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he 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act (Farm Bill)

dramatically raised the proyle of conservation programs.
Overall, the funds for conservation programs increased by nearly
80% over the 1996 Farm Bill, to $17.1 billion, under the original
bill authorized by congress and signed by the President. Unlike
previous Farm Bill legislation, which had emphasized the Conser-
vation Reserve Program (CRP) and land retirement, this legislation
greatly expands funds available for working lands. In particular,
it expands the program that is the subject of this fact sheet, the
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP).

While EQIP, which provides technical, ynancial, and educa-
tional assistance to agricultural producers whose efpuents may
degrade soil, water, and related natural resources, has existed
since the 1996 Farm Bill, the new legislation has dramatically
changed the program. Given that substantial changes to the
program were authorized by congress, those already familiar
with the EQIP program should read this fact sheet to familiarize
themselves with the program, and how it will be implemented
in Ohio over the next yve years. Producers who are seriously
considering applying for EQIP funds are urged to contact their
local United States Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources
Conservation Service (USDA - NRCS) ofyce as soon as possible
to get more speciyc information.

Implementation of EQIPin Ohio isguided in part by the State
Technical Committee, which serves as an advisory body to the
Natural Resource Conservation Serviceds State Conservationist.
Itis composed of representatives from state and federal agencies,
Ohio State University Extension, industry and environmental
groups, and agricultural producers. The State Technical Com-
mittee meetings are advertised and open to the public and occur
approximately every two months.

In addition to the State Technical Committee, local work
groups have been established in counties to guide natural re-
source conservation efforts locally. The mission of these local
work groups is to deyne and set conservation priorities, and for
the EQIP program, to establish ranking criteria for proposals
submitted by farmers. Under the 2002 Farm Bill, the role of
local work groups is elevated substantially as the allocation
of most of the EQIP funds will be determined directly by
ranking criteria established by these local workgroups.

For yscal year 2003, Ohio will receive approximately
$7,776,800 in federal funding for the EQIP program. These
funds will be used exclusively for implementing practices in
Ohio. Over the next yve years, these funds will increase substan-
tially. Although Ohioés share of the total program in the future
is unknown at this time, the federal program could expand by
approximately 300%. This year, the funds will be allocated in
Ohio as follows:

= $50,000 will be sent directly to each county ($4.4 million)

*  $1.867 million will be sent to approximately 35 additional
counties according to additional environmental and other
criteria.

*  $1.5 million will be reserved for statewide and special
programs.

The remainder of this fact sheet covers important issues
for those seeking funds from EQIP. The fact sheet begins with a
discussion of the major changes to the EQIP program from the
program authorized in the 1996 Farm Bill. Then the statewide
ranking criteria and the potential practices and structures you
might consider are shown.



GENERAL APPLICATION INFORMATION AND
MAJOR CHANGES FROM THE PREVIOUS EQIP
PROGRAM
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Your yrst step should be to contact a local USDA-NRCS
ofyce. They will provide speciyc information on how to ap-
ply in your area. Local USDA-NRCS ofyces, Soil and Water
Conservation Districts, Ohio State University Extension ofyces,
USDA-FSA, and private technical service providers can provide
technical assistance in developing a proposal.
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One of the new components of the 2002 Farm Bill legislation
is that technical services previously provided by USDA-NRCS
personnel can now be accomplished by certiyed technical service
providers. These technical service providers must be approved by
the USDA-NRCS, but once approved they can provide conserva-
tion planning, assist the landowner with management practices,
and design and install structural practices. The landowner still
has the choice of using USDA-NRCS personnel for technical as-
sistance, but they may wish to select a technical service provider
if available. Before contracting with a technical service provider,
please be sure to check with your local USDA-NRCS ofyce to
be assured that your provider is properly qualiyed.
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All private landowners with eligible land can apply. Eligible
land is land on which agricultural commodities or livestock are
produced, including cropland, grassland, rangeland, pasture
land, and private non-industrial forestland. In addition to private
landowners, private clubs and organizations are also eligible to
receive EQIP funding. Several restrictions apply, however. First,
landowners must comply with highly erodible land and wetland
conservation provisions. Second, the landowners must have
control of the land for the life of the proposed contract period.
Third, tenants can apply for funding if they have the concurrence
of landowners.
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Cost-share payments for EQIP require a change in farming
practices oran improvementin conservation managementsystems.
A number of these practices and structures are listed in table 2
below. The full set of practices and structures available can be
found in NRCS Field Ofvce Technical Guide available on-line
at: http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/efotg/.

One important change from the previous EQIP program is
that development of either acomprehensive nutrient management
plan (CNMP) or a grazing system is now eligible for cost-share
payments. Furthermore, for farmers requesting funds for nutrient
managementissuesrelated to livestock agriculture, there are large
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additional points available for completing a CNMP in advance
of seeking funds from EQIP.

