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The meeting was convened by Senator Schrock,, Co chair of the Task Force. The new Task Force members introduced themselves to the Task Force:

Introductions

Lloyd Nellor from Beemer is representing Irrigators. Lloyd has farmed since 1955. His farm was a  dryland farm until 35 years ago when he established two wells. He is also on the Lower Elkhorn NRD Board. He is replacing Cecelia Greveson.

Dave Nelson from Upland is representing the NRDs. He graduated from Kearney College in 1972 and farms south of Minden. Two thirds of his farm is irrigated. Dave is presently the President of the Nebraska Association of Resources Districts. He is replacing Peter Rubin. 

Dave Sugden, representing irrigators, farms in Johnson County. Dave is on the Nemaha NRD Board and on  board of the Farm Bureau. He has been farming since 1970 and has  both dryland and ground water irrigation on his farm. He is replacing Kathy Wittler.

Gary Thayer represents irrigators from the White River - Hat Creek basins. He has a ranch in Sioux County with both surface water and ground water irrigation. The ranch has been in the family for 108 years. He is replacing Robert Hawthorne. 

Need for an Outside Facilitator
Senator Schrock stated that a Task Force member raised the concern that facilitators from the DNR and Senator Schrock’s office, would have a bias and therefore said the Task Force should ask Chris Moore and/or Jonathan Bartsh from CDR to facilitate future Task Force meetings. In the discussion of this issue Task Force members had concerns over how much the facilitator would cost and how the facilitator would be funded but they also noted that there would only be a few meetings per year and the importance of what they were doing made the expense worthwhile. Some members suggested we should use an instate facilitator and others wondered if we really needed a facilitator. Others stated it depended on how controversial the issues were and if the issues were controversial, we would definitely need someone without a bias.  The Task Force decided to table the issue until the end of the meeting. 

Additional Introductory Remarks
At this point Senator Schrock provided the history of the formation of the Task Force. He stated the Task Force was his and Jody Gittin's drafted the enabling legislation. The Task Force was needed because the legislature itself was not an appropriate forum for deciding such complicated issues. Originally the Task Force was to have 70 members but on the advice of Roger Patterson, it was reduced to 49 members, with irrigators making up the majority of the members. 

The Task Force met a number of times over a year and a half. The Task Force legislation passed on a vote of 47-2. Senator Schrock stated if there is one shortfall of the final bill, it is the lack of funding. He stated that the legislature is very concerned about the health of water and agriculture in the state. He said it is important to move forward but didn't anticipate any major legislation on water in the next two years. Under LB 962, the amended Task Force mandate will be sunsetted in five years. His hope is that the Task Force will be continued after this date. Finally, he emphasized that Governor Johanns is very supportive of the work of the Task Force and he is confident that the Governor will recommend full funding for the Task Force in his budget request.

Revisions to the Published Agenda

A number of people had asked to present issues for consideration by the Task Force. The agenda was revised to include comments and discussion on issues raised by the Upper Republican NRD, the Tri-Basin NRD, Claude Cappel, the League of Municipalities, Al Schmidt, the Upper Elkhorn NRD and Don Kraus. 

Update of Integrated Management Planning Process

Roger Patterson reported on the multitude of activities of the DNR since LB 962 became effective on July 16, 2004. 

In accordance with LB 962, when the law became effective, the NRDs that were well down the road in the Joint Action Process for integrated management of surface water and ground water under LB 108 were automatically declared to be fully appropriated. These determinations included the NRDs in the Republican River Basin and the NPNRD, with exception of Pumpkin Creek, which had already developed an integrated management plan.  

On September 30th, after public information meetings and formal hearings, the DNR also declared the South Platte NRD, Twin Platte NRD and Central Platte NRD as fully appropriated. In October, the western portion of the Upper Niobrara-White was also declared fully appropriated.

Also, in accordance with LB 962, on September 15th the DNR declared area within the 28/40 line of the South Platte River, the North Platte River and the Platte River upstream of  Elm Creek and their tributaries within the 28/40 line as overappropriated. The 28/40 line is the line within which 28% of what is pumped will show up as a depletion to the stream within 40 years. The line was determined by the COHYST groundwater model. 

