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ISSUE: AG LANDOWNER ROUNDTABLE
Background:  
CFB has several representatives participating on the Ag Landowner Roundtable. There are 
many issues being discussed by the Ag Landowner Roundtable, which are of interest and concern 
to various advisory committees and other members. 
Points for Consideration: 
Information concerning issues discussed by the Ag Roundtable need to be forwarded to various 
advisory committees and information provided to advisory members to contact Ag Roundtable 
members concerning the issues. 

CFB should make public to other members who their representatives are that sit on the Ag 
Roundtable and their contact information. Summaries of Ag Roundtable meetings could be sent 
to the Wildlife advisory committee and forwarded around to other members. Information about 
these roundtable meetings or notes from the meetings could be posted on the CFB website or 
The Pulse. 

The CDOW should give more public notice of the Ag Roundtable meetings and make their agenda 
available to the public. 

ISSUE: BEAR COUNTS
Background: 
The CDOW has received increasing pressure from activist groups, like The Humane Society of 
the United States, to not increase the number of bear and lion kills in Colorado. 

Information gathered by sportsman groups indicates that more bear are being harvested out of 
regular bear season for control than the number being harvested during licensed seasons.  Also 
the number being harvested annually by these two means has surpassed the annual numbers 
harvested prior to the enactment of Amendment 10. Bear kills out of season exceeds bear kill in 
season.
Points for Consideration: 
In light of the increasing number of bears across the state of Colorado should the licenses for bears 
be substantially increased? Should CFB be engaged with other sportsman groups advocating for 
the overturn of Amendment 10? Should CFB take action to work to modify Amendment 10?

CFB should research and provide information relative to the increasing number of bear being 
harvested out of season, as well as those harvested by license each year, and the increasing cost 
to manage such problems that the increasing bear population has created.
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB # 212 – Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 

WILDLIFE AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
Chairman: Kevin Roberts  Vice Chair: Gary Melcher

Staff: Richard Connell
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ISSUE: CDOW WEBSITE
Background: 
The CDOW website provides updated information to interested parties concerning the 
Landowner Voucher Roundtable and the Habitat Partnership Program, which can provide 
valuable information to members, but the process is somewhat complicated. Website Links on 
the CFB website to the CDOW websites would provide the ease of maneuvering for members. 
Points for Consideration: 
Maneuvering through several drop down menus on the CDOW website and choosing the correct 
selection is somewhat confusing for the public. 

Should Colorado Farm Bureau aid landowners by providing website links to CDOW websites?

ISSUE: DEPREDATION OF COYOTES
Background: 
CDOW claims control over the wildlife of the state of Colorado and exercises that control liberally 
over both private and public lands. However when it comes to taking responsibility for the depre-
dation caused by coyotes the CDOW takes no responsibility. In addition any control of coyotes is 
administered by USDA Wildlife Services. 
Points for Consideration: 
Should CDOW be financially responsible for depredation by coyotes? 
If responsibility were shifted to CDOW for coyote depredation would the controls administered 
by USDA Wildlife Services remain in place? 
What new fees would CDOW generate if such depredation responsibilities were enacted? 
What are the other forces that might be at work here? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB # 212 - Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW)
CFB #227 – Predator Control 

ISSUE: MINERAL RIGHTS
Points for Consideration: 
Basic discussion on whether non producing mineral rights should revert back to the county after 
20 years of non production. Many small portions of mineral rights go unclaimed and taxes unpaid 
in some counties in Colorado. Should there be some provisions made to reclaim the ownership of 
these small portions by the county?

The committee discussed the need to consider the use and necessity of severance taxes to the 
state’s economy, as well as royalties to the state. 

We should consider addressing banking and railroad owned rights of ways and those abandoned 
right of ways. A unique dynamic exists in the ‘private versus public owned’ argument for mineral 
rights. 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #169 - Mineral Rights
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ISSUE: WILD AND SCENIC RIVER ELIGIBILITY
Background:
Several Colorado Bureaus of Land Management Field Offices and are implementing Range 
Management Plan (RMP) Revisions at this time. Several Forest Service Plans are also being 
revised are have been revised. Congress has mandated through the Wild and Scenic rivers Act 
that these agencies will conduct an eligibility analysis of rivers within each offices jurisdiction. 
Following the finding of an eligibility status for a river segment, a comment period is required. 
Environmental groups have been commenting heavily in support of the eligibility. The next 
step is an analysis of suitability. A suitability finding is the necessary next step for a possible 
designation of the river segment as Wild & Scenic under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. A river 
may be designated Wild & Scenic by congress or by the signature of the Secretary of the Interior. 
Every river designated Wild & Scenic has been by Congress and a Federal Reserve Water Right 
has been appropriated for each designation. 

