIS data
base were transferred to the USEPA
STORET data base annually until March
1999. Future data will not be transferred to
STORET until the compatibility concerns
between NWIS and STORET are
resolved.

The Missouri District Water-Qual-
ity Specialist is available to assist with
data retrievals from the NWIS data base.

Historical data from 1995 to the current
year are available in Adobe Acrobat Por-
table Document Format on the Missouri
homepage http://mo.water.usgs.gov.
All historical data are available on
the National USGS web page

http://water.usgs.gov/nwis.

In addition to the availability of
data on the Web, data are published
annually in “Water Resources Data for
Missouri”. This hydrologic-data report
for Missouri is one of a series of annual
reports that document hydrologic data
collected from USGS surface- and
ground-water data collection networks in
each State, Puerto Rico, and the Trust
Territories. Copies of the annual report
may be obtained by contacting the Dir-
ector of Missouri (573-308-3667) or
sending an email request to
mo_reports@usgs.gov.
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For water information:

U.S. Geological Survey, Director

1400 Independence Road, Mail Stop 100
Rolla, Missouri 65401

(573) 308-3667 or “http://mo.water.usgs.gov™

For more information contact any of the following:

For more information on all USGS
reports and products (including maps,
images, and computerized data), call
1-888-ASK-USGS

Additional carth science information
can be found by accessing the USGS
“Home Page” on the World Wide Web
at “http://www.usgs.gov”
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JOHNSON COUNTY SOIL & WATER
CONSERVATION DISTRICT
727 PCA ROAD, SUITE B

\ ] WARRENSBURG MO 64093
(660) 747-8400 Ext. 3

Mach 30, 2016

DNR Soil & Water Conservation Program
ATTN: Soil & Water Commission

P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Soil & Water Commission:

The Johnson County SWCD is requesting the Soil & Water Commission to appoint Danny Weigand
327 NW 900 RD Warrensburg, MO 64093. This appointment would be for the remaining 2 years ft on the
term of Steve Ring, who has resigned from the board effective March 30, 2016.

Attached are the resignation letter from Steve Ring and the Verification of Supervisor Eligibility form
for Danny Weigand.

Thank you,

e 77T G

Board Chairman

The U'S Depantment of Agnculture {USDA) profubtls discnmination 1o all as programis and acuvitics on the hawis of raze, coler, national onga, gender, rehigion, age, disability, poliical oricntanon, and mantal of fanuly satus (Net all prohibnied hases apply 1o all
Persons with who roquire means for ication of program {Braille, large pnng, audiotape. ct< | should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD)  Ta fik a complaint of discrumination,
wnte USDA. Director, Office of Ciwal Rights. Room 326-W, Whinien Building. 141h and ludependawe Ascnue, SW, Washington, D €. 20240-2110 or call (202) 720-5961 (voice of TDD} USDA 15 an aqual opporiauly provides and criploy €1




March 29, 2016

Dear Board Members,

It have been a pleasure to serve on the Johnson County Soil and Water Board over
the past several years. Please accept this as my letter of resignation from the
board effective March 30, 2016. | would like to thank the board for the
opportunity to serve over the past several years and wish everyone the best of
luck.

Sincerely, -

Steve Ring



VERIFICATION OF SUPERVISOR ELIGIBILITY

To qualify for office, according to Missouri’s Code of State Regulations,
10 CSR 70-2.020, Conduct of Supervisor Elections, a candidate shall:

1) Be a land representative as defined by "The owner, or representative authorized by power of
attorney, of any farm lying within the soil and water conservation district (SWCD); provided,
however, that any land representative must be a taxpayer of the county within which the SWCD
is located,” and

2) Be a resident taxpaying citizen within that SWCD for two (2) years preceding the appointment
to the District Board of Supervisors by the Commission, and

3) Be a cooperator of the SWCD defined as “A person who is actively involved in farm’ ; and
practices conservation activities related to agriculture,” and

4) Reside in or own a farm lying in the same territory where the board position is vacant.

Dam’\u ) C\GO/\(‘\

290 yw A00—
Worrensbulg, mo  LH0AD

The undersigned certify that the candidate meets all of the above stated eligibility requirements
to serve as a supervisor for the Johnson County Soil and Water Conservation District.