These NRDs and the DNR are now in different stages of the process of developing integrated management plans. The Middle Republic NRD board has already approved plan. The DNR is currently working with the Upper Republican Board on a draft plan. The Lower Republican NRD is planning a work session later this month to draft a proposal for a plan. The North Platte NRD, South Platte NRD and the Upper Niobrara White NRD have put together stakeholder groups and are currently working on developing their plans. A meeting on is scheduled for December 10 to start the development of a basin-wide plan for the overappropriated area. Once the basin-wide plan is agreed to, the DNRs and the NRDs will start developing individual NRD plans for the overappropriated area within their NRD.

The new legislation also required rules be developed pertaining to the information that needs to be considered when developing the integrated management plans. DNR has drafted rules and held a hearing and is now waiting for approval of these rules by other entities of the state. The DNR has also drafted rules for the expedited transfers and taken a first cut at rules for the non-expedited transfer laws. The DNR is scheduling an information meeting to discuss the new rules. Finally, the DNR is required under LB 962  to develop rules specifying the types of scientific data and other information that will be considered for making the preliminary determination of which basins are fully appropriated. As part of this process the DNR will also develop rules to define the criteria for determining what area is to be considered as hydrologically connected for purposes of the integrated management plan and what level of interference is allowable before declaring a basin as fully appropriated. The DNR is planning to develop these rules through a  negotiated rule making process. The rules need to be finished by March. The DNR has advertised for people to serve on the rule-making committee and will be hosting an organizational  meeting to lay out the tasks on December 8. All these meetings are open the public.

DNR was allocated three new positions to handle the new work associated with LB 962: a water rights specialist - Laurie Brunner, a staff attorney - Pam Anderson and a geohydrologist, Jim Cannia. Jim Cannia will based in DNR's Bridgeport office. In addition, an existing employee, Tina Kurtz will be the Integrated Management Plan Coordinator. Roger concluding by stating that the Governor is planning a news conference on December 8 specifically to emphasize his support for water planning. Water continues to be a priority for the Governor. 

At this point Senator Schrock stated that one of contentious items in LB 962 is its authority to declare a basin as fully appropriated and overappropriated. He asked if there was any one that disagrees with any of the department determinations to date. No one indicated their disagreement. 

Roger Patterson explained that the NRDs in the Republican were declared fully appropriated primarily because of the Republican River Compact. The Platte River is the only area that will be declared as overappropriated area because it is the only one that fits the criteria for overappropriated. The Kearney Canal was used as the downstream end of the overappropriated area because the canal has an 1882 water right that is far from satisfied. In the Upper Niobrara White NRD the area upstream of the Dunlop Diversion was declared fully appropriated. Downstream of the dam there was not sufficient evidence to substantiate a decision that there was no more water for development below the dam. The fully appropriated area in the Platte Basin extends from the eastern boundary of CPNRD to the western to state line.

A question was asked about what would be the best plan for NRDs to prevent the rush for drilling between time word is out that an area if fully appropriated and the implementation of a moratorium. Roger Patterson replied that this was a concern of the Task Force and that an NRD can implement a moratorium ahead of time even in areas not considered to be fully appropriated. 

Integrated Management Plan Budget
A description of the detailed budget for implementing LB 962 was handed out. Roger Patterson explained that one million of the 2.5 million allocated would be used in an EQIP Program that would provide a cost share with NRCS on a pilot project in the Republican River Basin. This would be a voluntary program that would provide $250 per acre (40% state money, 60% federal) to people willing to not irrigate for four years in the Quick Response Well area. The hope is that 19,000 acres would sign up for the program. These acres can be dryland farmed. Signups would be through January 31. Patterson stated that if LB 962 is properly implemented, other basins would be in a management plan before they became overappropriated and irrigated land would not have to be retired. In response to a question about increasing the payment, Patterson said we would wait to see how many people would be willing to volunteer not to irrigate for the stated price. 