Environmental Groups have been actively pursuing the suitability findings for many of the river 
segments now be considered as eligible. In some cases stakeholder groups are being formed 
to complete the suitability finding. CFB has been active in 2009 and 2010 to work with other 
landowner and water concerns to prevent suitability findings. We have been successful in 
thwarting the efforts of Environmental Groups to secure a suitability status in some RMP” by 
providing alternative measures that will protect the ORV’s  (Outstanding Remarkable Values) 
that caused the river segment to be classified eligible.  In other places the Environmental Groups 
have gained the upper hand by moving quickly before landowner and water interests were aware 
the process was moving. In those places we may be too late to keep some rivers from being found 
suitable. Still, in other RMP’s the process has not started yet and landowner and water interests 
have an opportunity to enter the process early and avoid suitability findings. 
Points for Consideration: 
Should we have policy that prohibits the re-evaluation of river for eligibility as a requirement for 
renewal of a Forest Management Plan or a Range Management Plan?

Should we have a plan of action and encourage CFB members to be engaged in the process 
and work with other stakeholders to prevent river segments from being found suitable for 
designation, by identifying other means to protect the ORV’s (Outstanding Remarkable Values) 
that the RMP’s and FMP’s have identified? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #189 –Wild & Scenic Rivers  
AFBF #551 – Wild & Scenic Rivers 

ISSUE: WILDLIFE DAMAGE TO FORAGE CROPS
Points for Consideration: 
Crop insurance is provided for losses due to weather related and other catastrophic related 
instances by the Farm Service Agency for non-insurable products. 

Should Wildlife damage to forage crops be covered by Farm Service Agency coverage –NAP 
(Non-Insurable Products)?

Since forage protection from wildlife is so difficult to obtain and calculate, and the CDOW 
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seldom pays, should we seek an alternative method of protection such as the FSA Non-Insurable 
Products provisions?
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB # 212 – Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW)
CFB #223 – Game Damage Loss Claims 

ISSUE: WILDLIFE HERD REDUCTION-  
FORAGE REPARATIONS, LANDOWNER VOUCHER PROGRAM
Background: 
Colorado has a complicated and controversial landowner voucher program.  The intent of 
landowner licensing is twofold: to allow landowners and their families to manage wildlife on 
lands they own or lease, and to encourage landowners to maintain quality habitat for wildlife by 
offering opportunities to supplement agricultural income by allowing some hunting access to be 
marketed and sold.  The program enables landowners to apply for big game licenses based upon 
land ownership and benefit to wildlife.  

Current law states that 15% of the licenses are allocated for landowners to use in units which are 
totally limited.  This means that vouchers are only available in areas where all of the big game 
hunting licenses are available only through the license draw and NOT over the counter.

To qualify for the program, the landowner must meet the following requirements:

• Land must be used primarily for agricultural purposes
• Land must be inhabited by deer, elk, or pronghorn for the greater portion of the year  
 preceding the application
• Land must be located within the Big Game Management Unit 
 (GMU) for which the application is made
• Land must be a single contiguous parcel containing 160 acres or more in the GMU
• Land must be located in a totally limited unit (not in an over-the-counter unit)
• Landowner must allow a reasonable number of properly licensed hunters on their   
 land

Landowners can apply for vouchers based on the amount of acreage registered in the program (1 
voucher for 160 acres up to 6 vouchers for 6000 acres).   Leftover vouchers that aren’t allocated in 
the first round are available for landowners to apply for in a 2nd application process.  Landowner 
voucher applications are drawn before the DOW’s regular drawing for limited licenses. 
Landowners who draw will receive vouchers to distribute to eligible hunters of their choice. 
Vouchers must be redeemed for actual hunting licenses before hunting.  

Colorado Farm Bureau has worked with other stakeholder groups to address abuses to the 
landowner voucher program.  These changes include specifying that landowners who transfer 
a voucher to a hunter must allow that hunter access to the private property registered in the 
program (although the hunter may choose to hunt on public land).  Vouchers may only be 
transferred one time, and shall only be transferred by the landowner directly to the hunter who 
will use the voucher to obtain a hunting license.  Third-party brokering of landowner vouchers 
is not permitted.  Landowners applying for leftover vouchers also must pay a fee and finally, 
landowners who fail to comply with state law or regulation may be disqualified from participation 
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in any landowner preference program for up to five years.
Points for Consideration: 
The committee believes that not all problems are consistent around the state, but that problems 
exist all across the state.

Currently there is a CDOW Landowner Voucher Committee, in which Hugh Sanburg sits on 
for CFB; they are still in discussions and working meetings. Nothing is complete yet as they 
are continuing to study the issues that exist across the state. We believe CFB should wait to act 
until this committee finishes their work. The vouchers are designed as compensation for game 
damage, not to simply alleviate game damage or deal with herd reduction. This voucher program 
is not the same as the game damage program. There is a list of tools through CDOW, not all 
encompassing, that are used for management tools around the state. 

