
 

 

 

 

Colorado High Plains CREP Proposal 

 

 

Prepared by the State of Colorado 

 

Project Co-Leader 

Tim J. Davis 

Colorado CREP Administrator 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

 

Project Co-Leader and Lead Author 

Ed Gorman 

Small Game Manager 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

 
 

Project Counties: 

 

Sedgwick, Phillips, Logan, Yuma,  

and Kit Carson Counties  
(addition of Morgan, Washington, Cheyenne, Prowers, Baca, and Kiowa Counties subject to amendment and CRP 

acre availability) 

 

 
 

September 20, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 2

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

Colorado’s High Plains CREP Proposal………………………………………………….. 1 
 

Table of Contents……………………………………………………………………………………..2 

 

Section 1: Abstract………………………………………………………………………….3 

 

Section 2:  Existing Conditions………… …………………………………………………4 

 

Section 3: Agriculture Related Environmental Impacts…………………………………9 
 

Section 4: Project Objectives …………………………………………………………….13 
 

Section 5:  Project Description ………………………………………………………..…14 
 

Section 6: Cost Analysis…………………………………………………………………..16 

 
Section 7: Monitoring Program…………………………………………………………..18 
 
Section 8: Public Outreach and Support………………………………………………. .20 

 
Section 9: Compliance with Other Laws……………………………………….………...21 

 

Exhibit A – Project  Area Map…..……………………………………………………….22 

 

Exhibit B – Ogallala Aquifer……………………..………………………………………23 

 
Exhibit C – Streams and Drainages………………………...……………………………24 

 

Exhibit D –Colorado 8 Digit HUC Watersheds …..…………………………………….25 

 

Exhibit E – Ring-necked Pheasant Range………………………………………………..26 

 

Exhibit F – Greater Prairie Chicken Range……………………………………………..27 

 

Exhibit G – Conservation Priority Areas in Colorado……………………………...…..28 

 

Exhibit H – Wheat and Wheat/Fallow Guidelines………………………………………29 

 

Exhibit I – CREP/Wheat Fallow Arrangements………………………………………...31 

 

Exhibit J – FSA, NRCS and non-Federal Cost Estimates……………………………....33 

 

Exhibit K– EQIP Residue Management Guidelines……………………………………..37 

 

Exhibit L – Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program (PHIP) Contract………….…...38 

 

Exhibit M – Fertilizer and Chemical Reduction Tables…………………………………39 

 

Exhibit N – Partners and Letters of Support…………………………………………….40 

 

Literature Cited……………………………………………………………………… ……41 

 



 3

 

 

 

Section 1: Abstract 
 

The High Plains region of Colorado is an area with significant natural resources, prime farm land, and an economy that is 
heavily dependent on agriculture.  The project area encompasses parts of five counties in extreme eastern Colorado from 
Sedgwick County in the northeast to Kit Carson County in east central Colorado. The region’s landscape is composed 
primarily of dry-land and irrigated crops, some large monolithic tracts of CRP, and remnant native prairie.  Some dryland 
farmers in the region have adopted a crop rotation utilizing farming practices with multiple crop cycles as opposed to the 
historical wheat-fallow cropping system. These new, more intense cropping systems create a need for additional herbicides, 
fertilizers and early spring disturbances.   Producers still using wheat-fallow cropping rotations have converted to shorter 
varieties of wheat which leave little residual cover after harvest.  Residual herbicides which remain active in the soil for 
sometimes over a year are commonly applied under both cropping systems.   

 
The combination of all these factors has resulted in pheasant and other ground nesting bird declines throughout the project 
area.  Secure undisturbed nesting cover, brood habitat, and year long survival habitat in close proximity to each other is 
paramount to sustaining pheasant and other ground nesting bird populations.  These habitat components have been 
compromised over the years through more intense agricultural practices, increased field sizes, the addition of multiple crops, 
and the introduction of dwarf varieties of wheat.  Additionally, the more intense crop rotations which require increased 
fertilizer and herbicide treatment under the multi-cropping system contribute to the potential for increased leaching and 
decreased soil moisture.  The shorter wheat varieties in the wheat-fallow system contribute to an increase in soil erosion and a 
decrease in the ability for the soil to store moisture, a critical component in this arid region.   
 
This Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) proposal targets those farmers that have retained a wheat-fallow 
cropping system and those that are currently utilizing a multi-cropping rotation that, given comparable profits, may wish to 
convert to a wheat-fallow system.   If implemented, this proposal would improve water quality by reducing the amount of 
agricultural chemicals applied across the High Plains. It would increase soil moisture and reduce surface run off.   It would 
reduce soil erosion and improve habitat juxtaposition for important economic game and non-game wildlife species by 
providing small parcels of permanent cover adjacent to environmentally friendly managed crop fields.  This proposal also 
provides compensation to farmers who enroll in this program for permitting access for small game hunting.  The proposal 
would boost the regional farm economy by providing producers with a new source of state and federal conservation 
incentives. Economic benefits would also be derived throughout the region from the increase in dollars spent within the 
project area for pheasant hunting.  
 
This proposal describes a cooperative program that focuses on providing permanent cover for wildlife while maintaining 
environmentally friendly wheat fallow farming over a larger area, and adding economic stability to producers within the 
region.  This concept uses multiple federal and state programs to address a variety of resource concerns, while maintaining the 
agriculturally based viability of the region. The CREP and state cost-shares and state incentives would provide for the 
establishment of permanent cover, while the Delayed Minimum Tillage (DMT) would be used for management purposes on 
adjacent acres – thereby increasing the area of environmental benefit beyond the CREP acres.  Reducing herbicide use, 
maintaining adequate amounts of permanent and residual cover for habitat, improving water quality, preventing soil erosion, 
and providing public access would be the main objectives of the CREP.  
 
 CRP practices installed on the CREP acres will include, but may not be limited to CP-4D, CP-12, and CP-24.  State cost-
share and incentives on CREP acres will be provided through the Colorado Division of Wildlife’s Pheasant Habitat 
Improvement Program (PHIP) and the Walk-In Access Program (WIA).  CRP cover practices on CREP acres will target 
30,000 acres within the project area, while DMT incentives will be applied to an additional 69,000 acres through the 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) administered by NRCS, for a total of 99,000 acres directly impacted by 
this cooperative program.  The cost of the program over 14 to 15 years on the 30,000 acres of proposed CREP is estimated at 
$25.7 million, to be divided 79% by federal FSA and 21% by state sources.  Significant in-kind contributions will be provided 
by the Colorado Division of Wildlife, Pheasants Forever and other agencies and organizations.    
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Section 2: Existing Conditions 

 
The proposed geographical range of the Colorado High Plains Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program 
(CREP) encompasses parts of five counties in extreme eastern Colorado including all or parts of Sedgwick, 
Phillips, Logan, Yuma, and Kit Carson counties (Exhibit A). It includes parts of 2 major river courses; the 
South Platte and the North and South Fork of the Republican River, and numerous seasonal drainages and 
overlies significant portions of the Ogallala aquifer (Exhibit B).  Seasonal and event-driven drainages within 
the project area include Frenchman Creek, the Arickaree River, and Big Sandy Creek, (Exhibit C). 
Groundwater resources provide the vast majority of water within the project area.  The Ogallala aquifer 
provides nearly all water used for irrigation or domestic use, and recently, has shown declines in both 
quantity and quality.  Recharge rates for the aquifer often amount to inches/year (<0.5 inches per surface 
acre), while depletion rates are measured in feet/year, with estimates around 1-2 feet per year    While 
Ogallala aquifer water is generally sufficient for irrigation, in some areas it does not meet Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) drinking water quality standards, with common pollutant concentrations being 
sulfate, chloride, selenium, fluoride, nitrate, and dissolved solids (High Plains Water Conservation District, 
2004).  Surface water storage reservoirs exist within the project area, but water quantity is impacted by 
climatic events such as drought, and nearly all are appropriated for irrigation use.  Since 1999, nearly all 
reservoirs within the project area and adjacent to the project have been subject to extreme water depletions. 
AN HUC map is included in Exhibit D. 
 
Native vegetation varies depending on location, climate and soil type.  Historically, much of the area 
consisted of native prairie.  Soils within the area determined the vegetative composition of the prairie within 
the project area, with lighter sandy soils supporting mid-grass and sandsage/warm-season grass systems, 
while less common heavier soils supported short grass communities.   Only a small portion of the project 
area remains in native prairie due to conversion to agriculture.  Significant portions of sand-sage prairie 
remain, although this habitat type is often interspersed with irrigated cropland. 
 
The proposed CREP geographical site is typical of the arid High Plains Region, with extreme fluctuations in 
temperature and precipitation, often on a daily basis.  Daily maximum temperatures during summer range 
from 90-95 degrees.  Average annual precipitation ranges from 13-17 inches, with 70 to 80% of the annual 
precipitation occurring during April-September.  Precipitation often falls during intense summer 
thunderstorms, although significant precipitation can occur from winter snowfall.  Snow events are often 
accompanied by strong winds, which results in sporadic snow cover.  Evaporation rates, fueled by ever-
present winds and low humidity, can exceed precipitation rates by a factor of 3-5 or greater, and require 
special attention from crop producers in the area.  This area is also subject to periodic droughts that vary 
greatly in severity and longevity. 
 
