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Preface

As we enter the last decade of this century, this Nation is preparing to
conquer our most pervasive pollution problem — that of nonpoint sources.
Twenty years have gone by since the passage of the Clean Water Act, three
since section 319 became law. '

And now, for the first time Congress has provided funding for States to
use in managing and controlling nonpoint sources of pollution. An initial
appropriation of $40 million in grants for fiscal year 1990 will begin that
process. | N

EPA's Nonpoint Source Control Branch has prepared State-by-State
interim planning targets for distributing this money, based upon interim
criteria that reflect nonpoint source needs. States with approved manage-
ment programs submited applications by January 16, and EPA's Regional
Offices made grant awards by March 1.

Clearly, Congress is insisting that the money it has appropriated be

‘used, in the words of the Conference Report, "as soon as possible." If noth-
ing else, this sense of urgency communicated by the Congress strengthens

‘both the State and Federal governments’ approaches to managing non-
point source pollution. -

And the appropriation itself can accomplish far more than its numbers
would indicate by coupling it with the cost-sharing arrangement described
in this manual. In these pages, you will find how to make this multiplier ef-
fect work for your State nonpoint source management program.

Congress has given us the basic tools and the opportunity to use them.
The nonpoint source management structure that we must build must be
designed with wisdom for the long term, to provide a permanent national
solution to nonpoint source pollution.




Introduction and
Summary

The mandate is clear: the Water Quality Act of
1987 requires States to develop programs to control
nonpoint source pollution. Even though such
programs will necessarily differ by State, each will, by
the very nature of the problem, address two basic
elements: (1) most nonpoint source pollution is
generated by human activities —therefore, citizens
must be persuaded to change some basic behaviors;
and (2) the water quality impaired rivers and lakes
must be identified and prioritized for restoration
under the nonpoint source program.

Water quality programs are intended to raise the
quality of waters to meet standards or goals for their
use. That is the intent of the Act’s section 319, under
which States have assessed their waters and iden-
tified those most degraded by nonpoint source pol-
lution. Now, programs must focus on these severe
problems. This basic element of first targeting the
waterbodies that could produce the greatest public
benefit given available resources is inseparable from
the causal factor: the fact that human behavior must
change if nonpoint source pollution is to be
prevented.

This handbook addresses a technique that
provides an incentive for change: the agricultural
nonpoint source cost-share program for controlling
nonpoint sources. Although cost-sharing can work
at any level of government, this handbook is directed
at the State water quality program manager.

The handbook explains the elements in design-
ing, operating, and financing an agricultural non-
point source control cost-share program. By using
this information and adapting it to the unique condi-
tions in their own areas, State governments will find

in these pages a model for developing and im-
plementing their own cost-share programs. For
guidance in developing a targeted nonpoint source
program, States also should refer to EPA’s Nonpoint
Source Guidance and Setting Priorities: the Key to
NPS Control. Both are available from EPA, Assess-
ment and Watershed Protection Division, WH-553,
Washington, DC 20460.

This chapter begins by defining agricultural cost-
share arrangements and summarizing the factors
key to making such programs work. Chapter 2
provides greater detail on the characteristics of ef-
fective programs. The rest of the handbook
describes five examples of existing State cost-share
programs —ldaho, lowa, Maryland, North Carolina,
and Wisconsin—and explains how they work.

What is a Cost-share Program?

An agricultural cost-share program is a method for
sharing installation costs for nonpoint source pollu-
tion controls between a governmental entity (usually
a State) and a farmer or rancher. These control
mechanisms are usually known as best manage-
ment practices (BMPs).

Keys to Effective Cost-share
Programs

The success of a State cost-share program for non-
point source control depends on two basic factors:
(1) efficient management of program funds and (2) a
high level of farmer participation in the critical areas
of the targeted watersheds. Within each targeted




watershed only a portion of the agricultural land may
need treatment: this is called the "critical area." If
program funds are not managed wisely, the monies
will be ineffectively spent. If not enough farmers in
the critical areas participate in the program, non-
point source pollution will not decrease as planned.

In turn, like a pyramid, these basic elements
depend on achieving several other factors, especial-
ly the following:

1. Securing participation from enough farmers
in the targeted watersheds to achieve water
quality standards;

2. Setting appropriate cost-share rates;

3. Maintaining communication between farmers
and staff in the field;

4. Developing cost-share agreementsina
timely fashion; and

5. Ensuring the expeditious flow of cost-share
funds.

Securing Participation in the Targeted
Areas

One participating farm per watershed probably will
not improve water quality. Ideally, most farm opera-
tions in the critical area(s) of a targeted watershed
should participate. So, instead of waiting for ap-
plicants to request funds, State programs should set
priorities and actively solicit participation in the criti-
cal areas.

North Carolina and Wisconsin base eligibility for
cost-share funds not on open application but on
their own surveys of water quality conditions. This
method establishes those areas most needing atten-
tion, thereby avoiding at least in the first round what
often can be a palitical rather than a water-quality-
based process.

Most States also limit participation to active
farms, in some States to fairly large operations be-
cause small farms usually have little effect on water
quality. lowa, for example, will not cost-share with a
farm less than 10 acres in size or under $2,500 in
agricultural sales annually.

Setting Appropriate Cost-Share Rates

A major influence on program participation and a
key consideration in the efficient use of State funds is

the cost-share rate: the percentage of BMP installa-
tion costs covered by the State in the cost-share pro-
gram. Higher cost-share rates increase farmer
participation, simply because the farmer has to pay
less money out of his own pocket. However, the
State may opt for lower rates to save money or
stretch the dollars to cover more farmers and water-
sheds. Therefore, an efficient cost-share program is
one that evenly balances these concerns: it attracts
enough farmers to the program to achieve the
desired reductions in nonpoint source pollution, but
does so at the lowest possible cost to the State.

The appropriate cost-share rate may vary among
States or areas within a State, and also among
BMPs, depending upon program goals and local
conditions. In addition, the ability to set appropriate
cost-share rates depends on the amount of State
money avaitable.

State funds can go much further if they are pig-
gybacked with USDA cost-share and tand retirement
programs. USDA encourages States to provide ad-
ditional incentives for farmers in water quality im-
paired areas to participate in the Conservation
Reserve Program (CRP). State money used in com-
bination with USDA cost-share or CRP monies will
reduce pollutant loads on far more acres of
cropland.

Some States have been able to set lower rates for
BMPs that benefit the farmer economically as well as
improve water quality. For example, program
managers may successfully set lower cost-share
rates for installing sedimentation ponds or con-
structing manure storage sheds, because the direct
benefits of these BMPs to the farmer make them at-
tractive in their own right.

In contrast, for BMPs that provide few private
benefits (such as installation of a field border, which
takes land out of production), a higher cost-share
rate may be necessary to encourage the farmer to
adopt the practice.

Other factors also affect cost-share rates. For ex-
ample, BMPs with high installation costs may require
higher cost-shares to reduce the farmer’s financial
burden and encourage participation. The same may
be true for less familiar BMPs, where higher cost-
share rates may be necessary to overcome farmers’
reluctance to employ practices they perceive as un-
tried or risky.

The farm’s proximity to a waterbody may also in-
fluence the rate, as may the longevity of the BMP
Cost-share rates may be lowered where farmers are
required to control soil erosion for the USDA's Con-
servation Compliance Program. State regulations
may also encourage greater participation, whatever
the cost-share rate.




Importance of Good Communication
Between Field Staff and Farmers

A cost-share program cannot be successful unless
there is good communication between the State field
staff and farmers. This means more than good face-
to-face relations, although that certainly is important.
It also means that the field staff must have the techni-
cal knowledge necessary to assist farmers with in-
stallation and be able to convey that knowledge
effectively.

Timely Initiation and Completion of
Contract

A cost-share agreement between the farmer and
State will be more successful if it is developed and
completed promptly. If too much time passes, the
farmer may lose interest in the program, the
economic condition of the farm may change, and/or
the nonpoint source problem may worsen.

Cost-share contracts should be written and
signed as soon as possible after the farmer expres-
ses interest in the program, and contracts should
specify that the BMP be established within a
reasonable time period after the contract is signed.
The decision on the time period should take into ac-
count factors such as the time of year and the
availability of contractors to install BMPs.

Expeditious Flow of Funds to Farmers

Most cost-share programs require farmers to pay for
the BMPs selected, after which the State reimburses
the farmer for his or her share of the cost. This can
pose a cash-flow problem for a farmer if the State
does not reimburse him within a relatively short
period of time; if payment is frequently tardy, pro-
gram participation is likely to suffer.

Because State governments, many with massive
bureaucracies, often fail to make cost-share pay-
ments until long after work has been completed,
some officials favor transferring State funds to the
local Soil and Water Conservation Districts. Once
they receive State funds, these districts can quickly
dispense funds to farmers as BMP installation is
completed.

Another alternative is the use of a so-called
"bridge" loan. A bridge loan is an interest-bearing
loan taken out by a farmer to cover BMP installation
costs prior to receiving cost-share payment from the
State. Bridge loans to farms under contract to install
BMPs could be funded through a revolving account
established by the State nonpoint source manage-
ment program.

Timeliness and good communication in all
aspects of the arrangement are certainly the
hallmarks of a successful cost-share program.
These elements will become more apparent as the
reader follows this handbook through the charac-
teristics of successful programs and the descrip-
tions of how they are applied by several States.




|

ol %

N\ T

i) § i
——

Characteristics of Successful

Programs

This chapter further details the key characteristics
of successful agricultural cost-share programs.
These characteristics include

¢ eligibility criteria,

® contract arrangements and requirements,

e cost-share rates and limitations on the use of
cost-share funds,

e enforcement mechanisms,
* program funding levels, and
® participation rates.

The structure of this chapter parallels the struc-
ture of actual State program assessments.

Program Description

Goals

In improving water quality to attain standards or
goals, program goals fit into two categories: the
control of agricultural nonpoint source pollution, or
the control of soil erosion. While these goals differ,
the end result generally is the same: to reduce load-
ings of agricultural pollutants to the State’s surface
waters and, in some cases, ground waters so as to
improve their quality. Today, with enactment of sec-
tion 319 of the Water Quality Act, State programs
should consider attainment of water quality stand-
ards as their ultimate goal.

Administration

Although administered locally by Soil Conservation
Districts or land conservation committees, State
cost-share programs are managed by either the
State environmental office or State agricultural of-
fice. An example of the former is Idaho’s Agricultural
Water Quality Program, run by ldaho’s Department
of Environmental Quality; an example of the latter is
lowa’'s Financial Incentives Program, administered
by the Department of Agriculture and Land
Stewardship.

In Maryland, the Agricultural Cost-Share Pro-
gram is coordinated by the State Department of
Agriculture, with the Department of the Environment
acting in an advisory role. In North Carolina, the
Agriculture Cost-Share Program is administered by
Soil and Water Conservation Commission within the
Department of Natural Resources and Community
Development.

Wisconsin has two major programs: the Non-
point Source Water Pollution Abatement Program
administered by the Department of Natural Resour-
ces, and the Soil and Water Resource Management
Program administered by the Department of Agricul-
ture, Trade and Consumer Protection.

Clearly, effective cost-share programs can be
operated through a variety of program offices, in-
cluding environmental and agricultural departments.
While State agricultural departments generally have
more experience with farm-based programs (and
probably more credibility with farmers), environmen-
tal agencies offer the expertise necessary to ensure
that cost-share efforts focus on improving water
quality and achieving water quality standards. The
lead agency should be identified in the State non-
point source management program.




While the programs can be directed at the State
level by various departments, at the local level they
usually are managed by Soil Conservation Districts
or land conservation committees. Successful State
program administrators credit the effectiveness of
their programs to motivated and well-trained local
staff.

Acceptable BMPs

All of the States whose programs are described in
this manual recognize contouring, diversions, grade
stabilization structures, and grassed waterways as
acceptable cost-share BMPs. Other BMPs, because
of unique geographic conditions, are recognized by
only a few States, such as Wisconsin's acceptance
of shoreline protection.

in addition, program policy determines the BMPs
that qualify for State cost-share funds. For example,
Maryland discontinued cost-sharing for no-till plant-
ing after determining that conditions for no-till were
so favorable in the State that many farmers would
implement this practice even without cost-share
funding. But, at the suggestion of the Maryland
Department of the Environment, Maryland’s Depart-
ment of Agriculture is adding fencing of stream
banks as an acceptable cost-share BMP, recogniz-
ing the importance of fencing in controlling pollution
from livestock wastes and preventing stream bank
erosion.

Exhibit 1 presents a tabulation of acceptable
BMPs by cost-share programs in the five example
States.

Program Eligibility Criteria

Eligibility for agricultural cost-share programs
generally is determined at two management [evels.
State program authorities determine the eligibility of
the district, watershed, and/or county to take part in
the program, and list eligible areas in the Stata’s 319
Nonpoint Source Assessment Report. Soil Conser-
vation Districts determine the eligibility of farms
within their jurisdiction.

Proper determination of a farm’s eligibility for par-
ticipation in a cost-share program is a key deter-
minant of program success. If eligibility is defined
too loosely, monies may be wasted on BMPs that
lead to little gain in water quality, and funds would
therefore be unavailable to implement BMPs that
lead to more significant improvements. If eligibility is
defined too narrowly, local districts will find it cum-
bersome to administer, and farmers will hesitate to
participate.

Selection of Priority
Watersheds/Districts/Counties

Priority watersheds, districts, and/or counties can be
selected for cost-share programs in one of two
ways: the district may apply to the State program for
funds or the State may survey water quality condi-
tions to determine eligibility. In either case, similar
factors are considered:

e severity of agricultural nonpoint source
problems;

e percentage of "highly erosive" acres in the
district;

* soil erosion estimates based on the
Universal Soil Loss Equation;

e existence of nutrient sensitive waters;

¢ potential for significant nonpoint source
reduction;

¢ willingness and likelihood of landowner
participation;

¢ other sources of pollution and ease of
control of these sources;

¢ potential gain in water quality from the
program; and

¢ availability of cost-share funding.

Priority areas must be listed in the State’s section
319 Nonpoint Source Assessment Report. For infor-
mation on selecting priority watersheds, see Select-
ing Priority NPS Projects: You Better Shop Around,
available from EPA, Assessment and Watershed
Protection Division, WH-553, Washington, DC
20460.

Selection of Eligible Farms and BMPs

Once program officials have determined local fund-
ing eligibility, Soil Conservation District or soil con-
servation committee personnel establish priorities
for projects within their jurisdictions. Factors similar
to those used in determining regional eligibility also
are used to select farms. Usually, the majority of
agricultural loadings originate from only a portion of
the farms in a watershed.

Cost-share funds may be granted to farmers
engaged in almost any type of agricultural activity,
including management of pastureland, hayland,
cropland, and grazing land, as well as poultry opera-
tions and animal feedlots.




Exhibit 1

Acceptable BMPs by State

Best Manacement PracTice® iD

Critical area planting
Terrace

Grade stabilization structure
Grassed waterway or outlet
Diversion

1A MD

XX X XX

Tillage BMPs

Contouring

Waste management
Contour strip cropping
Livestock exclusion (fencing)

XX HKX[|IXXXXX
X X X

Fertilizer management

Trough or tank

Filter strip

Water and sediment control basin
Crop rotations

XEXXXXX | XXXXX

XX X
X

Pesticide management

Field windbreak/WB renovation
Spring development

Stock trails and walkways
Pasture and hayland planting

XX XXX XXX|X XXX][XXXXX

Rock-lined waterway or outlet
Mulching

Field border

Barnyard runoff management
Crop residue management

x

Dike

Underground outlet
Divided slope farming
Grass strips

Irrigation management
Heavy use area protection

xX X XX

Land smoothing

Cover and green manure crop
Sod-based rotation
Crop/pastureland conversion
Cross slope farming X

xX X

Buried pipe runoff control X
Shoreline protection
Water control/pond
Chiseling and subsoiling X
Minibasin X

*In some cases BMP catsgories may overlap, but terminology utilized by a State differs enough to warrant separation.

**ID — Idaho
IA — Jowa
MD — Maryland
NC — North Carolina
WS — Wisconsin

However, in some States, certain farms are not
eligible for cost-share funds. For example, because
extremely small farms ‘generally are expected to
have little impact on water quality, farms less than 10
acres in size or with less than $2,500 in annual

agricuitural product sales are not eligible for lowa’s
Financial Incentives Program. In some cases, how-
ever, small livestock operations can be serious pol-
lutant sources, especially where several are
concentrated in a watershed.