Herd reduction is needed in Colorado, particularly with elk. The request has been made for the 
need to study CFB Policy to determine if it is necessary to propose any policy changes to help 
address herd reduction and manage game in the state. Should the kill percentage be higher? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #212 – Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) 
CFB #223 – Game Damage Loss Claims 

ISSUE:  WIND RIGHTS
Background: 
The 2010 Colorado Legislature considered HB 1158 which would have clarified the ownership 
of the right to use wind flowing across real property within this state, and specifies that, for 
purposes of determining the priority of uses between a severed mineral interest and a severed 
wind interest, the first interest severed is dominant. The bill was sponsored by Rep. Cory 
Gardner, laid over in the Ag committee and declared lost. There will certainly be other attempts 
at clarifying wind rights. 
Points for Consideration:
Should wind rights be allowed to be severed from land or should they be tied to the land. If so 
what are the guide lines for jurisdiction?

Should CFB work to clarify the ownership of the air/wind space belongs first and foremost to 
the surface owner? And that the ownership goes down to the center of the earth unless severed?  
There may be numerous parameters that need to be set or considered: 
• Air rights or wind rights
• Who has jurisdiction, administration
• Taxing concerns
• How high, how wide (in feet above surface) 
• Term limitations or perpetuity
• Senior rights
• Setback requirements
• Effect on other building requirements
• Mineral rights my revert back to the county after years of unpaid taxes
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #103 – Property
CFB #159 – Land Use
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ISSUE: WOLVERINE REINTRODUCTION
Background:
In 1996 when the CDOW began discussions of reintroducing the lynx to Colorado, the wolverine 
was also discussed. At that time the CDOW postponed action on the reintroduction of the 
wolverine. The Wildlife Commission will take up discussion of the reintroduction of wolverine in 
the summer of 2010. One wolverine has been identified as habituating in Colorado at the present 
time.  The existing wolverine is staying above timberline according to CDOW. 41% of the natural 
habitat for wolverine in the United States is said to be in Colorado, which places Colorado as 
prime habitat. 
Points for Consideration: 
It is imperative the CFB work with other Ag organizations and CDOW to stay on top of this 
issue.  Should there be more direct CFB policy or a Board Directive to ensure this effort? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #212 – CDOW 
CFB #217 – Endangered Species

WATER COMMITTEE
Chairman: Doug Koehn  Vice Chair: Nathan Weathers

Staff: Tony Hass

ISSUE:  CLEAN WATER RESTORATION ACT 
Background:  
The Clean Water Restoration Act S 787/HR 5088, which has been introduced in both the House and 
Senate, removes the word navigable from the Clean Water Act.
Points for Consideration: 
Colorado Farm Bureau supports the expansion of total control over the water of the state by internal 
authorities.  We are opposed to any efforts by the federal government to expand the control of 
intrastate waters.

Removing the word “navigable” potentially extends jurisdiction to many waters and places that have 
never been subject to federal regulation, including many ditches, irrigation and drainage systems, 
stock ponds, depressions, constructed water features, and possibility, groundwater.
Farm Bureau Policy: 
AFBF #5487 – Water Quality 
AFBF # 548 – Water Use

ISSUE:  SOUTH PLATTE WATER TASK FORCE REPORT  
Background: 
The Colorado Farm Bureau (CFB) Board of Directors, at the request of the CFB delegate body, 
commissioned a taskforce of CFB members to research, discuss and prepare potential solutions to 
the ground water and surface water conflicts within the South Platte River basin. This working 
group was comprised of one farm bureau member from each of the nine (9) counties encompassed 
in the South Platte River Basin. 
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The South Platte Task Force was charged with the following: 
To recommend and report to the CFB Board of Directors what can be done from a public 
policy perspective to increase water usage in the South Platte River Basin given the real and 
current parameters set forth by current Colorado water law including the 1969 law, the 1974 
augmentation requirements and Colorado Supreme Court Decisions. 

Several presentations were made to the board by individuals and organizations involved in the 
issues associated with both surface and ground water usage. Based upon these presentations 
and personal knowledge, several recommendations were made that would enhance the use of the 
water resources in the South Platte River Basin. 

In the closing statement of the Report it is stated: 
The members of the Task Force recognize the importance of return flows to the more junior 
water rights on the river. However, we feel that there needs to be a better understanding of 
the relationships between well pumping, water table depths and return flows. Only by a better 
understanding of these parameters can a defensible decision be made as to whether or not the 
alluvial aquifer can support a higher degree of conjunctive use. To support any decision, models 
should be based on measurable parameters such as pumping quantities, water table depths, and 
stream flows (return flows). Since the current status of the South Platte Decision Support System 
does not have these capabilities at the level required for this effort, additional development is 
required. 

