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	F-1 Forestland Protection from Developed Uses 


	Option Category: Not Quantified



	Policy Description:  Reduce the rate at which existing forestlands and forest cover are cleared and converted to developed uses.


	Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: Reduce by 50 percent the total acres of forestland expected to be lost from land clearing over the project period.
· Timing: 
· Parties: Forest Legacy program (NM EMNRD), Natural Lands Protection program (NM EMNRD), private non-profit land trusts. Forest protection accomplished through acquisition of conservation easements and fee title by public and private conservation organizations. The NM Land Conservation Incentive program provide tax relief for landowners who donate conservation easements to private non-profit land trusts
· Other: Criteria for land protection have already been established by existing public land protection programs. Private land trusts may have more flexible criteria.


	Implementation method(s):  



	Related Policies/Programs in place: 



	Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2: Carbon savings occur when live carbon stocks (trees, shrubs, and some soil organic carbon) are protected from clearing and the associated decay or combustion of cleared biomass. Carbon losses are offset to some extent by the portion of harvested biomass that is converted to durable wood products (carbon storage in product use), and for that portion converted to renewable energy and displaces fossil energy use that otherwise would be used. Because conversion of forestland to developed land uses typically is permanent, replacement biomass does not grow back on the site to offset removals of live biomass (i.e., to the levels that existed during forest use).

· CH4: New research indicates that about four percent of the carbon storage benefits of live forests is offset by methane release (Nature 2006). Methane can be released from land filled biomass under anaerobic conditions.

· Black Carbon: Emissions of black carbon (soot) result from combustion of biomass from open burning during land clearing, but the heating effect is likely to be offset by the large amount of organic material that is also emitted during biomass combustion (Hansen 1992; CCS 2006).



	Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020


	Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: Carbon stocks and above ground carbon densities are derived from the Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) volumetric measurements conducted on a five-year cycle by the USDA Forest Service (Aleric 2004). Land cover change data is provided by FIA data and by the USDA Natural Resource Inventory (NRI), also gathered on a five-year cycle (insert NRI cite). Both data sets are based on a system of numerous state level plots that provide periodic measurements of land cover. Carbon densities for soil carbon are based on recent field estimates (Amichev 2004). Estimates of the portion of cleared biomass converted to commercial wood products and energy recapture, including logging and mill residue generation, are provided by field estimates (Birdsey 1996; Row 1996). Marginal displacement coefficients for avoided energy use are provided by the Energy Supply TWG and are derived from regional National Energy Modeling System (NEMS) data provided by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA) (insert cites).
· Quantification Methods: Conversion of volumetric measures of above ground biomass to carbon is based on tree growth equations provided by the USDA Forest Service and standard conversions of live biomass to dry carbon (Birdsey 2003; Matthews 1993). Inflows and outflows of carbon from land clearing and associated practices are identified in a forest carbon calculator provided by CCS that captures all potential inflows and outflows (full life cycle analysis) of above and below ground biomass, as well as harvested wood products, energy recapture, residue recovery and waste biomass. Inflows and outflows of carbon are adjusted as needed for ecological or program risks. This calculator is attached as a worksheet below.
· Key Assumptions: Some rangeland carbon estimates are not currently included in forest carbon estimates due to data limitations; however, “Nonstocked” and “Pinyon-Juniper” forest stands as defined by FIA include many lands classified as “Rangeland” by NRI. Forecasted carbon stock measurements from 2002 to 2020 are based on extrapolations of past trends from 1982-2002 and assume a static continuation of all land cover and land use dynamics during that period. Implementation mechanisms are assumed to be “growth neutral” to avoid offsetting development impacts, i.e. land protection does not result in land clearing in other areas (also referred to as “leakage”). Cost savings from avoided land clearing costs may be contingent on regulatory acceptance of alternative land development approaches, such as conservation design or cluster development.


	Key Uncertainties:

· Benefits: The rate at which live biomass stocks would have declined beyond business as usual due to forest health and forest fire risks may be significant. The rate of offsetting development effects from land protection may be sensitive to the design of policy implementation tools.

· Costs:  Regulatory acceptance of alternative development approaches by local governing bodies may affect potential cost savings of avoided land clearing costs.


	Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues

· Protection of working lands for sustainable wood products use, recreation, cultural and natural heritage.
· Environmental issues

· Environmental asset protection, including watersheds (water quality and quantity, biological diversity, wildlife and air quality.
· Reduced transportation emissions from increased location efficiency.
· Economic issues

· Reduced costs of infrastructure and services for dispersed or low density development.
· Political and regulatory issues



	Feasibility Issues, if applicable:



	Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)



	Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)



	Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):



	F-2a Forest Health and Restoration – Residential Lands 



	Option Category: Not Quantified



	Policy Description:  Manage sustainable thinning or biomass reduction from residential forestlands (intended to address fire and forest health issues) so that harvested biomass is directed to wood products and renewable energy instead of open burning or decay. 



	Policy Design: 

· Goal levels A goal of expanding the current usage rates of biomass extracted from forested residential lands for wood products and/or energy production by 50% is recommended.
· Timing: Begin ramp up in 2007 and reach full yearly implementation by 2012 and continue through at least 2020.