Chairperson (or acting) Signature: 7(9—% M/L/"" Date: _3~ 30-),
) ‘// . y
Candidate Signature: / ' / o {/4{4/ Date: - Z?-/ (,

IX-15 05/01/2011






Callaway Soil and Water Conservation District
4549 State Road H, Fulton, MO 65251
(573) 592 - 1400
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February 23, 2016
Members of the Commission:

In late August, 2015, Callaway SWCD had contact with a landowner who expressed interest in
participating in the cover-crop program. The Callaway SWCD technician met with him 4
September 2015 to take an initial look at his farm, discuss the requirements of the program — as
they were understood — and, to perform soil sampling.

Over the next several weeks, a series of events causcd the opportunity to help this lando erto
slip through the cracks.

First, Callaway SWCD had no landowners who participated in the cover-crop pilot program, so
we had never written a contract for this practice before. The staff at Callaway SWCDei 'r
missed or failed to attend, any training that may have been provided by the program officc on
how to implement this new program. That is a failing on our part to properly prepare for the new
program and how it was to be administered.

Second, related to the first, we had a lack of understanding as to how and why the soil tests were
being performed. Upon calling other districts for advice, some districts informed us tha  the
soil tests must be performed and results received prior to any plan being approved. Othi  stricts
indicated that the tests could be run in conjunction with a signed contract, without results. Still,
other districts informcd us that the tests weren’t required at all, as the follow-up tests were
merely a recommendation - not a requirement - of the program; and without the follow-up tests
to determine loss or gain, the results of the initial tests would be immaterial.

Third, we faced a significant backlog of erosion control work involving structures that hac een
delayed due to a wet spring and late crop harvest. When a decision where to place emp is
arose, I elected to put the priority on landowners who had been on the list the longest; the erosion
control measures that had been signed up for — in some cases — years prior to the cover-

practices even being announced.

Through these issues; the window of time to successfully plant cover crops was closing. Time
overtook our ability to take care of our landowners in a manner we would like. The resi  >f'this
failure, was this landowner being forced to decide rather to plant — without a contract, and in
good faith that we would be able to cost share with him — or deciding not to participate in cover
crops at all. This landowner took the greater risk, by participating without a contract, a wis
— understandably — upset that we cannot cost share with him on this project.

E2



Callaway Soil and Water Conservation District
4549 State Road H, Fulton, MO 65251
(573) 592 - 1400

We feel like there were several breaks in the chain on the program delivery portion of this
practice. Some of them are directly our district’s failing; and we acknowledge that. However,
some of the breaks involved aspects beyond our control, such as; insufficient training or
instruction on program delivery, almost state-wide misunderstanding of program requirements,
and weather delays.

As this particular landowner took the initiative to complete the cover crop practice to the
specifications required, we would like to ask that the commission allow this landowner to
participate as if he had a signed contract from the very start.

Thank you for your time,

Matt Blansett
District Specialist I11
Callaway SWCD
Mb

Mark Smart,

/1onk )gm

Callaway SWCD Board Chairman



Callaway Soil and Water Conservation District
4549 State Road H, Fulton, MO 65251
(573) 592 - 1400

Timeline of N340 Cover Crop Practice

9-1-2015 Landowner called discussing interest in the cover crop practice.

9-4-2015 Soil samples were taken in two fields on property.

9-18-2015 Received word that mixture of Winter Rye, Tillage Radish, and irnip
had been planted, including 1 % tons of pot ash spread.

2-23-2016 Landowner contacted the office asking about the payment on his cover
crop planting.
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504 S. WASHINGTON ST., MONTICELLO, MO. 63457
573-767-5276 ext 3

Lewis SWCD Supervisors
Ron Krueger, Chairmen David McCutchan, Vice-Chairman David Stice, Treasurer ~ Brenda Amold, Secretary ~ Randy Scoggin, Member

March 17, 2016

Soil & Water Conservation Commission
P.O.Box 176
Jefferson City, MO. 65102-0176

Soil and Water Conservation Commission,

In August and September 2015, Lewis County SWCD processed over 30 cost share contracts for cover
crops and in the process one contract was overlooked and not completed.

On March 11, 2016, Clint Briscoe was in the Lewis Co SWCD office in order to verify the office had all
the information they would need to process payments for his N340 contracts. While reviewing the SHAC
information provided by the program office on March 8, 2016, the district and Mr. Briscoe discovered one
contract had been overlooked by the district staff and had not been processed. This operator had signed
up several landowners and was approved for 4 other N340 contracts. The operator was under the
impression that all contracts had been approved for cost share so he planted the cover crop last year and
submitted the required soil sample for the overlooked farm to the Soil Health Assessment Ce; .