Based on the information provided to the task force and the subsequent discussion amongst 
task force members, recommendations were made by the CFB South Platte Water Task Force. 
The task force believes these recommendations would provide a basis for developing a better 
understanding of the relationships associated with irrigation activities and effects on stream 
flows and in the process demonstrate the State’s commitment to irrigated agriculture.

**The complete task force report will soon be made available to all CFB Members. 
Points for Consideration: 
Should there be a better Basin-wide data collection site?  It appears that detailed data to describe 
the ground water resource may be missing, although a number of agencies have collected water 
level data, pumping data, and geologic data in the past.
 
Should there be an effort to reorganize Division of Water Resources into two separate Sub-
divisions: State Engineer’s Office and Regulatory Division, or alternately, explore the 
development of a basin-wide management authority for the South Platte River Basin? Under 
this scenario, the State Engineer then would be responsible for data collection and analysis 
while the regulatory division would be responsible to the administration and management of 
the state’s water resources. This type of reorganization would keep the State Engineer’s office 
and would be free from regulatory activities and hopefully be somewhat removed from political 
pressures that come with the administration of the water resource. Enabling language needs to 
be proposed giving specific authority to the Regulatory Division within the Department of Water 
Resources to administer the water resource in each of Colorado’s water divisions. 

Should Colorado policy leaders explore the feasibility of establishing a River Basin wide Authority, 
such as now exists in the Colorado River Basin, Rio Grande Basin, Republican River Basin, and 
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the southwest portion of the Colorado River Basin, which would develop policies and construct 
facilities to maximize the use of both ground and surface water for all South Platte River Basin 
residents? 

Should the state establish a pilot project that can demonstrate the effects of pumping and 
recharge on aquifer and stream levels? 

Does the State Engineer need to be required to annually evaluate the adequacy of augmentation 
plans to prevent injury to senior rights? 

Does there need to be stronger advocacy for the need to increase water storage within the South 
Platte Basin, specifically in the upper end of the basin? Water storage projects (surface and 
sub-surface) within the basin need to be developed, approved and constructed expeditiously. 
By allowing increased water storage in the upper portion of the basin, numerous benefits could 
be realized including the ability to re-time river flows, decreasing the amount of “free” water 
flowing to Nebraska and allowance for more augmentation opportunities if more water storage 
is available. 

Should CFB policy reflect some of these above considerations?

ISSUE:  CFB WATER POLICY REVIEW 
Points for Consideration: 
The Water Committee suggests that counties consider reviewing CFB polices #182 (Water 
Rights Administration), #183 (Utilization of Water), and #190 (Water Resources Management) 
for a need to combine and minimize some of the duplicative and repetitive policy. 

The Water Committees suggests a review of trans-mountain diversion policy and basin-of-origin 
policy, #187 and #190, to propose any needed clarifying language for diversions and mitigation 
purposes. 

ISSUE:  WATER STORAGE PROJECTS
Points for Consideration: 
Since Colorado is disproportionately damaged by restricted water use during drought periods, 
in order to fulfill compact requirements and storage of water at the heads of rivers provides the 
most efficient storage and water utilization. The Water Committee suggests that Colorado Farm 
Bureau urge our state government to seek cooperation and financial support from downstream 
states for storage projects at the upper reaches of Colorado’s river basins.  Such storage benefits 
the entire river basin and costs should be prorated between the benefitting states.

Should the process in Colorado Water Law be easier or more efficient for short term leases to be 
done for temporary transfers of water from agriculture to municipal/industrial uses? 
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SPECIALTY AG COMMITTEE
Chairman: Bruce Talbott  Vice Chair: Brad Milligin

Staff: Ron Brink

ISSUE: APICULTURE 
Background:  
Issues have arisen with commercial pesticide applicators spraying near beehives and the lack of 
communication between crop farmers, sprayers, and bee farmers can result in loss of bees. 
Points for Consideration: 
The committee believes we should support open communication between beekeepers and 
commercial and private applicators. The proper management of the hives for the protection, 
safety and health of the bees falls upon the beekeeper.
Farm Bureau Policy: 
CFB #325- Apiculture

ISSUE: IMMIGRATION LAW 
Background:  
Reference AFBF policy #137 (p. 20-23) – Immigration – “Immigration issues should be handled 
on the federal and not the state level.”
Points for Consideration:  
The committee makes note that we support the states’ use of discretion in making immigration-
control decisions appropriate and applicable to the state’s needs based on their unique situation 
even in the absence of federal support and or enforcement.

Should CFB or AFBF Policy fully support the concept of the law passed by the State of Arizona 
which enables enforcement of Federal Immigration laws which have not and are not being 
enforced by the Federal Government?  Should the Colorado Legislature consider enacting similar 
legislation during the 2011 Legislative Session?   