Most States studied also limit participation to
farms that qualify as "active," usually defined in terms
of the most recent year of agricultural activity.

Some States, such as Maryland, prohibit farms
from receiving cost-share funds under other Federal
or State programs while using funds under the non-
point source program. In some cases, the local dis-
trict representative may suggest to farmers that they
participate in other cost-share programs, because of
variations in eligibility requirements or the ease of
receiving cost-share funding.

District personnel may define criteria for par-
ticipation within the general guidelines set by State
program authorities. This is especially true in North
Carolina, where the State encourages districts to
tailor funding strategies to their individual cir-
cumstances and water quality problems. Some
North Carolina districts use a first-come, first-served
criterion, which does not address the need to en-
courage participation by farms in the critical areas of
targeted watersheds. Other districts, however, focus
on certain areas or the aileviation of particular non-
point source problems.

Soil Conservation Districts in lowa also generally
employ a first-come, first-served approach, but give
funding priority to family-operated farms, farms ex-
hibiting high soil erosion rates, and those nearest
bodies of water.

In Idaho, all farmers within approved cost-share
districts are eligible for funding, but the Soil Conser-
vation District may focus its initial efforts on gaining
the participation of the largest farmers.

Wisconsin’s nonpoint source program employs
an eligibility assessment system. This system uses a
computer model to develop relative nonpoint source
potential scores for farms, factoring in all known
nonpoint source pollution elements (e.g., slope of
land and planting methodology). Farms are placed
into three eligibility categories: eligible essential
(i.e., can be required to participate in the program,
with or without cost-share funding); eligible (i.e., can
receive cost-share funding); and not eligible. The
system is implemented at the Land Conservation
Committee level.

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

State nonpoint source cost-share program descrip-
tions should include information on contract arran-
gements and requirements. Issues addressed
include who signs the contract, whether an applica-
tion submitted by a tenant farmer must also be
signed by the landowner, how much time may

elapse between contract signing and installation of
BMPs, the types of costs covered, typical BMP main-
tenance periods, the length of time between installa-
tion of a BMP and reimbursement by the State to the
farmer for expenses, and the status of the contract
when land ownership changes hands.

Who Signs the Cost-share Agreement

Generally, the farmer is expected to sign a cost-
share agreement. In most cases, if the cost-shared
BMPs are to be implemented on a farm operated by
a tenant farmer, both the tenant farmer and the land-
owner must sign the contract. In most programs, the
local district or board also signs the contract. Under
Maryland’s program, the Soil Conservation District,
the Department of Agriculture, and the Board of
Public Works must sign the contract. Too many sig-
natures, however, can create unnecessary delays.

Selection of BMPs

The farmer generally works with the local district or
committee representative to determine the best
BMP or BMPs to control a farm’s particular nonpoint
source loading. Farmer involvement in choosing
BMPs is crucial to recruiting farmers to the program.
The farmer’s knowledge of his own operation also
enables the Soil Conservation District to recom-
mend BMPs that will be cost-effective to implement
and maintain.

Restrictions on Time Frame of
Implementation

Most programs try to minimize long delays between
contract signing and implementation to avoid the
risks of changing financial situations, worsening pol-
lution, and the farmer deciding not to participate in
the program. However, actual time limits vary widely
among the States.

For example, in Idaho, ali contracts include cus-
tomized schedules for each major phase of BMP im-
plementation. Similarly, North Carolina contracts
specify impiementation schedules, generally of
three years’ duration.

Maryland farmers must implement BMPs funded
under Maryland’s Agricultural Cost-Share Program
within one year of contract signing. lowa gives
farmers 18 months after application approval to in-
stall BMPs. In Wisconsin, all contracts must be
signed within three years following selection of a
watershed as a "priority." Once a contract is signed,
the farmer has five years to complete BMP im-
plementation.




BMP Maintenance Periods

Required maintenance periods can vary, depending
on the needs of the State and the BMPs being used.
Maintenance periods for non-permanent or cultural
BMPs such as rotation cropping may be as short as
one year. For permanent or structural BMPs, con-
tractual maintenance periods may be as long as 20
years. Filter or buffer strips, which are becoming in-
creasingly popular under the Conservation Reserve
Program, may require maintenance every two to four
years.

Reimbursement of Farmer for
Expenses

One important factor in attracting—or discourag-
ing—farmers to cost-share programs is the length of
time it takes to receive cost-share funds from the
State once the project has been completed. Wiscon-
sin reimburses farmers at the end of the year for all
work on BMPs during the year unless BMPs are
completed during the year, in which case the farmer
is paid in full. Maryland’s cost-share program has no
set payment schedule, but attempts to get checks to
farmers within one month of BMP completion and
justification of expenses.

Changes in Farm Ownership

States handle changes in farm ownership differently.
In some States, the new landowner must agree to
maintain the BMP(s), or the original landowner must
refund the cost-share funds. For example, under
Wisconsin's agricultural cost-share programs, if
land ownership changes during the life of the con-
tract, cost-share funds must be repaid unless at least
one of two conditions is met: written assurance by
the new landowner that the BMPs will be properly
maintained, or a demonstration that the change in
land use or management will not degrade water
quality.

Maryland requires landowners to notify the State
of changes in land ownership, and the new owner
must sign a supplemental contract. If the purchaser
does not sign, the original landowner must return all
cost-share funds to the State.

Contract Renewal

Many programs do not contain provisions for
renewal at the end of the initial contract, although
program officials hope that farmers will continue to
maintain BMPs beyond the contracted period. But

———

many BMPs will require funding for renewal (e.g.,
sedimentation ponds must be dredged). As these
programs mature and contracts expire, program
managers hope to develop mechanisms to help
farmers extend BMP life.

Cost Sharing

Effective cost sharing depends on a number of fac-
tors, including cost-share rates, funding limits,
whether operation and maintenance costs can be
covered by cost-share funds, limits on expenses for
BMPs or their components, and who oversees and
assesses the appropriateness of expenditures.

Exhibit 2 summarizes cost-share rates for the five
example States, showing that rates generally range
from 50 to 70 percent, with the highest rate 87.5 per-
cent.

Determination of Cost-share Rates

A variety of factors influence a State’s determination
of the appropriate cost-share rate. In a number of
States (including Maryland and Wisconsin), rates
are adjusted to reflect whether the individual farmer
benefits from the installation of a BMP.

For example, under Maryland’s program, farmers
who install sedimentation ponds receive only 65 per-
cent rather than 85 percent cost-share, since the
pond is expected to benefit the farmer (its potential
use for irrigation water) beyond reducing nonpoint
source pollution.

Wisconsin’s policy explicitly sets BMP cost-share
rates to reflect the balance between private and
public benefits and the magnitude of the BMPs’ capi-
tal cost. For BMPs with high public but low private
benefit and a high capital cost (such as a manure
storage facility), Wisconsin assigns a 70 percent
cost-share rate, compared to 50 percent for other
BMPs. Strip-cropping is an example of a very effec-
tive but low cost BMP that Wisconsin cost-shares at
the 50 percent rate.

Idaho’s Agricultural Water Quality Program has
raised the cost-share rate for certain new and less
well-known BMPs to encourage farmers to install
them. This same strategy might interest States who
want to increase the use of certain BMPs known to
reduce nonpoint source loadings and improve water
quality.

At least one State discourages farming of conser-
vation land by lowering the cost-share rate for
farmers who plow land that has stood fallow for an
extended period of time. Under lowa’s Financial In-
centives Program, land that has not been plowed or
planted in row crops for 15 years or more is con-




sidered "land under conservation cover." If such land
is plowed or planted in row crops, any BMPs onitare
limited to a 25 percent cost-share rate, as opposed
to the usual 50 percent rate.

In Wisconsin, Land Conservation Committees
may use their own funds to increase cost-share
rates. In such cases the State will match increases
up to 10 percent. Thus, for example, a county may
increase the cost-share rate for a BMP from 70 to 90
percent by providing a 10 percent increase in cost
shares and by receiving 10 percent matching funds
from the State. In this way, counties can increase the
incentives for farmers to install BMPs, and also can
encourage the use of BMPs believed to be par-
ticularly effective in addressing local nonpoint
source problems.

In addition, cost-share rates can be set higher to
increase farmer participation in critical areas, to en-
courage the use of BMPs with greater longevity, or to
counteract other factors that impede participation.

Limits on Use of Cost-share Funds

Cost-share funds are generally limited to installation
of BMPs, with a few exceptions. For example, Wis-
consin allows cost-sharing for BMP maintenance,
but only in cases where a natural event (e.g., storms,
flood, or fire) damaged the BMP.

North Carolina’s program specifically prohibits
using cost-share funds to purchase equipment (be-
cause these items can be used in the overall farm
operation), and further excludes the purchase of cer-
tain items (such as lime and seed) from the cost-
shared amount.

Limits on Funding Available to Farms

There are many ways to ensure that funds are equi-
tably distributed. Many States limit the total dollar
amount of funding available to any one farm. For ex-
ample, an Idaho landowner cannot receive more
than $50,000 from a district. In Maryland, farmers are
limited to $10,000 per project and $25,000 per farm.
In Wisconsin, any proposed cost share over $50,000
must be submitted to the Department of Natural
Resources or the Department of Agriculture, Trade
and Consumer Protection for review.

Such limits encourage the distribution of cost-
share funds to alarger number of farmers. Care must
be taken, however, to avoid spreading the money so
thinty that level of participation will be compromised
and water quality will not improve.

Cost Containment Procedures

With money for cost-share and other worthy
programs invariably scarce, States need to find
ways to stretch available dollars. The best way is to
contain the BMP costs, and States who already have
successful programs have found a variety of ways to
do this.

in Maryland, flat rates (e.g., a fixed dollar amount
per foot of waterway constructed) for many com-
ponents of BMPs are set by the Soil Conservation
Districts. In North Carolina, the 75 percent cost-
share rate is paid out on a predetermined average
cost of BMP implementation. This average cost
varies among BMPs and regions of the State.

Some States, including lowa, set flat rates for cer-
tain BMPs, and specify in the contracts whether
reimbursement will be based on actual costs or flat
rates. If an actual cost method is used, the contract
will specify the maximum allowable cost-share
amount.

In Wisconsin, counties can choose one of three
cost containment procedures: average cost, range
of costs, or landowner bidding for the lowest cost
contract services.

Reimbursement for Farmer Labor

Most State programs compensate farmers for their
own labor in installing BMPs. The hourly rate is either
fixed or reflects the alternative cost of contract labor.
Farmers are generally not compensated for using
their own equipment.

Authority Charged With Oversight

Among the five example States, local Soil Conserva-
tion Districts or Land Conservation Committee per-
sonnel perform cost-oversight duties in four. In the
fifth State, Maryland, both the local Soil Conserva-
tion Districts and the State Department of Agriculture
oversee the accounting of costs.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Proper installation and maintenance of BMPs are
vital to the success of any agricultural cost-share
program. Strict formal guidelines are needed to deal
with contract violations.
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Basis for Enforcement

Generally, the farmer (and, for most tenant farmers,
the landowner) must sign a contract that defines the
technical specifications and proper maintenance of
all installed BMPs. In addition, these agreements
generally specify how long the BMP must be main-
tained. All programs use some form of on-site in-
spection by district personnel, either on a
spot-check or annual basis.

Definition of Violations

Violations generally are defined as deviations from
proper maintenance standards set forth in the Soll
Conservation Service's Technical Guide or similar
State rules. Violations are also identified based on
the professional experience and judgment of the Soil
Conservation District representative.

At the time an agreement is signed, district repre-
sentatives work with the farmer to define proper
BMP maintenance procedures.

Enforcement Procedures

Formal enforcement procedures are needed when a
contract violation is identified. The farmer/landowner
must be notified of the condition that led to the con-
tract violation and given a specific time frame in
which to correct the problem. The notification
should also reference the penalty (as defined by the
contract) for failing to remedy the violation. One
such penalty might be refunding cost-share funds to
the State.

Farmers generally correct violations soon after
notification. Should this not occur, however, before
demanding that the farmer give back the cost-share
money district personnel should go out to the farm
to offer technical assistance.

Program Funding Level

It is difficult to meaningfully compare funding levels
for agricultural nonpoint source programs across
States, largely because of differences in program
maturity, the total acreage of farm land, agricultural
activity, and the nature and extent of the nonpoint
source problems. Thus, funding information is
presented in Table 1 for illustrative, not comparative,
purposes. Table 1 also excludes Federal cost-share
efforts, which are outside the scope of this Manual.

Officials from three of five programs assessed
reported a shortage of cost-share funds (i.e., pro-
gram budget constraints were forcing eligible
farmers to wait for cost shares).

—t

Table 1
Years in Annual Funding
Existence (1988)
State Level ($ millions)
Idaho 8 0.8*
lowa 17 6.5
Maryland 5 3.4%*
North Carolina 4 6.5
Wisconsin (Nonpoint Source) 10 6.7
Wisconsin (Soil Program) 7 0.5

* Estimate based on total awards to farmers of $6.1 mitlion
over 8 years

** Estimate based on total awards to farmers of $17 million
over 5 years

Maryland’s program was the only nonpoint
source cost-share program assessed in which the
State legislature allocates a fixed proportion of the
funds to specific geographic regions. In this case, 75
percent of the funds are earmarked for cost shares in
priority watersheds. Program officials can transfer
funds among priority watersheds, and between
priority and non-priority watersheds, if farms in these
areas are found to be eligible for the program and in-
itial allocations are not sufficient.

Participation

As illustrated by Table 2, States measure cost-share
program participation in various ways — by numbers
of projects, acres, contracts, and farmers.

Table 2

Program Participation Base Used

Idaho 43,500 Acres under contract

lowa 70,000 Farmers receiving funds

Maryland 2,887 Projects completed

North Carolina 4,643 Agreements signed
350,000 Acres under contract

Wisconsin 1,763 Contracts signed

{Nonpoint Source)

Wisconsin 290 Contracts signed

(Soil Programs)

To succeed in protecting water quality, a cost-
share program must be actively promoted by the
local committee. All types of advertising may be
used: newsletters, direct mail, workshops, radio and
television. The most effective promotion, however, is
by personal contact. Many soil conservation districts
directly solicit farms with severe nonpoint source
problems—or those whose participation they
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believe necessary to achieve the local water quality
goals.

Routine visits to farmers by district personnel
provide a good opportunity to diagnose nonpoint
source problems and suggest BMPs to alleviate
them. Some States estimate that at least half of the
cost-share applications result from these informal
visits with farmers, most of whom have developed a
close relationship with their district personnel.

But there is always a "bad actor," the landowner
who for one reason or another will not participate.
Conservation district chairmen in some North
Carolina counties have succeeded in stopping local
banks from granting loans to polluting farmers who
refused to participate in the cost-share program. in
other districts, neighborhood delegations have tried
to persuade recalcitrant farmers to participate.
These uncooperative landowners, minority though
they may be, have convinced many officials that
regulatory authority is needed.

To those farmers who choose to participate, how-
ever, the voluntary approach is a valued component
of the cost-sharing program.Other reasons also
draw farmers to the program: the desire to improve
a farming operation (and its bottom line) as well as
the conservation ethic. But as the farmer realizes the
benefits of reducing nonpoint sources of pollution—
and the community and society at large perceive the
resulting improvements in water quality —wise land
use that protects water quality may no longer be
termed "voluntary": it will be the norm.

Cost sharing’s ultimate justification, then, may be
its educational role. By demonstrating the long-term
cost-effectiveness of BMPs—and the better water
quality that results —cost sharing can spread these
practices to non-participants. Eventually, BMPs and
all wise land use practices will become self-per-
petuating, integrated into this Nation’s struggle to
protect the quality of its waters.

12



Idaho Agricultural Water Quality

Program

In 1979, Idaho developed and adopted an agricul-
tural pollution abatement plan with funds provided
under section 208 of the 1972 National Water Pollu-
tion Control Act. The plan called for a voluntary pro-
gram that would encourage farmers and ranchers to
apply best management practices to reduce non-
point sources of water pollution from Idaho’s agricul-
tural lands. To fulfill this aspect of the plan, the State
initiated a 15-year Agricultural Water Quality Pro-
gramin 1980.