Soils within the project area are variable.  In the extreme northeast, soils are primarily influenced by 
windborne movement of sand and stream erosion.  Much of this area is covered by a significant mantle of 
loess.  Soils are deep, moderately productive depending on precipitation levels, but require agricultural 
fallow periods to accumulate adequate soil moisture for crop production.  Soils are generally well-drained, 
but occasionally are poorly drained in low lying areas.  Irrigation wells are common in parts of the area, and 
greatly increase the productivity of the area.  Generally speaking, the productivity of these soils is higher 
than the soils found in the southern portion of the project region, which are primarily sedimentary in origin.  
Throughout the region, wind erosion is significant and soil moisture accumulation is critical to agricultural 
production.  Non-irrigated producers must employ a fallow period between cropping years in order to store 
adequate moisture to produce wheat or other grain crops.   
 
This portion of eastern Colorado includes most of the ring-necked pheasant range in the state (Exhibit E).  
Ring-necked pheasant has been identified as a target species by Colorado Division of Wildlife because the 
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ring-neck pheasant population trend data  acts as an indicator of habitat quality within the High Plains 
Region, is consistently and quantitatively monitored through census trend routes and harvest surveys, and 
it’s habitat is consistent with  many other ground-nesting birds.   It also provides an economic benefit to 
landowners through hunting. 
 
This area of the state also encompasses a portion of the range of the greater prairie chicken (Exhibit F).  
Greater prairie chicken population trend data is collected annually and also provides an index of habitat 
quality.  Greater prairie chickens are important to the state and the local communities, not as much as a 
hunted species, but rather as a viewable resource.  Bird watchers from across the United States and abroad 
come to northeastern Colorado in the spring to view the annual “booming” ritual of these birds.   Several 
communities within the project area conduct organized tours and utilize the income derived from the 
nonresidents as a source of income for local chamber of commerce.   
 
Approximately 400 farm operations exist in the program area, with the average being nearly 1,500 acres.  
Agricultural acres total roughly 8 million across the program area with about 50 percent of those acres 
dedicated to livestock production.   Crop production estimates for 2002 include:  winter wheat - 1.5 million 
acres, corn – 831 thousand acres, grain sorghum – 184 thousand acres, and sunflowers – 109 thousand 
acres.  Statistics were unavailable for proso millet and fallow cultivated acreages, although both are 
extensive across the program area.  Agricultural practices have intensified greatly across eastern Colorado 
over the last few decades through the increased use of alternative crops and broader variety of crops planted.  
In 1968 a survey completed by the CDOW indicated that wheat and wheat fallow made up nearly 85% of 
available cropland acres, with corn, millet and sorghum making up small percentages of the total cropland 
acres.   

 

Total Cropland in the High Plains CREP Counties 

 

 1987 1992 1997 2002 

     

Kit Carson 859,732  832,154 870,106 849,670 

Logan 556,706 538,943 526,113 570,050 

Phillips 366,028 399,883 408,196 387,974 

Sedgwick 223,391 204,914 218,573 184,784 

Yuma 709,868 696,322 642,020 703,827 

     

Total 4.030,171 3,974,059 3,564,856 4,042,808 

     

Colorado 10,030,171 10,933,484 10,787,080 11,530,700 

 
Wheat and wheat fallow percentages have declined in recent years, due in part to the incorporation of high 
intensity, high input crop rotations that use wheat, corn, sunflowers and millet in a 2 out of 3 or 3 out of 4 
year rotation.  While wheat is still the predominant non-irrigated crop grown within the project area, 
alternative crops may cumulatively cover 50% of the available cropland in any given year.  In addition, 
semi-dwarf varieties of wheat, which are planted exclusively across the program area, result in significantly 
shorter stubble that is less capable of trapping valuable soil moisture and less valuable to wildlife.  In the 
1968 CDOW survey, average stubble and wild growing forb height was measured at nearly 20 inches, two 
months post harvest.  Data collected in the mid 1990’s revealed that the same cover height had dropped to 
10 inches or less, due to the use of semi-dwarf wheat varieties and heavy herbicide use (CDOW, 
unpublished data). 
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Water Conservation and Water Quality 
 
Groundwater resources provide the vast majority of water within the project area.  The Ogallala Aquifer 
provides nearly all water used for irrigation or domestic use, and recently, has shown declines in both 
quantity and quality.  The Ogallala aquifer supports roughly 65% of the irrigated acres nationwide.  While 
aquifer water is generally sufficient for irrigation, in some areas Ogallala water does not meet 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) drinking water quality standards, with common pollutant 
concentrations of sulfate, chloride, selenium, fluoride, nitrate, and dissolved solids (High Plains Water 
Conservation District, 2004).  Surface water storage reservoirs exist within the project area, but water 
quantity is impacted by climatic events such as drought, and nearly all are appropriated for irrigation use.  
Since 1999, nearly all reservoirs within the project area and adjacent to the project have been subject to 
extreme water depletions. 
 
Historical Conservation Efforts 
 
Federal conservation efforts occurring in the project area include the United States Department of 
Agricultures’ (USDA) Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Continuous Conservation Reserve Program 
(CCRP), Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP), and Environmental Quality Incentive Program 
(EQIP).  CRP acres do exist in the project area, however the relatively large block size (209 acre average), 
lack of adequate edge and adjacent life requirements have rendered some of these acres less than desirable 
for certain wildlife species. Some counties within the project area have reached their 25% CRP cap and are 
not included in this proposal for that reason.  These counties may be included at a later date through an 
amendment should current CRP acres expire, making the CRP capped counties eligible for enrollment in the 
High Plains CREP.  While some benefits have been gained from the continuous CRP program, they do not 
approach the multiple objectives outlined in this proposal.   None of the existing conservation programs 
offer the opportunity of establishing permanent blocks of cover and at the same time providing incentives to 
continue to farm to meet the key environmental objectives of the CREP proposal.  Reducing agricultural 
inputs affecting water quality and increasing soil water conservation over an area greater than the CREP 
acres themselves is also unique to this proposal.  In the program area, CCRP, WHIP and EQIP habitat 
improvement efforts have focused on establishment of woody cover.  However, benefits to ring-necked 
pheasant populations have been limited because recent CDOW research has demonstrated that woody cover 
is not a limiting factor for pheasants in Colorado.    

 

Land in Conservation Reserve and Wetland Reserve Program in the High Plains CREP counties 

 

 1987 1992 1997 2002 

     

Kit Carson 35,354 107,906 141,143 145,197 

Logan 11,976 52,746 63,819 76,849 

Phillips 7,111 15,791 21,853 18,073 

Sedgwick 3,353 4,980 5,460 5,053 

Yuma 14,233 41,260 51,562 58,561 

     

Total 72,027 222,683 283,837 303,733 

     

Colorado 811,790 1,325,574 1,569,916 1,735,353 

 
State conservation efforts have been ongoing since the late 1970’s, when the Division of Wildlife 
documented a significant decline in pheasant numbers and created the Cooperative Habitat Improvement 
Program (CHIP).  In 1992, CDOW created the Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program (PHIP) and focused 
on habitat improvements specifically for pheasants.  PHIP also created strong partnership with chapters of 
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Pheasants Forever and Conservation Districts, which increased the delivery and acceptance of the habitat 
initiative.  Since 1992, PHIP has established habitat projects on private land totaling $3.4 million dollars by 
contracting with local Pheasants Forever Chapters in all counties within the proposed CREP program range.  
Initially, the PHIP program focused on establishing severe winter cover for pheasants.  In recent years, 
focus has shifted to year round pheasant habitat, to address factors that result in low adult survival and low 
recruitment rates.  With this new focus, PHIP is emphasizing cropland incentives like establishment of 
small blocks of tall undisturbed grass, leaving tall and unsprayed wheat stubble, and alternative cropping 
practices.  These new practices have been very well received by producers and pheasants have responded 
positively in localized areas.  This CREP proposal is intended to build on this effort and expand the 
responses over a much larger scale.     
 
Across the project range, wildlife resources are quite diverse, but nearly all are influenced by agricultural 
activity.  While early agriculture tendencies have benefited some species of wildlife, generally speaking, as 
agriculture practices increase in intensity, benefits to most wildlife decrease.  Agriculture practices are 
responsible for significant fluctuations in some wildlife populations.  For example, greater prairie chickens, 
historically, were not common in Colorado until the prairies were broken and crops were planted.  Records 
indicate that populations across the northeast plains were staggering in the early 1900’s, and that Colorado 
was the final destination for market hunting for these birds (Beck 1956).  Following the plow, prairie 
chickens nested as far west as Barr Lake, near Denver in 1907 (Hersey and Rockwell, 1909). However, the 
continued conversion of grassland to cropland, combined with other factors, led to rapid population decline, 
to the point that greater prairie chickens were thought to number less than 600 in 1973 (Graul 1975), and 
were listed as State endangered.  Management practices, primarily managed grazing systems and transplant 
efforts, have assisted in the recovery and delisting of greater prairie chickens in Colorado.  Ring-necked 
pheasants have followed a similar course.  Introduced to Colorado during the early 1900’s, populations 
rapidly increased with agricultural practices, reaching all-time population highs in the 1960’s, before 
plummeting amid high intensity agriculture that emphasized dwarf varieties of wheat and alternative crops 
(CDOW, unpublished data).  Conservation programs and changing agricultural strategies have not increased 
populations on a wide scale, although in localized areas CRP and modified cropping practices have 
improved populations somewhat.  Within CRP, a Pheasant Conservation Priority Area has been established 
(Exhibit G) and encompasses the entire proposed CREP project area.   
 