· Parties: 

· Other: 



	Implementation method(s):  



	Related Policies/Programs in place: Current residential/municipal fire risk and forest health initiatives oriented toward density reduction include the multi-agency National Fire Plan, Western Governors Association 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy for Implementation of the National Fire Plan, federal Collaborative Forest Restoration Program, NM Forest and Watershed Health Restoration Plan, the federal FIREWISE program, various FEMA programs for fire risk mitigation on private residential lands, and the establishment of the NM Forest and Watershed Restoration Institute, and many other local, state and federal initiatives too numerous to list.

Current programs designed to increase market use of small diameter trees for energy and wood products include various Department of Energy and USDA Forest Service grant programs, Collaborative Forest Restoration Program, others.  



	Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2: Carbon savings occur when live and dead carbon stocks (trees, shrubs) that otherwise would decay or burn in the forest, or be left for decay and or open burning following harvest, are harvested and converted to: 1) durable wood products that store carbon; 2) to low embedded energy wood building materials that substitute for high embedded energy conventional building materials (steel and concrete); or 3) to renewable energy that displaces fossil energy use. Sustainable management ensures that replacement biomass grows back to the maximum extent on thinned sites to offset removals of live biomass.

· CH4: New research (Nature 2006) indicates that about four percent of the carbon storage benefits of live forests is offset by methane release. Methane can be released from land filled biomass under anaerobic conditions.

· Black Carbon: Emissions of black carbon (soot) result from combustion of  biomass from open burning of land clearing, but the heating effect may be offset by the large emissions of organic material associated with biomass combustion (CCS, 2006).


	Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020


	Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: Carbon stocks and above ground carbon densities are derived from the Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) volumetric measurements conducted on a five-year cycle by the USDA Forest Service (Aleric 2004). Land cover change data is provided by FIA data and by the USDA Natural Resource Inventory (NRI), also gathered on a five-year cycle (insert NRI cite). Both data sets are based on a system of numerous state level plots that provide periodic measurements of land cover. Carbon densities for soil carbon are based on recent field estimates (Amichev 2004). Estimates of the portion of cleared biomass converted to commercial wood products and energy recapture, including logging and mill residue generation, are provided by field estimates (Birdsey 1996; Row 1996). Marginal displacement coefficients for avoided energy use are provided by the Energy Supply TWG and are derived from regional National Energy Modeling System (NEMS) data provided by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA) (insert cites).
· Quantification Methods: Conversion of volumetric measures of above ground biomass to carbon is based on tree growth equations provided by the USDA Forest Service and standard conversions of live biomass to dry carbon (Birdsey 2003; Matthews 1993). Inflows and outflows of carbon from land clearing and associated practices are identified in a forest carbon calculator provided by CCS that captures all potential inflows and outflows (full life cycle analysis) of above and below ground biomass, as well as harvested wood products, energy recapture, residue recovery and waste biomass. Inflows and outflows of carbon are adjusted as needed for ecological or program risks. This calculator will be attached as a worksheet below.
· Key Assumptions: Forecasted carbon stock measurements from 2002 to 2020 are based on extrapolations of past trends from 1982-2002 and assume a static continuation of all land cover and land use dynamics during that period. New supplies of biomass are assumed to enter the market without resulting in offsetting reduction of other supply sources; new supplies are assumed to expand the market. 


	Key Uncertainties:
· Benefits: The market demand for new supplies of wood products and renewable energy is dynamic and not likely to fully absorb all new supply sources without offsetting decreases in other sources without support from policies that expand the market and, potentially, establish preferential treatment of these products in comparison to conventional supplies. The rate of biomass replacement growth in thinned stands is likely to be less than full due to ecological barriers and forest health issues, but the exact rates of replacement are estimated based on expert field judgment.

· Costs: Future production cost reductions for wood product development and biomass energy recapture technologies are likely to fall with market expansion and “learning by doing” but are difficult to estimate at this time. 



	Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Protection of residential and or municipal lands from fire risk.
· Environmental issues
· Environmental asset protection, including watersheds, wildlife and air quality.
· Economic issues
· Expansion of markets for industrial producers of sustainable wood products and renewable energy use. Creation of New Mexico jobs in the associated forestry management industries.
· Political and regulatory issues



	Feasibility Issues, if applicable:



	Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)



	Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)



	Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):




	F-2a Forest Health and Restoration – Other Lands 



	Option Category: Not Quantified


	Policy Description:  Increase sustainable thinning of biomass for ecological restoration of forests, and direct the harvested wood and wood waste to wood products and renewable energy. 


	Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: A goal of expanding the current usage rates of biomass extracted from forested non-residential lands for wood products and/or energy production by 50% is recommended.
· Timing: Begin ramp up in 2007 and reach full yearly implementation by 2012 and continue through at least 2020.

· Parties: 

· Other: 



	Implementation method(s):  



	Related Policies/Programs in place: Current residential/municipal fire risk and forest health initiatives oriented toward density reduction include the multi-agency National Fire Plan, Western Governors Association 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy for Implementation of the National Fire Plan, federal Collaborative Forest Restoration Program, NM Forest and Watershed Health Restoration Plan, the federal FIREWISE program, various FEMA programs for fire risk mitigation on private residential lands, and the establishment of the NM Forest and Watershed Restoration Institute, and many other local, state and federal initiatives too numerous to list.