Should CFB Policy clarify that we are opposed to any boycott or similar action against Arizona 
for passage of this legislation?  
Farm Bureau Policy: 
CFB #273 – Immigration 

ISSUE: INVOLVEMENT OF COLORADO CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES 
IN AQUACULTURE AND GENERAL AGRICULTURE 
Background and Points for Consideration: 
Colorado Correctional Industries (CCI) is a fully owned subsidiary of the Department of 
Corrections, which contains the authority for the prisons to be involved in industries using prison 
labor. This Correctional industry is profit-oriented, which generates revenue for its operations 
and capital investment, which partly reimburses the general fund for the expense of correctional 
services. The wages paid to an inmate can be used to defray the cost of an inmate’s confinement, 
compensate victims, and pay child support. 
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The statute gives CCI the ability to enter into agreements with private persons or entities for the 
utilization of inmate labor. The intended consumers of products produced, such as license plates 
and office furniture, are other governmental agencies and the price shall be at fair market value, 
no matter who the consumer is, so as not to compete with the private businesses or cause other 
agencies to pay a premium for goods and services.

CCI’s industries, in addition to its farming operations, license plates and office furniture, make 
fishing rods and metal products and provide services such as horse and dog training. The farming 
operations include dairy, dairy goats, honey, vineyards, greenhouses, general farming and its 
aquaculture program that raises tilapia at the Arrowhead Correctional Center in Canon City 
and trout at the Buena Vista Correctional Facility. According to CCI’s website, milk, cheeses are 
shipped through out the prison system and honey is sold at the canteen. Trout and tilapia are 
sold, dressed, to Whole Foods. 

The question was raised in the Specialty Ag Committee Meeting: Is there unfair competition 
between CCI’s tilapia operation and private farms? The issue could be expanded to ask, are 
any state agencies causing unfair competition with agriculture in Colorado? CSU has nurseries 
and TSJC has a fish farm. Should government enterprises be allowed to compete or impact pre-
existing private enterprises? At what level? 

In October of 2007, the Aquaculture Board addressed the issue of tilapia being raised by the 
Canyon City prison and being marketed in Denver. At that time, the Colorado Department 
of Agriculture looked into the matter and could not determine that unfair competition was 
occurring and that CCI was operating as intended under their Title. The tilapia facility is a joint 
venture partnership with Til-Tech Aquafarm, LLC/Arrowhead Fisheries owned in Louisiana; 
and a Mississippi company. The tilapia, sold to Whole Foods, must meet Whole Foods rigorous 
requirements.

The only other fish processing in Colorado occurs at a state institution, Trinidad State Junior 
College’s Aquaculture Technician Program. This is a student-run business called Mountain 
Springs Tilapia. In 2001 the students spawned, grew-out, marketed and sold approximately 
$34,000 of boneless/skinless tilapia fillets, a popular food fish gaining acceptance in the United 
States. According to their news release, revenues from these fish sales are diverted back into the 
aquaculture program to help support the costs of the program and aquafarm.

Trout, at the Buena Vista Correctional Facility, at one time, were raised under the direction of 
the Division of Wildlife for stocking in state waters.   Correctional Industries took over the Buena 
Vista trout operation in 1990 and the CDOW, under a MOU, used the trout for stocking until the 
2010 stocking season, when CDOW did not honor the MOU due to budgetary issues.

CFB has an invitation to visit the Arrowhead Tilapia facility sometime this fall before the State 
Resolutions Committee meets. At this time, many of the questions that still remain about the 
workings of the Joint Venture can be asked. Director Steve Smith graciously offered to personally 
answer our concerns.  Director Smith is also very interested in promoting agriculture in the state 
and is open to working with anyone in the private sector. He can be reached at:  email: steve.
smith@doc.state.co.us, Phone: (719) 226-4208, Phone (cell): (719) 499-4749.

Rebecca Cooper, CFB Member who serves on the Specialty Ag Committee, may also be contacted 
to answer any questions members may have: Rcooper4610@aol.com; 303-682-1970. 
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ISSUE:  PROPERTY AND AG LAND TAX CLASSIFICATION CONCERNS
Points for Consideration: 
In order to further address Ag Land tax concerns the committee believes that CFB Policy #283 
– Definition of Agriculture – may need to include the production aimed at making a profit and 
verified by IRS via a schedule F filing. 

CFB Policy #136 – Property Taxes – states: “The land beneath a residence on a farm or ranch 
should be classified as agricultural for property tax purposes.” 