Using funds from the State’s Water Pollution Con-
trol Account, the program directs Idaho’s Division of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Idaho Soil
Conservation Commission (SCC) to make grants to
local Soil Conservation Districts, enabling them to
plan and implement pollution control projects along
streams adversely affected by agricultural activities.
Exhibit 2 illustrates this use of Water Pollution Con-
trol Account funds. Under Idaho’s Agricultural Water
Quality Program, local Soil Conservation Districts
submit applications to DEQ and SCC for grant
monies. Grants are available for two types of
projects: planning and implementation.

Planning projects last from one to two years.
During this time, districts identify causes of nonpoint
source pollution, select BMPs to correct the
problems, estimate treatment costs, and conduct in-
tensive informational and educational programs for
farmers and the general public in the project areas.
All of these activities increase public understanding
and awareness of the importance of improving water
quality and promote necessary public support for
subsequent project implementation.

implementation grants enable Soil Conservation
Districts to conduct voluntary nonpoint source con-
trol projects along priority stream segments. This is
done through programs that share with farmers the
costs of installing BMPs. Through contracts with the
districts, farmers within a project area may receive
up to 75 percent of BMP capital/installation costs, to
a maximum of $50,000 per farm.

The State requires districts receiving implement-
ation grants to write contracts with farmers for 50
percent of the "critical acreage" in a project area
within three years of receiving the grants from DEQ,
and 75 percent within five years. Critical acres are
lands from which erosion contributes to water
quality problems. Districts may spend up to 15 per-
cent of the total implementation grant on project ad-
ministration, educational activities, and extra
technical assistance from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Soil Conservation Service.

As of September 1989, DEQ had funded 21 plan-
ning projects and 25 implementation projects. All of
the implementation projects are still active. A flow
chart of project procedures is included as Exhibit 3.

Eligibility

To be considered for funding, a proposed project
area’s stream segments or other water bodies must
be on Idaho’s agricultural priority list, which is con-
tained in the Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan.
DEQ updates this list every three to five years as
more knowledge is gained about land use practices
and their effects on water quality. Exhibit 4 presents
DEQ'’s criteria for ranking stream segments.
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Exhibit 2

Idaho Agricultural Water Quality Program
Funding Flow

Idaho Water Poliution Control Account

administered by
Division of Environment Quality

Water quality
studies/monitoring

Planning Grants
(SCDs)

Agricultural water
quality program

Other water
quality projects

Implementation Grants
(SCDs}

Cost-share with farmers

75%

Technical assistance (SCS),
education and information

15%

Soil Conservation Districts then define proposed
project areas to include those agricultural lands con-
tributing to water quality problems of first priority
streams.

Upon receiving implementation grant applica-
tions from the districts, DEQ considers many factors
in deciding which proposals to fund. These include
an evaluation of the critical acres in the project area
in terms of water quality, major contributors of pollu-
tion, and land ownership patterns; the expected im-
provement in water quality for fisheries, drinking
water supplies, and other uses; the degree to which
farmers have been prepared for participation; and
the local Soil Conservation District’s ability to carry
out the proposed program. DEQ also reviews the
level of funding requested by the district and may, in
consdultation with district members, revise it.

Once an implementation project Is approved, all
farmers within the project area may participate.
However, in the interest of allocating its funds most
effectively, the district may target certain landowners
for participation, particularly those with the largest
properties. If participation exceeds the State’s 75-

Project Administration

percent-of-critical-acreage requirement, and the dis-
trict needs more funds to assist additional interested
farmers in the project area, DEQ can increase the
grant to the district.

BMPs for irrigated and non-irrigated cropland, as
well as pasture land, hayland, and grazing land are
eligible for funding under the program. The choices
of BMPs for individual farms are based on assess-
ments of the soils, topography, climate, and crops
grown within a project area. A list of BMPs used in
Idaho is presented as Exhibit 5.

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

When a farmer expresses interest in participating in
the cost-share program, a meeting with Soil Conser-
vation Service technical personnel is arranged to
discuss appropriate BMP alternatives for the land.
The farmer’s preferences, such as the choice be-
tween structural or non-structural BMPs, are taken
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Exhibit 3

Idaho Agricultural Water Quality Program
Implementation Project Procedures

Implementation Grant Application by District

stream segment(s).

SCDs apply to DEQ for implementation grants for project areas containing state-designated priority

¥

Grant Application Review and Approval

funds from Water Pollution Control Account.

DEQ evaluates project proposals in consultation with SCDs. If projects are approved, DEQ obligates

¥

Education and Information

SCDs publicize projects, often targeting landowners with large numbers of *critical acres. "

¥

Technical Assistance and Cost-Sharing Contracts

representative.

Interested farmers meet with SCS personnel to design farm-specific BMP systems.
Contract specifying implementation and maintenance schedule, total costs, cost-share, and partici-
pant share is signed by farmer and SCD representative, and certified for technical adequacy by SCS

L !

Monitoring

SCS personnel check BMP installation phases as completed.

¥

Reimbursement

SCD reimburses farmer for completed, SCS-approved BMP phases.

¥

Contract Modification

If farmer fails to install or maintain BMPs in accordance with contract schedule, due to weather,
financial, or other constraints, SCD may agree to modify the contract. However, informal means of
achieving compliance, such as providing additional technical assistance, are preferred.

¥

Enforcement

When neither informal nor formal means succeed in bringing farmer into compliance, SCD may en-
force contract to recover money or materials from the farmer.

into consideration. The district provides the farmer
with information on the estimated costs associated
with the relevant BMPs, including the base installa-
tion costs to which the cost-share reimbursement
rate will apply, and expected maintenance costs.
The farmer is responsible for maintenance during
the evaluated life of each practice, or for the full term

— —

of the contract when the evaluated life is not
specified.

An important program requirement is that all of a
participant’s acreage that falls within the project area
be addressed by appropriate BMPs, not just
selected portions. However, because of the $50,000
per-farm maximum, the cost of implementing BMPs

15



Exhibit 4

Criteria for Prioritizing Designated Stream Segments:
Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan

CATEGORY FIRST PRIORITY SECOND PRIORITY

Erosion Severe - over 5 tons per acre per year. Moderate to severe 1-5 tons per acre per year.

Water 1. Demonstrated poor water quality. High to fair water quality.

quality 2. High water quality but important to protect:

e.g., special resource water.

Stream Perennial stream capable of supporting beneficial Intermittent stream, habitat degraded beyond

condition uses. recovery, channelized segments or
canals/ditches.

Beneficial Supports or potential for fishable/swimmable Cannot support fishable/swimmable uses.

uses waters.

Pollution 1. Agriculture is primary pollutant. 1. Other pollution sources are the major problem.

sources 2. Problem can be corrected by BMPs. 2. Agriculture is primary poliutant, but problem

cannot be corrected.

Source: Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan, 1983.

on all the participant’s acres may exceed the
district's ability to cost-share all practices on all
acres. To help the farmer comply with the require-
ment that all acres be addressed by BMPs, the dis-
trict provides information about additional sources
of funding for BMP implementation that may be
available from other county, State, or Federal
programs. These include the Agricuiture Conserva-
tion Program, administered by USDA's Agriculture
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS), and
programs under the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act (PL. 566).

Once the farmer is confident that the implemen-
tation, maintenance, and financial requirements can
be met, the district and the landowner draw up a
contract that meets SCS technical specifications. It
must be signed by the landowner and the chairman
of the local Soil Conservation District board. A
sample contract is included as Exhibit 6.

Contracts usually cover an eight- to ten-year
period and specify a schedule for each major phase
of BMP implementation. They can be rewritten to ac-
commodate unforeseen weather conditions that
might affect scheduled implementation of some
practices.

SCS field personnel approve BMP implementa-
tion and authorize reimbursement for each practice
or phase as it is completed. Once approved, the
farmer often receives payment within one week. Al-
though farmers are under no further obtigation once
contracts expire, program administrators believe
most will continue to employ the BMPs.

Cost Sharing

All cost sharing is based on the actual costs of BMP
installation, including the value of the farmer’'s labor.
Farmers may receive up to 75 percent of the cost of
installing any one BMP to control water quality
problems, but typical cost-share rates are somewhat
lower. The actual percentage for each BMP is set by
the local Soil Conservation District to be comparable
to the rates paid by other agricultural cost-share
programs operating in the area, such as the U.S.
Department of Agriculture's Conservation Reserve
and Long-term Agreement programs. Higher rates
may be paid for newer, less familiar practices. Thus,
while rates are consistent within a district, they vary
slightly across the State.

Enforcement Mechanisms

Cases of non-compliance, when they occur, are
most often due to unforeseen weather conditions or
financial problems at the farm. District officials try to
negotiate solutions with farmers, and often rewrite
contracts to accommodate farmers’' needs.

If the district believes that a contract violation
calls for a forfeiture, refund, payment adjustment, or
termination of the contract, the district's formal
course of action would be to issue a notice of viola-
tion. The farmer may then request a contract viola-
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Exhibit 5

List of Best Management Practices for Controlling
Certain Water Pollutants

SELECTED BMPs FOR CERTAIN WATER
QUALITY PROBLEMS

A.

* %

*x

* %
*%

*%

* %

Standards and specifications are
developed for the following
practices:

Buried pipe runoff control system
Chiseling and subsoiling
Conservation cropping system
Conservation tillage system
Contour farming

Cover and green manure crop
Critical area planting

Crop residue management
Cross slope farming

Debris basin

Dike

Diversion

Divided slope farming
Emergency tillage

Fencing

Fertilizer application

Field windbreak

Grade stabilization structure
Grassed waterway or outlet
Irrigation canal or lateral
{rrigation ditch and canal lining
Irrigation field ditch

lrrigation gated pipeline
Irrigation land leveling
Irrigation pipeline

Irrigation system, drip
lrrigation system, sprinkier
Irrigation system, surface and subsurface
Irrigation system, tailwater-recovery
Irrigation water management
Land smoothing

Livestock exclusion (stream corridor)
Livestock water development
Mini-basin

Minimum tillage

Mulching

Pasture and hayland management
Pasture and hayland planting
Proper pesticide application
Restricted summer fallow
Sediment structure or basin
Stream channel stabilization
Streambank protection

Strip cropping contour

Strip cropping field

Structure for water control
Stubble mulching

T-slot sediment structure
Terrace

Toxic salt reduction

Vegetative filter strip

Waste management system

Standards and specifications have not been
developed for the following practices:

Biological control of pests
No-till farming system

Resistant crop variety use
Waste utilization {organic)

BMP TYPE POLLUTANTS
©
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X

Legend: L = Practice Slightly Effective; M = Moderately Effective; H = Highly Effective
*Includes related pastureland and hayland.
NOTE: Range practices are not included in this evaluation.
Source: Idaho Agricultural Pollution Abatement Plan, 1983.

“*BMP effectiveness being evaluated in demonstration projects.
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Exhibit 6

1DAHD AGRICULTURAL WATER QUALITY PLAN

SCC-SAVRY - 1
Page of Contract no.
50 I TOUNTY TOTAC
“WARE ACRES
STATE GR . CRTTTCAL
TPREIECT TICE ] ACRES
CoST- - RODTPT-
ITEM |FIELD PLANNED TREATMENT EST. | COST| SHARE (FOR_NONCOST-SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) CATION
NO. (RECORD OF COOPERATOR'S DECISIONS) AMT. |BASIS{ RATE REF.
UNIT: $ 1 19 19 19 19 19 18 19 19 19 19 NO.
1
scc- Sangr-
Page of Contract no.
TAME SCD COUNTY TOTAC
ACRES
“PROJECT TTTLE STATE GRANT PROJECT NO. CRITTCAT
ACRES
Co3T- TTHE SCREBULY - [}
ITEM |FIELD PLANNED TREATMENT EST. | COST| SHARE (FOR NONCOST-SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS}
NO. {RECORD OF COOPERATOR'S DECISIONS) AMT. (BASIS| RATE
UNITS $ 1 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
CONTRACT COSTS SUMMARY:

Total Contract Cost-Share by Year

Total Participant Share by Year

Total Cost by Year

Total Contract Cost-Share =

Total Participant Share «

Total - “When established, the conservation practices lfsted above are to be
maintained by the participant at no cost to the state or federal
government. When the evaluated 11fe of 2 practice is provided {n the
applicable specification, the 1ife span shall be the term of the
saintenance responsibility. When the evaluated Vife of a practice §s
not provided in the specification, the matntenance responsibilfty
shall not be less than the term of the contract.”

A1l particfpants in the Idaho Agricultural Water Quality program are
Timited to » maximum of $50,000 payment limitation. A1l practices
will be applied sccording to SCS Standards and Specifications provided
with thig contract.
DATE
OWRER STGNATURE
DATE

OFERATOR STGRATURE

DATE DATE
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tion review before the district. The district’'s deter-
mination on the basis of the review may be appealed
to the Idaho Board of Health and Welfare. The
board’s decision, made in consultation with the
Idaho Soil Conservation Commission, is final. In
practice, however, such formal actions have never
been pursued.

Funding Level

DEQ and SCC signed the first three implementation
grants to Soil Conservation Districts in December
1981. As of September 1989, over $18.7 million had
been obligated to the Soil Conservation Districts for
agricultural water quality projects. During these first
nine years of the program, the districts in turn
obligated almost $6.2 million to farmers for BMP in-
stallations. The farmers are obligated to match these
funds with approximately $4.7 million of their own.
As of September 1989, the districts actually paid out
approximately $3.5 million in cost-share money, and
the farmers’ expenditures totalled about $2.8 million.
Based on these figures, the average effective cost-
share rate is between 42 and 46 percent. In addition
to expenditures for cost sharing, Soil Conservation
Districts have spent approximately $1.1 million for
technical assistance, $0.7 million for information and
education activities, and $0.6 million for project ad-
ministration. Total Soil Conservation District im-
plementation project expenditures as of September
1989 were approximately $5.6 million.

Participation

As of September 1989, the Division of Environmental
Quality had made grants for 25 implementation
projects in 16 Soil Conservation Districts. Each
project addresses water quality problems on a dif-
ferent stream segment. Nearly 600,000 acres are
drained by these stream segments, of which almost
240,000 have been designated critical acres. For
each project to achieve the program goal of bringing
75 percent of its critical acres under contract, Soil
Conservation Districts must write agreements with
farmers for a total of approximately 175,000 acres.

As of September 1989, Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts had signed a total of 436 contracts with
farmers. An additional 189 farmers have applied to
participate, but do not yet have contracts. The
availability of funds is the main constraint on farmer
participation. If all 625 applications could be con-
tracted, over 165,000 acres would be enrolled in the
cost-share program.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Susan Martin, Manager

Surface Water Quality Section

Division of Environmental Quality

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare
(208) 334-5860
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Iowa Financial Incentive

Program

Since 1971, the lowa Department of Agriculture
and Land Stewardship (DALS) has been operating a
statewide program to reduce soil erosion. Known as
the lowa Financial Incentive Program (FIP), this pro-
gram involves DALS oversight of each county’s soil
erosion control plan and provides cost-share funds
and technical assistance to farmers for the im-
plementation of agricultural best management prac-
tices. While FIP’s primary purpose is to control soil
erosion from lowa’s farms, the program has had a
positive impact on nonpoint source pollution be-
cause of the important connection between soil
erosion and water quality.

Farmers eligible for cost-share funds under FIP
may receive 50 percent of the labor and material
costs of BMP installation to control agricultural non-
point source problems. Three types of BMPs are ac-
ceptable under FIP: permanent, temporary, and
tillage. All are designed to reduce the movement of
sediment and nutrients from agricultural lands to
surface water. Some may also have an indirect posi-
tive effect on ground water quality.

® Acceptable permanent BMPs include critical
area planting, diversions, field windbreaks,
grade stabilization structures, grass strips,
grassed waterways or outlets, pasture and
hayland planting, terraces, underground out-
lets, and water and sediment control basins.

* Acceptable temporary BMPs include reduced
tillage, contouring, and contour strip-cropping.

* Acceptable tillage BMPs include no-till plant-
ing, ridge-till planting, and strip-till planting. See

Exhibit 1 for a complete listing of all applicable
BMPs.

FIP is administered and implemented at the local
level by commissioners and staff of the Soil and
Water Conservation Districts. The districts receive
technical assistance from USDA's Soil Conservation
Service.