Current programs designed to increase market use of small diameter trees for energy and wood products include various Department of Energy and USDA Forest Service grant programs, Collaborative Forest Restoration Program, others.  



	Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2: Carbon savings occur when live and dead carbon stocks (trees, shrubs) that otherwise would decay or burn in the forest are harvested and converted to: 1) durable wood products that store carbon; 2) to low embedded energy wood building materials that substitute for high embedded energy conventional building materials (steel and concrete); or 3) to renewable energy that displaces fossil energy use. Sustainable management ensures that replacement biomass grows back to the maximum extent on thinned sites to offset removals of live biomass.

· CH4: New research (Nature 2006) indicates that about four percent of the carbon storage benefits of live forests is offset by methane release. Methane can be released from land filled biomass under anaerobic conditions.

· Black Carbon: Emissions of black carbon (soot) result from combustion of woody biomass from open burning of land clearing, but the heating effect may be offset by the cooling effect of this particular type of black carbon (Hansen update).


	Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020


	Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: Carbon stocks and above ground carbon densities are derived from the Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) volumetric measurements conducted on a five-year cycle by the USDA Forest Service (Aleric 2004). Land cover change data is provided by FIA data and by the USDA Natural Resource Inventory (NRI), also gathered on a five-year cycle (insert NRI cite). Both data sets are based on a system of numerous state level plots that provide periodic measurements of land cover. Carbon densities for soil carbon are based on recent field estimates (Amichev 2004). Estimates of the portion of cleared biomass converted to commercial wood products and energy recapture, including logging and mill residue rates, are provided by field estimates (Birdsey 1996; Row 1996). Marginal displacement coefficients for avoided energy use are provided by the Energy Supply TWG and are derived from regional National Emissions Modeling System (NEMS) data provided by the US Energy Information Administration (EIA) (insert cites).
· Quantification Methods: Conversion of volumetric measures of above ground biomass to carbon is based on tree growth equations provided by the USDA Forest Service and standard conversions of live biomass to dry carbon (Birdsey 2003; Matthews 1993). Inflows and outflows of carbon from land clearing and associated practices are identified in a forest carbon calculator provided by CCS that captures all potential inflows and outflows (full life cycle analysis) of above and below ground biomass, as well as harvested wood products, energy recapture, residue recovery and waste biomass. Inflows and outflows of carbon are adjusted as needed for ecological or program risks. This calculator will be attached as a worksheet below.
· Key Assumptions: Forecasted carbon stock measurements from 2002 to 2020 are based on extrapolations of past trends from 1982-2002 and assume a static continuation of all land cover and land use dynamics during that period. New supplies of biomass are assumed to enter the market without resulting in offsetting reduction of other supply sources; new supplies are assumed to expand the market. 


	Key Uncertainties:
· Benefits: The market demand for new supplies of wood products and renewable energy is dynamic and not likely to fully absorb all new supply sources without offsetting decreases in other sources, unless there is support from policies that expand the market and, potentially, establish preferential treatment of these products in comparison to conventional supplies. The rate of biomass replacement growth in thinned stands is likely to be less than full due to ecological barriers and forest health issues, but the exact rates of replacement are estimated based on expert field judgment.

· Costs: Future production cost reductions for wood product development and biomass energy recapture technologies are likely to fall with market expansion and “learning by doing” but are difficult to estimate at this time. 



	Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Protection of working lands and associated industries for sustainable wood products use, recreation, cultural and natural heritage.
· Environmental issues
· Environmental asset protection, including watersheds, wildlife and air quality.
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues



	Feasibility Issues, if applicable:



	Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)



	Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)



	Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):



	A-1  Manure Digesters


	Option Category: Not Quantified


	Policy Description:  Reduce CH4 emissions from livestock manure through the use of manure digesters or other energy capture technologies installed at dairies. Gas captured from the manure digesters is used to create heat or electricity, which offsets fossil fuel-based energy production and associated CO2 and black carbon emissions.

	Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: By 2050, 75% of the dairy and feedlot population shall be participating in either an on-site manure digester/generator facility or as part of a centralized digester/generator facility located in high density CAFO regions of the state, i.e. Mesquite, Portales, Roswell, Las Cruces, Clayton,  Clovis, Hobbs/ Lovington, Artesia, Albuquerque/Belen/Socorro.
· Timing: Head of dairy and feedlot cattle affected from 2006-2020, including head of cattle affected in 2010 and 2020.  Number in 2050, based on projected growth rate of 1.2% per year.