Several of the other grassland birds found in the area are showing various stages of decline throughout their 
range, including within the project area.  Habitat fragmentation and lack of secure nesting and brood rearing 
habitat is the overlying reason for these population declines.  Upland sandpipers, for example were 
apparently fairly common at the turn of the century, when many settlers brought them to market.  Today, 
they are considered uncommon to fairly common on the northeastern plains of Colorado. The Loggerhead 
Shrike was thought to have been a fairly common resident of the northeastern plains of Colorado, but today 
it is listed on the Audubon Society Blue List and is a Colorado Species of Special Concern.  This species 
has shown significant declines throughout its range over the last several decades.  Similar trends have been 
documented for Lark Buntings and Lark Sparrows, as well as several other grassland dependant birds.   
Positive responses to moderate to tall undisturbed grasslands have been demonstrated in Colorado and 
throughout the range of many of these species.  Additionally, several of these species have responded 
positively to no-till or minimum till cropping practices, as is being promoted through this proposal.  
 
A partial list of significantly important wildlife species by habitat type that occur in the High Plains counties 
encompassed by this proposal is included in the table on page 9.  This list includes species that are federally 
listed, state listed, of state concern and/or of significant economic importance to the state of Colorado and 
the region.   
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 Partial Species List for High Plains CREP counties 

(for complete list, see Natural Diversity Information System Website at http://ndis.colostate.edu) 

 

Riparian or Wetland

Common Name Scientific Name Taxa Status

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bird F/S

Rio Grand Turkey Meleagris gallopavo intermedia Bird economic

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula Bird stable

Marsh Wren Cistothorus palustris Bird stable

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Bird F/S

Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii Bird stable

Bobwhite Colinus virginianus Bird declining

American Beaver Castor canadensis Mammal stable

Mule Deer Odecoileus hemionus Mammal economic

White-tailed Deer Odecoileus virginianus Mammal economic

Northern Leopard Frog Rana pipiens Amphibian S

Stoneroller Campostoma anomalum Fish S

Suckermouth minnow Phenacobius mirabilis Fish S

Fathead Minnow Pimephales promelas Fish stable

Brassy Minnow Hybognathus hankinsoni Fish S

Plains Minnow Hybognathus placitus Fish S

Stonecat Noturus flavus Fish S

Sand Shiner Notropis stramineus Fish unk.

Red Shiner Notropis lutrensis Fish unk.

River Shiner Notropis blenniuis Fish unk.

Orangethroat Darter Etheostoma spectabile Fish S

Shortgrass
Common Name Scientific Name Taxa Status

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea Bird S

Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus Bird F/S

Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis Bird S

Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus Bird unk.

Swift Fox Vulpes velox Mammal F/S

Mule Deer Odecoileus hemionus Mammal economic

Mid-grass/Tall-grass

Common Name Scientific Name Taxa Status

Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus Bird S

Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus Bird declining

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Bird declining

Long-eared Owl Asio otus Bird stable

Greater Prairie Chicken Tympanuchus cupido Bird economic

Mule Deer Odecoileus hemionus Mammal economic

Upland Sandpiper Bartramia longicauda Bird declining

Lark Bunting Calamospiza melanocorys Bird declining

Cropland

Common Name Scientific Name Taxa Status

Bobwhite Colinus virginianus Bird declining

Ring-neck Pheasant Phasianus colchicus Bird economic

Mule Deer Odecoileus hemionus Mammal economic

White-tailed Deer Odecoileus virginianus Mammal economic

F= Federally listed S= State listed 
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Section 3: Agriculture and Related Environmental Impacts 

 
 
The objectives of this proposal include; reducing soil erosion, improving soil quality and soil moisture, 
enhancing water quality and quantity, creating wildlife habitat, and sustaining the rural farm economy.  To 
achieve these objectives, this proposal requires the development of a farm management system that employs 
conservation set-asides with active, managed, wheat farming.  Approximately 75% of the proposal will 
target small blocks of permanent habitat near wheat and wheat fallow production systems, while 25% will 
be focused on resource corner areas, which by their size and shape often result in excessive agricultural 
inputs, including herbicides and tillage, for little economic return.   
 
The continued intensification of agricultural practices across the project range, in response to economic 
need, has significant impacts on the High Plains natural resources.  To meet our objectives, the following 
impacts must be mitigated while maintaining agriculture-based communities and rural economies.  
Agriculture’s impacts on natural resources include:   
 

1)  Proliferation of chemicals that can have serious and often covert implications, including: 
A.  Agricultural herbicides such as atrazine are commonly found in both surface and                                       
ground water in the High Plains region of Texas and Nebraska. 
B.  Late summer or fall herbicide application to actively growing wheat and wheat stubble 
reduces wildlife habitat and may impact moisture storing capabilities during subsequent 
fallow periods. 
C.   Resistance of weeds to commonly used herbicides. 
D.  Nitrogen fertilizer application that may result in nitrogen accumulation in ground water. 

 
2)  Intensification of crop production systems can result in: 

A. Lower frequency of fallow periods that reduce soil moisture levels. 
B. Proliferation of spring crops which require high inputs, are more susceptible to periodic 

droughts and create disturbance to habitat during critical periods. 
C. Increased use of herbicides that employ long residual activities. 
D. Use of dwarf and semi-dwarf varieties of wheat, reducing moisture storing capabilities, 

increasing soil erosion,  and decreasing wildlife habitat. 
E. Use of fall tillage to control broadleaf weeds, reducing moisture storage capabilities, 

increasing soil erosion and decreasing wildlife habitat. 
 

3) Loss of undisturbed plant communities beneficial to wildlife, resulting in: 
A. Long-term population declines of economically or biologically important wildlife 

species. 
B. Declines in wildlife recreation opportunities and the economic value that occurs with 

hunting, fishing and wildlife viewing. 
 
Significant review of these impacts is necessary to fully comprehend the magnitude of the challenges faced 
in the agricultural community and those natural resources that are dependent on or influenced by 
agricultural practices. 
 
1)  Proliferation of herbicide and fertilizer application. 

A.  Water Quality effects: Atrazine presents a significant concern to both surface and ground water 
quality.  Atrazine applied directly to soil has great longevity, which is an attractive feature for 
producers in controlling weeds, but also increases risk of atrazine runoff during intense summer 
thunderstorms that the area normally experiences. In Colorado, atrazine and glyphosate are 
commonly applied to wheat stubble after harvest, to control broadleaf weeds such as kochia, annual 
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sunflower, and pigweed.  Most frequently, this application is used to prepare for the following crop, 
often non-irrigated corn, and frequently in high risk areas for atrazine leaching and runoff.    Course-
textured soils and sands are at high risk for leaching, while fine-textured soils are prone to chemical 
runoff, depending on storm intensity, and field slope.  Neighboring states commonly find atrazine in 
rivers, domestic wells, and occasionally in larger bodies of water (University of Nebraska, 1996, 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, 2002). Concerns from atrazine’s presence in drinking 
water in states adjacent to Colorado stem from atrazine’s classification as a ‘possible human 
carcinogen’. Most atrazine pollution is thought to be the result of improper handling, storage or 
loading, and disposal, but significant risk exists with heavy applications on sites prone to runoff, and 
when applied directly to soil and crop residue.  The most important factor associated with 
minimizing atrazine leaching or runoff appears to be minimizing the total use and application rate 
(University of Nebraska, 1996).   

 
B.  Water Quantity Effects:  Fall herbicide use and fall mechanical tillage can result in lower soil 
moisture accumulation in wheat-fallow cropping systems.  Soil moisture accumulation, during the 
fallow period is critical to farming operations on the High Plains.  After harvest, water is 
accumulated in the soil at several periods during the year including fall and winter, however, 75-
80% of soil moisture accumulation occurs in April through June.  Generally, tall dense residue is 
much more efficient at catching and storing late winter and early spring precipitation, which within 
the project area is often accompanied by strong winds that blow snow completely out of short, 
unprotected stubble.  During critical spring accumulation periods, taller, dense stubble residue 
performs a valuable function in catching and storing moisture and reducing evaporative moisture 
loss.  It is important to insure that the residue remains both anchored in the soil and essentially 
undisturbed through spring to maximize storage potential.  Late summer or fall treatments with 
Roundup and atrazine, and spring treatments with sulfonylurea herbicides that employ residual 
activities eliminate broadleaf forbs in wheat stubble.  This practice may conserve some soil 
moisture, but it is at the cost of retaining anchored residual cover which provides for winter and 
spring moisture storage.  Fallow systems are based on accumulating moisture in the soil column for 
the following year’s crop, whereas with spring crop rotations, successful crops are more dependent 
on precipitation received during the growing cycle.  Kansas research data suggests that post-harvest 
chemical weed control is important for producers using a spring crop rotation, but for producers 
using a wheat-fallow crop system, post-harvest weed control is not cost-effective, nor does it result 
in significantly higher soil moisture levels (Schlegel, KSU).  A contact herbicide applied early in the 
spring is preferred under this Delayed Minimum Tillage (DMT) system and mechanical tillage is not 
recommended until after July to insure moisture is available to fall planted wheat. 