Eligibility

Selection of Eligible Soil and Water
Conservation Districts

All 100 Soil and Water Conservation Districts in iowa
are eligible to receive cost-share funds to implement
FIP. Each Soil and Water Conservation District
develops a comprehensive plan for conserving soil
resources and controlling and preventing soil
erosion and sediment damage.

Each district plan includes actions necessary to
achieve its goals. The primary goal of these com-
prehensive plans is to ensure that soil erosion from
all agricultural and in a district is below the tolerable
soil loss limit, which is the maximum amount of soil
loss resulting from erosion by water or wind, ex-
pressed in terms of tons per acre per year. The Soil
and Water Conservation Districts determine their
own soil loss limits, with DALS encouraging stand-
ard limits across districts.

Cost-share funds are allocated-to the Soil and
Water Conservation Districts for the fiscal year. DALS
determines funding for each district by using a for-
mula based on the 1970 Conservation Needs Inven-
tory, which considers such factors as the percentage

I
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of the State’s highly erosive acres in the district and
funds available to FIP At the beginning of the fiscal
year (July 1), DALS distributes 60 percent of the total
FIP funding to Soil and Water Conservation Districts,
with the other 40 percent distributed in supplemental
allocations.

Selection of Eligible Farmers and BMPs

All farms are eligible for FIP cost-share funds, except
those with fewer than 10 acres of agriculturally
productive land, and less than $2,500 in annual sales
of agricultural products.

Land under conservation cover, i.e., agricultural
land that has not been plowed or used for growing
row crops for the preceding 15 years, is eligible for
reduced FIP cost-share rates if subsequently plowed
or used for growing row crops.

The Soil and Water Conservation Districts notify
farmers of the availability of FIP cost-share funds by
newsletter, general mailings, and articles in local
newspapers. Farmers are encouraged to submit ap-
plications to the local district office for possible ac-
ceptance into FIP

Selection of farmers for FIP cost-share funds is
determined on a first-come, first-served basis, with a
few exceptions. Soil and Water Conservation Dis-

Farmers submit an FIP application for cost-share
funds to the local Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
trict. If the district rejects an FIP application, it must
present a written explanation to the farmer detalling
reasons for denial. If the Soil and Water Conserva-
tion District accepts a request for cost-share funds, a
district representative determines an acceptable
timeframe for BMP commencement and completion.
DALS allows the Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
tricts to establish their own deadlines, with the
stipulation that BMP installation must be started no
later than 18 months after FIP application approval.

Upon completion of BMP installation, a Soil and
Water Conservation District technician visits the
farm to determine if the completed practice con-
forms with applicable standards and specifications.
The farmer submits to the Soil and Water Conserva-
tion District a signed claim voucher and all relevant
labor and material bills on a Proof of Expense form
(see Exhibit 7). A district technician reviews the
Proof of Expense form to determine whether the
costs incurred are reasonable and proper, consider-
ing such factors as the amount paid for materials,
the number of labor hours used, and the expense of
contract work performed. After this review, the tech-
nician completes a Certification of Practice form

tricts give funding priority to farms that are family-
operated and that have high expected public
benefit from BMP implementation. Many Soil and
Water Conservation Districts in lowa give priority
to farms with soil erosion rates significantly above
the soil loss limit and to farms near surface water
bodies. Each district may adopt its own specific
priority system io rank potential cost-share can-
didates, but the system must be available for
review at the district office.

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

After Soil and Water Conservation Districts grant
initial approval to a farmer for FIP cost-share
funding, a Soil and Water Conservation District
technician visits the farm to jointly develop a
“farm unit soil conservation plan" with its owner
and, if appropriate, its operator. The farmer is en-
couraged to express BMP preferences to the

1OWA FINANCIAL INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR SOIL EROSION CONTROL

PROOF OF EXPENSE

lowa Department of Agriculture & Land Stewardship A No.
Division of Soll Conservatlion

Exhibit7

Fom 10-5 (Rae 088}

County Soit Consarvetion Oustrict

Applicant

Legal Description (Ol . Sec . T

p-Range. County)

MATERIALS, LABCR, EQUIPMENT PROVIDED BY APPLICANT
fem Unit Unit Price Cost

TOTAL COST

technician and to suggest soil conservation plan
options. Soil and Water Conservation District
technicians develop at least two soil conservation
plans that have the potential to cut soil erosion to
the soil loss limit.

| hereby cerlify Ihat the malenals lsbar, and equipment Iisted above were lumished by ma and used in insiatling the
permanent so« conservation practices undes the hinancial incentive apphcalion referenced above. | furher certidy Lhat
Noitems of CO3ts Iisted above have beeninciuded an sny bill or recespt SUbMiNed as part of 1he claum under this ac any

other applicanon lor financial incentives

Sagra v Of ADE <87

Oistripution SCO case file twh 1e, Apohicant (catary, Cla-m coucher (pink}
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stating whether the BMP was implemented properly
and whether costs are reasonable (see Exhibit 8).

Proof of Expense forms and Certification of Prac-
tice forms are forwarded by Solil and Water Conser-
vation Districts to DALS, which releases funds that
pay the farmer the reimbursable cost of BMP im-
plementation.

Before participating farmers are awarded FIP
cost-share funds by the Soil and Water Conservation
District, they must sign maintenance and/or perfor-
mance agreements (Exhibit 9) pledging to maintain
BMPs for specific periods. Exhibit 10 presents an
overview of lowa’s FIP procedures.

Cost Sharing

FIP provides 50 percent cost shares for installation
of permanent and temporary BMPs. If agricultural
land is classified as land under conservation cover
(defined previously) and if such land is subsequently
plowed or used for growing row crops, FIP allows a
cost-share rate of only 25 percent for BMP im-
plementation. Tillage BMPs are reimbursable at a flat
rate per acre. Farmers are reimbursed for their own

Exhibit 8

IOWA FINANCIAL INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR SOIL EROSION CONTROL
OERTIFICATION OF PRACTICE

lowa Department of Agriculture & Land Stewardship A No.
Dlvislon of Sofl Conservation

Form IP-2 (Rev 1788)

County Soil and Waler Conservation District

PERMANENT SOIL CONSERVATION PRACTICES
[ s0% voluntary

D 75% Mandatory

Practice

Amount Installed

TN ecrea nat

[ 75% Lakes Actual Cost $
D No-lnterest Loans. Financial $
D Other Acres b
Soil Loss/Tons Before
Per Acre
After
WIND EROSION CONTROL INCENTIVE PROGRAM (WECIP)
D lowa Till (50% residue) Amount Installed
=)
D Grass Strips Financsal ]
D Field Windbreaks Soil Loss/Tons Before
Per Acre
After
TILLAGE PRACTICES Amount Installed =
[ no-ritt Pranting Financial s
[ ridge-Tin Pranting Soll Loss/Tons Before
Per Acre
[ strip-Titt Planting Atter
TEMPORARY PRACTICES Amount Installed =
[ contouring Financial Incentive $
D Contour Stripcropping Soil Loss/Tons Before
Per Acre
Alter

TECHNICIAN CERTIFICATION
I certify that the above-described practice has been constructed or performed tn accordance with applicable
standards of Division of Soil Conservation rules in Chapter 5 of Section 780, lowa Administrative Code, and
that the reimb bie cost described above be approved by the soll and water conservation district
as reasonable and proper,

Tachcan Tile

Distribution, SWCO case hie {(while), Apphcant {canary), DSC (prak)
CPE-sasm

Exhibit 9

JOWA FINANCIAL INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR §0IL EROSION CONTROL
MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT

Form 1P-4 (Aev. 8/86)

& Land A

p 9

lowa Dep! of A o,
Division of Soll Conservalion (same a3 Application No.)

County Soll Conservation District

This AGREEMENT Ja made and entered into this day of 19 by and

County Soll Conservation District, herein called DISTRICT,

and herein called RECIPIENT.
WITNESSETH:
DISTAICT and RECIPIENT hereby agree 6TAT

bo intarpreted in & manner that promotes the polices of Chapter 467A of the lowa Cooe. Soc(.km mu(\o) requires this covenant as # condition

for RICT

i moved, altsred or modified white
Ihis AGREEMENT Is silective

DISTRICT hareby e

10 RECIPIENT for partislly W

and water conservation praciics on the foflowing described agricultural iand bn the County of.

8nd Slato of lows to-wit

nscu’lzm Muhy agrees toralnta ofthe soll and water conservation praciice hereln named by
IVISION p for (wmry (20) yaurs from the date of this AGREEMENT.
HECIPIENT y ¥ the RECIPIENT or his/her ag orm it and
1 twenly (20) y DISTRICT
into this AGREEMENT.

RECIPIENT haraby agrees that I any unauthorized ramoval, alterslion or modification of scil and waler consarvation practice hersin named
accure that the RECIPIENT will mllnu]n up|lr Q€ Coconuiruct iha Gractice 4t hie/tar awn expense,

AECIPIENT hareby sgress to notify an: of the proper f the fandowners obligations crested by this
AGREEMENT and Sectlon mu(le) of the lowa Code befare legal ar squitabls tits 1o any portion of this proparty 1 translrrod.

COVERAGE OF THIS AGREEMENT:
DISTRICT and RECIPIENT agree that the soll and water
(haraby mads part of this T) ware partisily o

and ontha skeich
Installed with DISTFIICT funds lnd ars coverad by this AGREEMENT

Signaturs of SCD Chalrpenion Date Sugrature of AECIPIENT Data

CONTRACT SALE
Tha parties acknowledge that the above-described real property Ia tha subject of & real property contract sals whereln the RECIPIENT Is the

eomms' buy.und
Tand in the svent Iore any acth

-uqulrlnn the real proparty, anail b for h all provisiona of this agreement and shall bs iabie to e

‘same exlont as the RECIFIENT would be i no such action had occurred, The contract seller scknowledges the duty Imposed upon lendowners

pursuant 467A Code, .7(18) ot The Code. a3 amended by the 1980 Sessicn of the 68th General

Asasambly, and that by vlnu- of the Improvements inataliad upon 1he (and with the a(d of the funds prov.ded by this agresment, tha contract seller

willl have received a bensfit and an Improvement to said property, and also received astiatance in complying with the above statutary duties.

s the conwact ullu

Signature of 5CD Chalipurson Cate Signaturs of Conlruct Seller Dats

Distribution:  SCD case flis {white), Contract Salisr (green), Reclpient (canary). DSC (pink), SCO malnienance agreement fiis {goldenrod)

creawne

— e ettt —————————————————
e ——————————————————er

labor based on the average contractor's labor
charge for the district.

DALS grants Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
tricts flexibility in determining BMP cost-share fund-
ing limits. Some Soil and Water Conservation
Districts do not adopt project funding limits; they
rely on technicians to ensure that total costs are
reasonable and proper. Other districts establish
funding limits at the average cost of BMP installa-
tion during the previous vyear, adjusting for
predicted price increases.

Enforcement Mechanisms

A farmer who enters into a FIP agreement with
DALS and a Soil and Water Conservation District
must install BMPs in accordance with technical
specifications, and properly maintain them for the
stipulated maintenance period. BMP operation and
maintenance costs are not eligible for FIP cost-
share funds.

Soil and Water Conservation District tech-
nicians check the conditions of temporary BMPs
each year to assure satisfactory maintenance. The
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Exhibit 10

Program Procedures: FIP Program

Submittal of Management Plan

SCDs develop comprehensive plans for soil conservation, and for erosion and sediment control for the

districts.

Comprehensive Plan Approval

DALS officials review SCDs’ comprehensive plans, suggest adjustments, and, if all program guidelines are

met, approve the plan.

Allocation of FIP Funds

DALS officials allocate FIP cost-share funds to the SCDs for the fiscal year. DALS determines funding utiliz-
ing the Conservation Needs Inventory.
Supplemental allocations of FIP funds are made by DALS in August and in February.

¥

Technical Assistance by SCDs

All agriculturally productive farms are eligible for cost-share funds.
The SCDs notify farmers of the availability of funds to encourage submission of applications. SCD technicians
visit farms to jointly develop a ‘farm unit soil conservation plan’ with the land owner.

v

Contract Arrangements

Farmer submits a FIP application for cost-share funds identifying proposed BMPs and preliminary estimates.
SCDs accept or reject FIP cost-share application.
Time deadlines for BMP installation and completion are established by SCDs.

1 |

SCD Supervision of Cost-Share Funds

Upon completion of BMP implementation, a SCD technician certifies that completed practice is in compliance
with applicable standards and specifications.

Farmer submits Proof of Expense forms to the SCDs and technician determines whether costs are proper and
reasonable.

SCD technician completes certification of practice documenting BMP costs and compliance.

DALS forwards payment to SCDs for distribution.

Maintenance

Farmers sign maintenance and performance agreements pledging to adequately maintain BMPs for specific
periods. SCD personnel periodically check BMP maintenance and complete certification of practice form after

each visit.

Enforcement

Farmers not satisfactorily maintaining BMPs are issued an administrative order by SCDs detailing the FIP
violation. They must repair the BMP or repay cost-share funds received. Refusal to repay cost-share funds
warrants further action by the State Attorney General,

Source: FIP Policy Documents.




determination of satisfactory maintenance of a BMP
is based on successful performance of its original
function. Maintenance inspections for permanent
BMPs are performed as often as Soil and Water Con-
servation District personnel believe necessary. After
each farm inspection, district technicians complete a
"Certification of Practice" form.

If a technician determines that a BMP is not being
satisfactorily maintained, the Soil and Water Conser-
vation District will send the landowner an administra-
tive order requiring appropriate maintenance, repair
or reconstruction of the practice. The farmer must
notify the Soil and Water Conservation District in
writing within 60 days that the situation will be cor-
rected and must begin that task within 120 days of
notification and complete it within one year.

Funding Level

State appropriations for soil erosion control incen-
tive programs exceeded $8.6 million for FY85 and
$8.8 miillion in FY86. Because of statewide budget
cutbacks, soil erosion control received only $6.5 mil-
lion in each of fiscal years 1987 and 1988. For fiscal
years 1989 and 1990, the General Assembly in-
creased the appropriation to about $6.7 million.
Ninety percent of these appropriations are used as

25

State funding for FIP; the remainder is used for non-
point source control programs at publicly controlied
lakes and for mandatory cost-share programs.

All of the funds allocated to FIP are used directly
by Soil and Water Conservation Districts to provide
voluntary cost-share funds to farmers. FIP funds are
not used for administrative costs incurred by the Soil
and Water Conservation Districts; SCS and an
Operations Fund of the lowa DALS cover administra-
tion.

Participation

Since 1973, FIP has provided State cost-share funds
to approximately 5,000 farmers per year—to date,
approximately 70,000 farmers have used this assis-
tance. Despite the number of participants, several
districts have large waiting lists of farmers who wish
to join FIP but cannot be included because of fund-
ing limitations.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
William McGill

Resource Conservationist

Division of Soil and Water Conservation
Department of Agriculture & Land Stewardship
(515) 281-6148



Maryland Agricultural Cost-share

Program

The Maryland Agricultural Cost-Share Program
(MAGCS), which was created in 1983, provides finan-
cial assistance to farmers who install agricultural best
management practices to solve water quality
problems. Cropland, orchards, animal feedlots, graz-
ing land, and poultry operations all qualify under
MACS.

Under MACS, farmers receive up to 87.5 percent
of the cost of installing BMPs to control water quality
problems. Acceptable BMPs include critical area
plantings, strip-cropping, filter strips, grassed water-
ways, waste storage structures, terracing, diversion
ditches, runoff control ponds, spring development
(i.e., development of alternative sources of water to
reduce erosion of stream banks by domestic
animals), contour farming, and grade stabilization
structures. For a full list of all control categories and
applicable BMPs, see Exhibit 11.

The MACS program involves staff from the Soil
Conservation Districts and Maryland’'s Department
of Agriculture and Department of the Environment.
Soil Conservation Districts are responsible for
providing technical assistance to MACS applicants,
developing BMP plans, and designing the steps
needed to implement them. Soil Conservation Dis-
trict offices are staffed by a combination of Depart-
ment of Agriculture, local, county, and Federal Soil
Conservation Service employees.