· 2010 – 15% of total dairy cows (~52,000 out of 345,000)

· 2020 – 35% of total dairy cows (~139,000 out of 398,000)

· 2050 – 75% of total dairy cows (~417,000 out of 556,000)

· Parties: NM Environment Department (currently regulates NM dairy impacts on air and water—nitrate saturation), NM Energy Minerals and Natural Resources Department for incentives for biomass energy production, New Mexico State Engineer, NM Department of Agriculture.
· Other: 



	Implementation method(s):  
· Information and education – materials and talks throughout state from EMNRD/ NMDA/ NMED on opportunities for farmers

· Technical assistance –  technology/ implementation assistance from EMNRD (1 FTE)

· Funding mechanisms and or incentives – (with market based mechanisms vi.), increase eligible equipment to receive tax compensating tax deduction, gross receipts tax deduction for biomass related equipment, agricultural grant program for clean energy development

· Voluntary and or negotiated agreements – commitments from NM agricultural leaders, partnerships between dairies and utilities

· Codes and standards –  air standards and permitting for GHG emissions (NMED)

· Market based mechanisms (above)

· Pilots and demos –  memorial/ state funding for partnerships between universities and industry

· Research and development –  necessary R&D for dry waste/ open corral feedlots, thermophilic plug flow digesters in southwest

· Reporting – as a NM industry generating GHGs

· Regulatory –  net-metering, interconnection standards, special buy-back rates for biomass kWh or biomass RECs 



	Related Policies/Programs in place: 

· Pending/Pilot Projects:

· The Dairy Producers of NM with the Pecos Valley Biomass Coop have submitted permit application to the Chaves County Commission and received a $250,000 grant from the State for a centralized digester for 25,000 head outside of Roswell, piping methane into PNM’s main trunk line. 
· La Mesa Digester Pilot Project with NMSU to process 5,000 tons of manure/year (1,500 kWh/yr), implementing bi-phasic digester technology for dry climate/ open corral facilities. 
· Microgy has submitted a permit application to the Chavez Co. Commission for a 12,000 head digester project.  
· An area on the outskirts of Roswell has been zoned to accommodate large digester operations.
· NM Clean Energy Grants Through NMEMNR, no monies appropriated in 2006, though seeking recurring revenue stream beginning 2007

· NM Biomass Equipment and Materials Compensating Tax Deduction:  offsets state compensating (sales) tax on equipment and materials for landfill gas, biomass, municipal solid waste, CHP/Cogeneration, hydrogen, anaerobic digestion, ethanol, methanol, biodiesel, and microturbines.

· Federal: State Technologies Advancement Collaborative, Value-Added Grants Program, USDA Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Section 9006 Grants, USDA NRCS and EQIP Grants, CIG  Awards.


	Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2: Use of methane captured in manure digesters to generate electricity displaces fossil fuel use and associated CO2.

· CH4: Manure digesters collect and combust the CH4 produced from anaerobic decomposition during manure storage.

· Black Carbon:  Use of methane captured in manure digesters to generate electricity displaces fossil fuel use and associated BC emissions.



	Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020


	Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 


	Key Uncertainties:


	Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Provides odor control, particularly for facilities near urban areas (Portales, Las Cruces, Roswell, Albuquerque Area).
· Reduces pathogen load, controls flies, reduces fine dust and reduces the spread of weed seeds.
· Environmental issues
· Reduces water quality problems and provides solution for managing nutrients (nitrate saturation occurs in many areas with high dairy density), VOC emissions.
· Reduces of fossil fuel-based energy consumption.
· Economic issues
· Produces electricity and/or heat production for on-site use on farm or opportunity to sell energy, keeping energy dollars within that community if farm is locally owned.
· Turns a waste product that is costly to dispose of into a value added product such as bedding, compost and energy,
· Political and regulatory issues



	Feasibility Issues, if applicable:



	Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)



	Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)



	Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):



	A-2  Biomass Feedstocks for Electricity of Steam Production
Option Category:  Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Displace fossil fuel usage through the use of agricultural waste (e.g., pecan waste, other crop residue) as a feedstock for electricity or steam production.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: 
· Timing: 
· Parties: 

· Other: 

Implementation method(s):
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-3 Ethanol Production
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Provide incentives for the production of ethanol from crops, agricultural waste, or other materials. Use of the ethanol will offset fossil fuel use (gasoline). Different incentive programs will be needed for crop (starch-based) ethanol production versus agricultural waste (cellulosic) ethanol production processes.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: Align in-state production with TLU ethanol usage option of 20% of NM gasoline consumption by 2012 and 40% of gasoline consumption by 2030.
· Timing: See goal above.
· Parties: 
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Emissions are reduced by offsetting the use of petroleum-derived gasoline and diesel.  In order to assess the CO2 benefit, energy requirements of producing ethanol from starch and cellulose need to be compared to the energy requirements of producing gasoline.
· Black Carbon: While differences in BC emissions between gasoline and ethanol-blended gasoline are likely to be negligible, a small gain from reduced particulate emissions could be realized by conversions of fuel to blended ethanol/gasoline.

Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Gasoline-ethanol blends may increase or decrease emissions of some criteria and toxic air pollutants.
· Environmental impacts of increased production of grains for ethanol need to be assessed and compared to benefit in decreased gasoline production and use.
· Economic issues
· Ethanol production increases from starch may require additional water use and/or additional input of petroleum based products (fertilizers and herbicides) that may make the increased production more expensive.

· Increased ethanol production could provide new markets for grains grown in New Mexico as long as critical resources (water) were not impacted disproportionately. 
· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-4 Nutrient Management
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Between 0.2% and 3% of applied nitrogen in agricultural fields is estimated to be lost as N20 directly from soil emissions. These N2O emission rates are directly related to the rates, placement, and timing of applied fertilization. The challenge is to reduce total application of nitrogen without reducing yields or total production. 