Insert as an explanation of “residence” - The primary residence, including any and all additional 
outbuildings and facilities integral to the agricultural operations should be included in the 
agricultural classification. 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #136 (lines 38-40) – Property Taxes 
CFB #283 – Definition of Agriculture 

CROPS COMMITTEE
Chairman: Mark Hillman  Vice Chair: Grant Allen

Staff: Nick Colglazier

ISSUE:  CROP INSURANCE
Background:
 Federally subsidized crop insurance has become a widely used risk management tool. For major 
field crops, a variety of products are available including traditional multi-peril crop insurance, 
a number of crop revenue products, farm-level products, and area-based products. In many 
respects, the federally-supported crop insurance program overlaps with commodity support 
programs. In some respects, it should no longer be referred to as “crop” insurance, since specific 
livestock products are available as well as products insuring an entire farm’s expected income 
level. The growing participation of producers in insurance programs as well as the improved 
product offerings suggests at least the potential for these programs to replace current farm 
income safety net provisions of the Farm Bill.
Points for Consideration: 
The new agreement was signed on July 13th.  USDA cut $6 billion from program and capped 
agent commissions.  $4 billion of the $6 billion cut will go to deficit reduction.  The 2012 Farm Bill 
will have to be written with a minimum $4 billion less in the “baseline” budget.  With having $4 
billion less to write the 2012 Farm Bill, legislators will have to make cuts to programs that are 
vital to Colorado agriculture. 

The key issue is whether capped agents will have a direct affect on sales? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
AFBF #229 – National Farm Policy
AFBF #325 – Basis Areas and Transportation 
AFBF #330 – Risk Management/Crop Insurance 
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ISSUE: CRP SIGN-UP
Background:
This is the first general sign-up for CRP since 2002. The USDA has required an environmental 
impact study to look at the impact of more acres in CRP.  It will be August before any decision 
will be made.  The 2008 Farm Bill cut acres that can receive payments with acreage limits in 
each county.

Established in 1985, CRP pays farmers and ranchers to idle environmentally sensitive lands and 
plant them to grass and other cover types. The voluntary program currently has 31.1 million 
acres enrolled nationwide.  The 2008 Farm Bill reduced the national CRP allotment from 39.2 
million to 32 million acres, and the Obama administration has floated the idea of reducing the 
existing cap to 24 million. 

Even though Secretary Vilsack said there will be a general CRP signup this year, the Farm 
Service Agency (FSA) had to publish its environmental analysis on June 18, 2010, and would 
have to observe a 30-day “no action period” before a general signup rule could be written. Based 
on this, FSA did not believe it could announce a CRP general signup until mid-August at the 
earliest. U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack announced that the agency will 
offer a general Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) signup later in 2010.
Points for Consideration: 
1) Poor timing for producers

a. Prevents prep work if going into farm ground; or
b. Can’t be reversed if field prep work has already been completed

2) Possibility that if a field is broke out, it may not be allowed to be re-enrolled for 3 years.
3) Lack of funding for the program

a. 2012 Farm Bill already cut program by $4 million
b. Farm Bill will heavily focus on nutrition and rural economic development

Farm Bureau Policy:
AFBF #225 - Conservation Reserve Program 

ISSUE: EPA DELAY OF E15 APPROVAL 
Background:
In March of 2009, Growth Energy filed a waiver to raise the amount of ethanol blend in gasoline 
from 10% to 15%.  Prior to the decision, the Department of Energy (DOE) stepped in and decided 
that it was necessary for them to review the finding before a decision was made. There has been 
no timeline set for this decision. Because the DOE has demanded more testing the EPA says it 
will wait until this fall to decide whether car engines can handle higher concentrations of ethanol 
in gasoline.

Approval of the waiver would create more than 136,000 new jobs in the U.S., reduce our 
dependence on foreign oil by 7 billion gallons, reduce greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to 
removing 10.5 million cars from the road, and revitalize our rural communities.
Points for Consideration: 
Should the market be allowed to determine the blend used?
Does CFB existing policy seem adequate to address this issue? 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #240 (lines 46-51) – Energy 
CFB #289 – Alternative Uses for Ag Products 
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ISSUE:  EPA PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR PESTICIDE 
APPLICATION
Background:
EPA is in the process of considering requirement of National Point Discharge Elimination 
System Permits (NPDES) if the spray application area will be as close to within 500 ft of a body 
of water.  Removal of the term “navigable” in the Clean Water Act would have a huge impact 
on what is considered a body of water (could be anywhere where water could accumulate or has 
accumulated in past; doesn’t have to be a wet area).  

Farmers would be required to obtain a costly permit and face increased government regulation 
for a farm activity that is already heavily regulated. 
Points for Consideration: 
1) Permitting process is extremely detailed and could limit producers’ ability to apply   
 pesticides.
2) In proposal stage-producers asked to supply comments to EPA
3) These requirements could go to the extreme of having to permit every spray nozzle on  
 every farm in the U.S.
4) Urban users would NOT be affected.
5) Could require permitting to spray water ditches/canals during dry season.
6) If a pesticide label says it is approved to use over water, this permitting would trump  
 that.
7) Who would make determination if permit is needed is unknown
8) Applicators would likely need BOTH permits from Colorado Department of Agriculture  
 and the federal permit
9) Does CFB policy #211 need to include some kind of opposition to this federal permit?
10) Should there be specific language in the AFBF policy on this new permit?
Farm Bureau Policy:
AFBF #547 – Water Quality 
CFB # 211 – Chemigation
CFB #269 – Agricultural Chemicals

ISSUE:  FEDERAL WEIGHT LIMIT FREEZE
Background:
The WSTA is asking for standardization of overweight limits and removal of federal freeze on 
weight limits. 