Eligibility

Funding for installation of BMPs under MACS is
based on two essential considerations: existence of
a critical water pollution condition on a farm result-
ing from agricultural activities, and location of a farm
in relation to a "priority watershed." Priority water-
sheds are watersheds recognized as areas where
potential conditions hazardous to water resources
are more prevalent than elsewhere in the State (Ex-
hibit 12). The MACS program office allocates a
greater proportion of funds to these watersheds, but
monies are also available for cases where only the
first of the two conditions is met.

The Soil Conservation District determines if a
critical condition that warrants cost sharing exists on
a farm and, if necessary, will propose a BMP(s) to
correct the condition using SCS technical stand-
ards. Soil Conservation Districts assist in comple-
tion of grant applications for submittal to the
Department of Agriculture. Eligibility of each BMP for
State cost shares is determined by the MACS pro-
gram, based on information contained in the grant
application form.

Farmers who participate in both MACS and the
Federal cost-share program, the Agriculture Conser-
vation Program administered by the Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service, may receive
additional cost-share grants for up to 87.5 percent of
total project cost. However, projects funded under
the Rural Clean Water Program and Clean Lakes
Program may not be eligible for additional funds
under MACS.
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Exhibit 11

Maryland Agricultural Water Quality Cost-Share Program
List of Cost-Shared Best Management Practices

ACP MACS
MACS-ACP SCS COST- COST- MAINTENANCE
CONTROL REFERENCE PRACTICE SHARE SHARE
CATEGORY BMPs NUMBER NUMBER RATE(%)* RATE(%) LIFE FREQ.(%)**
~ Contour
farming SL-13 330 75 875 5 <1
Contour
orchard SL-13 331 75 87.5 5 <1
Diversion SL-5 362 75 87.5 10 4
Cropland <
protection Strip-
cropping
system: SL-3
Contour 585 75 87.5 5 1
Field 586 75 87.5 5 <1
Wind 589 75 87.5 5 <1
Terrace
(_ system SL-4 600 75 87.5 10 1
(” Critical
area
planting SL-11 342 75 8756 10 5
Field
border SL-11 386 60 87.5 10 <1
Permanent Filter
vegetative < X
cover strip SL-1 393 60 87.5 10 <1
Field
windbreak SL-7 392 75 87.5 10 <1
Windbreak
L renovation SL-7 650 75 87.5 10 <1
( Spring
develop-
Grazing ment SL-6 574 75 87.5 10 4
land
protection Trough or
L tank SL-6 614 75 8756 10 4

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

Under MACS, the farmer submits an application to
the local Soil Conservation District (a copy of the ap-
plication form is attached as Exhibit 13). The Soil

Conservation District then provides technical assis-
tance to farmers to evaluate critical conditions (i.e., a
high probability that pollutants such as nutrients,
sediment, animal waste, or agricultural chemicals
will move into State waters) and to recommend and
plan a project to correct these conditions. A single
project may involve installing more than one BMP
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Exhibit 11 (continued)

Maryland Agricultural Water Quality Cost-Share Program
List of Cost-Shared Best Management Practices
(Continued)

ACP MACS
MACS-ACP SCS COST- COST- MAINTENANCE
CONTROL REFERENCE PRACTICE SHARE SHARE
CATEGORY BMPs NUMBER NUMBER RATE(%)* RATE(%) LIFE FREQ.(%)**
" Grade
stabili-
zation
structure WP-1 410 75 87.5 10 15
Grassed
waterway/
Water < outlet WP-3 412 75 87.6 5 27
protection
Lined
waterway/
outlet WP-1 468 75 875 10 2
Sediment
§ basin WP-1 350 75 87.5 10 1
Water
control Pond WC-1 378 50 65 15 11
d Waste stor-
age pond WP-4 425 75 875 15 1
Animal Waste stor-
waste age struc-
control <& ture WP-4 313 75 87.5 15 12
facility
Waste
treatment
N lagoon WP-4 359 75 875 15 <1

*The Agricultural Cost-Share Program (ACP) is the federal cost-share program run through local ASCS offices. Farmers may receive
cost-shares under both the ACP and MACS, but total funding cannot exceed the MACS cost-share rate for a given BMP.

**Frequency = the approximate percentage of all BMPs that are represented by each BMP. Based on information in the MACS

Program Summary, June 30, 1988.

Source: Maryland Department of Agriculture, MACS program office.

Once the technical plan and project cost es-
timate are complete, an application is forwarded to
the MACS Program Office at the Department of
Agriculture, which then determines if the project is
eligible for State cost share under MACS. A notice of
approval or disapproval is sent to the applicant by
the Department of Agriculture.

If the application is approved, an agreement is
signed by the applicant, the Soil Conservation Dis-
trict, and the Department of Agriculture. When
proceeds of a State bond sale are used for cost
shares, the Department of Agriculture obtains State

Board of Public Works approval before executing
the agreement. If the applicant is a tenant farmer, the
landlord must also sign the agreement.

The applicant has one year to complete installa-
tion of the practice. Extensions of up to six months
may be granted for justifiable reasons such as in-
clement weather. If the applicant fails to begin the
practice within one year, the funds that have been
reserved revert to the program.

Upon completion of the project, the Soil Conser-
vation District must certify whether program stand-
ards were met (MACS program standards are based
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Exhibit 12

MACS Program Priority Areas

L
O

a

Top 24 watersheds (EPA grant funds

re targeted here)

Other MACS priority watersheds

{funded with State and non-EPA monies)

Source: Chesapeake Bay Nonpoint Source Programs Implementation Committee,

Chesapeake Bay Program. Jan. 1988. p. 56.

Exhibit 13
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(1 In Section I} For  AGREEMENT NUMBER Totat Tons of Soll Bein » i nomoer | > Geograpnee Are * Gatance 1o waterm ot ina Buts
Print Legibly in lnk} SECTION | — APPLICATION uo4 e o O DeIng  State TR Weleraned Segmant N ogrsprc Area
_ = _ o
" 048 # onamiousn | ? County l * Taiepnone Numbe l‘ 4828 Form mumtwr | P incwicuw Rowues{ O Rooungegree O Puok Lans ®acees | Toeron | Paner | itterence 36 Vi 1048 ropect benelsl tind Gavoted 1o o5 agrculiuml scimny ) Tes O o O
1 no_espiain ben
Iy Langowne (1 Tanant C | 1A rou sopiywng 10 COM Bharmng v TN PrOMKT 0m InoOne program” Yol Mo -t ofirestate?  Yes & WoO
HAME ano ADDAESS 1 yet whch program? Il 0o srpinn beraw
(of paenon 1b raceme chech! Ao sor s You svec MEmusd So¥ Paciie 0o you Kive s & and wile conser THR
Inctuss farm nama df anp) w1 BCD matsiweca on you tem betors? Yes - No O pimn tor youe Iem? Ten L ho 3 scies Benetitea 3% pugomenant Land Use Capabiily Classer
* 4 pian 1o sian trus promecs by " dng comptere the prowst &y 2 Cuct Tyoms of Eromion
‘mwm smonaurn . Sty wind 42 anime) Unrts Sarvea * Arumas Wasies Ganacaiod Daly
’ APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION S Tom
I reques! cost-sharing under this program 1o solve a water quality problem The project a o -
I have requested 1§ needed (0 CONBETVe S01I ANG waler (4EOUTCES | ABve road (ne pro- Descronon o) Wieter Oussty Probies testercey neme) ot Etfecianats Oparmtion b
gram Quidiines and understand the staps invotved for approval | undersiand | am not nsgament
usranteed cost-shanng tunds until | have recaived a latler of approval and 8 copy o! _t N0
m'_ﬁl signed and daled agreement Irom IE-TF’HUT_.F%W_& ard Depariment olkgriculture e
Signmurs Tenant it sopiicanie Ome Sugamurs (Landownen Das
“ Projmct Locaton -
o scoune SECTION Il — TECHNICAL REPORT = SCD CERTIFICATION
5 " " W - £ The Soil Conservation District has reviewed this referral and tinds Itidoes not find It
NO PROJECT OR COMPONENTS. scae EXTENT NEEDS STATEMENT I3 the profect aihorwn on (he adequate and appropriate for this program i not explain under general comments.
N 1he mosl oSl efietive Maxaurs (o A0ive N N
waler quality 7
Yoe O oD Il no expiam beiow
fad o« 7 Autnontss Sxgarture Desgnaied Technscan) """ D AUInG.1aa Signatuie [CA 4R 04 Deasghes ]“"‘
o
For w0 tae SECTION IV — DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY
hd e
Mumenmncs 1 The Maryieno of & nas hat e Signature (MOA Raprabantsimr: In..
soplicmion i3 D noD « iQi0te lor Mate cOSt shanng 107 Lhe sslunsied
ESTIMATE OF ELIGIBLE COST CO-CORT Sranszn et shown B ight. 1m0t 8301 Beon. ESTIMATE OF
B0 moC COST SHARES S
" » n -l n » o STATE cost For MDA Use -
ouanTTy uniT MATERALSSERVICE FLATRATE | TOTALCOST{ RATE % Saney SECTION V AGREEMENT APPROVAL
The Merylana ODspariment 6! Agncuilure canibes e he agrsement Fund Source Approval Amaunt
for s rOMGY 13 1n OrGer 13 igned Dy W panies and 13 approveds
Denawn g apProYM by the Boart of Public Wom s
Sgadurs (MDA ReOresandst et
The Bowd of Public WO Aoproved © Dieeporoved [
This Agreemant
Tris AQreement 1s Apgroves  Disapproves [ for Fedessl Fundh
spenca Nem Hambes
Oate
[
Generat Comments
TOTAL TOTAL
Coet snars e s et 20 06 mminen
Bt Crumms o1 CaCom Smrmg maurd
BT e o Copis Samts Comt
e

30




Exhibit 14

MARYLAND AGRICULTURAL WATER QUALITY COST SHARE PROGRAM

TO BE COMPLETED WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF THE BOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTY

Exhibit 15 presents an overview of
the MACS cost-share program proce-
dures.

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT

! NAME AND ADDRESS

2 gompteion Date | ¥ Agreemant Number

Cost Sharing

® Socia! Secunty Number

s

Phane Number

! Gocon: Snarea?

MACS provides up to 87.5 percent of

8 Quantuy and Ut ? MutenaisSamics T,

Y aciow uni
Cost

' Fint Rate

BMP installation costs (with the excep-

'3 Yo Engote Coat
oy "

it ratel

tion of sedimentation ponds), with

limits of $10,000 per project and

$25,000 per farm. If two or more farms

pool funds, up to $20,000 per project

can be provided. Pooling is allowed for

projects that are intended to solve a

pollution problem shared by two or

more farms. As shown in Exhibit 11, all

W
[ —
Ao Sooe

practices, except the creation of a

 of Funat Eugiie Cast

18 Inutructions Te Particpants — Pritl of Iypa sl engadie CO3IS 00 thik

'°cou- 1 Snanng Amour

e maars v Mone~

sedimentation pond, are eligible for an

17 guptie Siate Com Shars Amount

87.5 percent cost share. This practice,

19 Pancipants Caniition — ) Cerity nat ine
o e screemans | heve

because of the other benefits it may

20 For MDA Use Fint) Cost Eltactvanass

provide the farmer (e.g., storage of ir-
rigation water, fish production), is

7211 propect 10131 300ve e1CHeds Ihe 10181 O3 3hown on Ing Fnal Cogt Estimalo Tabie Section 1l ol MOAS! by 10% or more is) 4250m 1o account lof tre dilter

eance on

an atlscnea

sheet

eligible for a 65 percent cost share.

For SCD Use

PERFORMANCE REPORT

2 Extem
Pertormed

24 Acres Benetitea »

SCD CERTIFICATION

10 the extent shown at left and meets program standards. The
Cor

prove the costs indicated above.

The project shown in Section || Column 14 of Wates Quality Project torm has been pet(ormed
Soll

on District atso certifles that they have reviewed this Claim for Payment and ap

Under cost-shared BMPs, main-
tenance costs are borne by the farmer.

26 Sugnatur (Designared Tecnnicianl Ome

l 27 Signature (Crmvman or Denigneet

=

Flat rates are set for components of
all BMPs in each Soil Conservation Dis-

For MDA Use

APPROVAL FOR PAYMENT

trict. For example, in Caroline County,

* approval # paymens

AS SHOWN AT LEFT
$ -

M JHE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE RECOMMENDS NET PAYMENT FOR THiS PROJECT

$1.50 is the rate for constructing a

 pganony Funcing Reques! | 7' 2ng Paymem =
H Swgrature

rotal Recervea by Agplicant 2 113110 be Recerrea by Appiicant

Per tanm

uoAS

on SCS technical standards). It is at this point that
the applicant submits a claim to the State for pay-
ment (see Exhibit 14). All expenses must be justified
and fall within the flat rates set by the State. If expen-
ses exceed the initial Soil Conservation District es-
timates, a separate request for funds to cover the
difference must be submitted (Maryland estimates
that 5 to 6 percent of practices experience cost over-
runs). Payment is issued through the Department of
the Environment. Program administrators report that
many payments are made within a month of receipt
of the applicant’s expense claim, if costs fall within
the original estimate.

The agreement between the applicant, the Soil
Conservation District, and the Department of
Agriculture also stipulates the period over which the
applicant must maintain the practice. Project main-
tenance lives are set by the Department of Agricul-
ture, and are noted on Exhibit 1 for all of the
accepted BMPs.

-

diversion; $1,000/acre is allowed for
clearing and site preparation of a low
density area. The MACS program has
been working toward establishing
statewide rates for certain com-
ponents. Farmers also may be compensated for
their own labor during BMP installation. Thus,
farmers may apply their own labor to meet their por-
tion of the cost-share requirement.

Enforcement Mechanisms

A farmer who enters into a MACS agreement must
install the cost-shared BMP in accordance with tech-
nical specifications, properly maintain the BMP for
its expected life span, and provide the required
matching funds for installation of the project. The
farmer does not receive funds until work is complete
and all work and invoices have been reviewed by the
Soil Conservation District. If a farmer fails to properly
install or maintain a BMP in accordance with the
Department of Agriculture agreement, the farmer
may be liable for the full amount of State funds
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Exhibit 15

Program Procedures: MACS Program

Application Procedures

Applicant fills out MDA Request Form at SCD Office.

SCD completes Project Technical Determination Form.

SCD prepares technical report and final project cost estimates for submission to MDA with applicant
approval.

SCD forwards these forms to MDA.

¥

Application Review and Approval

MDA reviews application.
If project is approved, the applicant is notified of estimated State cost-sharing funds within 30 days.

T

Technical Assistance By District

SCD prepares or approves all design, construction, maintenance, or other plans for the project.

T

Cost-sharing Agreement

MDA submits request for cost-share funds to the Maryland Board of Public Works through the MDE.
MDA receives approval for agreement from Maryland Board of Public Works.
MDA executes agreement with SCD and the applicant. If necessary, consent of landlord is obtained.

2

Project Establishment

Applicant begins approved project. Applicant has one year to complete project.

¥

District Supervision

Periodic inspection of construction or installation of project by SCD.

¥

Distribution of Cost-sharing Funds

Documentation of all costs by applicant.

Submission of Departmental Claim for Payment form.

Certification by SCD that project meets all applicable standards and specifications, and all costs are eligible.
Application for funds to cover cost overrun, if necessary.

Payment to applicant or directly to vendor or contractor.

v

Project Monitoring

SCD and MDA monitor maintenance of BMP. Violations reported by SCD to MDA.
SCD maintains records of all technical assistance provided under the cost-share program.

¥

Enforcement

If an individual fails to establish, install, construct, or maintain a BMP in accordance with agreement with
MDA, MDA can act to recover the full amount of State cost-share funds paid for any practice that was not
implemented or maintained.

The Attorney General, at the request of the Secretary of Agriculture, may institute appropriate legal action to
enforce the terms and conditions of all cost-sharing agreements.

If inadequate maintenance or destruction of a BMP is caused by an act of nature that could not be foreseen,
the applicant is not liable.