Agronomic practices that tighten the coupling between soil nitrogen availability and crop growth will improve nutrient use efficiency and reduce the likelihood that nitrogen will escape as N2O, leach as nitrate into groundwater systems, or be transported to surface water systems. Better synchronization of nutrient applications with active crop needs can be achieved with improved nutrient management. The development and promotion of ‘nutrient management guidelines and strategies’ along with support for enhanced extension and outreach of these guidelines can increase adoption of improved nutrient planning and practices, leading to both lower N2O emissions and lower fertilizer costs. 
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: Measured reductions in total fertilizer use (on a per acre basis) – and consequently in the N2O and nitrate flux from agricultural soils – are achievable with improved nutrient management and adoption of specific nutrient management strategies (as described below). An initial policy goal is proposed that aims to reduce excessive fertilization by reducing average annual per acre nitrogen fertilizer use by 10% by 2020.
· Timing: ½ % incremental reduction from 2006 levels in each year from 2006-2015 and 1% incremental reductions from 2015-2020. 
· Parties: New Mexico Department of Agriculture (NMDA) in conjunction with the New Mexico Agricultural Extension Service (NMCES) would be lead agencies.  
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  
· Information and education
a. NMDA and NMCES would develop fertilization guidance for each major New Mexico crop.  

b. NMCES would promote adoption through county extension agents and regional workshops.

c. NMDA would monitor progress and performance toward goal through direct questioning of nutrient management practices during annual NASS survey of state farmers.
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

· Currently the only annually tracked measure of nutrient usage by the NMDA is ‘fertilizer shipped into New Mexico’ – in 2003 this amount was estimated to be 63,844 tons of nitrogen materials (this figure is gross weight and is not adjusted for nitrogen composition of various materials such as anhydrous ammonia, urea, ammonium sulfate etc.). 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· N2O:  Savings occur through the reduction in the use of nitrogen fertilizers that lead to N2O emissions.  N2O is produced naturally by microbial processes in the soil.  Application of synthetic nitrogen and organic fertilizers leads to increased emissions by augmenting the microbial processes. 
· CO2:  Reduced rates of fertilizer application could reduce total CO2 emissions that result from fertilizer manufacture and application – assuming that manufacturing levels are consequently reduced i.e., production is not shifted onto other buyers. 
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
· Benefits: Difficult to measure and monitor adoption rates and management effectiveness of nutrient management guidelines. Measures such as ‘fertilizer shipped into New Mexico’ is a very crude and unreliable performance measure but is the only one presently available to proxy and estimate for total nitrogen use within the State.

· Costs: Soil testing costs can range from $5-$15 per sample. Nutrient management guidance documents could be prepared based on existing research for most major crops, perhaps at a cost of $50,000-$75,000. Printing and distribution would also need to be estimated. Extension training and regional workshop costs could vary significantly depending on scope, frequency, and other factors beyond the present scope. 

Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· More efficient use of nitrogen fertilizer reduces potential for runoff and leaching into surface- and ground-waters that diminish water quality.
· Economic issues
· More efficient use of fertilizer could reduce farm operating costs with lower purchases of applied materials; however, there may be increased costs associated with required activities such as soil testing and monitoring. 
· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-5 Manure Management
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Reduce N20 emissions from daily spread and other land application of dairy and feedlot cattle manure through the use of better application methods. These application methods are designed to reduce contact of manure nitrogen with air (lowering the rate of denitrification) and the amount of manure nitrogen loss via leaching and runoff.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: 
· Timing: 
· Parties: 

· Other: 

Implementation method(s):
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-6 Conservation Tillage/No-Till 
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  The amount of carbon stored in the soil can be increased by the adoption of conservation tillage.  Reducing mechanical soil disturbance reduces the oxidation of soil carbon compounds and allows more stable aggregates to form.  In addition to soil carbon benefits, conservation tillage has numerous co-benefits including reduced wind and water erosion, reduced fuel consumption and improved wildlife habitat.
Other management practices such as decreased summer fallow or an increase in winter cover crops could also affect soil carbon levels, however opportunities for significant implementation for these practices in NM were not identified.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: Program goal of bringing 650,000 acres of cropland into new management practices and per acre soil carbon storage rate improvements of 0.22 T CO2/ac/y; total of ~140,000 T CO2 equiv. per year.

· Timing: 650,000 acres of cropland brought into no till management practices from 2007-2015; 1,300,000 acres in 2025.
· Parties: Local Agricultural Extension Offices or USDA Soil Conservation Service Field Offices.
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):
· Information and education-NM Extension and NRCS Field Offices have educational programs in place to encourage farmers to adopt conservation tillage practices.

· Technical assistance-There is sufficient technical assistance available in the Extension Service and NRCS Field Offices and in farmer groups.  

· Funding mechanisms and or incentives-Conservation Security Program incentives provide financial incentives to adopt conservation tillage, however, the funding to extend CSP to cover all cropland is currently lacking.

