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| conservaiion programs
h:nv@ oeen ne pest iools ever enacted (and
dl) by Congress for r)nrowc:ung
erlrlarlcing and rastoring fisn and wildlire
naopitai on PRIVATE LANDS!

Food Security Act
1990 - Food, Agriculture, Consearvation and Trade Act
' FeJaraI /-\grir‘ultur-'—\ Im,Jrov-'-\rnnnr :md Reform Ac t

2008 - "ood f‘orper\utlorl vmd Energy ,-\r‘f
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523 Billion over 5 years

=siablisned linkage wiin SWAPS

... pDrovides the Seacratary authority to addrass issuas raised by State,
ragional, and nationzal consarvation initiatives, Th asa

State ragional and
nationzal consarvation initiativaes” may include such thin t ha Northn
Amearican Wateriowl Managameant Plan, the National Fi - sh i-I: itat Action
Plan, the Graater Sage-Grouse Consearvation Stratagy |t

r

Compreneansive Wildlife r‘on:",:—,'rv:u;ion Sfrategies (als o referrad to as the
State Wildlite Action Plans), the Novthern Beowhite Conservation
Initiative, and State forest resourca Jt ata JI:‘S !

- 20038 Farm Bill Conierance Raport
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Meajor Cornservaltion Prograrms

Land Retrement Prograrms
- Conservailor Reserve Prograrm (CRP)
— Consearvalion Rasarve snnancarment Prograur
(CREP)
| For Wildlife Ennzancemeant (SAFE)
tands Reserve Program (WRP)
essland Laserve Program (GRP)



Major Conservailon Prograrms

Working Lands Programs

- environmenial Quality Incentivas Prograurr
(2QIP)

- Conservaitlor Stewardsnip Prograrm (CSP)

- Wildlire rlabitat Inceniives Program (WrIIP)

- rarrm and Ranch Lands Protection Prograrr
(FRLPP)

> rlealiny Foresis Reserve Prograrm (FIFRP)
> ofners



Farm Bill Conservation Programs
FY 2009 Funding Estimates (~$4.3 Billion)

Working Lands

Programs
$1.9 Billion
44%

Land Retirement
Programs

$2.4 Billion

56%




- States receive conservaion grograrr
allocaiions ranging frorn $10M 0 >3100M|
[

ner year (excluding CRPI)

— 10-15x state pudgets of Federal tunds from
other sources for wildlife conservaiior

— Conservaiion programs fund & variety of
practices tnat can be targeted to state wildlire

dentfied by SWAPS



A few exarnples of now ine Farrm
Bill 13 veing used to Implermernt
SWAP priorities



Acnieving Texas Wildlite Actior)
Plar) Opjecilves Trirougr the Use
of Farrn Bill Prograrms




For Example...
—



Declining Species - Pronghorn Antelope

Problems:

1. Antelope won’t jump fences but will crawl under o r
through them.

2. Brush encroachment reduces visibility and increas es
fawn predatiOﬂ, Photo by Chuck Kowaleski



Pronghorn EQIP Area

Netwire fences prevent normal movement of
antelope, causing genetic isolation, die-offs
during drought, losses to predators that use
fences, especially corners, to corral pronghorns.

Thousands of miles of 1940’s sheep era
netwire fence occur in west Texas.

Photo by Lane Sumner



After EQIP-funded modification - corners and section S
of fence are replaced by 4 strand barbed wire.

Bottom strand 16” from ground allows antelope to
crawl under fence.

Photo by Lane Sumner



Problem #2

Poor grazing management and brush encroachment on o pen
desert grasslands reduces visibility and increases the
likelihood of predation, especially among pronghorn
fawns.

sSrush removead by gruobbing and burning
cornoinad with grazing manageameant plan
under EQIP coniract,

Photo by Laurie Meadows



Good example of pasture with managed grazing plan
and brush management in place

Photo by Chuck Kowaleski



Working witn pariners o foct
Orojects in nign priority ar
the 1 SWAP

CREP 8110 rnillion
=0OIP $99.5 rnillion
W $2.6 rmillion
GRP $1.0 rnillion
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or exarmgple,
CR P 13 focusing orn rest orlng 99,200 acres
In the Green River Waiersnead, the nign esz
rening areea identfiaed oy the <\ J/V,-\ P e
one of Norin Armerica’s most ¢
2co3ysiarns.
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A state wildlire grant is
sSUPOriing rnonitoring
grassland vird response
[0 habitat restoration

In this area.
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Norin Darkoia

> ND SWAP orioriiies nave peen iniegraied
inio EQIP, WRP, WHIP and GRP
erirollrment ra.nkmg ractors
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> EOQIP special iniflatives focus on SWAP
oriorities (2.9., sage-grouse)



MIssour]