Source: Chapter 5: Cost Sharing — Water Pollution Control Program.
Title 15 of Maryland Department of Agriculture Regulations.
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Exhibit 16

HARYLAND AGRICULTURAL WATER GQUALLTY COST SHARE PROGRAM
ON-FARM BTATUS REVIEW RECORD

Applicant®s Name and Addrsss Agreement Numbar

Farm Number

Name of Person Contacted on Farm Hatershed Nunh-rlCunnly
| !
PRACTICE MAINTENANCE STATUS REVIEW

Fiscal Year

Ysar Practice Practice Extent M
Completed Number Performed {Unite) 3:&“' :N:'y

]

Remarks? (Describe any discrepancies = use raverss sids if necessary)

Roviewart Naae, Position & Signature

Inalu

HDA-5-04 (ravised 12-18-86)

received. The Soil Conservation District and
Department of Agriculture maintain the right to in-
spect the maintenance of all BMPs. Regular status
reviews are performed by Soil Conservation District
staff on 10 percent of the installed practices annual-
ly. The randomly selected list used for this inspection
is generated by the Department of Agriculture and
forwarded to the district. A project may not be
reviewed more than once every three years. During
this inspection, the On-Farm Status Review Record
is completed (see Exhibit 16).

In cases where a violation of the agreement is
found, the Soil Conservation District notifies the ap-
plicant and follows up later to ensure that the prob-
lem has been remedied. The Department of
Agriculture has the power to contact the Maryland
Attorney General in cases where violations are not
corrected within six months of the inspection date.
To date, few violations have been reported to the
Department of Agriculture by the Soil Conservation
Districts.

IJ

Funding Level

Maryland’s agricultural cost-share program has
been in operation for five years, and was recently ex-
panded and extended. Over the first five years, $27
milion in funds have been authorized by the
Maryland legislature. Another $3 million has been
made available through Federal sources.

Seventy-five percent of available cost-share
funds are reserved for installation of BMPs within
Maryland’'s nine priority watersheds, with the
balance distributed for treatment of critical condi-
tions outside priority watersheds. Funds are allo-
cated among priority watersheds based on acreage
of cropland, intensity of animal production, and the
general magnitude of agricultural nonpoint source
problems.

Funds can move between priority watersheds
and from priority watersheds to other areas. Thisis a
result of differences between an expected number of
applicants and the number that actually apply and
receive funds in any given watershed. However, no
application for installation of a BMP to remedy a criti-
cal condition has ever been rejected for lack of
funds.

Participation

To date, 7,405 applications have been received by
the MACS program office. Of these, 5,266 have
remained on file (i.e., 2,139 applications have been
ruled ineligible by the program or withdrawn or can-
celed by the applicant). State funds have been
awarded by the Board of Public Works for 4,484 ap-
plications (totaling $19,654,600 million). Of these,
3,594 projects have been completed ($14,256,259
million).

The program is promoted through a number of
formal and informal mechanisms, including active
promotion by Soil Conservation District employees.
The Soil Conservation Districts rely on newsletters,
individual mailings, and radio farm shows to formally
advertise MACS. District employees also visit farms
regularly as part of their normal job duties.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
MACS Program Administrator

Maryland Department of Agriculture

(301) 841-5864
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North Carolina Agriculture Cost-share

Program

North Carolina’s Agriculture Cost-Share Program
(ACSP) is administered by the North Carolina Soil
and Water Conservation Commission, which dis-
tributes funds to local Soil and Water Conservation
Districts for increased technical assistance and for
sharing with farmers the costs of implementing and
maintaining best management practices. The current
program was created by the North Carolina General
Assembly in 1987, but existed on a smaller scale
since 1984.

Farmers participating in the ACSP receive 75 per-
cent of the cost of implementing a system of ap-
proved BMPs. As of June 1988, over 4,600
agreements had been signed with farmers to imple-
ment erosion control, animal waste management,
and sediment control BMPs. State expenditures for
cost sharing and technical assistance are currently
about $6.5 million annually.

At the State level, water quality objectives are the
primary determinants for which districts receive
funding from the program,; at the district level, tech-
nical assistance and cost-share funds are con-
centrated where they can reap the greatest water
quality benefits.

Eligibility
The Soil and Water Conservation Commission in

1989 made all of the State’s 100 Soil and Water Con-
servation Districts eligible for cost-share funds under

the ACSP Eligibility is based on the priority giventhe
watershed(s) in which the district is located. Water-
sheds with nutrient sensitive water receive top
priority, followed by coastal and estuarine, moun-
tain, and piedmont waters.

Within priority watersheds, the criteria for allocat-
ing funds are based on the identified level of agricul-
turally-related nonpoint source pollution problems
and the district’s BMP installation goals and avail-
able technical services. Those districts believed to
be best able to address water quality problems with
the aid of State money are targeted for funding. All
100 districts are expected to be participating by
1990.

Farmer eligibility depends on the focus of the
cost-share program within the district. Although the
ultimate goal of all participating districts is to reduce
agricultural nonpoint source pollution to improve
water quality, districts may employ different
strategies to reach that goal. The Soil and Water
Conservation Commission encourages these varia-
tions because it believes that districts can best ad-
dress water quality problems when they can tailor
programs to their individual circumstances.

Farmers interested in participating submit ap-
plications to the district board (a sample appears as
Exhibit 17). District staff often provide technical in-
formation to help farmers complete their applica-
tions.

An application must note where the farm is lo-
cated, into which waterways the land drains, and the
water quality problems for which assistance is
needed. In addition, each application includes a brief
checklist of the ways in which the proposed treat-
ment will improve water quality.

—
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Conservation Service design
standards, and to follow a
specific schedule. Farmers
agree to maintain each BMP for
its minimum life expectancy. A
list of BMPs eligible for cost
sharing under the ACSP and

Exhibit 17
APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE
NORTH CARCLINA AGRICULTURE COST SHARE PROGRAM
APPLICANT
Name John A. Farmer Date September 10, 1988
Address

their life expectancies are
presented in Exhibit 18.

000 Any Street
Anywhere, NC 2ip 00000

County Any

In addition, farmers agree

LANDOWNER (1f other than the Applicant)

Jane B. Owner

Application Number

XX-89-XX-XX

to allow sampling and inspec-
tions of installed BMPs. For
cropland affected by the cost-

Name
Rddress gi. ¢, Box 293

Anywhere, NC zip 00000 Annual

Type of Bgreement Reguested

Long Term S

share program, farmers must
agree to follow fertilizer applica-
tion recom- mendations as

1. Describe location and type of agricultural operation.
SR 55555 northwest intersection SR 6666 & 55555.
cattle and grain and hay production.

2. Describe problems for which assistance is needed.
prevent off-site damages.

3. Check bow treatment will improve water gquality.

decrease erosion/sediment delivery

increase time water held on farm

store animal waste

properly land apply animal waste
keep livestock out of stream

X

>

=<

4. Name stream or canal land flows into.

Crystal Creek

250 acre farm with beef

Erosive soils need conservation cropplng systems and structural practices to
Animal waste management system is in planning.

closely as possible, and to sub-
mit soil test samples for
analysis at least once every two
years. To receive cost-share as-

sistance for animal waste
management systems, farmers
agree to have the waste

material analyzed annually to
determine its nutrient content. If
the waste is applied to the land,
farmers must adhere as closely
as possible to recommended

Cost Share Program.

I hereby apply for cost sharing assistance under the North Carolina Agriculture
This application does not guarantee cost share approval or
obligate the applicant to enter into a cost share agreement.

fertilizer application rates, and
must submit a soil sample of
the area of waste application

—— Y/ QM,mM) pate G105 annually. In addition, a chemi-
Vi cal analysis must be conducted

— on soil samples taken from the

APPLICATION: Approved T Denied fields where the waste is to be
DISTRICT CHAIRMAN / . Cheun pate _4-11-88 applied as fertilizer. Finally,

farmers must agree to allow

The district board then reviews the application
and, if it is approved, assigns it a priority among
other approved applications to be addressed as
funds become available. In some cases, the district
board may try to persuade certain landowners to
join the program if their cooperation would be espe-
cially helpful in attaining water quality goals or in en-
couraging other farmers to participate.

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

The farmer and the district technical staff draw up a
contract in which the farmer agrees to implement
each cost-shared BMP selected according to Soil

district representatives reason-
able access to the farmland to
inspect the BMP maintenance.

An example of an ACSP
contract is presented in Exhibit 19. A sample Plan of
Operation, which details the BMP implementation
schedule by field, year, and estimated units and
costs, is included as Exhibit 20 at the end of this
chapter.

Once agreements with the district are signed,
farmers often hire contractors to perform BMP instal-
lations, which can take from a few months to three
years to complete. District staffers check to see that
BMPs have been implemented as specified, request
reimbursement checks from the Soil and Water Con-
servation Commission, and deliver the checks to the
farmers (Exhibit 21 at the end of this chapter).
Farmers usually receive the checks within five busi-
ness days of the inspection.
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Exhibit 18

Best Management Practices Eligible for Cost-
Sharing Under the Agriculture Cost-Share

Program
MINIMUM LIFE

PRACTICES f;(:::;;ANCY
Conservation tillage system 1
Critical area planting 10
Cropland conversion (trees, grasses, or
permanent wildlife plantings) 10
Diversion 10
Field border 10
Filter strip 10
Grassed waterway 10
Heavy use area protection 10
Livestock exclusion 10
Pastureland conversion 10
Rock-lined waterways or outlets 10
Sediment control structure 10 .
Sod-based rotation 4 orb
Spring development 10
Stock trails and walkways 10
Stripcropping 5
Terrace 10
Trough or tank 10
Waste management system 10

Waste storage pond 10

Waste storage structure 10

Waste treatment lagoon 10

Land application of waste 1
Grade stabilization structure 10
Water control structure 10

Note: Conservation tillage systems and land application of
animal wastes are contracted for a maximum of three years per
farm. Farmers are expected to implement these BMPs on their
own initiative after this time.

Source: North Carolina Nonpoint Source Management Program
{Draft), North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and
Community Development, Division of Environmental Manage-
ment, Water Quality Section, August 1988.

Farmers may request revisions of their contracts
by submitting copies of the current agreement with
the desired changes noted. Because of unpre-
dictable weather conditions and the rapidly chang-
ing state of agriculture in North Carolina, contract
revision is common. Revisions to the cost-share
provisions of the contract reflect the changes in
BMP requirements. District supervisors must then

NORTH CAROLINA
Exhibit 19 AGRICULTURAL 0OST SHARE PROGRAM

COST SHARE AGREEMENT

This agreement 1s entered into on this _25th _ day of _Septesber 19 88 by and

between the Any _Sofi and Water Conservation District and
John A. Farmer ( applicant) of 000 Any Street, Anywhere, NC 00000
Jane B. Owner ( 1endowner) of Rte. 4, Box 293, Anywhere, NC 00000
( ) of

This agreement covers the period of practice installation from _septenher 25 L1988

to September 25 19 91 and the practice maintenance period which expires on

2001.
. June 30 , X '

THE APPLICANT(S) SHALL AGREE TO:

(1) Implement the best management practice(s) to the best of his/her ability in
compliance with the rules governing this cost share program and according to the
attached plan of operation.

(2) Maintain and continue the cost-shared best management practices on the
attached plan of operation for the minimum life set forth by the Sofl and Water
Conservation Commission. If the applicant(s) fall to properly maintain or continue the
cost-shared practices, the applicant(s) shall be required to repair or reimpiement the
practice within a reasonable amount of time ( not to exceed one calender year ) of be
required to repay to the State of North Carolina a pro-rated amount of the cost-share
payment as set forth In the rules governing this program.

(3)  Submit a soil test sample for analysis and follow the fertilizer application
recommendations as close as reasonably and practically possible. Soil testing will be
conducted a2 minimum of every two years on all cropland affected by this cost share
program .

(4) As a condition for receiving cost share assistance for waste management
systems, have the waste material analyzed once every year to determine its nutrient
content and {f the waste is land applied, to annually submit a soil test sample for
analysis of the area of waste application; and to apply the waste as close as reasonably
and practicaily possible to recommended fertiiizer rates. If the appiicant(s) fail to
have the waste and sofl analyzed within a reasonable amount of time as specified by the
District, the applicant(s) will be required to repay to the State of North Carolina 2
pro-rated amount of the cost-share payment as set forth in the rules governing this

program.

(5) Permit reasonable access by District representatives to provide technical
assistance and to inspect the practices for proper maintenance and continuation.

THE DISTRICT SHALL AGREE TO :

(1) Provide technical assistance for the planning, design, implementation,
maintenance and certification for all best management practices contained in the
attached pian of operation.

(2) Following District certification of proper best management practice
implementation, provide to the designated applicant(s) through the North Carolina
Divisfon of Sofl and Water Conservation 758 of the average cost for each approved best
management practice contained in the attached ptan of operatton.

SIGNED :
(/}ﬁﬁwﬁ _ﬁj—ﬂzrnm (Apicent  )pate _9-d5¢
( Ouwmer  )Date _9-25-85
( ) Date
DISTRICT CHAIRMAN
4.1 _Chain _ DATE _3-25°88
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reapprove the agreement. Program officials es-
timate that roughly 80 percent of agreements are
revised before they are completed, and that reap-
proval consumes a significant amount of the district
staffs’ time.

Program procedures are outlined in Exhibit 22.

Cost Sharing

Most eligible BMPs are cost shared at the rate of 75
percent of the predetermined average cost of im-
plementation, excluding operation and maintenance
costs. These average costs, which are adjusted for
different regions of the State, are reviewed annually
by the Soil and Water Conservation Commission for
accuracy and representativeness. Since actual
costs at the farm vary, the effective cost-share rate to
the farmer may be higher or lower than 75 percent.
The limit on total cost-share payments is $15,000 per
year per farmer.

Exhibit 22

North Carolina’s program does not cost-share
the purchase of equipment, because equipment can
be used for purposes other than installation of water
quality-related BMPs. However, the principal cost of
implementing some BMPs is the purchase of special
equipment, such as that required for conservation til-
lage and some animal waste management practices.
Once the equipment has been purchased, the
average unit costs of the practices are relatively low.
Therefore, to encourage implementation of these
BMPs, farmers are offered flat rate per-unit incentive
payments that are somewhat higher than actual unit
costs.

Enforcement Mechanisms

During the year, district supervisors spot-check par-
ticipating farms to ensure that BMPs have been in-
stalled and maintained according to specifications.
In cases of improper BMP maintenance, the district
tries to help the landowner comply with the terms of

North Carolina Agricultural Cost-Share
Program Procedures

Application

other approved applications.

Farmer files application for cost-share assistance with Soil and Water Conservation Districts.
District board approves or denies application. If approved, board assigns application a priority among

Contracting

systems and establish a Plan of Operation.

Farmers eligible for cost-share funds receive technical assistance from district staff to design BMP

Farmer and District Chairman sign cost-share agreement.

v

Implementation, Inspection, and Payment

Farmer implements BMP systems according to schedule, hiring contractors as necessary.
District representative inspects farm for, proper installation of BMPs and applies for cost-share pay-
ment from the Soil and Water Conservation Commission.

Project Monitoring

Farmers submit waste material and soil samples for analysis.
District representatives make spot checks on BMP maintenance.

|

Enforcement

Farmers failing to maintain or confine BMPs according to schedule, or to submit samples for testing,
repay a pro-rated amount of the cost-share payment.
Contract enforcement is ultimately the responsibility of the North Carolina Attorney General.
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the contract by increasing technical assistance.
Farmers are given one growing season to either re-
establish the practices or repay the State of North
Carolina a pro-rated amount of the cost-share pay-
ment. This provision is specified in all contracts. Ac-
cording to program officials, repayment of cost-
share monies has happened no more than three
times in the four years the program has been in ef-
fect.

Funding Level

The 56 districts currently funded by the program
have budgeted nearly $5.8 million for cost share with
- farmers; the current budget for technical assistance
cost sharing between the State and the districts is
$825,000. This does not include additional support
for administration or for staff provided by either the
State orlocal governments.

Annual allocations from the State budget to the
Soil and Water Conservation Districts are decided by
the Soil and Water Conservation Commission upon
review of the districts’ annual strategy plans. These
plans state district needs for reducing agricultural
nonpoint sources of pollution, and estimate the
costs of installing BMPs to solve these problems.

As stated earlier, all 100 districts in the State are
expected to be eligible for program benefits by 1990.
The ACSP budget for that year is expected to be
about $10 million. In 1997, the Soil and Water Con-
servation Commission will reassess the program
and make adjustments in total funding. The North
Carolina Agricultural Task Force expects the $10 mil-
lion annual appropriation to continue through 1997,
at which time the program would be reduced to
reflect the decreased need for cost sharing to
achieve water quality objectives. A reappraisal at
that time may indicate a need to protect the im-
proved water quality.