· Voluntary and or negotiated agreements – participation in federal conservation programs is voluntary

· Codes and standards

· Market based mechanisms-Some NGOs are attempting to organize demonstration projects to deliver carbon sequestration benefits to global markets.  The slow rate of accumulation of soil carbon and the uncertainty associated with dryland farming will limit the attractiveness of New Mexico based projects to private sector investors.  However, federal programs, particularly the Conservation Security Program, are intended to expand to cover all eligible land and to provide incentives for adoption of management practices such as conservation tillage.

· Pilots and demos-Currently, there is a need to support Pilot projects to demonstrate the technical (measurement, monitoring and verification) feasibility of private sector projects in the state.

· Research and development-Improved measurement (direct estimates of soil carbon), monitoring (estimates of acres under different tillage regimes) and verification (model integration of direct measurement estimates and acres of adoption) are required to reduce the uncertainties to an acceptable level.

· Reporting-The US DOE Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Reporting System (1605b) is currently structured to accept conservation tillage as an emission reducing practice.

Related Policies/Programs in place: Currently, there are about 275, 000 acres in conservation tillage.  There are no financial incentives to adopt.  The Conservation Security Program rewards farmers financially for implementing conservation tillage.  CSP is currently limited to less than 5% of New Mexico cropland, but should be expanding over the next decade to include the majority of land.

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Reducing tillage and soil disturbance slows the breakdown of plant material on the soil surface and in the root zone, accelerating the microbial processes that stabilize carbon and protecting carbon from oxidation, inhibiting the release of carbon back into the atmosphere.
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: Conservation Tillage Information Center County Level Estimates

· Quantification Methods:
· Key Assumptions: Assumptions regarding adoption of conservation tillage practices are based entirely upon the funding and implementation of federal conservation programs such as the Conservation Security Program.  If these programs are funded in the 2007 and 2012 Farm Bills, it is assumed that approximately one-half of the eligible acres will be converted to conservation tillage by 2015 (10 years) and the remaining one-half will be converted over the following 10 years.  Experience has shown that once conservation tillage is adopted, there is little return to conventional tillage.  A further assumption is that there is year-to-year consistency in the application of tillage practices.
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Reduced tillage increases plant cover on the soil surface and reduces wind and water erosion.

· Crop residue helps hold moisture in the soil and improves water quality by preventing runoff.
· Economic issues
· Reduced tillage saves labor, fuel (and associated emissions), and machinery wear that would be spent tilling the land.

· Increased carbon content of the soil increases infiltration, water and nutrient holding capacity and improves productivity of cropland.

· Political and regulatory issues
Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-7  Convert Agricultural Lands to Grasslands or Orchard
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Increase carbon sequestration in agricultural land by converting marginal land used for annual crops to permanent cover (grassland or orchard).
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: 
· Timing: 
· Parties: 
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  (provide category from standard CCS list, with details as needed)
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Loss of carbon to the atmosphere from tillage and fallow land is reduced by converting land to permanent cover.  This increases soil carbon content. Above ground carbon stocks are increased by converting to cover with a greater ability to sequester carbon (i.e. higher biomass).
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Restoration of native grassland or forest habitat.  Improved water quality and air quality.
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-8 Reduce Permanent Conversion of Farm and Rangelands to Developed Uses
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Reduce the rate at which existing crop and rangelands are converted to developed uses. The carbon sequestered in soils and aboveground biomass is higher in crop and rangelands than in developed land uses.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: 
· Timing: 
· Parties: 
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  
Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Conservation of agricultural lands retains the ability of the land to sequester carbon in soil and biomass.  
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-9 Organic Farming

Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Increase acres of farmland using organic farming techniques which improve soil quality and eliminate the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. CO2 emissions are reduced because the manufacturing and transportation of chemical inputs have been eliminated. Organic agriculture also increases the organic matter in soil, which increases carbon in the soils. Under some circumstances, with improved soil condition, there can be less irrigation water pumped, which saves on the emissions from energy generation as well as water usage.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: The long-range goal is to increase organic- certified and non-certified- acreage to approximately 80% of total agriculture in the state.
· Timing: The current acreage in New Mexico that is certified organic by the New Mexico Organic Commodities Commission at the beginning of 2006 is approximately 50,000 acres, the predominance of which at this time is ranchland for livestock, cattle, and sheep. By 2010, with sufficient support, the acreage could be at least 250,000 acres for transitioning to certified (a 3 year process), and another 250,000 for chemical-free sustainable agriculture. Certified could increase to 500,000 acres or more by 2020 depending on drought impacts and the availability of water. 
· Parties: NM Department of Agriculture, NM Organic Commodities Commission, Department of Education, in cooperation with federal and non-governmental organizations (such as Quivira Coalition for ranching).
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  
· Information and education

· Conduct series of workshops to ensure Extension Agents and other agriculture professionals can teach effectively about how to transition to organic and how to do Carbon Farming (and Carbon Ranching, when appropriate)

· Combined with the Buy Local Campaign:

· Establish a requirement for a state teacher’s credential to have 1 or 2 courses in the issue of climate change and agriculture and the utilization of school gardens, and nutrition, integrated into standard curricula. 

· Expand the existing programs: school gardens (mandatory in California), Farm to School, and Cooking with Kids programs in a schedule that by 2012 includes all public schools and a program to share curricula with volunteer private schools.