On the overlooked property, Landowners Cottingham, Flynn & Flynn with the assistance of Operator
Clint Briscoe requested cost share assistance for 2 fields totaling 88.4 acres to plant wheat as the cover
crop. The case file had the completed landowner authorization and vendor input forms but no other
paperwork has been completed. If approved, the contract would provide cost share for 88.4 acres at $30
per acre (for 1-2 species) as well as one soil test. The total cost share amount for this N340 itract
would be $2719.50. The Lewis Co SWCD has sufficient FY16 cost share funds to fund this contract. We
feel this was an oversite of the district staff and not the landowner or operator’s fault.

The Lewis County SWCD requests the commission to grant approval for a N340 cost share contract for a
total of $2719.50 for Cottingham, Flynn & Flynn. We appreciate your consideration in this matter.

Ronald Krueger, Chairman
Lewis Co SWCD

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activitics on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender,
religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and marital or fernily status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for commumication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotaps, etc.) should contact USDA’s TARGET
Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD).To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326W, Whitten Building,
14" and Independence Avenue, SW. Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice or TDD), USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer
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Camden County Soil and Water Conservation District
275 Old South 5 - Camdenton, MO 65020 - Phone: 573-346-5125

March 22, 2016

Missouri Soil & Water Conservation Commission
PO Box 176
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Dear Commission Members:
RE: Request for Cost-Share Variance

We would like to request a variance for one of our landowners. Mr. Leonard C. Franklin, a Camden
County landowner, has recently started actively working his farm. He came to our office inJanu 2015
for advice for his farmihg operation. He brought soil tests and our technician made recommendations
and discussed the DSP-2 —~No-Till program with Mr. Franklin. After visiting the farm our technician also
suggested Mr. Franklin attend a grazing school. Mr. Franklin did attend a school in April of 2015. In
August of 2015, Mr. Franklin brought in updated soil tests. At this time our technician worked up
information for the DSP 3.4, Grazing System Lime. Mr. Franklin was approved for 191.6 acresol ne
and paid $8560.11 in November of 2015.

This month, March 2016, Mr. Franklin contacted our technician requesting more information on
proceeding with fertilizer and seed. The technician informed him he was not eligible to do cost-share
since his acreage was under the DSP3-4 maintenance agreement.

Mr. Franklin feels he has not been treated fairly and the technician gave him bad advice. Evidently Mr.
Franklin thought he was working on a DSP-2 practice and applying the lime six months in advance, which
according to his soil test was necessary.

If Mr. Franklin had completed 160 acres of the no-till practice he would have received about twice the
amount he received for applying just lime on the 191.6 acres.

Since Mr. Franklin is not familiar with our cost-share program and not familiar with our acronyms, we
feel there was not adequate communication between our technician and the landowner. We have also
spoken to our technician about his communication, making sure new clients are aware of the practices
and giving better advice.

Earnest L. Calvert Joseph Moulder leff Apperson Troy Frederick
Chairman Vice-Chairman Secratary Treasurer

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SELF-GOVERNMENT



We are asking a variance be approved, allowing the landowner to utilize the DSP-2 but not paying on the
lime since it has already been applied and paid. We feel Mr. Franklin was earnestly trying to improve his
farm and came to our office anticipating accurate advice. We do not want to leave a bad impression on

the Soil and Water program and would like to create a more positive image, while also improving Mr.
Franklin’s farm.

Sincerely,

7

) o 3 ’
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Earnest L. Calvert Joseph Moulder eff Apperson Troy Frederick

President Vice-President Secretary Treasurer



Grazing Management Resource Concern

DSP-02 Permanent Vegetative Cover Enhancement

Purpose

1.
2.

Reduce soil erosion and improve water quality.

Improve the productive cover of existing pastureland with the demonstration of no-till, inter-
seeding of legumes by the use of no-till drills; to protect the soil and prevent the pollution of
air, land or water from agricultural uses.

Applicability

l.