Mike Clements, manager of the Lower Republican NRD stated that the NRD was  working on but had not implemented an Integrated Management Plan and wondered if the NRD could still be considered for funding of EQIP even though it didn't have a plan. Roger Patterson replied that Jim Cook's first look at the legal requirements to spend the EQIP money is that they would need to have an adopted management plan to be eligible for EQIP, but that further study was needed before DNR could provide a definitive answer. In any event, Patterson stated, we need to make sure we do things consistent with the law so that the Legislature has confidence in our ability to spend state money.

Cleanup Language to LB 962 

Jim Cook explained that there were a dozen or so technical changes that should be made to LB 962, but are so critical that there is an immediate need for a legislative fix. Many of the changes are in the transfer sections, not the integrated management section. The DNR will continue to list necessary changes as they are identified with the intent of introducing a clean-up bill in 2006. If anyone has questions on these changes they may contact Jim Cook or Ann Diers, legal counsels for the DNR. David Cookson added that the Task Force’s real focus before the legislature this year must funding. 

Lower Republican NRD Concerns with LB 962

Nelson Trembly, a LRNRD board member explained the contents of  a letter the LRNRD sent to the Task Force. Trembly stated that the LRNRD feels that DNR is going to write the rules. He stated that in the LRNRD’s opinion, their pumping history won’t have a lot a weight when the Integrated Management Plan is being developed. The LRNRD is also concerned that if it has to go before the Interrelated Water Review Board, they won’t get a fair review because they believe the board will be slanted toward the DNR. 

In response to a question on how the board was formed, Roger Patterson explained that the Governor picks two people of his or her choosing and then selects three more members from a list of six submitted by the Natural Resources Commission. Jay Rempe noted that the Task Force spent a lot of time discussing the makeup of the board to insure there is no bias. He asked if the concern was that the Governor will make the appointments? Trembly replied, yes, the concern was that the Governor will choose the board so that it will agree with the DNR.

Clayton Lukow stated that even though the Natural Resources Commission, which provides names for three of the five member Interrelated Water Review Board, is now a code agency, the bias of the Commission towards agriculture has not changed. Jim Cook corrected Lukow somewhat stating that the Natural Resources Commission itself was not a code agency and that its rules of operation have not changed since the formation of the Department of Natural Resources. The Natural Resources Commission is still comprised of 13 members selected by the NRDs and 3 other member selected by Governor. Lukow also stated that he had not been comfortable with the three member Interrelated Water Review Board, but with the change from three to five members required by LB 962, he was more comfortable that agriculture will be properly represented on the board. 

Dan Smith stated he was concerned that there were no rules of procedure on how arguments should be presented to the Interrelated Water Review Board; does one file briefs, do you need a lawyer? Don Adams, an observer in the audience, emphasized that the Task Force should address Dan's points and wondered why the language calling for a mandatory alternative dispute resolution process was pulled from the bill. David Cookson stated that Senator Chambers removed that provision from the bill but that an alternative dispute resolution could still be used and that in fact, from the Attorney General’s office perspective, such a process would be preferable to the use of the Interrelated Water Review Board. Cookson strongly urged the Task Force to consider Smith’s concern that rules be developed for bringing an issue to the Interrelated Water Review Board. 

In response to a request from Senator Schrock, Nelson Trembly explained why the LRNRD passed a resolution against LB 962.  He stated that the LRNRD board feels that what the local board does is really irrelevant because the State will make up the rules but the NRD will still have to enforce them. The LRNRD does not feel this is right, especially since they will have to restrict pumping even though there is  plenty of water in the LRNRD.

Senator Schrock pointed out that the Republican River lawsuit with Kansas is the reason for groundwater pumping restrictions, not LB 962. Nelson agreed but complained that the LRNRD did not have any input on the settlement and therefore the state should be responsible. Senator Schrock stated that the DNR did have meetings with the LRNRD during the settlement discussions. Roger Patterson also explained that the settlement was not the cause of the problem. The need to restrict pumping was the result of the Republican River Compact that was signed in 1943 and the Special Master’s opinion, affirmed by the U. S. Supreme Court, that depletions to the river caused by groundwater pumping must be included in the calculations of consumptive use under the Republican River Compact. The settlement itself just provided the details of how the accounting for these depletions was to be done. 