· In high school vocational training, incorporate the expanding opportunities in agriculture, food processing including value-added, and food distribution 
· Technical assistance  

· Mentorship programs like California’s that join established organic farmers with conventional farmers can successfully support transitioning. 

· Funding mechanisms and or incentives

· Institutional point system purchasing of state agencies in conjunction with the Buy Local Food program

· Transition support- tax breaks and incentives for farmers transitioning

· Assistance for purchasing approved inputs such as phermones with bulk buying to reduce user costs

· Buy-back programs for safe disposal of existing toxic chemicals

· Codes and standards

· For Local Food purchasing, an additional point system supporting a continuum from IPM to non-certified organic to certified organic

· Market based mechanisms

· Price premiums for organic are a major driver which can be enhanced by institutional point systems for purchasing

· Pilots and demos

· Farm tours on organic farms and mentorship programs (C ii)

· Research and development

· No-till organic research is needed, which could be coordinated with research in other states

· Research on the best techniques for organic soils to save water 

· Registry

· Provide additional support for the New Mexico Organic Commodities Commission to expand promotion and transitional support for certification

Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Organic farming reduces emissions of CO2 through the elimination of petroleum-based chemicals that have to be shipped from long distances. Organic farming also sequesters more carbon in the soils than conventional farming. New techniques are being developed for low/no-till organic farming. For every percentage point of organic matter increase, there is 533 MT carbon/acre. 

· N2O: Savings occur through the elimination in the use of petroleum-based fertilizer that leads to emissions from the soils.   
· Black Carbon: To the extent that fossil-based diesel fuel is reduced, BC emissions will be reduced.
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· The values of traditional agriculture in New Mexico can be supported. 
· Environmental issues
· The elimination of chemical pesticides and herbicides yields improvements in water quality. The California State Water Resources Control Board conducts programs to convert farmers to organic.

· Pesticides and herbicides can drift, impacting human health, killing beneficial organisms, and harming wildlife.
· Economic issues
· New Mexico’s Secretary of Agriculture has declared that more New Mexico farms need to transition to organic to meet demand. National demand for organic products is growing at rapid rates, with the demand exceeding production. Converting to organic provides increased opportunities for farmers, processors, and distributors of organic products. 
· Organic products garner a premium in the marketplace, and the added income helps farmers be sustainable. In some areas, the only farms that are doing well financially are the organic farms.
· Carbon sequestration in organic farming improves soil quality, allowing for better retention of water, critically important under drought conditions.
· With increased prices of fossil fuels, the use of petroleum-based chemical inputs is becoming more expensive. The elimination of petroleum-based inputs will yield an increasing economic advantage over the years.
· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-10 Programs to Support Local Farming/Buy Local
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Today’s food has enormous hidden embodied energy in its travel and processing from farm to table in current industrial food systems, typically traveling from one to over five thousand miles. Increasing the percentage of “local food for local people” can reduce significant amounts of fossil fuel use and its associated GHG emissions.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: The amount of local food consumed in New Mexico is estimated to be about 1 percent, and organizers of farmers’ markets suggest that 35% of our food could be produced and consumed locally. In the longer range, with some commitment, we could increase this further.
· Timing: From today’s approximate 1 percent consumption of local food, by the year 2010, we need to build the systems to shift to 8 percent, and to 25% by 2020. Projections to 2050 would depend on the degree that inevitable increased fuel costs forces rises in food prices shipped long distances, and the number and magnitude of extreme weather threats to global and national food supplies. These factors could accelerate the commitment for higher levels utilization of local farmers’ products, possibly leading to 50% or more of New Mexican food being produced and consumed in state.
· Parties: NMSU College of Agriculture and Home Economics, and NM Department of Agriculture, NM Department of Education, NM Environment Department, state institutions in cooperation with federal and municipal agencies, and non-governmental groups including Farmers Markets and the Southwest marketing Network.
· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  

· Information and education 

· Have the Governor do television PSA’s to promote local food (done currently in California) for the BUY LOCAL FOOD campaign.

· Establish a requirement for a state teacher’s credential to have 1 or 2 courses in the issue of climate change and agriculture and the utilization of school gardens, and nutrition, integrated into standard curricula. 

· Expand the existing programs into a continuous K-12 program: school gardens, Farm to School, and Cooking with Kids programs in a schedule that by 2012 includes all public schools and a program to share curricula with volunteer private schools.

· In high school vocational training, incorporate the expanding opportunities in agriculture, food processing including value-added, and food distribution 

· Develop a labeling system for supermarkets to identify local foods that travel less than 500 miles.
· Funding mechanisms and or incentives

· Create compensating or GRT tax credits for corporations purchasing an incremental minimum of local food purchases
· Create tax credits for the establishment of local production projects which would phase out over time       
· Voluntary and or negotiated agreements

· FARM TO RESTAURANT: Expand the existing program for voluntary commitment from corporations (restaurants, hotels, etc) to buy increasing percentages of local food  
· Codes and standards 

· BUY LOCAL FOOD CAMPAIGN: The Governor's ExecutiveOrder to all state institutions (state buildings/cafeterias, schools, universities, prisons, hospitals, etc.) will be to purchase an  increasing amount of local food according to a table for minimum purchases, creating the demand side for local food. With planning, the “Food Miles” reduction could garner credits from the Chicago Carbon Exchange. The state institution local purchasing needs to, at a minimum, parallel the state goals for increase in local consumption of local food.