 
C. Herbicide Resistance:  Nationwide, producers and chemical companies alike share concerns that 
heavy use of common chemicals creates ‘super weeds’, resistant to chemicals that were effective 
only a few years ago.  Numerous examples exist of the development of herbicide resistance weeds, 
which may indicate that a significant problem is approaching, even with herbicides that were 
thought to carry minimal risk of ‘super weed’ development.  Glyphosate (Roundup) resistant mares’ 
tale has been observed in several states, while species such as waterhemp and lambsquarter are 
exhibiting resistance in the cornbelt.  Dyer (1998) points to kochia’s resistance to sulfonylurea 
herbicides which limits treatment greatly.  Weed scientists suggest that heavy use patterns likely 
result in the appearance of resistant weeds (Hartzler 2003).  Triazine resistant weeds are also well 
known, particularly lambsquarter and pigweed (Penn State University, 1999).  Commonly, the 
appearance of herbicide-resistant weeds result in the producer using higher and higher rates to 
control tolerant species, which compounds their accumulation in the environment and their impacts 
to wildlife habitat.  Ultimately, all recommendations to avoid creating herbicide resistant weeds are 
similar – avoid consistent and prolonged use of herbicides, and use a variety of methods to control 
weeds when necessary. 
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D. Fertilizer Use:  Fertilizer also presents concerns with regard to water quality.  Fertilizer use in 
Colorado is regulated by the Agricultural Chemicals and Groundwater Protection Act if voluntary 
measures are not protecting ground water.  For that reason, Best Management Practices are available 
for use by wheat producers (CSU Cooperative Extension, 1994) and are supported by this CREP 
proposal.  Fertilizer use will be reduced to zero on acres planted to permanent cover and may be 
mitigated by prohibiting the use of post-harvest herbicides, in effect, allowing broadleaf weeds to 
use excess fertilizer left in the soil.       

 
2) Intensification of crop production systems.   

 
 A. In the past, the dominant cropping system was wheat-fallow, in which every 11 month wheat 

production cycle (September through July) was followed by a 13 month fallow period (August 
through August).  Fallow periods were critical to allow soil moisture to accumulate for the following 
wheat crop.  While many producers still employ a wheat fallow system, significant numbers have 
adopted wheat-corn (or various other) rotations. Much of this shift has been necessitated by lower 
commodity prices and the need to produce crops more frequently.  A significant downside to these 
more intense rotations is that they include a shorter fallow period to recharge soil moisture.  Often, 
over a two-year cycle, crops are grown for approximately 15 months, with a 9 month fallow period.  
Over time, the result is lower soil moisture reserves, particularly when winter and spring 
precipitation is lower than normal.  As drought persists, conservation of soil moisture, and 
efficiently storing what precipitation occurs, becomes critically important to future productivity. 

 
B.  Periodic, and often severe, drought commonly occurs within the project counties.  Due to their 
proclivity to rely on stored soil moisture, and their efficiency at trapping and holding available 
moisture, wheat fallow systems can persist through moderate and severe drought cycles.  Systems 
employing spring rotation crops, however, due to their reliance on annual precipitation, lower ability 
to store moisture, and shorter fallow periods, often show impacts of even short-term droughts.  
Combined with the relatively higher costs of planting and producing spring crops, drought can have 
a severe impact on a producers’ economic well-being. 

   
C.  Intensification has resulted in use of herbicides with long-term residual activities, which reduces 
weed use of soil moisture temporarily, but also reduces the ability to trap and store winter and spring 
moisture.  The promotion of post harvest, annual broadleaf forbs such as wild sunflower that remain 
anchored in the field, will result in an increase in winter residual cover.   This practice will more 
than offset the moisture used by the plants in the fall and may uptake the remaining fertilizer that the 
crop did not use.    
D.  Dwarf and semi-dwarf varieties of wheat are also commonplace in the project area.  Producers 
began using these varieties of wheat to reduce problems with tall wheat lodging and falling to the 
ground, however, the resultant short wheat stubble is vastly inferior at catching and storing available 
moisture.   
E.  In southern parts of the project area, fall tillage of crop stubble is a typical means of controlling 
weeds, yet data suggests that fall tillage is the most damaging weed control practice when 
considering conservation and collection of soil moisture.  Fall tillage of crop stubble can be input-
friendly, but destroys valuable stubble that traps moisture, in addition to opening the soil surface to 
several months of wind evaporation.   

 
3)  Loss of undisturbed plant communities beneficial to wildlife. 

 
A. Nearly all wildlife species across the project site are dependent on or influenced by agriculture.  
While in some areas, native vegetation does exist, for the most part, the natural condition has been 
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permanently modified by dry land agriculture, and this change has been accompanied by a change in 
wildlife species composition.  Agriculture, due to its influence on habitat abundance and quality, has 
strong effects on wildlife abundance.  Wildlife species within the core project area are affected by 
weather as well, often in combination with ag-related changes in habitat.  Ring-necked pheasants 
provide the best long-term data set across the project area, with population surveys available from 
the 1950’s to present.  Annually, the CDOW monitors populations using male pheasant ‘crowing 
counts’.  Many of the routes have been unchanged since the early 1950’s, and collectively, provide 
an excellent trend of pheasant populations in the project area.  Division survey data from 1959 
indicated that crowing counts averaged, across all routes in northeast Colorado, 64.5 pheasant crows 
per station.  Over the next 30 years, average calls per station, on the same routes, declined over 80% 
to all-time lows of 10-12 per station in the late 1980’s.  Similar pheasant declines occurred 
throughout the state, and coincided closely with semi-dwarf wheat and intensive agriculture.  It is 
important to note that the decline period includes the mid and late 1980’s, which spawned several 
general CRP signups.  Unfortunately, 1980-vintage CRP had virtually no positive effect on pheasant 
populations in Colorado due to the prevalence of cool-season introduced grasses like smooth brome 
(Remington, pers. comm.).  Size and juxtaposition of CRP enrollments also directly impacts their 
value to wildlife.  For example, statistics indicate that the average size of a CRP enrollment in 
Colorado is 209 acres, while most of the target species actually respond to smaller field size, a 
diversity of habitats within their home range, and increased edge effect.  This trait is also seen in 
agricultural practices in general, as field size has increased, diversity of wildlife habitat and edge 
effect has decreased.  Over the last 45 years, the pheasant population decline is directly related to the 
use of intense farming practices, including semi-dwarf wheat varieties, clean farming, herbicide use, 
and rotation cropping. 

 
B. As economically important species have declined, so has revenue to local communities from 
hunting and other wildlife related activities.  In 1996, CDOW estimated that small game hunting 
alone directly contributed $7.5 million to the 5 counties within the project range, while the total 
wildlife expenditures exceeded $14.5 million for those counties.  2002 estimates show a marked 
decline in revenue with small game hunting contributed $3.5 million, while total wildlife 
expenditures totaled $11.2 million (BBC Research, CDOW).  Much of the decline within these 
counties is due to decreased wildlife habitat in agricultural fields and persistent drought conditions 
which have decreased pheasant populations. 
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Section 4: Project Objectives 

 
1)  Reduce soil erosion by combining the creation of permanent grass cover and adopting stubble 
retaining crop strategies on adjacent acres. 

 
2)  Eliminate herbicide use on all CREP acres and reduce use of herbicides that employ long & short 
term residual activities on actively growing green wheat and wheat stubble.  Significant reductions 
in use of these chemicals on 99,000 acres, including on up to 1,000 corner resource areas, would 
result in an estimated 2% decrease in current use within the project area, with a 75-100% decrease 
on acres enrolled in the CREP, EQIP and state incentive packages.  See Exhibit M for specific 
annual fertilizer and chemical reductions on CREP and adjacent acres. 

 
 3)  Increase soil moisture conservation and storage through retention of crop residues that efficiently 

trap and hold moisture, reduce runoff and evaporation losses.   
 

4)  Create 99,000 acres of high quality and diverse wildlife habitat, by enrolling 30,000 acres into 
CREP habitat resource blocks, and 69,000 acres of actively managed cropland habitat, with a 
minimum increase in ‘edge effect’ of 50% on enrolled properties.  The direct wildlife impact on the 
99,000 acres under this proposal will likely increase ground nesting birds by 100%, with a 
corresponding 25% increase on adjacent farmland.   
 