The effort to lift the federal freeze on longer combination vehicles that the Western States 
Transportation Alliance (WSTA) championed in 2009 has been approved by the Western 
Governors Association on a vote taken this past month. There is now a full effort to get our western 
state federal delegation in congress to support an amendment to the federal reauthorization 
legislation to allow each western state to commence a pilot study on LCV and seek to provide 
uniformity between western states in the operation of these combination vehicles.
Points for Consideration: 
Should CFB consider proposing an addition to AFBF policy #128 regarding lifting the federal 
freeze on trucking weight limits? 
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Should CFB take an active role in support and participation in WSTA over the coming years to 
seek to improve the legislative and regulatory environment for trucking in western US?
Farm Bureau Policy:
AFBF # 128 – Transportation Policy 
CFB # 148 (lines 23-34) – Transportation Deregulation 

ISSUE:  TRANSPORTATION SAFETY INSPECTION AUTHORITY
Background:
HB10 - 1113 passed to transfer the Colorado Ports of Entry (POE) to Colorado State Patrol 
(CSP).  The bill ended up passing with a compromise with the Ritter administration to transfer 
all commercial vehicle or truck safety inspection program personnel, authority and funding from 
the Ports of Entry to the Patrol effective July 1st 2010. The bill also called for a performance 
evaluation study to be done by the Patrol over the next year to determine the best location of the 
remainder of the rest of the Port of Entry program. We are ensured that the transition process 
remains professional and that areas of concern can be readily addressed.
Points for Consideration: 
The committee believes that there is a need to manicure CFB policy #148 to make it as simple 
and clean-cut as possible. 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #148 – Transportation Deregulation

ISSUE:  ‘SEARCH AND RESCUE’ 
Background:
Search and rescue fees are covered by fees added to hunting and fishing licenses as well as 
registrations for boats and ATVs, etc. Many times those rescued have never paid these fees, and 
even though charged, fees for their search and rescue are never recovered.  Other people (and 
often volunteers) lives are put at risk to go rescue these people.
Points for Consideration: 
Committee believes that CFB Policy #239 – Search and Rescue – should be reviewed by the 
counties. Is it fair that those that don’t pay fees still get the benefits of rescue?  Should anyone 
that is rescued and hasn’t paid these fees be required to pay full amount or a reasonable amount?
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB # 239 – Search and Rescue 

ISSUE:  TRAFFIC CONGESTION ON MAIN THOROUGHFARES 
Background:
Numerous issues have surfaced dealing with interstate congestion. The link between the 
population and tourists traveling to popular destinations (mainly mountain resort towns) has a 
tendency to cause interstate congestion during certain seasons and times of day.  Truck traffic 
becomes the scapegoat of the problem and we may need to consider protecting the regulation of 
commercial transport.
Points for Consideration: 
Currently CFB has no policy that addresses some of the solutions being considered such as:  
lane swaps, toll options, lane additions, travel time restrictions (during rush hours), travel day 
restrictions, etc… 
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ISSUE:  EPA REGULATION OF STATIONARY SOURCES OF CO2
Background:
On April 2, 2007, the Supreme Court found that green house gases (GHGs), including carbon 
dioxide, are air pollutants covered by the Clean Air Act (CAA) in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 
497 (2007). In April 2009, EPA responded to the Court by proposing a finding that greenhouse 
gases contribute to air pollution that may endanger public health or welfare. 

On September 30, 2009, EPA announced a proposal that is focused on large facilities emitting 
over 25,000 tons of greenhouse gases a year. These facilities would be required to obtain permits 
that would demonstrate they are using the best practices and technologies to minimize GHG 
emissions. The proposed thresholds would “tailor” the permit programs to limit which facilities 
would be required to obtain NSR and title V permits and would cover nearly 70 percent of the 
national GHG emissions that come from stationary sources, including those from the nation’s 
largest emitters—including power plants, refineries, and cement production facilities.
 
According to EPA, small farms, restaurants and many other types of small facilities would not 
be subject to these permitting programs. However, USDA statistics for 2007 indicate that these 
thresholds would cover about 99 percent of total dairy production, more than 90 percent of beef 
production, and more than 95 percent of all hog production in the United States.  For states 
charging the presumptive minimum rate, the fee for dairy would be $175 per cow per year, for 
beef $87.50 per head per year, and for hogs would be a little more than $20 per head per year.
Points for Consideration: 
The Animal Ag Advisory committee will monitor the situation and if there are alerts and or 
comment periods available the committee will send in a comment on behalf of CFB and encourage 
all Animal Ag producers within the organization to do the same. The committee will take an 
immediate proactive stance on informing the public on forthcoming regulations pertaining to 
CO2 emissions from livestock including social e-mail, factual news releases etc.