Jack Maddux rose to state that he thought that we have a fundamental problem that goes way way back to the formation of NRDs and giving them the responsibility for regulating groundwater at the local level. At that time, he stated, we all believed the issue of regulating groundwater pumping could be resolved at the local level. Maddux went on to state that he has since come to believe that the NRDs do not have the political courage to solve the problem at the local level. He believes this is a very very serious problem. 

At this point Senator Schrock asked, "If LB 962 is not the answer, then what is?" Tom Schwarz noted that arguments have been made over and over again in U. S. Supreme Court cases that groundwater and surface water are not connected, but that such arguments have never been won because there is not scientific basis for making such arguments.  Dan Smith suggested that some of the concerns that were being raised by the LRNRD could and should be addressed through the negotiated rule making process. 

Upper Republican NRD's Concerns
Greg Pelster, Board Chariman of the URNRD, stated that one of the problems his board is facing is having the political nerve to do what's right. Pelster explained that as leaders the board is willing to take action, but most people will not understand why such action is needed. The URNRD has had a groundwater management area since 1979 and has implemented the allocation of groundwater since 1980. The allocation has changed over time. A moratorium has been in place on wells and any increase in acres since 1997. Pelster noted that the URNRD’s letter asks the Task Force to take up the issue of funding, citing the legislation that relates to incentive programs. He stated, the URNRD board has at one time or another considered all the options for management provided in both the old and new law. Now the  URNRD is considering implementing an incentive program to stack on top of the State’s efforts, to make payments to people so that retiring irrigated acres would be more tasteful. Pelster explained that the Task Force anticipated the need for financial incentives, but did not go far enough. The URNRD believes it is not the obligation of tax payers to pay to protect an individual's irrigated land. At some point the obligation, after the contribution of the state, must be on the irrigators to help fund the incentive program. 

Jasper Fanning, the manager of the URNRD, added that this issue is something his board has wrestled with as a last resort. In normal water supply years he believes the URNRD can probably remain in compliance with the Compact, but in water short years, the NRD will have to cut back. These reductions do not need to be long term reductions. If purely regulatory options and reduced usage all over the NRD were implemented, there would restrictions on wells in many areas that would not have an affect on the river within the water short year time period. He believes using incentive programs to target areas that will have a more immediate effect on the river when reductions are needed is more economical than reducing the allocation district wide. Fanning explained that the URNRD board is basically looking for a tool to manage water in the water short year and the incentive program would be most effective. It is not that the district is not willing to regulate. We have done that for 30 years, but we want a more effective tool to deal with water short years. 

Dean Large, also a member of the URNRD board concluded stating that after 30 years of regulating, you start running out of options. The only real regulatory option is to impose allocations. The use of an incentive program, as authorized in LB 962, would give us another, voluntary option to retire some ground. Only 20% of district is in the Quick Response area that is eligible for the incentive programs. If we could develop a program for upland wells, it would still serve a purpose for reduction. Basically we would like more options. The current budget does not go very far so the URNRD is asking for Task Force support to look at something creative. We don't want to use this option but we would like the tool to be available. 

Dan Smith stated that the MRNRD supported the URNRD in the efforts. If my board had its way, any incentive program would be funded by the state but if that does not happen, we need to have some local authority to raise money for an incentive program so we can meet the need when it arises. That would make the local district more effective than having to wait for the state to act. 

Dave Cookson stated he believes that under the existing language in LB 962, if the DNR and NRD had an Integrated Management Plan with an incentive program, the Attorney General’s office could defend the plan if a lawsuit was filed. He continued, it would be good to make the bill clearer, but it was clearly the intent of the legislation to allow the NRDs to establish incentive programs as well as have the ability to use state funds. The idea is to give every NRD as many options as possible to tailor the Integrated Management Plan to their situation. If the NRD gets sued over the plan, because the plan is a joint plan, the state will also get sued. The Attorney General’s office will have to defend the DNR and the NRDs lawyer will have to defend the NRD but the two would work together. 