5)  Increase recreational opportunity within the project range by enrolling 99,000 acres of habitat 
into the Walk-In Access program. 
 
6)  Provide incentive based voluntary program for producers to maintain a viable farming operation 
while accomplishing conservation objectives. 
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Section 5: Project Description 

 
The Colorado High Plains CREP will develop and enhance partnerships between federal agencies, state 
agencies, agricultural groups, and local conservation groups, resulting in locally participative sound natural 
resource management.  Partners will combine technical and financial resources to improve soil, soil 
moisture, water quality, and wildlife habitat across the project area by enrolling landowners in a program 
utilizing the following methods. 
 
The principle of the program is that a landowner enrolls in the High Plains CREP program, which is 
actually a combination of blocks of land enrolled in CREP (“Habitat Resource Blocks”) and adjacent blocks 
of land managed using Delayed Minimum Tillage (DMT). All these blocks of land are managed as a whole, 
to provide permanent cropland set-aside and wildlife habitat (under CREP), and surrounding rotational 
cropland that is managed in a way beneficial to water conservation and quality, soil management and to 
pheasants and other ground nesting birds. All the land would also be enrolled in the state Walk-In Hunting 
Access program, thus generating landowner income and providing further public benefit. In this way, a 
landowner maintains most of his land in a productive farming system, but manages more of it in an 
environmentally and wildlife beneficial way that he might otherwise not be able to do without the federal, 
state and local partnerships that make it economically viable.  
 
The following USDA conservation practices will be used in the Colorado High Plains CREP: 
CP-4D – Wildlife Habitat (pheasant), CP-12 – Wildlife food plot, and CP-24 – Crosswind Traps.  
 
Initially, project targets will be set at 20,000 acres of CP-4D habitat resource blocks, 7,000 acres of CP-4D 
in corner resource areas, and 3,000 acres of alternate resource strips under modified crosswind traps.  CP-12 
food plots will be offered as an option to interested producers under normal CP-12 CRP and CDOW 
Pheasant Habitat guidelines.  As an integral part of this proposal, the DMT management provision for 
conservation tillage (Exhibit K) will be directed towards all wheat fallow acres adjacent to a Habitat 
Resource Block or associated with Crosswind Traps enrolled in the CREP.  
 
Project Design: Habitat Resource Blocks 
 
As the prominent feature of this proposal, approximately 25% of a given dry cropland field will be enrolled 
in a habitat resource block under the USDA’s CREP program in a CP-4D (pheasant) or CP-10(pheasant). 
By enrolling in the CREP, the producer will agree to develop a managed wheat/fallow cropping system as 
per CREP guidelines and CDOW habitat specifications on the remaining field acres.  In a normal quarter-
section, this will result in approximately 40 acres (+ or – 5 acres) of grass CREP cover, and approximately 
120 acres of managed wheat/fallow production.  On all CREP and wheat/fallow acres, the producer will 
agree to comply with chemical application requirements outlined in Exhibit H, leave tall residual cover on 
non-CREP acres as required under DMT Residue Management (pheasants) provision, and permit small 
game hunting access. Exhibit I provides a schematic describing the Division’s proposal for field delineation 
and management. 
 
Example of proposed CREP guidelines and CDOW habitat requirements: Producer will farm approximately 
40 acre blocks of wheat and wheat fallow, in rotation around the approximate 40 acre (+ or – 5 acres) CREP 
habitat resource block.   Producer will eliminate any fall herbicide use on all acres, using only contact 
herbicides in the spring on cropland acres, and harvest wheat in a manner that will leave a minimum of 15 
inches of stubble, planting taller growing varieties of wheat if necessary.   As a condition of CREP 
enrollment, all acres under the CREP portion (approximate 40 acres of permanent cover) and the 
approximate 120 acres of managed wheat program must be enrolled in the Division of Wildlife’s Small 
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Game Walk-In Access Program, with an additional state incentive payment to the landowner.  Producers 
will be provided technical information detailing specific management strategies, corresponding incentive 
payments, and necessary habitat contracts and access agreements for the program.  Also described will be 
allowable crop substitutions and in some cases, suitable chemical treatments, that will enhance the 
objectives of this proposal.  Exhibit H provides more information on crop substitutions and approved 
chemical treatments.   
 
Alternative Resource Strip Option 
 
As an alternative to the habitat resource block practice, a producer may opt to establish modified crosswind 
traps (CP-24).  CDOW requests a waiver on the CP24 practice to permit roughly 25% of a given field (up to 
39 acres per 160 acre parcel) and an increase in the width of the individual trap strips from 25 feet to 50 
feet.  This modification will better serve to meet the goals and objectives of the CREP, if appropriate cover 
is planted on the CREP acres.  For the High Plains CREP only, the Division of Wildlife is requesting that 
the USDA-FSA permit a waiver for CP24 – Crosswind Trap Strips on ten percent (3,000acres) of the total 
CREP acres.  This waiver, if approved will enhance environmental objectives of reducing soil erosion and 
moisture capture, avoid establishing ‘nest traps’ for pheasants and other upland and non-game passerine 
birds and accommodate those participants that cannot meet the habitat resource block criteria due to field 
shape, size, or field specific configuration.   
 
Corner Habitat Block Option   
 
Corner resource areas will be enrolled under the CREP Program, in CP-4D permanent cover.  Due to their 
small size (normally 7-9 acres in size) and shape (triangular), efficient and input-friendly wheat/fallow 
farming is nearly impossible.  To meet objectives of this proposal, the best option for resource corners is 
creation of permanent CP-4D cover, which will be vastly superior to crop production in reducing herbicide 
usage, soil erosion, in addition to providing excellent wildlife habitat.  Producers will not be limited in the 
number of corner resource areas enrolled per field, however, individual corner size may be capped at 10 
acres.  The corner resource areas do not have an adjacent cropping component requirement.  Dryland 
corners with the associated irrigated pivot acres enrolled in the Republican River CREP are not eligible for 
enrollment in the High Plains CREP.   
 
Exhibit H describes the guidelines for the management of the wheat and wheat fallow rotational blocks. 
 
Exhibit I provides a schematic describing the Division’s proposal for field delineation and management. 
 
For lands enrolled in all practices of this CREP, the Division of Wildlife requests that mowing and managed 
haying and grazing be prohibited, in lieu of more favorable mid-contract management regimes, such as 
prescribed burning and light disturbance tillage.  Emergency haying and grazing will be permitted under 
provisions established under CRP rules.  To encourage CREP enrollments in appropriate areas, the proposed 
enrollments must not lie within a landscape that is dominated by native short grass prairie, defined as the 
adjacent lands composed of 50% or greater native short grass prairie 
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Section 6: Cost Analysis 

 

Exhibit J provides a more detailed look at costs associated with this CREP proposal, however, a brief 
summary follows: 
 
A) Total Estimated Costs – $25,289,250 over 15 years, 79% federal and 21% non-federal.  These 
costs reflect a direct non-federal cash payment on approximately 16%.  Exhibit J lists the practices and 
applicable incentives from federal and non-federal sources. 

 

B) Federal land use rental payments on CP4D and CP10 would be identical to dryland rental 
payment under the Continuous CRP (dry land rental rate for the county). On ten percent of the CREP acres 
(3,000 acres), we are proposing some modifications to the Practice Incentive Payment (PIP) structures for 
CP24 only.  Specifically, we are requesting that for this CREP only, landowners be eligible for an additional 
40% PIP payment for practice installation.  
 
C) The Division of Wildlife’s Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program (PHIP) currently provides 
eastern Colorado Pheasants Forever chapters with $350,000 annually for habitat projects, including food 
plots, deferment of chemical application to wheat, and corner resource incentives.  The PHIP funding, upon 
approval of this CREP Agreement, will be incorporated into this CREP proposal, which will allow more 
comprehensive distribution of projects.  Likewise, the Division’s Walk-In Access Program will be an 
important partner, and currently budgets $300,000 annually for hunting access payments to landowners and 
administrative costs.  A large percentage of the Walk-In Access Program funds will be targeted towards 
CREP acres upon the High Plains CREP approval. 
 
D) The Colorado Division of Wildlife has assigned a full-time CREP coordinator to administer the 
state’s interests in CREP proposals and coordinate reporting requirements and other CREP related 
administrative needs.  It is expected that one third to one half of this individual’s time will be dedicated to 
the High Plains CREP proposal and implementation.  Additionally, the Colorado Division of Wildlife has 
one staff person that has Farm Bill Coordination as part of his job duties.  It is anticipated that this person 
will dedicate five to ten percent of his/her time to CREP related activities.  The Colorado Division of 
Wildlife’s Small Game Manager will provide direction and resources to insure PHIP and Walk-In access 
funding is appropriately applied to this CREP.  We anticipate that approximately 50% of this person’s time 
will be dedicated to PHIP and Walk-In Access directly related to the High Plains CREP.  CDOW field staff 
will be engaged in the implementation, monitoring, and promotion of the High Plains CREP. In total, 
CDOW in-kind services will approximate $75,000 annually.  
 