Participation

From August 1984 to June 1988, the ACSP was
responsible for the signing of 4,643 agreements be-
tween farmers and Soil and Water Conservation Dis-
tricts. It is estimated that over 350,000 acres are
enrolled in the program. Exhibit 23 lists the acreage
in various BMPs installed in the State.

Participation is limited by a number of factors,
however, including the availability of funding and
technical assistance. In addition, district staffers find
that projects can be delayed because local highway
and mall construction projects use some of the

same contractors and equipment to install certain
BMPs. Because of these and other constraints, ap-
plications for cost-share funds are approximately

twice the number that can be accommodated.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

James R. Cummings

Resource Program Coordinator

Division of Soil and Water Conservation
North Carolina Department of Natural Resources

and Community Development

(919) 733-2302

Exhibit 23
Best Management Practices
August 1984 - June 1988*

. Agreements 4,643
Total acres 351,172
Acres erosion control 140,049
Annual tons of soil saved 1,116,748
EROSION CONTROL BMPs
Sod-based rotation (acres) 11,911
Cropland conversion (acres) 166,291
Conservation tillage {(acres) 83,545
Critical area planting (acres) 567
Stripcropping (acres) 9,052
Terraces/diversions (ft.) 743,996

E\NIMAL WASTE MANAGEMENT J
Systems 249
Gallons storage capacity 191,056,569
Tons of dry storage capacity 39,488
Nitrogen (ibs.} storage capacity 5,090,786
Phosphorus (Ibs.) storage capacity 3,283,927
Liquid waste application (gallons) 399,984,724
Poultry litter applied (tons) 165,186
Acres to which applied 84,864
Nitrogen (lbs.} applied 15,503,284
Phosphorus (Ibs.) applied 13,820,666

SEDIMENT CONTROL BMPs

]

Grassed waterways (acres) 1,565
Field borders (acres) 1,645
Water control structures (no.)

(sediment and nutrients) 1,337
Stream protection systems (no.) 347

*56 counties

Source: North Carolina Nonpoint Source Management Program
(Draft), North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and
Community Development, Division of Environmental Manage-

ment, Water Quality Section, August 1988.




Exhibit 20

NORTR CAROLINA

AGRICULTURAL COST SHARE PROGRAM

PLAN OF OPERATION

NAME : COUNTY AGREEMENT NUMBER TOTAL ACRES ANIMAL TYPE
ADDRESS: John A. Farmer EFFECTED AND NUMBER
000 Any Street
Anywhere, N.C. 00000 Any XX-89~XX-XX 110 50 Cows
STIMATED AVERAGE COST TIME SCHEDULE AND
ITEM FIELD PLARNED AMOUNT COST SHARE FSTIMATED COST SHARE BY PROGRAM YEAR SOIL
MO, RO. TREATMENT (UNITS) $ b4 (FOR NON-COST SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) LOSS
1988 19 89 1950 PRE  POST
1 1 Waste Mgmt. System
1.677
Grading & Excav. 1304 cu yd| cu yd 75% 1633.00 N/A N/A
Vegetation (la) 5 ac 226.00 ac 752 85.00
Lime Dolomitic 2000 1bs
Fertilizer
10-10-10 500 1bs
Seedbed prep.
Small Grain 30 1be
Seed (Tall fegcue)l 30 lbs
Small CGrain Mulch L3 ac 300,00 ac 151 113.00
2 23,6 aste Mgmt. 300000 pal]4/1000gal| FR £00.00 N/A N/A
Land apply lagoon
—— 1 wastes in environ,
safe manner
Technical Representative TY %. \& Date YO-\1,€8
NAME: John A. Fermer COUNTY AGREEMENT NUMBER TOTAL ACRES ANIMAL TYPE
ADDRESS: 000 Any Street EFFECTED AND NUMBER
Anyvhere, N.C. 00000 Any XX-89-XX~-XX 110 50 Cows
STIMATED AVERAGE COST TIME SCHEDULE AND
1T FIELD PLANNED AMOUNT COST SHARE FSTIMATED COST SHARE BY PROGRAM YEAR SOIL
NO. RO. TREATMENT (UNITS) $ b4 (FOR NON-COST SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) L0OSS
19_88. 19_89_ PRE POST
3 [ Diversion 45 15
Grading 300 fe. .70 ft. 152 158,00
Land Smoothing Q
Vegetation .2 ac 226.00 ac 15X 34,00
24 ton
Fertilizer
18-10-10 200 1ha
Fescue 12 1h=s
_Small Grain 1/4 hu
_Smal]l Grain Muylch 2 ac 00.00 ac 45.00
Mulch Netting 3000 sq ft| .03 sq f 152 68,00
Technical Representative h\_ b. 5‘,&- Date VYW

|




Exhibit 20 (continued)

NAME : COUNTY AGREEMENT NUMBER TOTAL ACRES ANTMAL TYPE
John A. Farmer -
ADDRESS: 000 Any Street EFFECTED AND NUMBER
Anywhere, N.C. 00000 Any XX-89-XX~XX 110 50 Cows
STIMATED AVERAGE COST TIME SCHEDULE AND
ITEM FIELD PLANNED AMOUNT COST SHARE ESTIMATED COST SHARE BY PROGRAM YEAR SOIL
NO. NO. TREATMENT (UNITS) $ 4 (FOR NON~COST SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) LOSS
1988 1989 1990 PRE  POST
5 b Sod-based Rotation 20 ac, FR__ 800,00, 320 A0
3rd yr-corn, smalll grain
4th _yr-corn
See attached job
aheer #1 for seeding
Technical Representative Tox 9. 3/)\.—- Date _15-13-¥8
FAME: John A. Farmer COUNTY AGREEMENT NUMBER TOTAL ACRES ANIMAL TYPE
ADDRESS: 000 Any Street EFFECTED AND NUMBER
Anywhere, N.C. 00000 Any XX-89-XX~XX 110 50 Cows
ESTIMATED AVERAGE COST TIME SCHEDULE AND
ITEM | FIELD PLANNED AMOUNT COST SHARE FSTIMATED COST SHARE BY PROGRAM YEAR SOIL
NO. NO. TREATMENT (UNITS) $ z (FOR NON-COST SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) LOSS
19 g 19 g9 19.80 PRE "POST
6 ? Sediment Basin 20 -
1.40
Earth Moving 1500 cu yd| cu yd 2152 1575.00
Principal Spillwa
4" barrel;
6" xiser 110 f¢t 2.12 ft 152 175,00
4" shear gate 1 122,32 15Z 133,00
'/ 2.5 ac 226.00_a 5% 424.00
See attached job
gheet {2
_Small Grain Mulch 2.5 ac 100.00 ac) S£31.00
Technical Representative _ o @ . Aude Date W- 7,90
e ————— St e e ———
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Exhibit 20 (continued)

:DAEE:SS- John A. Parmer COUNTY AGREEMENT NUMBER TOTAL ACRES ANTMAL TYPE
* 000 Any Street EFFECTED AND NUMBER
Anywhere, N.C. 00000 Any XX~89-XX-XX 110 50 Cows
ESTIMATED AVERAGE COST TIME SCREDULE AND
ITEM | PIELD PLANNED AMOUNT COST SHARE ESTIMATED COST SHARE BY PROGRAM YEAR SOTL
NO. NO. TREATMENT (UNITS) s 4 (FOR NON-COST SHARE ITEMS SHOW UNITS) 10SS
1988 1989 1990 PRE POST
ANRUAL COSTS:; 2243.00 4270.00 600,00
TOTAL COST SHARE: 4§7163.00
The Cooperatior agrees to phpply the)planned treatment 3ccording to the standprds apd
speclticatlidns approved bl the Divlslon of] S0i]l and Wjter Consefvation. FafTure fto
carry out tHe un-numbered| contract|items (UN) does no§ constitute non~compllance With
the contract. The cooperptor agregs to maAlntaln the §tripcropping system fpr 5 ykars,
sod-based rdtation for a pinimum of 37 nonths in sod, and all|other practfices 1D
years except for conservaflon tilljge and |[land applicdtion of agimal waste phich pre
annual practiices. The copperator flso agrees to test|soill on bgnefited acrps every
Z years and [anImal waste pnnually.
VW
AGREED TO BY: %/Q Gt e /0-15E8
COOPERATOR: .ﬁg B Qeongy vate: | /0-13-80
TECHNICAL RHPRESENTATIVE:| @f o, Deck . Date: | 10-13-88
DISTRICT CHAIRMAN: [I“[ Chasn Date: 10- 2099
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REQUEST FOR PAYMENT

Exhibit 21
DATE AGREEMENT NUMBER
May 10, 1989
CONTY 4oy XX-89-XX-XX
PLANNED TREATMENT COMPLETED
ITEM FIELD PRACTICE UNITS uNITS AMOUNT EARNED ($)
NO. NO. PLANNED COMPLETED
1 1 Waste Management System - Grading 1304 cu yd 1304 cu yd 1633.00
- Vegetation .5 ac .5 ac 85.00
- Small Grain Mulch .5 ac .5 ac 113.00
2 2,3 Land Application of Waste 300,000 gsl 150,000 gal 600.00
4 4 Diversion - Grading 300 ft 250 ft 131.00
Vegetation .2 ac .2 ac 34.00
- Small Grain Mulch .2 ac .2 ac 45.00
TOTAL 2641.00

| (We) herety cartify thet the shove practices have been implemanted according fo the specificetions of this program and the planned units of each practice have been

completed a5 shown. | (We) also cerify that this request conlains no duplication of payment under any olher fediral or stals cost shers program.

N’PUM(J.A. Farmer )

APPLICANT (

PAYMENT DUE

SOCIAL SECURITY NO, 123-45-6789

John A. Farmer
NARIE 000 Any Street
ADDRESS Anywhere, N.C. 00000

$ 2641.00

PAYMENTDUE S 0.00

SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

NAME Jane B. Owner
Rte. 4, Box 293
ADDRESS Anyvwhere, N.C. 00000

WE 51087

SIGNATURE lr"‘ .A,f . DAE 5./0-89

The above prm(lcsévubm implemented eccording to the specificetions of this progrem.

SIGNATURE @am @ Owwnay

Yti)'ﬂ %-/\UL DATE 230&3

I L

/
TECHNICAL REPRESE"ATIVE OF THE DISTRICT

e _S-10-482

1 heraby certify that the sbove Informetion fs eccurele ond herebry approve payment to the epplicent(s) in the

specified smount.
.M. Uan 5-10-89
DISTRICT CHAIRMAN DATE
c
ruwo | conmoL AMOUNT f: e | owicr acc rroonaw | orsr. ::3:;:"}:" ‘: o s nereatuce JOINTINIE ATrON

EERERREDG

LI
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Wisconsin Agricultural Cost-share

Programs

A 1985 survey showed that over one-third of
Wisconsin’s rivers and streams are threatened or af-
fected by nonpoint sources of water pollution. To ad-
dress these problems, Wisconsin has developed two
major agricultural nonpoint source programs that
provide cost-share funds and technical assistance to
farmers.

The first program, the Wisconsin Nonpoint
Source Water Pollution Abatement Program (Non-
point Source Program), allocates funds and
authorizes the Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) to control nonpoint source pollution. The
Department of Natural Resources selects critical
watersheds and oversees water quality manage-
ment plans that lead to the implementation of
agricultural best management practices.

The second program, the Soil and Water
Resource Management Program (Soil and Water
Program), provides the necessary administrative
and financial assistance to control soil erosion
problems and to conserve long-term soil produc-
tivity. The Department of Agriculture, Trade, and
Consumer Protection (DATCP) oversees
Wisconsin's counties’ soil erosion control plans, and
provides funding to install agricultural BMPs.

While the Soil Program is intended primarily to
control soil loss from Wisconsin farms, it also
reduces nonpoint source pollution. In addition, while
the primary emphasis of the Soil Program is on tech-
nical assistance, cost-share funds are also made
available to farmers by DATCP to implement BMPs
to control soil erosion.

Farmers who are eligible for cost-sharing funds
under either program may receive between 50 and
70 percent of the labor and material costs of install-

ing BMPs. Acceptable BMPs include contour crop-
ping, stripcropping, field diversions, terraces,
grassed waterways, reduced tillage, critical area
stabilization, grade stabilization structures, shore-
line protection, settling basins, barnyard runoff
management, manure storage facilities, and live-
stock exclusion from woodlots (for a complete list-
ing and full description of all applicable BMPs, see
Exhibit 24).

Both programs are administered at the local level
by Land Conservation Committees. These commit-
tees are responsible for developing a working
relationship with farmers, determining which BMPs
should be implemented on a given farm, developing
cost-share agreements and contracts with farmers,
and assuring implementation, compliance, and
maintenance of these agreements. The Land Con-
servation Committees receive assistance from the
University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Ser-
vice, the USDA Soil Conservation Service, and the
USDA Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service.

Eligibility

Selection of Priority Watersheds/
Critical Areas

m NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM: Under this
program, the Department of Natural Resources of-
fers cost-share funds to farms located within priority
watersheds, using a two-step process to identify
those watersheds:




Exhibit 24

Wisconsin Nonpoint Source and Soil Erosion Programs

BEST EFFECTIVE- CAPITAL ON- RELATION cosT
MANAGEMENT NESS cosT SITE OPERATING SHARE
PRACTICE BENEFIT PRACTICES RATE %
Contour cropping High Low Moderate Moderate 50
Strip cropping High Low Moderate Moderate 50
Field diversions High Moderate Moderate Low 70
Terraces High Mod-high Moderate Low 70
Grassed waterways High Moderate Moderate Moderate 70
Reduced tillage High Low Moderate High 50
Crop rotations High None Moderate High 0
Fertilizer management High Low Moderate High 0
Pesticide management High Low Moderate High 0
Critical area stabilization High High Low Low 70
Grade stabilization High High Low Low 70
Shoreline protection High High Low Low 70
Barnyard runoff mgt. High Mod-high Moderate Low-mod 70
Manure storage {long) High High Moderate Moderate 70*
Manure storage (short) High Moderate Moderate Moderate 70**
Livestock excl/woodlots High Low Low Moderate 50

" Up to $10,000
** Up to $6,000

1. The DNR uses the following factors to rank
watersheds:

* livestock use and agricultural
production;

¢ the magnitude of nonpoint source
pollutant loads;

¢ the potential for significant nonpoint
source reductions;

* the severity of water quality problems;
and

» the potential increased public use and
benefits that would result from efforts to
control nonpoint source pollution.

2. The DNR also examines additional factors:
* the county’s willingness to participate in
the program;

¢ the number of projects in the county;
and

e the DNR’s workload.

In developing its priorities, the DNR encourages
participation at the district level, including regional

committees such as the Land Conservation Commit-
tees, and representatives from the SCS, US.
Geological Survey, League of Municipalities, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, and other interested groups. The
DNR also consults with the DATCP in developing the
list of priority watersheds.

B SOIL PROGRAM: Under the Soil Program, the
DATCP is directed to define critical areas, and thus,
those counties that are eligible to draw up soil
erosion management plans. These counties can
offer cost-share funds to farmers under the Soil Pro-
gram.

The DATCP bases the determination of critical
areas on an SCS document, the Natural Resources
Inventory, which presents results of an inventory of
environmental factors, such as major land resource
areas of Wisconsin, temperature, rainfall, and cover
status. These factors were used to compute the
average predicted erosion rate for each county. The
DATCP chose those counties with an average
predicted erosion rate above the tolerable level (T
value) and with significant acres of cropland to draw
up a soil erosion management plan.

During this stage, DATCP does not consider sub-
jective variables such as farmers’ willingness to par-
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ticipate, to choose which counties should submit
soil erosion management plans (for a map of coun-
ties involved in the Soil Program, see Exhibit 25). Al
management plans are now complete

The DATCP's selection of critical areas for the
Soil Program is less exclusive than the Department
of Natural Resources’ selection of priority water-
sheds, evidenced by the fact that 55 of Wisconsin’s
72 counties are required to participate, while only 32
of 330 watersheds have been selected for nonpoint
source control.

Selection of Eligible Farmers and BMPs

E NONPOINT SOURCE PROGRAM: When a
watershed is selected to become a priority water-
shed, the Department of Natural Resources provides
complete funding to Land Conservation Committees

Exhibit 25

Erosion Control Planning
Project Status May 1, 1988
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to hire additional staff and to cover expenses in-
curred in developing a watershed plan. A priority
watershed project can involve several Land Conser-
vation Committees if the watershed is in more than
one county.