· To prepare the local supply side, the Governor shall notify the Board of Regents that building the local food systems is a major  priority. A working session with the Board of Regents on climate  change and agriculture will initiate the new campaign, setting clear goals. The College of Agriculture and the Department of  Agriculture will conduct an assessment of the requirements, define and plan the educational needs. Topics will include carbon farming and carbon ranching methods, and the range of sustainable agriculture, from the initial IPM through to certified organic. Also there will be support for implementing solutions to defined needs such as increased cold storage, allowing improved distribution. Research needs also must be met to assist farmers in improved methods for meeting the new demands.

 

· Pilots and demos

· Expand the existing Farm to Table program to conduct demonstrations projects at schools, colleges and other public facilities promoting local food production and processing and local food utilization.

· Create an incubator organic farm to support development of new farmers to replace the current aging farmer population

· Research and development 

· Market surveys to facilitate customer demand for increased local food.                                            

· Reporting 
· Assessment of progress will be required through reporting mechanisms. 

Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  Savings occur as a result of shorter haul distances and modification of freight modes (air to ground), which would reduce diesel fuel use.
· Black Carbon: Reductions in diesel fuel use result in a reduction in BC emissions.
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Improved public health from increased consumption of fresh local foods, including a higher percentage of produce 

· Amplify the benefits to the health of children begun with the Governor’s  banning of junk food in schools, and the Wellness Policies that have been established

· Preservation of open spaces utilized for farming. 

· Cost:  more reliance on local production may reduce the variety of foods available to all consumers throughout the year.
· Cost: (potential cost):  decrease in food security due to local drought conditions and/or local/regional climatic variation—supplemental food supplies and emergency plans must be developed for the proportion of food from local sources
· Environmental issues
· Economic issues
· Increased job opportunities in producing, processing, distributing, and selling food 

· Strengthened local economies and reduction of local dollars leaving the state 

· Increased food security, especially for low-income families who will suffer disproportionately when food prices rise due to extreme weather events and to increased prices for fossil fuels 

· Increased local business opportunities, including for food processing 

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):

A-11 Biodiesel Production 
Option Category: Not Quantified
Policy Description:  Provide incentives for the production of biodiesel from crops or waste vegetable oil.  Biodiesel use will offset diesel fuel derived from fossil fuel and will lead to decreased fossil fuel-based CO2 emissions and increased carbon-neutral fuel sources.
Policy Design: 

· Goal levels: With BAU production very low in the state, increased use of locally-produced biofuels should be relatively easy to attain.  Proposed increases in biodiesel production and use are to replace 10% of New Mexico’s petroleum diesel consumption by 2010, and increasing to 15% by 2012.  A combination of the readily available waste vegetable oil and increased crop production for biodiesel will help meet this schedule.  These targets are subject to adjustment based on an analysis of the production capacity of NM agriculture.
· Timing: Replace10% of New Mexico’s petroleum diesel consumption by 2010, and increasing to 15% by 2012.  
· Parties: 
· New Mexico Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources department should lead the evaluation of biodiesel consumption and projections into the 2010, 2012, and 2020 time frames.  Energy, Minerals, and Natural Resources should also lead the development of the necessary infrastructure for production and distribution of the locally-produced biodiesel.

· New Mexico Department of Agriculture (NMDA) and New Mexico Agricultural Extension Services (NMAES) should lead the evaluation of appropriate crops and balance resource use to grow new crops for biodiesel.  NMDA and NMAES would also lead the transition to crops for fuel that would be needed to make the proposed plan effective.

· Other: 

Implementation method(s):  (provide category from standard CCS list, with details as needed)

Related Policies/Programs in place: 

Types(s) of GHG Benefit(s): 

· CO2:  CO2 emissions are reduced by offsetting the use of petroleum-derived diesel fuel.  Energy requirements for producing biodiesel need to be compared to the energy requirements of producing fossil fuel diesel to completely assess the CO2 benefit.
· Black Carbon: BC emissions could be lower between biodiesel and fossil diesel, based on some recent test data for particulate matter; however, the differences are probably negligible (information on the BC content of particulate emissions from biodiesel combustion might not be available).
Estimated GHG Savings and Costs Per MMTCO2e (for quantified actions): 

· GHG potential in 2010, 2020

· Net Cost per MMTCO2e in 2010, 2020
Data Sources, Methods and Assumptions (for quantified actions):

· Data Sources: 
· Quantification Methods: 
· Key Assumptions: 
Key Uncertainties:
Non GHG issues, if applicable: 

· Human and social issues
· Environmental issues
· Biodiesel is thought to lower emissions of some criteria air pollutants (e.g. nitrogen oxides).
· Economic issues

· Political and regulatory issues

Feasibility Issues, if applicable:

Status of Group Approval:  (Pending or Completed)

Level of Group Support: (Unanimous Consent, Supermajority, Majority, or Minority)

Barriers to consensus (if less than unanimous consent):
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