E) Pheasants Forever members have dedicated countless hours to the Division of Wildlife’s PHIP 
and Walk-In access programs over the past ten years.  Additionally, local conservation districts have 
provided promotional and implementation assistance for both of these programs. These partners have 
already obligated to assist with the promotion, implementation, outreach, and monitoring for the High 
Plains CREP.  Six county PF Chapters and local conservation districts will dedicate between $15,000 and 
$20,000 of In-Kind voluntary services to the High Plains CREP. 
 
F) The Colorado Division of Wildlife has provided funding for The Rocky Mountain Bird 
Observatory to conduct specific passerine bird surveys in the habitat within this geographic area.  These 
surveys will provide a baseline in the first several years and will hopefully detect changes as the CREP 
acres are enrolled and the permanent habitat is established.  Funding for the five counties within the High 
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Plains CREP is $3,600 per county per year, however this In-Kind match will be split between the 
Republican River and the High Plains CREP.  The total annual funding obligated to the High Plains CREP 
will be approximately $9,000 per year.  
 
G) Additional partners are expected, as this CREP proposal will have far-reaching positive impacts 
for such potential partners. These partners can provide funds, in kind services, and technical information to 
landowners, and administrative assistance for federal and state agencies. 
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Section 7: Monitoring 

 

How success of Program will be measured 

 

The success of the High Plains CREP will be partially measured by the level of producer participation and 
the progress toward the overall objectives of the proposal.  Specific measurements regarding progress 
toward program objectives are detailed in this section. 
 

Description of Data to be Collected and Methods 

 

Water Quality: The Northern High Plains Aquifer Studies of 2002-2004 being conducted by USGS will 
serve as baseline for source-water assessments of basin ground water.  Continued efforts of the Agricultural 
Chemicals and Groundwater Protection studies can be utilized in conjunction with ongoing municipal and 
agricultural well sampling to measure progress on nitrate and pesticide levels. 

 

Wildlife Responses: Population data for selected wildlife species, primarily ring-necked pheasants and 
greater prairie chickens, will be collected annually by the Division of Wildlife within the area using survey 
techniques currently in use.  The surveys for ring-necked pheasants include spring crowing call counts, fall 
brood counts and Small Game Harvest Surveys.  Greater prairie chicken populations will be monitored 
using a nationally accepted protocol that randomly surveys greater prairie chicken leks or breeding grounds 
and provides long-term trend indices for the species.  This data has been collected for decades in Colorado 
which will be used as a baseline. 
 
The Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory (RMBO), a nonprofit organization dedicated to the conservation of 
birds and bird habitat in the Rocky Mountain Region has preliminarily agreed to provide expertise and 
resources to monitor passerine bird responses to the habitat improvements contained within the High Plains 
proposal. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has provided funding for this organization to conduct specific 
passerine bird surveys in the habitat within this geographic area.  These surveys will provide a baseline in 
the first several years and will hopefully detect changes as the CREP acres are enrolled and the permanent 
habitat is established.   
 
Landowner Surveys:  The Colorado Division of Wildlife periodically surveys landowners to assess their 
responses to new programs.  CDOW may survey landowners to assess their responses regarding CREP and 
the use of Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program and Walk-In Access Program funding to match CREP. 
 
Hunter Surveys:  The Colorado Division of Wildlife periodically surveys small game hunters to assess 
their satisfaction regarding certain hunting related activities sponsored by CDOW.  CDOW may conduct a 
survey assessing hunters and their responses to this program.  CDOW is also interested in promoting new 
hunters and may attempt to assess the number of new hunters that have been recruited through the 
implementation of this program. 
 
Annual reports will be prepared and submitted to the Farm Services Agency by the first of April each year 
by the Division of Wildlife CREP administrator. 
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Continuing evaluation by the partners will be necessary to ensure that program objectives are being met.  If 
evaluation shows that specific objectives are not being met, practices within the program will be modified 
with the assistance of FSA, to meet those specific Program objectives. 
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Section 8: Public Outreach and Support 

 

Phase I: Information Gathering and Assessment of Public Support  

 

Support for this project is significant and widespread, and includes state, county and local agencies, 
Conservation Districts, producer and commodity groups, conservation organizations and 
environmental groups.  Further, this proposal was developed with the assistance of an 
interdisciplinary team consisting of representatives from many of these groups. It is expected that 
these supporting partners will provide assistance with public outreach and program support. 
Conservation groups and agricultural organizations were consulted regarding the conservation 
values of the proposal as well as the economic viability of various aspects of the program.  These 
groups and organizations provided invaluable insight into the development of this proposal and most 
have indicated their support through specific letters (Exhibit N) or verbal approval.  
 

Phase II: CREP Rollout 

 

In agreement with FSA and USDA, a multi-media outreach campaign will be initiated on the 
approval of this CREP proposal, including organizational newsletters, brochures, displays, magazine 
articles, agency news spots on television, web based information sources, and landowner seminars. 
The High Plans CREP will be announced and promoted through seven county newspapers and local 
radio stations.  Pheasants Forever Chapters in each CREP county will provide outreach through local 
contacts and sponsoring local meetings.  Additionally, High Plains CREP information will be posted 
on the Pheasants Forever state website.   State agency (CDOW) representatives and Pheasants 
Forever members will be available to assist with training and provide information at local offices.  
CDOW biologists and other CDOW staff will be available to promote the High Plains CREP at local 
fairs, FFA meetings, Conservation District meetings, and other venues where landowners may be 
contacted. 
  

Phase III: Ongoing Support 

 

The High Plains CREP will be discussed monthly at CDOW regional meetings.  Ongoing newspaper 
articles and radio press releases will be conducted by CDOW staff and Pheasants Forever members 
in the local communities.  CDOW phone numbers and e-mail addresses will be distributed at local 
USDA offices so producers that are interested will have the ability to contact CDOW.  A High 
Plains CREP summary will be provided annually in the Walk-In Atlas booklet that is distributed to 
hunting license agents throughout the state.  Other promotional activities will be considered and 
implemented as deemed necessary to meet the High Plains CREP objectives. 
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Section 9: Compliance With Other Laws 

 
 This proposal is designed to improve and protect the natural environment through incentive-based 
programs.  This proposal is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, the Endangered 
Species Act, and all other applicable local, state and federal regulations. 
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Exhibit A 

Project Area Map 
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Exhibit B  

Ogallala Aquifer 
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Exhibit C 

   Streams and Drainages 
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Exhibit D 

Colorado Hydrological Units 
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Exhibit E 

 Ring-necked Pheasant Range 
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Exhibit F  

 Greater Prairie Chicken Range 
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Exhibit G 

 Colorado Conservation Priority Areas 
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Exhibit H 

 

Wheat and Wheat Fallow Guidelines – High Plains CREP. 
 
Producers enrolling in the High Plains CREP agree to manage the remaining cropland acres of the field in a 
managed wheat/fallow system, as described in the six following sub-sections: 
  
1. Chemical Deferment.   
 
A. Producer agrees to defer use of all post harvest chemicals on wheat stubble, including 
application of Glyphosate and herbicides with residual activity. 
B. Producer agrees to use only non-residual herbicides in the spring. The application of 
spring herbicides to green wheat that employs residual activity is prohibited.  Specifically, sulfonylurea 
herbicides are prohibited.   
C. Fertilizer application is not restricted except that fertilizers should be applied according 
to manufacturer’s recommendations. 
 
2. Permitted chemical management.  
 
A. Producers will be permitted to control spring mustard problems by applying chemicals 
that have no residual activity.   
B. Producers that employ Clearfield wheat to manage jointed goatgrass can apply Beyond 
herbicide as required by Clearfield guidelines. 
C. Producers that delay tillage of crop stubble until July 1 may apply Glyphosate and/or 2-
4D to conserve soil moisture as necessary.  No chemicals with residual activity will be permitted under this 
provision, which is also known as ‘Delayed Minimum Tillage’.    
 
3. Stubble Height. 
 
A. Producer agrees to leave a minimum of 15 inches of standing stubble after harvest, 
regardless of the method of harvest used by the producer. 
B. Producers should select varieties of wheat that will attain the necessary height to leave a 
minimum of 15 inches of stubble after harvest. 
C. Under extreme drought circumstances, the Division of Wildlife may make allowances to 
producers to leave as much stubble as possible, when 15 inches is not possible.  Division of Wildlife 
Incentives will be available in these circumstances as long as producer has shown good faith effort to leave 
as much stubble as possible.  
 
4. Field Size and Alignment.  
 
A. Preferred option for field size and alignment is 3 fields of 40 acres each adjacent to the 
40 acre Habitat Resource Block, however, a producer may choose to create a base field size of two (2) 60 
acre blocks of wheat & fallow, per year, with each block adjacent to the Habitat Resource Block.  Alternate 
Habitat Resource Blocks must follow alignment guidelines for the specific USDA practice. 
B. On multiple adjacent enrollments by a single landowner, Habitat Resource Blocks must 
be at least ½ mile apart.  No distance requirements will be required for alternative Habitat Blocks.   
C. On adjacent enrollments by different landowners, Habitat Resource Blocks must be at 
least ¼ mile apart.  No distance requirements will be requested for alternative Habitat Blocks.  
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5. Crop rotations and substitutions.  
 