The main purpose of a watershed plan is to
evaluate the critical nonpoint source pollution
problems for the watershed so as to choose which
landowners and BMPs will be eligible for cost-share
funds. A watershed plan documents the location of
all significant sources of pollution, the best ways to
control them, what changes in water quality or water
use will result from their control, how much the
project will cost, and the necessary staffing level.

To produce these plans, the Land Conservation
Committees must inventory and test livestock waste
runoff, upland erosion, streambank erosion, and
nitrogen loading: Acres of cropland are inventoried
to determine crop location and crop rotation prac-
tices. Tests to determine the poten-
tial for ground water contamination
have recently been added to the
process.

The Department of Natural
Resources uses a computer model
to determine which farms con-
tribute most to nonpoint source
pollution within watersheds and
therefore, should be eligible for
cost-share funds. The Wisconsin
Nonpoint Model (WIN) is a sedi-
ment delivery model that provides
a field-by-field analysis of sediment
loadings to a watershed. WIN
scores farms on factors such as
slope of the land, existence of buff-
er zones, type and quantity of
crops grown, planting method, and
distance from the farm to surface
water. WIN estimates how long it
takes runoff to travel to other fields
and watersheds by using USLE
parameters, crop rotation, data,
average upslope and downslope
boundaries, and channel flow.

With this information, Land
Conservation Committees place
each farm in one of the following
categories: eligible essential,
eligible, or not eligible. Those farms
classified in the former two
categories qualify for technical as-
sistance and cost-share funds

\ T T !

Source: Wisconsin Nonpoint Source Management Report.
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under the Nonpoint Source Pro-
gram. Farms that are eligible es-




sential can be required to implement necessary
BMPs if they will not sign cost-share agreements
voluntarily (they will still be offered cost-share
funds). As of summer 1989, this requirement has not
been enforced.

Thirty-two watersheds have been chosen by the
Department of Natural Resources for priority water-
shed projects (out of 330 watersheds), making ap-
proximately 20 percent of the State’s farmers eligible
for cost-sharing funds under the Nonpoint Source
Program (see Exhibit 26).

Exhibit 26

B SOIL PROGRAM: After Wisconsin's DATCP
selects counties to participate in its Soil Program,
local Land Conservation Committees develop soil
erosion plans with funding provided by the DATCP.
Counties may receive cost-share grants at a rate of
50 percent of the costs incurred during preparation
of soil erosion control plans.

Factors similar to those used by the Nonpoint
Source Program are used to determine which land-
owners are eligible for the Soil Program. In addition,
the Land Conservation Committees use the USLE, a
tool developed by USDA to relate major erosion fac-
tors to predicted erosion rates, to create a soil

Priority Watershed Projects in Wisconsin — 1988
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erosion plan that targets certain BMPs and land-
owners for participation in the Soil Program.

Landowners who reside in an area where the
DATCP has approved a soil erosion management
plan, and who contribute significantly (as defined
previously) to the soil erosion problem, are eligible
for cost sharing and technical assistance under the
Soil Program. Fifty-five of Wisconsin's 72 counties
have designed soil erosion plans. About 45 percent
of the State’s farmers are eligible for cost-sharing
funds and/or technical assistance under the Soil
Program.

Contract Arrangements/
Requirements

Nonpoint Source Program

After developing watershed plans, Land Conserva-
tion Committees contact those farmers who are
eligible for cost-share funds. The first contact is by a
mailing that describes the county water quality and
the landowner’s eligibility for cost-share funds. The
Land Conservation Committees also send out
newsletters announcing the selection of their county
to participate in the Priority Source Program. The
next step is to visit qualified farms to determine
which BMPs are applicable to individual farms.

If the landowner agrees to implement the BMPs
deemed necessary by the Land Conservation Com-
mittees, a cost-share contract is signed by both par-
ties. The landowner must complete the project
within five years and must maintain BMPs for at least
10 years thereafter. The landowner can submit a re-
quest for cost-share funds annually during the five-
year implementation process, receiving reimburse-
ment for labor and capital costs accrued over the
year. Alternatively, if the BMP is installed during a
single fiscal year, the landowner submits a request
for full reimbursement. A landowner can either per-
sonally implement the BMP or hire a contractor.

Exhibit 27 presents an overview of Wisconsin’s
Nonpoint Séurce Program procedures.

Soil and Water Program

The process of negotiating contracts and im-
plementing BMPs under the Soil Program is quite
similar to that described for the Nonpoint Source
Program. Both programs are working to eliminate
extensive delays between contract signing and BMP
implementation by encouraging Land Conservation
Committees to complete the cost-sharing agree-
ment when the landowner is ready to implement the

BMPs. This should reduce the likelihood of forgetful-
ness or decreased willingness on the part of the
farmer (which could be caused by volatile market
conditions for farm products) to take part in the pro-
gram.

An important characteristic of both of
Wisconsin's cost-share programs is the mandatory
acceptance by the farmer of all BMPs that Land Con-
servation Committees determine are necessary to
control nonpoint source pollution. Thus, a land-
owner may not choose to install only those practices
that have the highest on-site benefits.

Exhibit 28 presents an overview of Wisconsin’s
Soil Program procedures.

Cost Sharing

Both programs provide between 50 and 70 percent
of BMP installation costs, with State funding limits
only for long-term manure storage facilities ($10,000
limit). Any cost-share agreement exceeding $50,000
(or $25,000 for the Soil and Water Program) in State
monies must be submitted to the Department of
Natural Resources or DATCP respectively, for ap-
proval.

Counties must choose a cost containment proce-
dure based on average cost, range of costs, or bid-
ding. For the average cost containment procedure, a
county determines, based on past cost information,
an average not-to-be-exceeded cost per unit of
materials and labor for the installation of each type of
BMP. For the range of costs containment procedure,
a county establishes, based on past cost informa-
tion, a cost range for the installation of each type of
BMP. Eligible costs may not exceed the maximum
cost of the range. For the bidding cost containment
procedure, a county requires the landowner or land
operator to request bids from contractors for the in-
stallation of a BMP. The landowner or land operator
must accept the lowest bid.

Farmers are compensated for labor costs in-
curred during installation of the BMPs under the two
programs at a wage rate set by Land Conservation
Committees.

For all BMPs, maintenance costs are borne by
the farmer, unless a BMP is rendered ineffective be-
cause of a natural disaster. In that case, the land-
owner is eligible for cost-share funds to repair the
damage. The Land Conservation Committees are
responsible for insuring that all expenses claimed by
the landowners for reimbursement are justified and
reasonable.

The cost-share rate under each program is based
on the philosophy that there are private and public

p——
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Exhibit 27
Program Procedures: Wisconsin’s Nonpoint Source Program

Selection of Priority Watersheds

DNR develops a priority ranking of watersheds after a technical evaluation of water quality and NPS pollution
potential.

Regional committees review DNR prioritizations and make recommendations for adjustments.

DNR finalizes the list of watersheds accepted as priority watersheds.

¥

Submittal of Management Plan

DNR provides complete funding for LCCs to create watershed plans.
LCCs perform extensive inventorying and testing of water quality. LCCs submit watershed plans that document
the location of significant sources of pollution, define best control options, and estimate project costs.

¥

Watershed Plan Approval

DNR reviews the LCC watershed plan, suggests adjustments, and, if all program guidelines are met, approves

the plan.

Contact Eligible Farmers

LCC officials contact farmers eligible for cost-shares. This is accomplished by direct mail and/or a newsletter.
A visit by LCC representatives to eligible farms is made for an exact determination of appropriate BMPs.

1§

Contract Agreement

After a watershed is declared a priority, LCCs have three years to finalize cost-share agreements. As part of this
agreement, farmer must accept all BMPs necessary to control agricultural NPS pollution.

¥

‘Project Implementation

Farmer has five years to implement all BMPs from the time cost-share agreement is signed.
Periodic inspection of installation or construction is performed by LCCs.

L |

Distribution of Cost-Share Funds

LCCs review all completed work and all submitted invoices for approval before cost-sharing funds are
distributed. Farmer receives cost-share funds at the completion of the project, or may receive reimbursement at
the close of each fiscal year for work completed during that fiscal year if BMP installation runs more than one

year.
¥

Project Monitoring

Farmer must maintain BMPs for a 10-year period.
LCCs monitor maintenance of BMP during visits to farms. Violations not corrected by the farmer are reported to

DNR.
¥

Enforcement

If an individual fails to properly install or maintain a BMP in accordance with the agreement with LCCs,
DNR can act to recover the full amount of State cost-share funds paid for any practice not implemented
or maintained.

The Attorney General, at the request of the DNR, may institute appropriate legal action to enforce the
terms of all cost-share agreements.

If inadequate maintenance or destruction of a BMP is due to natural causes, the applicant is not liable
and may be eligible for new cost-share.

Source: Wisconsin’s Nonpoint Source Program Policy Documents.
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Exhibit 28

Program Procedures: Wisconsin's Soil Program

Selection of Soil Erosion Counties

DATCP chooses counties to draw up soil erosion management plans based on the average predicted erosion

rate for each county.

Submittal of Management Plan

DATCP provides LCCs with 50 percent of the costs incurred during preparation of soil erosion control plans
and 100 percent reimbursement for administrative assistance. LCCs utilize the Universal Soil Loss Equation to
create a soil erosion plan that targets certain BMPs and landowners for the soil program.

¥

Soil Plan Approval

DATCP officials review the LCC Soil Plan, suggest adjustments, and, if all program guidelines are met, ap-

prove the plan.

Contact Eligible Farmers

LCC officials contact farmers eligible for cost-shares by direct mail and/or a newsletter. A visit by LCC
representatives to eligible farms is made for an exact determination of appropriate BMPs.

¥

Contract Agreement

DATCP allows LCCs significant flexibility in determining the timetable for BMP installation. LCCs are en-
couraged to complete the cost-sharing agreement when the landowner is ready to implement BMPs. As part
of this agreement, farmers must accept all BMPs necessary to control soil erosion.

: 2

Project Implementation

Farmers are encouraged to install BMPs soon after the contract is signed.
Periodic inspection of installation or construction is performed by LCCs.

2 2

Distribution of Cost-Share Funds

LCCs review all completed work and all submitted invoices for approval before cost-sharing funds are
distributed. Farmer receives cost-share funds at the completion of the project, or may receive reimbursement
at the close of each fiscal year for work completed during that fiscal year if BMP installation takes more than

one year.
¥

Project Monitoring

Farmer must maintain BMPs for a 10-year period.
LCCs monitor maintenance of BMP during visits to farms. Violations not corrected by the farmer are reported

to DATCP.
¥

Enforcement

If an individual fails to properly install or maintain a BMP in accordance with the agreement with LCCs,
DATCP can act to recover the full amount of state cost-share funds paid for any practice not implemented or
maintained. )

The Attorney General, at the request of the DATCP, may institute appropriate legal action to enforce the
terms of all cost-share agreements. -

Source: Wisconsin’s Soil Program Policy Documents.
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benefits. For example, the construction of a manure
storage facility has a high capital cost and a high ex-
pected public benefit. But a manure storage facility
provides only a moderate private benefit and, thus,
has the State-funded maximum cost-share rate of 70
percent.

The Land Conservation Committees have some
discretion in adjusting upward the cost-share rates
available to landowners using local funds, but the
Department of Natural Resources and the DATCP
encourage Land Conservation Committees to use
standard rates to ensure equity between farms in dif-
ferent parts of the State.

For certain practices that have little direct benefit
to the farmer, the Department of Natural Resources
and the DATCP will match the Land Conservation
Committee’s increase of a cost-sharing rate up to 10
percent. For example, some counties could have a
cost-share rate of 90 percent (up from a level of 70
percent suggested by the State) for a particular BMF,
such as critical area stabilization. This is made pos-
sible by using their own funds to pay for a 10 percent
increase in the cost-share rate and the State’s
matching funds to pay for an additional 10 percent
(see Exhibit 29).

Exhibit 29
Crossman Creek Little Baraboo River
Priority Watershed Project
Sauk County
COST-
CODE BMP UNIT SHARING
C1 Contour cropping Acres $ 6/acre
Cc2 Contour strip cropping Acres $12/acre
Cc3 Diversions Feet 70%
Ch Waterways Acres 70%
cs Reduced tillage: rotated cropland Acres $15/acre*
(0] Reduced tillage: continuous row crop Acres $45/acre**
M1 Critical area stabilization Acres 90%
M1 Critical pasture stabilization Acres 50%t
M2 Grade stabilization structure Each 90%
MF Streambank fencing Rods $16.20/rod
MR Riprap Feet 90%
MS Streambank, shaping and seeding Feet 90%
MC Stream crossing Each 90%
MO Other streambank work 90%
M4 Settling basins Number 90%
L1 Barnyard runoff management Each 70%
L3 Livestock exclusion from woodiots Rods $ 9/rod
LL Long-term manure storage Each 70%***
LS Short-term manure storage Each 70%***
LR Roof for barnyard runoff management Each 70%

* One year payment for reduced tillage on cropland in a rotation.
** Payments to be made over three years for reduced tillage on cropland in continuous row crop.
+** State cost-share may not exceed $10,000 for long-term storage and $6,000 for short-term manure storage.
t+ Maximum payment of $80/acre State share of eligible costs.

All landowner work contributions are calculated at $5.00/hour and eligible for 70% reimbursement.

All practices must be maintained for 10 years following installation of the last contracted practice.

Souwrce: Sauk County, Wisconsin LCC.
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Enforcement Mechanisms

A landowner who enters into a cost-share agree-
ment with the Department of Natural Resources or
the DATCP must implement the BMP in accordance
with technical specifications, and maintain the BMP
for a period stipulated in the agreement. The land-
owner may receive cost-share funds at the comple-
tion of the project, or receive partial payment for the
components completed if the BMP takes more than
one year to compiete. The Land Conservation Com-
mittees must review all work completed and all sub-
mitted invoices for approval before cost-share funds
are paid. If a farmer fails to properly install or main-
tain a BMP in accordance with the signed agree-
ment, the landowner may be liable for the full amount
of State funds paid.

In cases where a violation of the maintenance
agreement is found, the Land Conservation Commit-
tee verbally notifies the applicant and asks the land-
owner to correct the situation to avoid further action.
If the landowner does not try to correct the violation,
a Land Conservation Committee representative will
document the complaint in writing with a reminder to
the landowner of the legal obligation to maintain the
BMP. The next step is a letter from the Department of
Natural Resources or the DATCP informing the land-
owner that the county district attorney will be notified
of the misuse of State funds unless the violation is
corrected immediately.

Violations are almost always corrected after the
landowner is informed verbally of the situation by a
Land Conservation Committee representative. The
furthest that any enforcement action has gone to
date is the documentation of the violation in writing
by the Land Conservation Committee (the second
step outlined).

If a change in ownership, land use, or manage-
ment occurs during the cost-share agreement
period, the cost-share recipient must repay funds
unless one of two conditions is met: (1) assurance,
in writing, by the new owner or operator that BMPs
will be properly maintained, or (2) demonstration to
the county that the change in land use or manage-
ment will not result in the degradation of existing
water quality.

Funding Level

Wisconsin's Nonpoint Source Program has allo-
cated approximately $29 million for cost-share
grants and about $5 million in local assistance in its
10-year existence (1978-88). An estimated 99.15
percent of the cost-share grants were spent for
agricultural BMPs.

The DATCP allocates $2.7 million annually to
Land Conservation Committees for implementation
of the Soil Program. Of this funding, $500,000 is tar-
geted to agricultural cost-share grants.

Participation

To date, 1,763 cost-share contracts have been
signed under the Nonpoint Source Program and
reported to the Department of Natural Resources by
the Land Conservation Committees. This figure does
not include contracts signed by farmers but not
reported.

Through 1989, approximately 500 cost-share
contracts under the Soil Program have been signed
and reported to the DATCP by Land Conservation
Committees. Again, others may have been signed by
farmers but not yet reported.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Soil Erosion Control Program:

David Jelinski

Chief, Sail and Water Resource Management
Section

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and
Consumer Protection

(608) 266-0157

Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Abatement
Program:

Michael Llewelyn

Chief, Nonpoint Source and Land Management
Section

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

(608) 266-9254
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