
Meeting Minutes 

 

Meeting was called to order at 12:07 pm 

 

Meeting Attendees: Bill Sheehan, Kristen Thompson, Lora Audibert, Eric Deschaine, James 
Rizdon, Henok Wehib, Lindsay Daigle , Alexander Zetterman, Duane Theriault  

 

Fiscal Year 24 Contract Obligations 

 

• The office contracted approximately 45 to 50 contracts last year, totaling over $1.6 
million, primarily from agricultural waste, forestry, and cropland. Alex expressed 
satisfaction with this amount and suggested that a sustainable target would be between 
$1.6 million and $2 million for future contracts.  

     

 

NWQI Funding 

 

• Alex highlighted the significant investment in the NWQI (National Water Quality 
Initiative) over the past four years, amounting to about $300,000 annually. There is an 
intention to maintain funding between $300,000 and $500,000 for watershed projects in 
the coming years.  

     

 

Core Practices and Forestry Work 

 

•  There is a desire to push for the inclusion of additional core practices in future 
programs, particularly in forestry, to enhance the office's capabilities and funding. Alex 
emphasized that he believes forestry work could be expanded significantly.  

     



 

 

 

CSP Program Challenges 

 

• The Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) has faced challenges in attracting 
participants, with a noted increase in the minimum payment from $1,500 to $4,000 per 
year, which has not significantly improved interest. Alex mentioned ongoing resistance 
from farmers, despite personal positive experiences with the program. Alex also 
mentioned that this program pays even on years the farmer isn’t doing anything. 

 

Forestry Management Plans 

 

• There is a growing interest in Forestry Management Plans (FMPs), with new participants 
signing up for forestry work. The Act Now program is designed to expedite the 
application process for these plans. At least 20 – 25 Act Now programs done this year. 

     

 

Local Ranking Questions 

 

• The meeting discussed local ranking questions used for evaluating applications, 
particularly focusing on forest stand improvement and invasive species management. 
Adjustments to the scoring system were considered to better reflect the needs and 
conditions of local forestry practices.  
 

• One of the questions that was changed was on the Maine forestry draft which had the 
forestry prescription including treatment to address forest health or reduce the risk of 
destructive insects or plants instead of invasive species and pathogens holding 30 points  
 

• Another question was added this time on the Maine cropland draft. It asks if a practice 
that is constructed on a land will trap or reduce sediment. The question held 30 points. 



    F26 Categories are as follows 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category Percentage Priority Changes 

Maine Livestock Waste 10 H  

Maine Cropland 52 H  

Maine Forestry 38 H  

Total Percentage 100.00%   

    



Some changes to the Ranking pool questions have been made as follows  

1. Fy24 Maine Forestry Draft         2. Fy24 Maine Cropland Draft 

 

 

Question Answer Choices Points Changes 

Is Pct. 666 (Forest Stand 
Improvement) being utilized 
in the application to address 
structure AND composition in 
the stand as recommended 
by a licensed forester? * 

YES 75  

Is Pct. 666 (Forest Stand 
Improvement) being utilized 
in the application to address 
structure AND composition in 
the stand as recommended 
by a licensed forester? * 

NO 0  

Does the forestry prescription 
include a treatment to 
address forest health or 
reduce the risk of invasive 
insects or pathogens? * 

YES 40  

Does the forestry prescription 
include a treatment to 
address forest health or 
reduce the risk of destructive 
insects or plants? * 

NO 0  

Does the application address 
resource concerns in a 
treatment area that includes 
softwood plantations, or 
sugar bush for maple syrup 
production? * 

YES 35  



 

 

Question Answer Choices Points Changes 

Will planned practices have a 
direct positive impact on 
documented water quality 
degradation by eliminating or 
reducing sediment entering a 
water body from a field or fields 
adjacent to the water body? * 

YES 110  

Will planned practices have a 
direct positive impact on 
documented water quality 
degradation by eliminating or 
reducing sediment entering a 
water body from a field or fields 
adjacent to the water body? * 

NO 0  

Will multi-species cover crops be 
utilized in the conservation plan to 
address overall soil health issues 
(soil organic matter depletion, soil 
structure, water holding capacity)? 
* 

YES 30  

Will multi-species cover crops be 
utilized in the conservation plan to 
address overall soil health issues 
(soil organic matter depletion, soil 
structure, water holding capacity)? 
* 

NO 0  

Will planned practices 
substantially reduce sheet and rill 
erosion on the land unit as 
measured by RUSLE II or the 
Integrated Erosion Tool? * 

YES 30  

Will a practice that could trap or 
reduce sediment that is 
constructed on the land 

 30  



 

Wildlife and Pasture Pools 

 

• The local wildlife pool has seen decreased interest, leading to discussions about 
potentially reviving it. The pasture practice pool has also dwindled due to a lack of cattle 
operations in the area, with only a few remaining interested farmers.  

     

 

Agricultural Waste Management 

 

• The agricultural waste management program was discussed as a beneficial initiative for 
beginning farmers, with a focus on improving waste storage and management practices. 
The program has shown positive results in changing farming operations for the better.  

     

 

Cropland Practices 

 

•   The importance of reducing sediment runoff from cropland was emphasized, with 
discussions on multi-species cover crops and their benefits. The need for effective 
structures to trap or reduce water flow was also highlighted.  

     

 

Future Considerations 

 

• The meeting concluded with discussions about the potential impacts of the upcoming 
farm bill and the need for adjustments in funding limits to better support farmers. 
Concerns were raised about the timeline for the new farm bill and its implications for 
future funding.  

 