Note that local workgroups control substantial portions
of the funds available for the EQIP program, and their ranking
criteria for practices and resource concerns may differ from
the state ranking criteria listed in this sheet. It is important that
individuals interested in the EQIP program contact their local
USDA-NRCS ofyce to learn about local ranking criteria in order
to maximize their likelihood of success in the funding process.
State and county level ranking criteria will be available at the
web site for the Ohio ofvce of the USDA-NRCS at:
http://www.oh.nrcs.usda.gov/
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The funding limits have been increased substantially in the
2002 Farm Bill legislation. EQIP contracts are now limited to
$450,000 in total for the period 2002 T 2007. The total length
of the contract can be between 1 and 10 years. Note, however,
that applicants are ineligible to receive funding if their average
adjusted income for the previous 3 years exceeds $2.5 million,
unless 75% or more is derived from agricultural activities.

In addition to these general limitations, the maximum cost-
share rates established in Ohio are

«  Manure Management Facilities: 75% cost share for the
yrst $25,000 of the practice cost; 65% cost share for the
second $25,000 of the practice cost; and 50% for practice
costs above $50,000.

» Other structures: 50% of practice cost

= Limited resource or beginning farmers: Eligible for up to
90% cost-share for the yrst $5,000 of the contract costs.
These numbers may vary from county to county depend-
ing on the recommendations of the local work group
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Local workgroups are authorized to reserve up to $5,000
for limited resource farmers and additional money for beginning
farmers. Thus farmers in either of these groups have a relatively
high chance of receiving funding from EQIP.

For limited resource farmers, there are two requirements,
both of which must be met. First, gross farm revenue must be
below $100,000 per year. Second, your household income must
be below the national poverty level (for 2001 and 2002, this was
$18,024 for a family of four), or your household income must be
less than 50% of the median household income for the county
in which you reside. Local workgroups will make the decision
about which of these criteria apply in your county, so individuals
should check with their local USDA-NRCS ofyce to see if they
qualify as a limited resource farmer.

Individuals can qualify as beginning farmers if they have
been farming for less than 10 consecutive years, and they mate-



rially and substantially participate in the operation of the farm
or ranch.

0000000000000I0on0oe0

All proposals will be ranked and compared locally. There
are two sources of points in the ranking criteria, points awarded
accordingto criteriasetby the state, and points awarded according
to criteria set locally. There are 200 maximum possible points in
the state level ranking and 100 maximum possible points awarded
locally (300 total points). Each proposal will be ranked according
to both sets of criteria, the scores combined, and the top ranked
proposals will be funded, depending on the available money.

The state ranking criteria is shown in Table 1. Additional
criteriawill be established locally and used in the ranking process.
Since 81% of the funds are sent directly to counties to determine
funding, the local ranking criteria are expected to have an impor-
tant inpuence on the ranking of proposals. Individuals seeking
funds from EQIPshould carefully assess the local ranking criteria,
available on the web at http://www.oh.nrcs.usda.gov/, before
submitting their applications.
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Amajor change from the previous EQIP program is that costs
are no longer a consideration in the ranking of proposals. In the
previous program, landowners could improve their overall rank-
ing by reducing the amount of cost-share money requested, or by
implementing or adopting conservation practices on their own.
This practice is no longer allowed in ranking of EQIP proposals,
and costs are not a consideration in the ranking process. Note
however, that the maximum cost limitations described above are
still in effect so landowners cannot ask for more than $450,000
over the period 2002 T 2007.
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Yes. The EQIP program can provide standalone support
for changes in farming practices or structures that beneyt the
environment, but it also encourages those farmers who take the
initiative to link multiple funding opportunities to accomplish
environmental goals on their farms.

Note, however, that farmers cannot be paid twice for the
same activity. Individuals who already obtain funding from the
Conservation Reserve Program for setting aside highly erodible
land or for installing grass waterways or forested buffers can ap-
ply for EQIP funds to accomplish different and new objectives
on their farms. However, they cannot also apply for EQIP funds
for the same waterways or forested buffers.
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Conservation priority areas have been eliminated. Unlike
1996 when a large proportion of the overall funds were allocated
to designated priority areas, the 2002 Farm Bill speciycally pro-
hibits any designation of conservation priority areas by the State
Conservationist.

8 A T
gioomeo

Althoughthe State Conservationist cannot designate speciyc
regions in Ohio to receive speciyc funds from EQIP for conser-
vation, applications that address national concerns or statewide
priorities can be ranked higher than others. These priorities for
Ohio are: water quality, soil resource, habitat recovery, and air
quality. Local workgroups, whenthey develop criteriafor ranking
EQIP proposals are expected to develop priorities and ranking
systems that enhance the probability for success in funding for
proposals that fulyll their locally established priorities.
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Table 1: Ohio EQIP Statewide Ranking/Evaluation Criteria. Note that additional points are determined by local workgroups. Individu-
als seeking funds from EQIP should consult with their local USDA-NRCS ofyce or the following website to see their local ranking

criteria (http://www.oh.nrcs.usda.gov/).