Applies to pastureland and hay land only where non-woody, permanent vegetative cov  is in
poor or very poor condition, with less than thirty percent (30%) introduced legumes, t« 3
improved to good condition; or to fescue pastureland in better than poor condition wit  ss
than thirty percent (30%) introduced legumes and where fescue-endophyte fungus inf¢  tion
levels are greater than thirty percent (30%) and less than seventy percent (70%). The
argument has been made that during certain times of the year, a particular fescue stanc

show lower levels of endophyte infestation than what is actually present. The board, 1 1e
help of University Extension, should make every effort to inform the cooperator of the er
method and timing of taking the endophyte test. The purpose of the endophyte test is
determine the level of infestation. The test should not be taken just to qualify for cost-share.

In the case of fescue eligibility, the percent legume in the fescue pasture must be less*
thirty percent (30%). Lespedeza is excluded from the measurement. The fescue-endc  rte
infestation level must be greater than thirty percent (30%) and less than seventy perce
(70%) as determined by a proper endophyte test. Refer to NRCS Technical Note No. 17.

"

For purposes of this practice, poor pasture condition shall include “poor” and “very po
with numeric values of 20 or less as determined by the use of the JS-Agron 24.

Erosion Requirements

Practice is eligible for cost-share based sheet and rill erosion. Pre-installation erosion rates must
be less than or equal to tolerable soil loss.

Sheet & Rill Erosion Checks: PRE-INSTALL<OR=T

Specifications
The completed practice must meet the NRCS Standards and Specifications for Forage and

Biomass Planting (512), Prescribed Grazing (528), and Vegetation Establishment, Herbaceous
Seeding (723) contained in the Field Office Technical Guide.

Policies

1.

Haying is permitted to manage and maintain the legume when grazing alone does not control
grass and weed growth.

V-41 07/13/2015



2. Cost-share is authorized for:

a.

Limestone and fertilizer. Assistance is limited to the minimum requirements based on
legume establishment recommendations, as determined by a soil test. Cost-share for
limestone may be approved for the amount needed up to a maximum of 1,500 pounds
effective neutralizing material (ENM). Any amount over 1,500 pounds of ENM is the
cooperator’s responsibility. For those tests which have an ENM requirement of less than
600 pounds per acre, the cooperator has the option of applying the requirement.

Interseed Legumes. Permanent vegetative cover based on the DSP-02 Interseed Legumes
component.

Reseeding, under the conditions listed in Section V, subsection E, for a maximum of 80
acres.

3. Cost-share is not authorized for:

Measures which would constitute complete re-establishment of existing cover.

b. Nitrogen.
c. Nutrient application based on crop production goals rather than establishment
recommendations.
d. Nutrient build-up. Fertilizer application is to be consistent with one year’s nutrient
requirements for a four or eight year nutrient buildup plan.
e. Chemicals.
f. Broadcast or aerial sowing of legume seed.
g. Woody or rocky fields where a no-till drill would not perform adequately.
h. Fields where woody vegetation has been cleared and no improvements or maintenance of
soil cover has since been performed.
i. Land already established in permanent vegetative cover which is under the maintenance
agreement of any program.
J. Fields with pre-install erosion rates above “T.”
k. Harvest of grass or legume seed.
Maximum Str4~ “st - -re
1. Assistance can not exceed 160 acres per cooperator for all farms owned by that cooperator.
If the land changes ownership, the new owner would be eligible to receive cost-share for the
practice provided the land qualifies and the new owner has not previously met the cost-share
maximum for the practice. It is the board's responsibility to see that the commission's intent
that no more than 160 acres of DSP-02 is demonstrated per cooperator.
2. Assistance is limited to 75% of the county average cost, not to exceed the state average cost.
3. Utilize the Practice Limits Detail report in MoSWIMS to ensure compliance with applicable

maximums.
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Grazing Management Resource Concern

DSP 3.4  Grazing System Lime

Purpose
1. Improve or maintain desired species composition and vigor of plant community.

2. Improve or maintain surface and/or subsurface water quality and quantity.
3. Improve or maintain riparian and watershed function.

4. Reduce accelerated soil erosion and maintain or improve soil condition.

Applicability

Applies to pastureland where permanent vegetative cover is established and can be enhanced
through the use of a planned grazing system. The system operator must follow an approvi
grazing system plan. The system operator must attend an approved grazing school provided by
University of Missouri, in conjunction with NRCS, prior to the district’s submittal of a contract
for review.

Erosion Requirements
Practice has no erosion requirements.

Specifications
The completed practice must meet the NRCS Standards and Specifications for Prescribed

Grazing (528), and Nutrient Management (590) contained in the Field Office Technical Gi .