> All Farrn Bill conservaiion programs
include targets for SWAP prioriiies

2.g., Local EQIP workgroups targai SWAP
C 9,

2rvaion areas In ranging ractor
resulting in ~3,000 ac/yr of rare & declining
naoliai resioratior
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focus on
nignest
geaogr

rephnic
orioriiies



Top Priority: Prairie Focus Area

nen Northarn Boowniie neat
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MO SAFE projects tled to SWAP



2 WRP facilit
olantng (24 i)
Consearvailon Area

> Over one rmile of Missouri River orimary levee
rernoved in Manitou sluris Weiland COA

> GRP facilitated oroteciion of 10,000 acras of natve
oralrie (that's 10% of total remeaining acresl)



Arkansas

> SWARP oriorities are peing iniegrated witn
targeis for and implermeniaiion of most

Farr Bl conservaiion prograrms.
_
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or example.........
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Arkansas SAFE

SWAP Opjeciive  Praciice b Expended Acres
109 weitland =rnargent 2,507,000 2,210
species weiland

restoration

oL F wetland 2 007,000
resioraiior

0
O
@
I_

53 grassland Native grass 3,834,000 3,365
species restoratior

Total $10,349,000 9,106
With other prograrns, total Farm BSill funds directly contriouting
to resioration of SWAP species exceads $30.5 million and

25,000 aicres.



Monltoring

e monitoring requirernents — to

;833 ine affecilvenass of consearvailon
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> Opportunities for SWAP-CEAP linkages!



CEAP Conialns Severel
=lemenis

Bibliographies and
Literature Reviews

National Assessment Watershed Assessments

Cropland Componeant ,\gnouhum =

e
Service (ARD)
Wetlands Cormponent Watarsheads

w Cornpetitive Grant

(S
Watersheds (CSRE
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Grazing Lands Component

Special Emphnasis
Watershads (NRCS




CEAP Wildlite Cormponeni Approacr
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> Work across tne Sr)ec, rurn of effecis measure
| e cuality, population response)
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regional Focus

NRCS-AFWA Parinership
Solicit Input frorn the fisn a
COrnrnurnity

el wildlife consearvailon



CEAP Wildlife Component assessments

2005-2009
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Multiple classes



Principle assessrent pariners

American Bird Conservancy

Assgociation of Fish and Wildlile Agencies

Blackioot Challenge

Ducks Unlimited

Intermountain West Joint Venture

Mississippl State University

Missouri Department of Conservation

Penn State University

Playa Lakes Joint Venture

Purdue University

Michigan State University

MNatureServe

NRCS Agricuitural Wildlife Conservation Center

The Nature Consearvancy

The Wildlife Society

University of Maryland

University of Massachusetts

University of Missouri

University of Nebraska

University of Northern Colorado

University of Tennessee

US Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS National Wetlands Research Center
Missouri Resource Assessmeant Partnarship
MNorthern Prairie Wildlife Re earc Center
Upper Midwest Ecological

Utah State University

Virginia Tach



CEAP Wildlife Component Funding
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CEAP Products (see display booin)

j

o Ljteratyre Raviaws
» CEAP Conservation Insighis
> CEAP Science Noias

Downlozad: www.nres.usda.gov/technical/NRI/ceap



Wnat's next for CEAP-WIldlifa?

> Continue axsting projects and devealop naw
parinersnips to address orioriiies

> Worikk with SWAP Monitoring Cormponents o
docurnent effecis of conservaion acions!!!

CEAP findings can nelp states meet SWAP
MOoNItoring requirernants
— SWAP Monitoring Cornponent findings can
nelp rneet CEAP objeciives



VWnat you carn do:

> Find out It your agency nas sorneone
working witnt USDA on rFarrn Bill prograrms

— It not, nelp esiaolisn one
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— It yes, nelp ouild bridges and share goals
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> Find out wnat your siaie
conservaiton prograrm allocation Is and
now ine runds are spent
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| Fe rrr BIII Orngclffb
— Natural Resources Conservaion Service
— rFarm service Agerncy
— Soll and Waier Conservaiion Disiricis

— Conservaliorn groups
- DU, Pr, QU, OF, Joint Venturas, TNC, others

TI

Partner wiin the CEAP Wildlite Cornponeni
Irn rnonitoring efforts



$4.3
Blilllon/Year

Are
2 you nelpl
L neloing |
e lping to spend |
2's Wildlite vr) ;
e Or your
rn Plan opjec

20
2cilves?

=l

, oill




CEAP Wildlite Cormponent contacts

rRay EvVans
=Cco Assoclates
573 896-4836

Rayavans24@ernoargmel.corm

Charlia Rawa

NRCS Resource Inventory and Assassrnent Division
301 504-2326

Charles.rewa@wdc.usda.gov

CEAP Websiie:
wwwwy.nres.usda.govitecnnical/NRI/ceap
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