A general discussion on how to present these concerns to the legislative followed the presentation. 

Tri-Basin NRD's Concerns 

John Thorburn, manager of the Tri-Basin NRD said the board had two issues for consideration by the Task Force. First, the TBNRD would like the authority to treat wells differently based on priority date. He stated when his board asked if the regulation and allocation of groundwater use should be based on the date the well was first used, fifty percent said it thought would be better to allocate based on time period in which the land was developed. In the period immediately preceding moratorium there was a lot of development of erodible land and the majority of irrigators thought the late comers should not be entitled to the same amount of water that irrigators of long standing were able to get. 

Second, the board would like funding to provide mechanisms for intentional groundwater recharge. The TBNRD would like a mechanism to assess a particular class of landowners that might benefit from the project rather than assess all landowners in the district. Like the IPA - applicants could come to NRD with a project and the project costs could be assessed in proportion to who receives the benefits of the project. There also may be benefits beyond local land owners, such as fish and wildlife benefits.

Jim Cook stated that under current law the NRDs can differentiate between wells based on the date of forming a management area but that NRDs could not retroactively regulate wells. If the wells were drilled under the correlative rights doctrine but the rules for operating wells were changed at a later date, there would be a fundamental change in the principle under which the wells were established.  As such the NRD could be accused of a takings and be subject to a lawsuit. Cook also stated that under existing law, the NRD could already do an IPA. 

Clayton Lukow stated that any time we take any a step that appears to put groundwater pumpers first in time first in right, he would object because all ground water wells would be junior to surface water rights and 80% of the irrigated lands in state would be threatened.

John Thorburn replied that the NRDs don't have the opportunity to regulate land based on the time of development of the land. His board wants to differentiate based on when the land was developed regardless of when the well the was developed. In response, John Turnbull pointed out that the Task Force previously agreed that surface water should be under the appropriative rights doctrine and groundwater should be under the correlative rights doctrines and that we should stick with that principle. Lloyd Nellor raised the need to deal with the question of what the word “constructed” means. He stated this has been an issue for the NRD board. 

At this point Congressman Tom Osborne addressed the Task Force. He thanked the task force for what they were doing and appreciated everyone’s willingness to serve. He stated  that water is becoming a very emotional issue with no easy answers. We are concerned about the fact that the Republican and Platte River basins are overappropriated so we are hopeful that CREP will go through. The poster child is Pumpkin Creek and the fact that on Pumpkin Creek there are 40,000 acres under irrigation and water for only 20,000 acres. Hopefully CREP will help address that situation. Osborne concluding by stating that when Nebraska got whipped by Oklahoma it was painful, but it forced changes for the better. 

Claude Cappel’s Concerns

Claude Cappel stated he had two concerns. The first was the need to sustain Nebraska’s water supplies, especially in areas where the aquifer is being pumped down. The decline of water supplies in one area can take the water from other areas. He stated that in the last election those candidates who voiced concerns about the need for sustainability got voted out. Cappel is concerned that if water isn't sustained, the ability to irrigate will be lost and as a result there will be major adverse impacts on the economy. If the plan is to allow pumping to continue until there can’t be any irrigation, the plan should let people know so they can plan on going to a dryland operation.

Cappel’s second concern is that there needs to be some way other than a lawsuit to resolve problems. Cappel stated that when the  MRNRD certified 11,000 additional acres, they reduced everybody’s allotment per acre by an inch to inch and a half. However, if someone were to file a lawsuit, it would have to be a class action suit for a takings and if a person won, then everyone would be paid. Cappel would like for there to be a way for a group of people to go to Interrelated Water Review Board rather than having to rely on litigation. 

Jim Cook observed that the interests Cappel is trying to protect  would have to be litigated on the basis of a public interest test and that is no slam dunk. He also stated that the Nebraska Supreme Court will decide some of these issues in the Spear T case. 