A. Wheat/Fallow shall be the primary crop selection and rotation pattern.  Crop 

substitutions other than wheat will be allowed no more than once every 5 years. 
B. Crop substitutions will be allowed only with CDOW agreement, when producer can 
demonstrate that a quantifiable need exists to rotate crops to reduce rye or jointed goatgrass concerns.  All 
substitutions will be subject to chemical deferment requirements.  Post harvest stubble height requirements 
will be waived for proso, red hershey, and forage sorghum (see #5-C below).     
C. Permitted crop substitutions will include proso millet, red hershey, dryland corn, and 
grain sorghum.  Forage sorghum will be allowed as a substitute crop, however, producers using forage 
sorghum will not be required to leave the minimum stubble height.  Instead, producers will be required to 
leave 3 acres of forage sorghum standing, immediately adjacent to the Habitat Resource Block.  Sunflowers 
(seed or oil,) and other crops not mentioned will not be accepted as substitution crops.   
D. Clearfield wheat will be allowed as a substitution crop, only to reduce jointed goatgrass 
concerns, as suggested by technical guidelines. 
 
6. Tillage.  
 
A. All stubble within this proposal must remain untilled from harvest date through a 
minimum date of July 1 of the following year to participate in the EQIP Residue Management Practice.   
B. Fall post-harvest tillage will not be allowed within this program. 
C. If a producer chooses to mechanically till in the spring, he will not be eligible for the 
EQIP Residue Management (pheasants) incentive payment. Under this scenario, the first mechanical tillage 
must be conducted prior to May 1 to encourage hen pheasants to establish nests in green wheat or adjacent 
undisturbed grass cover.  If stubble cannot be worked prior to May 1, tillage should be deferred until July 1. 
D. Specific mechanical tillage operations, within the above sideboards, are at the complete 
discretion of the producer. 
All other cropping practices will be left to the discretion of the producer, but should be in accordance with 
the intent of the objectives of the CREP and managed wheat system.  The CDOW will not hold the producer 
at fault for circumstances beyond control, including hail, lightning, wild fire or drought. 
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Exhibit I 
 

CREP/wheat fallow arrangements and options. 

 
Habitat Resource Blocks – Preferred design and rotation. 
 

 
 
Habitat Resource Blocks – Secondary design and rotation. 
 
 

             
 
Habitat Resource Blocks – Alternate Practices. (diagram not to scale) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
 
 
 
 

CREP 

Cover 
Wheat 

Stubble 

Green 

Wheat 

Year 1 – September. Year 2- September 

CREP 
Cover 

Wheat 

Stubble 

Green 
Wheat 

CP-24- Alternate Cross-Wind Trap Strips 
fifty feet in width not to exceed twenty five 
percent of the field.  Crosswind Trap Strips 
must be alternated with DMT Wheat fallow 
strips.  No less than 10 nor more than 15 
Crosswind Trap Strips are permitted per 160 

acre field. 
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Habitat Resource Corners – CREP    

 
No DMT cropping requirements are associated with the Habitat Resource Corners. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Irrigated Crop 

← CREP 

      Cover 
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Exhibit J 

 

  USDA- Farm Service Agency and non-federal Partners Cash Contribution Overview 
 
 
 

Use Practice Federal Cost Partner Cost, Cash 

Habitat 
Resource  
Block 

CP-4D, pheasant 
 
 

� 50% establishment cost 
� Dryland rental rate 
� $5.00/acre maintenance 
 

� $700/parcel (signing) 
� $5.00/acre PHIP 

annual Incentive 
� $1.50/acre Walk-In 

Access 
� $0.50/acre Walk-In 

Contractor 
 

Corner Resource 
Area 

CP-4D, pheasant � 50% establishment cost 
� Dryland Rental Rate 
� $5.00/acre maintenance 
 

� $100/corner or $500 
for all 4 corners 
(signing) 

� $10.00/acre PHIP 
annual Incentive 

� $5.00/acre for Walk-
In Access 

� $0.50/acre Walk-In 
Contractor 

 

Crosswind Trap 
Strips 

CP-24 
 

 

� 50% establishment cost 
� 40% PIP 
� $5.00/acre maintenance 

� $5.00/acre PHIP 
annual incentive 

� $1.50/acre for Walk-
In Access 

� $0.50/acre Walk-In 
Contractor  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Colorado Division of Wildlife Cash Contribution 

 

 Small Game Walk-In Access Program Costs at target acreage. 
 
 
Annual Incentive Unit  Walk-In 

Access 

 

Total Walk-In 

Landowner 

(Year 1) 

Total Walk-

In 

Landowner 

(Year 2) 

Total Walk-In 

Landowner 

(Year 3)*  

Total Walk-In 

Landowner 

(Year 4-15) 

Habitat Resource 
Block 
$1.50/acre 

20,000 acres  
 

$1.50/acre 
 

$9,750 
 (6,500 acres) 

$19,500 
(13,000 acres) 

$30,000 
(20,000 acres) 

$30,000 
(20,000 acres) 

Alternate HBR 
$1.50/acre 

3,000 acres  
 

$1.50/acre $1,500 
(1,000 acres) 

 

$3,000 
(2,000 acres) 

$4,500 
(3,000 acres) 

$4,500 
(3,000 acres) 

Corner Resource Area 
$5.00/acre 

7,000 acres  
 

$5.00/acre $12,500 
(2,500 acres) 

$25,000 
(5,000 acres) 

$35,000 
(7,000 acres) 

$35,000 
(7,000 acres) 

Contractor Fee 
(CREP) 

 $0.50/acre $5,000 $10,000 $15,000 $15,000 

Walk-In CREP Sub-
Totals 

   

$28,750 

 

$57,500 

 

$84,500 

 

$84,500/yr 

12 years 

Total CREP Walk-In 

Cost-Share 

      

 
* Pending re-authorization of the Farm Bill after December 31, 2007. 
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Colorado Division of Wildlife Cash Contribution 

 

Pheasant Habitat Improvement Program (PHIP) Estimated Cost-Share on CREP acres at target 

acreages of 10,000 per year. 

 
One Time Incentive Unit  PHIP Habitat 

Bonus  

(at signing) 

Total Habitat 

Bonus 

(Year 1) 

Total Habitat 

Bonus 

(Year 2) 

Total Habitat  

Bonus 

(Year 3)*  

 

Habitat Resource 
Block 

20,000 acres 
 

$700/parcel 
 

$112,000 
(160 parcels)  

$112,000 
(160 parcels) 

$122,500 
(175 parcels) 

1 parcel = 40 acres

Corner Resource 
Area 

7,000 acres  
 

$100/corner or 
$500 if all 4 

corners enrolled 

$45,000 
(90 parcels) 

$45,000 
(90 parcels) 

$35,000 
(70 parcels) 

1 parcel = 28 acres
on average 

       

       

Sub-Total 27,000  $157,000 $157,000 $157,500  

       

Bonus Program 
Total 

27,000 acres      

 
Annual Incentive Unit  PHIP Habitat 

Incentive 

 

Total Habitat 

Incentive 

(Year 1) 

Total Habitat 

Incentive 

(Year 2) 

Total Habitat  

Incentive 

(Year 3)*  

Total Habitat 

Incentive 

(Year 4-15)

Habitat Resource 
Block 

20,000 acres 
 

$5.00/acre 
 

0 
  

$32,500 
(6,500 acres) 

$65,000 
(13,000 acres) 

$100,000 
(20,000 acres)

Alternate HBR 3,000 acres  
 

$5.00/acre $0 
 

$5,000 
(1,000 acres) 

$10,000 
(2,000 acres) 

$15,000 
(3,000 acres)

Corner Resource 
Area 

7,000 acres  
 

$10.00/acre $0 $25,000 
(2,500) 

$50,000 
(5,000 acres) 

$70,000 
(7,000 acres)

       

       

Sub-Total 30,000  $0 $62,500 $125,000 $185,000 

       

 Cost – Bonus and 
Incentive 

  $157,000 $219,500 $282,000 $185,000 

Total PHIP Cost , 15 
years 
 

30,000  $157,000 $219,500 $282,000 $2,220,000 

over 12 years

 
* Pending re-authorization of the Farm Bill after December 31, 2007. 
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USE Establishment Rental/Maintenance Total USDA – 15 Year 

Habitat Resource Block 
20,000 acres 

Prep & Cover1 -  $400,000 
 
Grass Seeding2 -  $800,000 
 
 
 
Total Est. - $1,200,000 

$800,000/year 
 
($35.00/acre + $5.00 
maintenance payment) 

One time cost -  $1,200,000 
 
Rental              $12,000,000 

 

 

Alternate HBR 
3,000 acres 

Prep and Cover1 - $60,000 
 
Grass Seeding2 -  $120,000 
 
PIP 40%3 -             $48,000 
 
Total Est. - $228,000 

$120,000/yr  
 
($35.00/acres+$5.00 
maintenance payment) 
 
 
 