1. Cooperators must have an approved grazing plan prior to contract board approval.
2. Cost-share is authorized for:

a. Lime application on existing systems that meet NRCS standard and specifications for
Prescribed Grazing (528).

b. One time application of lime in accordance with minimum cover improvement needed, as
determined by a soil test.

1) If determination is made that requires application of greater than 1,500 lbs. of v
per acre, the cooperator is required to apply a minimum of 1,500 lbs. of ENM per
acre. Cost-share may be provided for more than 1,500 Ibs. of ENM, not to exceed the
maximum of $50 per acre.

2) If lime is applied in split application when large amounts of ENM are required, the
contract must remain unpaid until all lime is applied.

3. Cost-share is not authorized for:
a. Lime, if N590 Nutrient Management was previously completed.

Maximum State Cost-Share
1. Assistance is limited to 75% of the established county cost, not to exceed the state average
cost.
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2. Maximum of $50 per acre for a one time application of limestone and in accordance to the
soil test recommendations for a planned grazing system.

3. Utilize the Practice Limits Detail report in MoSWIMS to ensure compliance with applicable
maximums.

Map Requirements
1. Shapefiles from NRCS’s Toolkit program must be saved on the district’s T:\ drive prior to
contract approval. The shapefiles must contain attributes that show the following
information that pertains to the contract:
e Farm Perimeter
e Acreage Completed under DSP 3.4 and/or DSP 3.5
e Location of Power Source
e System Acreage
e Field Numbers
e Any other feature that may affect the completed system.

a. Planned items must be shown and labeled with the fiscal year to be installed.

e Planned Fence

e Planned Pipeline

e Planned Water Source

e Planned Watering Facility (Specify Tank or Hydrant)
e Planned Lime Application

¢ Planned Seeding Application

b. Existing items must be labeled with the fiscal year installed and funding source (EQIP,
SWCP, etc.).

» Existing Fence, including existing perimeter and cross fences
e Existing Pipeline

e Existing Water Source

e Existing Watering Facility (Specify Tank or Hydrant)

2. A map that displays the completed practice must be scanned and attached as a document type
“Map” in MoSWIMS prior to contract payment submission.

Pu.) B2 BV

Tec™“cal Respg~ es
Technical staff has the responsibility for determining the need for the practice, for design of the

practice based upon the minimum extent necessary, and to certify that the completed practice
meets NRCS standards and specifications within commission policy.

Acres Served
Acreage established in permanent vegetative cover that is treated with lime. Heavily forested
acreage and cropland are not eligible.

Extent Installed
Acres.

Maintenance Life
5 years.
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Gasconade County Soil and Water Conservation District
314 South Olive - Owensville. MO 65066 - Phone (573) 437-3478 - Fax 855-842-7890

March 10, 2016

Soil & Water Conservation Commission
Department of Natural Resources

PO Box 716

Jefferson City, MO 65101

Dear Commissioners,

We would like to request a variance to the Cover Crop no-tillage requirement due to the recent
flooding event that happened here in Gasconade County.

We are attaching pictures of the fields for Aaron Bossaller, contract # 062-16-0012 ($876.00)
and 062-16-0013 ($1,762.50). Mr. Bossaller has turned in all of his receipts for the cost of
adequate seed and the soil health analysis requirements.

Due to the recent flood event, he has several areas in the field that must be addressed before he
can no-till his cash crop of soybeans. He would like to vertically till the areas to smooth them
down so that he can “safely” no-till his crop. There will be minimum tillage involved.

We ask that you provide Mr. Bossaller, with a one-time variance to vertically till his fields in
preparation for no-till planting, while maintaining his current contracts. Thank you for your
consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,
Ere h 7 ‘/
Mike Haeffner

Vice-Chairman, Board of Supervisors

Board of Supervisors

Dennis Berger, Chairman
Mike Haeffner, Vice-Chairman
Matt Estes, Treasurer

Debra Nowack, Member

Matt Herring, Secretary

Helping People Help the Land






Franklin County SWCD Board Letter

To: Soil and Water District Commission
This letter is in regards to our Cover Crop (N340) practice.

Here in Franklin County, several of our cover crop participants had received damage to their fields from
the December Flood event, through multiple sand deposits and scouring.

We are requesting a variance to the cover crop policy to allow landowners to use tillage practices to
smooth out their fields, to have a uniform seed bed for future planting for crops.