Roger Patterson pointed out that the Integrated Management Plans have a goal of sustainability. He explained that in the Republican Basin he and David Cookson are looking at the issue from more than just an individual NRD perspective. In order to comply with the Republican River Compact, we must have sustainability throughout the whole basin. Therefore sustainability is not the issue, The real problem is how to achieve a balance between the uses. These are political decisions internal to the NRDs. We believe the Republican Basin water supplies will be sustainable once the plans are implemented, but that does not fix Claude's problem. 

Nelson Trambly asked how much money Kansas would receive if Nebraska did not comply with the Compact? Roger Patterson stated the issue was not that simple; we could  have to pay with water as well as money. Jim Cook added that the courts are not entirely settled on how to assess damages and that the court won't continue to just assess damages if the problem continues. Eventually, the court will step in to make sure that Nebraska complies with the Compact and provides Kansas the water they are entitled to receive. 

Claude reiterated his concern that complying with the Compact is different than dealing with local concerns. Gene Glock agreed with Claude stating that he was in an area where as a result of other people’s pumping, his water supply is disappearing. However, he believes the first thing we have to do to address the problem is to understand the hydrology and we need funding to do that. 

Potential Legislation by the League of Municipalities 

Don Blankenau, an attorney representing League of Municipalities, stated that the League intends to introduce some legislation at this session. The legislation is not intended to upset any legal philosophies and the League is working with Dean Edson to make sure that the legislation is compatible with the NRDs concerns. The municipalities’ concern is that it is difficult to respond quickly to needs for water for development. The current process of expanding the cities use of water is a very unwieldy process. 

Clayton Lukow stated he did not believe there was any real conflict between irrigators and a city. Blankenau responded that the cities don't want to be treated differently, but they do need to empower the NRD and cities so that they can develop a water development plan that would allow the city to tell an industry, "we have water available if you come here." If the industry said they were ready to go, the city could simply execute the plan.  There is nothing in LB 962 that explicitly blocks this, but nothing that explicitly authorizes such a plan. 

John Turnbull stated he understood the issue but was bothered about how to proceed. It is clear that if the NRD allows the expansion of water use, then it forces all water users in the district to reduce their use to provide water for the new use. From an NRD standpoint, he doesn't want to subject all water users to a reduction in water to help a new user out. 

Don Blankenau stated that that is not the way it would work. He explained, if Kearney did want to expand by 10%, they would have to go to the NRD and figure out how they could increase their use of water on a moments notice. One way they could do that is find an irrigator who would give up the use of water for a price. Legislation would provide maximum flexibility. This would not be a water bank but a pre-approved plan for growth. Blankenau agreed that there is nothing to prohibit one from doing this now, but that there is no explicit authority for doing so in the law.

Brian Barels added that municipalities and the power industry are largely in the same boat. As we go through and consider special legislation, we may need to think broader than just economic development for municipalities. Dave Sands asked how what was being proposed is different from water leasing? Blankenau explained that the lease wouldn't do any good until it got NRD and state approval. What is needed is a plan that would be pre-approved by the NRD. Effectively there would be a permit in advance. 

Don Kraus asked if it wouldn't make sense to make such a plan a part of an integrated management plan. 

Al Schmidt's Concerns 

Al Schmidt stated that in the surface water statute 46-294 it states a transfer that uses someone else’s facilities must be approved by the owner of the facility. He is concerned that just by simple inertia, the owner of a facility could prohibit a transfer. He stated the intent LB 962 was to prevent irrigators from moving in or out of the district. He suggested that 46-294 should be changed to notifying the owner of the facilities but not requiring their approval. Roger Patterson suggested that Al Schmidt’s concern should be discussed at the meeting the DNR was planning to have to discuss rules on transfers and then, if necessary brought back to the Task Force. 

Upper Elkhorn NRD's Concern 

Dennis Scheuth stated that a  lot of the UENRD’s concerns had already been discussed but he wanted to emphasize that funding was a major issue. He added that he hoped that if there is any additional funding, we must make sure those basins that will in the future be labeled as fully appropriated also have access to funding. He believes that the use of incentive plans to retire acres should be expanded to the entire state. 