One time cost -     $228,000 
 
Rental -              $1,800,000 

Corner Resource Area 
7,000 acres 

Prep & Cover1 -  $140,000 
 
Grass Seeding2 - $280,000 
 
 
Total Est. - $420,000 

$280,000/year 
 
($35.00/acres+$5.00 
maintenance payment) 

One time cost -   $420,000 

 

Rental -               $4,200,000 

Total   One time cost -  $1,848,000 
Rental -             $18,000,000 
Total -              $19,848,000 

    
 

 

 

 

 

1Estimates calculated at $40.00/acre for 20,000 acres of HBRs, 3,000 acres of alternate HBRs, and 7,000 acres of Corner 
Resource Areas multiplied by 0.50 federal cost share rate. 
2Estimated calculated at $80.00/acre for 20,000 acres of HBRs, 3,000 acres of alternate HBRs and 7,000 acres of Corner 
Resource Areas multiplied by 0.50 federal cost share rate. 
3Practice Incentive Payments on 3,000 acres of CP-24 at 40% of establishment costs. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Total Estimated Project Cost - Cash  ($19,848,000 Federal, $4,063,250 Partner) 

Partner In-Kind from page 37   $1,378,000     (Partner in-kind percentage = 5%) 

Total CREP Costs    $25,289,250 (Partner direct payment percentage = 16%)  

     

Total Estimated  USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA) Cash Contributions 
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Exhibit K 

 

USDA- NRCS Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) 

Conservation Practice CP 329a (Pheasants) Cost-Share 

 
USE UNIT Practice 

Habitat Resource 
Block, 
associated wheat 
fallow 
 

 

60,000 acres 

 

Retain tall wheat (>15” 

tall) on harvested wheat 

adjacent to Habitat 

Resource Block 

Alternate HBR 
3,000 acres 

 

9.000 acres 

Retain tall wheat (>15” 

tall) on harvested wheat 

adjacent to Habitat 

Resource Strips 

Total  

69,000 acres 

 

Incentive Payment Practices – 

Practices approved for Incentive Payments and approved rates for Fiscal Year 2005  

Practice Rate 

Residue Management (pheasants) 5/ $15.00/Acre 

Wildlife Habitat Management  $3.00/Acre 

5/  -  For Wildlife issue sign-ups ONLY. The practice is only for areas where pheasants are likely to occur as 

determined by NRCS or CDOW wildlife biologists. This is a special wheat residue management practice specifically for 

Pheasant habitat improvement, not erosion control or water quality/quantity. Producer may NOT receive both the 

regular Residue Management incentive and the Pheasant incentive. Producer may NOT receive both the Pheasant 

incentive and the regular Wildlife Habitat Management incentive on the same acres. To be implemented following 

guidance in Biology Technical Note 10. To qualify, wheat stubble must be at least 15 inches tall after harvest and no 

tillage is allowed before July 1st the following year. No long residual herbicide application is allowed. ***Spot 

spraying with contact herbicides for mustard and listed noxious Weed control is allowed at any time. 
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EXHIBIT L 

 
NAME______________________________________________PHONE NUMBER____________________ 
 
ADDRESS___________________________________________________________________________ 

                 Rte.                              Town                     State       Zip 
 

CREP AGREEMENT #_____________________CHAPTER NAME______________________________________ 
 
 HABITAT DEVELOPMENTS 

 
 
APPROVED PHIP ANNUAL AND ONE-
TIME INCENTIVES 
 

NUMBER 

 

SIZE/STYLE 

 

ITEM COST 
TOTAL 
COST 

YEARS OF 
CONTRACT 

CREP PRACTICE SIGNING INCENTIVE 
    1 

HABITAT RESOURCE BLOCK 
    14 

ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE BLOCK       14 

CORNER RESOURCE AREA     14 

 
***SHOW LOCATION OF HABITAT DEVELOPMENTS ON SECTION MAPS*** 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I hereby agree to manage my CREP adjacent acres according to the specifications for habitat development, located in 
Exhibit H in PHIPS Contract # XXX-06 as a condition of my enrollment and acceptance into the HIGH PLAINS CREP.  
I have read and fully agree to manage CREP adjacent acres in a Delayed Minimum Tillage wheat-fallow crop rotation as 
described in Exhibit H.  Furthermore, as a condition of my enrollment in the HIGH PLAINS CREP, I agree to enroll said 
property(ies) into the Colorado Small Game Walk-In Access Program through the appropriate local Walk-In Coordinator.  
The Colorado Division of Wildlife will facilitate entry into the Walk-In Access Program.   
. 

 ***SIGNATURES*** 
 
LANDOWNER________________________________ ______________________DATE___________ 
 
PHEASANTS FOREVER____________________________ __________________DATE___________ 
 
CHECK#_________________AMOUNT__________________________________DATE___________ 
 
SITE INSPECTION BY___________________________________________          DATE___________ 
 
PLANTING INSPECTED BY__________________________  ________________DATE___________ 
 
White copy to Area Biologist 
Yellow copy to Pheasants Forever Chapter  Pink copy to Landowner 2005 Phipcont.frm  

HABITAT PROJECT AGREEMENT 

Pheasant 

  Habitat 

    Improvement 

      Program 
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Exhibit M 
Reduced Fertilization and Chemical Application 

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program Acres only 
 

The estimated reduction in fertilizer and chemical application through the implementation of a 30,000 
acre CREP proposal is estimated in the table below.  As this proposal targets only dryland winter wheat 
acreage, all estimates related to fertilizer and chemical reduction are based on the application rate 
specific to winter wheat. 
 
Annual Estimated Reduction on Agriculture Fertilizers and Chemicals in Dryland Winter Wheat 
on 30,000 acres retired under this CREP proposal. 
 

Product 
 

Total CREP acres Rate (#’s per acre) Total 
Reduction (pounds) 

Nitrogen 30,000 40 1,200,000 
Phosphorous 30,000 20 600,000 
Atrazine 30,000 0.50 15,000 
Roundup 30,000 4.88 146,400 
Banvel 30,000 0.25 7,500 

 
The estimated reduction in fertilizer use on the approximate 69,000 acres that will continue to be 
cropped under a Delayed Minimum Tillage (DMT) or modified DMT system will not be significant, 
however the reduction on the amount of chemicals applied will be reduced substantially as a result of the 
restriction of herbicide use on the DMT acres.  For the purpose of calculating fertilizer and chemical 
applications on the DMT acres, the biennial wheat fallow cropping rotations are used to illustrate the 
reductions.  A typical herbicide program in a winter wheat production system would include the use of 
three applications of Roundup herbicide at a rate of 26 ounce per application, 0.2 ounces of Ally 
herbicide per acre, and approximately 4 ounces of Banvel herbicide per acre.  It is also common in this 
rotational system to apply 0.50 pounds of Atrazine post harvest to control late summer and early fall 
weeds.  It is estimated that some producers will continue to use some herbicides in the spring to control 
certain weeds. 
 
Annual Estimated Reduction in Agricultural Chemicals in a Dryland Winter Wheat Cropping 
system on 69,000 acres that will be enrolled in the DMT program. 
 

Product Total non-CREP  
acres/2 

Rate (#’s per acre) Total Reduction 
(pounds) 

Atrazine 34,500 0.50 17,250 
Roundup 34,500 2.44 84,180 
Banvel 34,500 0.25 8,625 

 
Total Estimated Reduction in Agricultural Fertilizers and Chemicals (15 Years) 
 

Product Total CREP Acres Total non-CREP 
acres/2 

Total Reduction 
(pounds) 

Nitrogen 30,000 34,500 18,000,000 
Phosphorous 30,000 34,500 9,000,000 
Atrazine 30,000 34,500 483,750 
Roundup 30,000 34,500 3,458,700 
Banvel 30,000 34,500 241,875 
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Exhibit N 

Letters of Support 

 
 

Several letters expressing support for the High Plains CREP proposal, the Republican River CREP 
proposal and both proposals are included in the original hard copy version of this proposal.  Specifically, 
letters of support have been received from the following individuals, agencies and organizations. 
 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
Representative Diane Hoppe – Colorado Legislature 
 
Logan County Board of Commissioners 
Phillips County Board of Commissioners 
Yuma County Board of Commissioners 
Kit Carson County Board of Commissioners 
 
Playa Lakes Joint Venture 
Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory 
Pheasants Forever- National Office 
Pheasants Forever – State Council 
Colorado Association of Conservation Districts 
High Plains Land Conservancy 
Colorado Farm Bureau 
Colorado Department of Agriculture 
Wray- Yuma Electric Association 
Northeast Colorado RC and D 
 
Additionally, verbal support has been expressed by the following individuals, agencies, and 
organizations.  Support letters have been solicited, but have yet to be received as of this mailing. 
 
Senator Wayne Allard – United States Congress 
Senator Ken Salazar - United States Congress 
Representative Marilyn Musgrave – United State Congress 
 
Senator Greg Brophy – Colorado Legislature 
 
Sedgwick County Board of Commissioners 
 
Republican River Conservation District 
The Nature Conservancy 
 
Numerous other groups, agencies and organizations have expressed support for the High Plains 
proposal, however a letter of support was not specifically requested. 

 


