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Forward

Pursuant to Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has conducted a benefit-cost analysis (BCA) of the Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) as formulated for the Interim Final Rule. The analysis
estimates EQIP will have a beneficial impact on the adoption of conservation practices and,
when installed or applied to technical standards, does so in a cost-effective manner. In addition,
estimated benefits would accrue to society for long-term productivity maintenance of the
resource base, non-point source pollution damage reductions, soil carbon storage, energy
conservation and wildlife habitat enhancement.

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform and Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994,
Title 111, Section 304, requires that for each proposed major regulation with a primary purpose to
regulate issues of human health, human safety, or the environment, USDA is to publish an
analysis of the risks addressed by the regulation and the costs and benefits of the regulation.
NRCS has determined that such a risk assessment does not apply to this interim final rule.

In considering alternatives for implementing EQIP, USDA followed the legislative intent to
optimize environmental benefits, address natural resource problems and concerns, establish an
open participatory process, and provide flexible assistance to producers who apply appropriate
conservation measures that enable Federal and State environmental requirements to be satisfied.

Because it is a voluntary program, EQIP will not impose any obligation or burden upon
agricultural producers who choose not to participate. The program was authorized by the
Congress at $7.325 billion over the five-year period beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2008 through
FY 2012, with annual amounts specified at $1.2 billion for FY 2008, $1.337 billion in FY 2009,
$1.45 billion in FY 2010, $1.588 billion in FY 2011, and $1.75 billion in FY 2012,
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Interim Final Benefit-Cost Analysis
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

Executive Summary

Pursuant to Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review, the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has conducted a benefit-cost analysis (BCA) of the Environmental
Quiality Incentives Program (EQIP) as formulated for the Interim Final Rule. This requirement
provides decision makers with the opportunity to develop and implement a program that is
beneficial, cost effective, and that minimizes negative impacts to health, human safety, and the
environment. Congress passed amendments to the program that requires the Secretary of
Agriculture, within 90 days after the enactment of the EQIP amendments, to promulgate
regulations necessary to carry out the program.

In considering alternatives for implementing EQIP, the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) followed the legislative intent to optimize environmental benefits, address natural
resource concerns and problems, establish an open participatory process, and provide flexible
assistance to producers who apply appropriate conservation measures that enable the satisfaction
of Federal and State environmental requirements. Because EQIP is a voluntary program, the
program will not impose any obligation or burden upon agricultural producers who choose not to
participate. The program has been authorized by the Congress at $7.325 billion over the five-
year period beginning in fiscal year (FY) 2008 through FY 2012, with annual amounts of $1.2
billion for FY 2008, $1.337 billion in FY 2009, $1.45 billion in FY 2010, $1.588 billion in FY
2011, and $1.75 billion in FY 2012.

The EQIP technical and financial assistance facilitates the adoption of conservation practices
that, when installed or applied to technical standards, can mitigate degradation of the
environment. These actions are not limited to their beneficial impacts on resource conditions on-
site, but produce significant off-site environmental benefits for the public-at-large, such as the
reduction of non-point source water pollution, leading to enhancements to freshwater and marine
water quality and fish habitat, improved aquatic recreation opportunities, and reduced
sedimentation of reservoirs, streams, and drainage channels; more efficient irrigation water
usage; improved air quality by reducing wind erosion; an increase in carbon stored in the soil,
leading to reduced atmospheric amounts of carbon; reduced pollution of surface and ground
water, leading to enhanced drinking water supplies; reduced flood damages; conserved energy;
and enhancements to wildlife habitat. Most of these factors are taken into consideration in the
transfer benefit values used in this analysis.

Other significant environmental impacts have an appearance of being solely a private benefit,
such as: the maintenance of the long-term productivity of the resource base, improved grazing
productivity, more efficient crop use of animal waste and fertilizer and the fostering of energy
conservation. However for this analysis, these impacts are considered as public benefits in that
they have also have impacts in input and output markets, i.e. increasing the availability of those
inputs at lower prices and/or for use in other sectors of the economy. This analysis did not
utilize a social welfare impact model or general equilibrium model that would show these final
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producer and consumer welfare changes (brought about by changes in inputs used and output
levels of EQIP participants). Thus, the economic impacts estimated in this analysis by these
changes should be considered as first approximations of possible social welfare gains in input
and output markets. In this analysis, the benefit categories which could be construed as having a
high component of private benefit are clearly identified.

There is another group of benefits derived from EQIP which can not be empirically estimated at
this time. As explained in the body of the report, there are also many conservation practices for
which economic benefit estimates are not available. For example, the benefits derived from the
remaining five percent of the EQIP funds used for 23 practices for which monetary benefits are
important but could not easily be estimated (over half of these remaining funds were for the Pest
Management Practice-595). As a result, they are not included in the quantitative estimates of
benefits. In addition, many other environmental impacts were not included in this economic
analysis because no clear conversion methods of the environmental impacts to economic terms
were available. For additional information on these environmental impacts, see the NEPA
environmental assessment for this regulation. In the future, nationally consistent estimates of
beneficial environmental outcomes resulting from conservation practices and systems will be
possible through the use of the results from the interagency Conservation Effects Assessment
Project (CEAP). CEAP has been underway since 2003, and is composed of multiple components
focusing on cropland, grazing land, wetlands, and wildlife. Initial CEAP results will be available
for the cropland component in FY2009 while results from the other CEAP components will
follow. These results are expected to improve the Agency’s ability to report on long-term
conservation benefits being delivered by programs, such as EQIP.