Know Contracts:
002-16-0019
002-16-0015
002-16-0013

ZQwv M SAprd0G

F\rﬁklln Co. SWCD Boar







Sheet and Rill/Gully Erosion Resource Concern

N340 Cover Crop

Purpose
Provide operators an incentive to encourage the adoption of cover crops for reducing soil

erosion, improving water quality and soil health.

The definition of operator for the purpose of this practice is any individual farming the lan ~ ho
has incurred the expenses for the cover crops. The operator’s name should also be listed ¢~ =
with FSA as the operator of such land.

Applicability
Applies to cropland acres where row crops are grown and soil erosion needs to be prevente H>r
water quality and soil health improved.

Erosion Requirements
Practice has no erosion requirements to qualify. However, pre- and post-erosion rates nec o be
recorded in MoSWIMS to capture the erosion benefits of the practice.

Qrranifinatinma

The completed components of the practice must meet the NRCS Standards and Specificat s for
Conservation Crop Rotation (328) and Cover Crop (340) contained in the Field Office Technical
Guide.

Policies

1. The contract must contain the name of the legal owner. If an operator is participat ;, the
landowner must complete an “Operator Authorization” form.

2. Contracted acres must currently be in a minimum of a 2 species production crop ro  on.
Cover crops must be no-tilled or broadcast seeded with either ground equipment or aerial.

4. Production crop following the cover crops must be planted using a no-till system on the
contracted acres. No-till is defined as per standard 329 for Residue and Tillage
Management No-Till.

5. Payment can be issued after no-till planting of the production crops into the (terminated)
cover crops or after May 25 if the production crop has not yet been planted.

6. Cooperators must adopt cover crops in compliance with the Cover Crop (340) standard
as part of this practice. In addition:

a. All cover crop seedings must be planned with a minimum of 25% cool-season: ual
grass, small grain component or warm season grass. (Caution should be taken™ 2n
selecting Annual Ryegrass for a cover crops mix.)

b. Spring planted cover crops must have been planted at least 60 days prior to being
terminated.
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h.

Cover crops will be terminated as late as practical to maximize plant biomass
production and nutrient uptake. Landowners need to take into consideration timing
for next crop and crop insurance requirements.

Cover crops will not be harvested for grain, seed or hayed.

Cover crops may be grazed once the forages have reached a minimum height of 6-8
inches with enough biomass produced to justify grazing. However, grazing should
not occur if it will damage the forages so that their effectiveness as a cover crop
would be impacted. Grazing will need to stop once the forages have been grazed
down to 4 inches.

Tillage cannot be used to terminate the cover crops.

N595 Pest Management practice may be utilized to terminate the cover crops. The
pest management plan must be developed to address the termination of the cover crop
and all pest issues that may occur during the next production crop growing season.

A soil sample for the Initial Standard Soil Health Package test through the Missouri
Soil Health Assessment Center (SHAC) must be taken on each field prior to seeding
cover crops. The initial sample will need to be taken only for the first state cost-share
contract on the field. The number of samples per field will be determined by the
sampling requirements provided by SHAC.

There is a second soil health test through SHAC called Follow-Up Standard Soil
Health Package that landowners are encouraged to do four or five years after
implementing cover crops on a field. If a landowner receives cost-share again on a
field four or five years later to implement the practice, the landowner can receive a
cost-share payment on the cost of the test. The number of samples per field will be
determined by the sampling requirements provided by SHAC.

7. The NRCS MO JS Agron 340 Cover Crop Design Worksheet documentation must be

scanned into MoSWIMS as supporting documentation when the contract is submitted for
review.

Cost-share is authorized:

a. For incentive payments for operators (including landowner-operators) who implement all

required components of the Cover Crop practice.

b. For soil health assessment testing through the University of Missouri SHAC for either the

Initial Standard Soil Health Package or Follow-Up Standard Soil Health Package.

Cost-share is not authorized for:
Cover crops in pasture or hay land.

Maximum State Cost-Share

1.

Operators participating in the Cover Crop practice will be eligible for 75% of the component
cost of the test through SHAC and an incentive payment of $30/acre/year for a 1 or 2 species
cover crop mix or $40/acre/year for 3 or more species cover crop mix with a life time
maximum total payment of $20,000 per operator. Utilize Practice Limits Detail report in
MoSWIMS to ensure compliance with applicable maximums.
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