The Animal Ag Committee strongly encourages AFBF to take a more proactive stance in 
educating the public, and providing state farm bureaus with press releases on the ramifications 
of these regulations and how it will impact everyone.
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #181 – Environmental Protection Agency 
AFBF #501-504 – Environmental Protection 

ISSUE: AG LAND TAX CLASSIFICATION ASSESSMENT 
Background:
An agriculture assessment taskforce (HB10- 1293) has been put together to address the issue 
of tax assessors failing to successfully change the classification of Large residential houses on 
Ag land, stating that it is not truly used for Ag purposes, to residential.  Colorado Farm Bureau 
(CFB) has strong language supporting that the land under the house be classified as Ag. 

ANIMAL AG COMMITTEE
Chairman: Dave Whitney  Vice Chair: J. Paul Brown

Staff: Jayde VanCleave
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This task force was set up to study assessment and classification of agricultural and residential 
land, report its finds and recommendations back to the General Assembly, and if appropriate, 
propose any statutory modifications to ensure that land is valued on its actual value.  There are 
nine appointed members on this task force: two commissioners one from Gunnison County and 
one from Arapahoe County, two assessors from Otero and Montrose counties, four agricultural 
representatives, and the state property tax administrator. 
Points for Consideration: 
The Animal Ag committee recommends to Ag Land Assessment Taskforce appointee, Alan Foutz, 
to support current CFB policy.  We would like county farm bureaus to look at this issue and see 
if there needs to be changes and or additions to our policy.  We encourage local farm bureaus to 
invite their local assessor to their board meeting and discuss the issue. 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #136 - Property Taxes 
CFB #159 – Land Use 

ISSUE:  OBAMA ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL OF 13 MILLION 
ACRES ON NATIONAL MONUMENTS
Background:
An Obama administration memo was leaked by a Department of Interior official to Utah 
Congressman Bob Bishop. According to the memo, around 380,000 acres of BLM and private 
land in Colorado would be subject to a “conservation designation” under the National Monument 
designation of the 1906 Antiquities Act. The Vermillion Basin, northwest of Craig, and the 
Alpine Triangle near Ouray are listed in the memo. This designation would close the areas off 
to multi-use activities including, mining, hunting, grazing, oil and gas development and other 
recreational activities.

The memo cites the “unique landscape” and “scenic qualities” but it also notes that the Vermillion 
basin is “currently under threat of oil and gas development, which will forever alter the region.”
Proposed Legislation:
Colorado Congressman Doug Lamborn (CO-05) introduced legislation, H.R. 4716, with 
Congressman Mike Coffman (CO-06) that would safeguard Colorado from arbitrary presidential 
monument designations and ensure that all future national monument designations only occur 
through an open and transparent process that includes input from local officials, residents, and 
stakeholders.
Points for Consideration: 
The CFB Animal Ag Committee believes that there is strong policy addressing this issue.  The 
Committee would strongly encourage our membership to stay proactive in opposition to any 
proposals to limit uses on public lands.  The committee feels that CFB and AFBF needs to 
facilitate membership action and work with other organizations that agree with multiple use of 
public land. 
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB #163 – Federal Lands
CFB #164 – National Parks
CFB #165 – Wilderness Areas 
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ISSUE:  WESTERN WATERSHEDS 
Background:
The Western Watersheds Project (WWP) is an association whose mission is “to protect and restore 
western watersheds and wildlife through education, public policy initiatives and litigation.”  
(http://www.westernwatersheds.org/) Ranchers who have grazing permits in Colorado’s Pike 
and San Isabel National Forests are being threatened by WWP which is suing the U.S. Forest 
Service to end livestock grazing on thirteen allotments.  WWP is alleging that continued livestock 
grazing will diminish already-damaged wildlife habitat, streams and wetlands on those forest 
allotments. The allotments in question cover more than 250,000 acres, of which a majority is in 
Chaffee County.
Points for Consideration: 
Without permits, ranchers will be forced to sell all/part of herds which results in loss of income. 
County Government will see a loss of sales tax from decreased rancher spending and loss of 
Revenue (approx. $77,000 over 10 yrs). The Forest Service will have in increase in management 
costs and increase in work to manage land in compliance with federal legislation. 

The CFB Animal Ag Committee encourages CFB to educate our membership about Western 
Watershed and their lawsuit against Colorado ranchers and join with Colorado Cattleman’s 
Association in helping those ranchers.
Farm Bureau Policy:
CFB # 103 – Property
CFB # 117 – Right-to-Farm
CFB # 159 – Land Use 
CFB # 163 – Federal Lands
CFB # 236 – State Lands 
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