Don Kraus’s Concerns 

Don Kraus said he has worked with Jay Rempe to put together a resolution on funding. He would like the Task Force to agree on and forward this resolution to the legislature. He stated the Task Force should continue to push for a dedicated source of funding. 

A discussion on how to ensure that the legislature provided adequate funding for LB 962 followed. In particular, the need to provide a dedicated source of funding was discussed. In the end the Task Force agreed to move forward with the first part of Kraus’ resolution but decided that pushing for a dedicated source of funding was should not be done at this point in time and therefore should not be part of the resolution. The Task Force agreed, however,  that the concept of a dedicated funding source should not be dropped from Task Force consideration. 

Kraus is also concerned about how the State is going to deal with the lag effects of pumping wells on the Platte River. He raised the issue now, not to pursue it but to make sure that the Task Force does not lose track of the issue. 

Senator Schrock raised the concern that  a lot of people are paying for water from a surface water project that is not being delivered. He asked if the groundwater users are responsible for taking surface water, when do we decide that the surface water user is suffering too much of the burden. There is an injustice here. Jim Miller agreed with Schrock asking why we are continuing to pay for water we are not getting? Claude Cappel stated he has paid $40,000 for water he never got. 

The Task Force decided to forward the following resolution on funding:

Therefore be it resolved that the Water Policy Task Force recommends the following:

1. That annual funding of at least $4.7 million per year be provided for implementation of LB962 programs for fiscal years 2006 and 2007;

2. Funding of at least $4.7 million be established for each succeeding fiscal year.

Identification and Discussion of Future Priority Issues

The above issues were added to the list of  parking lot issues left over from the previous Task Force deliberations. 

Discussion of Work Plan Development

The Task Force decided to ask the executive committee to review and prioritize these issues and report back to the task force. 

Roger Patterson suggest that a subcommittee be formed to develop a strategy to pursue more funding for LB 062 activities. Gene Glock agreed to serve as the chair. Other members of the committee include Roger Patterson, Gloria Ericson, Lumir Jedlicka, Ron Bishop, Dave Sands, John Turnbull, Don Kraus, Jay Rempe, Tom Schwarz and Clayton Lukow. 

Next Meetings
The next meeting of the Executive Committee was scheduled for 10:00 a.m. February 2, 2004 in Lincoln, with a potential Executive Board meeting at 3:00 p.m. on the afternoon of March 1, 2004 in Kearney. 

The full Task Force will meet at 9:30 on March 2 in Kearney. 

Senator Schrock suggested that the Task Force should tour the Republican River Basin for two days in June. He asked Dan Smith, Mike Clements and Jasper Fanning to work with Roger Patterson to put together the tour.   

Senator Schrock also asked that the Executive Committee review Ann Bleed’s power point on the Republican River Compact and LB 962 to determine if it was something the entire Task Force should see. 

Hiring An Outside Facilitator
The Task Forced decided to ask Jonathan Bartsch to facilitate the full Task Force meeting on March 2, but did not feel it was necessary to have a facilitator for the Executive Committee meetings. 

Public Comments

Jim Prange?/ from Ogallala stated that the Task Force did an excellent job with LB 962. He liked the fact that the law was proactive in trying to deal with conflict. He stated as he went to different meetings he has asked a number of people to give him some idea of how often they met to look at the big picture of drought. They would say none. When asked why not, they replied that the Governor hadn't asked them to. When he raised this issue with Congressman Osborne, Osborne  recommended he come to task force. Prange asked the Task Force to look at the bigger picture of drought and conservation and foster a statewide discussion on drought and its affects on the citizens in Nebraska. 

Steve Smith from Imperial stated that a lot of people are confused about what is meant by sustainability. He would like to know specifically how many inches of water would be allowed per acre under the standard of sustainability. He would like the Task Force to provide such an answer. 

The Task Force meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.. 