Resource Concerns and Evaluation Criteria Points

Water Quality Resource Concerns (80 Points Maximum)

Developed CNMP before requesting cost share 60
Storage System: Choose one of following three options

Storage system for existing livestock facility that has potential to pollute surface or ground water 60

Treatment of existing or expanding livestock system that has potential to pollute surface or ground water 40

Treatment for new livestock facility 10
Grazing System: Choose one of following two options

Grazing system converts cropyeld to forage; reduces conynement time at least 50%; or eliminates surface water

pollution concern 60

Grazing system divides existing pastures, provides adequate water supply, and improves forage 40
Completion of LEAP or Advanced Grazing School

Completed LEAP 1 or LEAP Pasture 10

Completed LEAP 2 20
Nonpoint source water quality: Choose one of following three options

Located in watershed with endorsed watershed plan and speciyc actions relate to the plan or project relates to

drinking water. 40

Located in 303(d) or TMDL watersheds that identiyes nutrients or sediment as impairments and agricultural practices

as the likely source 25

Located in CRP General Signup Priority area, CREP watershed, or WRP priority area. 10
Is applicant in a watershed of local importance (points determined locally)

Soil Resource Concerns (40 Points Maximum)

Soil Erosion: Choose one of following two options

Treatment of sheet and rill erosion will reduce erosion by 2 iTo or greater 20

Treatment of sheet and rill erosion will reduce erosion by fiTo or less 10
Soil Quality (Assumes sheet and rill erosion at or below fiT0): choose one of the following three options

Excellent Soil Quality

High residue crops, grass, or hayland 66% of time. Planting uses conservation tillage with > 20% residue after planting

OR

High residue crops, grass, or hayland 50% of time. Planting uses no tillage with > 30% residue after planting 20

Good Soil Quality

High residue crops, grass, or hayland 66% of time. Planting uses conventional tillage with < 20% residue after planting

OR

High residue crops, grass, or hayland 50% of time. Planting uses mulch tillage with > 30% residue after planting 10

High residue crops, grass, or hayland 50% of time. Planting uses conventional tillage with < 20% residue after planting 5
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Table 1. Continued.

Resource Concerns and Evaluation Criteria Points

Habitat Recovery for At Risk Species (20 Points Maximum)

Application will address at risk species by improvement of habitat: Choose one of following two options

Planned practices beneyt federal threatened and endangered species in selected counties 20

Planned practices beneyt declining habitats on the contract acres to be treated 20

Air Quality (20 Points Maximum)

Application will address air quality concerns dealing with particulates, chemical drift, or odors: Choose one of following
three options

Practices will address soil particulates in counties that have soils susceptible to wind erosion 20
Practices will address chemical drift from agricultural operations through a pest management plan 20
Practices will address odor from livestock waste storage and application systems (must be included in CNMP) 20

Bonus Points for Addressing Multiple Concerns (20 Points Maximum)

Applicants can get up to 20 additional points for addressing multiple concerns, including soil erosion, soil quality,
water quality, air quality odor, air quality particulates, air quality chemical drift, animal grazing or water, animal
wildlife habitat 20

Source: USDA, Natural Resource Conservation Service, State Conservationist
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Table 2: List of Potential EQIP Practices. Note that while these practices are generally available for EQIP, speciyc counties
can target speciyc practices and set their own cost-share rates. Individuals should check with their county USDA-NRCS of-

yces for more speciyc information.

Practice Practice Practice Practice

Number Number
Access Road 560 Prescribed Grazing 528A
Agrichenical Handling Facility 702i Residue Management (Mulch Till) 329B
Brush Management Residue Management (No Till/Strip Till) 329A
Composting Facility 317 Residue Management (Ridge Till) 329C
Conservation Crop Rotation 328 Residue Management (Seasonal) 344
Constructed Wetland 656 Riparian Forest Buffer 391
Contour Buffer Strips 332 Roof Runoff Management 558
Contour Farming 330 Sediment Basin 350
Cover & Green Manure Crop 340 Spring Development 574
Critical Area Planting 342 Streambank & Shoreline Protection 580
Cross Wind Stripcropping 589B Stripcropping-Contour 585
Cross Wind Trap Strips 589C Stripcropping-Field 586
Dike 356 Structure for Water Control 587
Diversion 362 Subsurface Drain 606
Drainage Water Management 554 Tree/Shrub Establishment 612
Fence 382 Underground Outlet 620
Field Border 386 Upland Wildlife Habitat Management 645
Filter Strip 393A Use Exclusion 472
Forest Site Preparation 490 Vegetative Treatment Strip 636
Forest Stand Improvement 666 Waste Storage Facility 313
Grade Stabilization Structure 410 Wiaste Treatment Lagoon 359
Grassed Waterway 412 Waste Utilization 633
Heavy Use Area Protection 561 Water & Sediment Control Basin 638
Hedgerow Planting 422 Watering Facility 614
Lined Waterway or Outlet 468 Water Well 642
Livestock Use Area Protection 757i Wetland Restoration 657
Nutrient Management 590 Wetland Wildlife Habitat Management 644
Pasture & Hayland Planting 512 Wildlife Watering Facility 648
Pest Management 595 Windbreak/Shelterbreak Establishment 380
Pipeline 516 Windbreak/Shelterbreak Renovation 650
Pond 378

Source: USDA, Natural Resource Conservation Service, State Conservationist

Visit Ohio State University Extension’s web site “Ohioline” at:
http://ohioline.osu.edu
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