Despite these limitations in our ability to estimate environmental benefits, the new EQIP is
expected to have a substantial effect on the environment due to expanded funding compared with
a baseline of continuing EQIP at an annual funding level of roughly $1 billion. Resource
treatments are estimated to increase protection for an additional 3.9 million acres for sheet and
rill water erosion reduction, 3.9 million acres for wind erosion reduction improving air quality,
5.6 million acres for improved fertilizer management, 2.0 million acres for net irrigation water
reduction, 17.5 million acres for grazing land productivity, and 2.8 million acres of improved
wildlife habitat. Also, the waste from an additional 1.3 million animal units® will be treated under
the new program directly improving water quality. Using these quantity changes plus benefit
transfer values derived from the literature, total benefits are estimated at $10.4 billion for EQIP
with the 2008 Act expanded funding allocation. Throughout the analysis, benefit estimates are
compared to $10.4 billion total costs which include both the EQIP funds and costs borne by
participants, producing a net benefit of approximately $57 million above total costs.

Methodology

In developing the BCA for EQIP, it is necessary to identify a baseline for comparison. The
baseline for this analysis is EQIP as reauthorized in the 2002 Act with FY 2007 funding levels.
In the 2002 Act, EQIP funding for FY 2005 through FY 2008 was capped at roughly $1 billion

According to the 2002 CAFO definition (EPA), an animal unit (AU) is one slaughter or feeder cattle, 0.7 mature
dairy cows, 2.5 swine (other than feeder pigs), 30 laying hens or broilers (if liquid system), or 100 laying hens or
broilers (if continuous overflow watering). http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/cafo_econ_analysis _pl.pdf
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until the 2008 Act was passed when additional funding was provided. The actual FY 2007
funding level of $978 million is used as the baseline.

Public costs quantified in this analysis are the total TA and FA assistance funds outlined in the
Congressional Budget Office’s (CBO) scoring of the 2008 Act. Private costs are out-of-pocket
costs paid voluntarily by participants. As stated above, the quantifiable benefits are a subset of
the environmental benefits that accrue to the types of practices implemented through EQIP.
Available data and literature support benefits in the following benefit categories:

Animal waste management (leading to improved water quality through better
management) 1/ %;

Sheet and rill water erosion (reducing soil erosion);

Grazing land productivity (increasing yields) 1/;

Irrigation water use (reducing gquantity used);

Air quality (through reduced wind erosion);

Fertilizer use (reduced fertilizer expense through nutrient management not associated
with animal waste) 1/;

Wildlife habitat (enhanced wildlife viewing and hunting);

Energy use (reduced energy consumption associated with conservation tillage practices);
and,

Carbon sequestration (higher soil carbon levels associated with conservation tillage and
grassland practices).

In order to conduct the analysis, certain assumptions were made based on the available data.

The practice mix for the current (2007-base) and the new EQIP is the same. The new
rule places additional emphasis on energy, organic practices, and forest management;
however, due to the lack of benefit data for these types of practices, their associated
benefits are not included in this analysis®.

Quantifiable and per-unit benefits are constant and based on national average estimates.
Technical assistance costs incurred by NRCS are based on the full workload associated
with implementing EQIP and take into consideration projected average contract sizes.
Average annual and net present value calculations use discount factors of seven and three
percent, which are recommended by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). All
tables are presented using the seven percent discount rate. The analysis is also calculated
using the three percent discount rate (see table 9).

Environmental benefits generated in the animal waste management benefit category were
adjusted downward by 42 percent to account for mandatory regulatory requirements
associated with large concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFQOs). This reduction is
necessary to avoid any double counting of benefits attributed to EPA’s CAFO

“The “1/” above signifies that this benefit category could be construed as having elements of both environmental and

private benefit impacts. More information on these distinctions is provided in the document.

*Additional time and resources would be necessary to modify the present model to incorporate such shifts in
program emphasis.
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regulations. . The total CAFO-related costs associated with conservation practices were
reduced by 23 percent.

e Other than large CAFOs meeting EPA regulatory requirements, the adoption of
conservation practices by EQIP participants is assumed to be solely attributed to their
participation in EQIP.

Conclusions

The EQIP interim benefit-cost analysis assumes that the basic program features of EQIP created
in 2002 (the “current program”) remains the same, but is funded at higher funding allocations as
a result of the 2008 Act.

The summary table below shows the estimated values of each benefit category and the estimated
costs associated with EQIP for the “current” (2007-base) and “new” (with increased funding)
scenario. Under the assumption that the current program continues at level funding, the expected
present value of benefits over the period of FY 2007 to FY 2012 is estimated at $7.1 billion, with
$0.5 billion coming from improved animal waste management and $6.6 billion from improved
land treatment. Expected net benefits are estimated at $39 million above total costs, including
producer costs, other non-federal costs, and federal (EQIP) costs.

With expanded funding, the estimated present value of benefits over the period of FY 2007 to
FY 2012 was $10.4 billion with $0.8 billion coming from improved animal waste management
and $9.6 billion from land treatment. Estimated net benefits were $57 million above total costs.
This provides $18 million in additional net benefits due to the expansion of EQIP funds in the
2008 Farm Bill over the roughly $1.0 billion annual baseline funding.
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Table 1. Summary of cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs over FY 2008-FY 2012,
using a seven percent discount rate.

($ million of 2007 dollars)

2007 2007 EQIP
EQIP with $1
with $1 billion /
billion / year 2008 Act
To Not year 2008 Act Increases (Acresor  (Acresor
Implement FY 2008 - Benefits  with the Animal Animal
Benefit Category: EQIP FY 2012 & Costs 2008 Act Units) Units) Unit
Animal waste management* $0 $ 554 $816 $ 262 2,724,000 4,061,000 Animal
Units
Sheet and rill water erosion $0 $1,948 $2,869 $920 8,019,000 11,955,000 Acres
Grazing land productivity $0 $3,111 $4,580 $1,470 35,586,000 53,057,000 Acres
Irrigation water use $0 $231 $341 $ 109 4,014,000 5,985,000 Acres
Air quality $0 $181 $ 266 $85 8,039,000 11,985,000 Acres
Fertilizer use $0 $ 601 $ 885 $284 11,370,000 16,953,000 Acres
Wildlife habitat $0 $172 $254 $81 5,660,000 8,439,000 Acres
Energy use $0 $210 $309 $99 7,446,000 11,102,000 Acres
Carbon sequestration $0 $82 $121 $39 41,525,000 61,911,000 Acres

Grand Total Benefits $0 $7,091 $10,441 $3,350

Costs:
Total costs** $0 $7,053 $10,384 $3,332

Net Benefits:
Net benefits $0 $39 $57 $18

*Environmental benefits from improved animal waste management attributed to EQIP are 42 percent below the total CAFO related
benefits to account for environmental benefits captured by EPA regulatory requirements on large CAFOs. Likewise, costs
associated with large CAFOs represent about 23 percent of NRCS costs related to CAFOs of all sizes were deducted from the
analysis.

**Total costs include all federal costs plus private and other non-federal costs which have historically matched federal EQIP FA
funding at an overall 50 percent cost-share rate discounted at seven percent and also the CAFO adjustment above of 23 percent,
discounted at seven percent..
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Interim Final Benefit-Cost Analysis
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

Background

Legislative Authority

The NRCS is promulgating a regulation to implement the Environmental Quality Incentives
Program (EQIP), authorized by 16 USC 3830aa et seq. EQIP was authorized by the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, P.L. 104-127, April 4, 1996 (“the 1996
Act”), and was amended by the Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002, P.L. 107-171,
May 13, 2002 (“the 2002 Act”), and most recently by the Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of
2008, P.L. 110-246 June 18, 2008 (hereafter referred to as “the 2008 Act”). The 2008 Act
resulted in minor changes to the basic program features of EQIP which are discussed in this
document. A provision in the 2008 Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture, within 90 days
after the enactment of the Act, to promulgate regulations necessary to carry out the program.

This analysis follows the rules and documentation covering the intent and design of Benefit-Cost
Analyses as described in:

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and Review’
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995°

Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994°

OMB Circular A-4, Regulatory Analysis’

Need for the Regulation and Rationale for the Rule

Based on past program experience, environmental benefits generated from conservation practices
may be thought of as originating from different natural resource and the environmental situations
that can lead to a market failure:

e The first type involves negative externalities or spillover effects where agricultural
production results in environmental damage that imposes no mitigation costs on the
producer and for which the producer is not otherwise held accountable and,

e The second type considers opportunities for environmental benefits from land use
management changes where private costs exceed private benefits, i.e., positive
externalities, but public benefits exceed private costs.

*Executive Order 12866 of September 30, 1993--Regulatory Planning and Review, available at:
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/eo/e012866.htm

*Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995, P.L.104-4, http://www.regulation.org/pl104-4.html

®Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994, P.L.103-354, http://www.reeusda.gov/1700/legis/agreorg.htm

"OMB Circular A-4, Regulatory Analysis, http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/memoranda/m03-21.html
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EQIP enables private landowners and society to realize benefits by overcoming these market
failures. In addition, while other regulatory provisions may have addressed some of these
potential market failures in the past, conservation programs may enable farmers and ranchers to
meet regulatory requirements while continuing production. This is especially important for some
specialized crops and in some areas where established livestock farmers are under regulatory
pressures due to increasing animal concentrations. These cases are discussed in detail below
under separate subheadings.

Program Description and Features

Program Objective

EQIP is a voluntary program providing both technical and financial assistance to agricultural
producers across the nation. The purpose of EQIP, as amended by the 2008 Act, is to promote
agricultural production, forest management, and environmental quality as compatible national
goals. Furthermore, EQIP is charged to optimize environmental benefits by:

1. Providing assistance to producers so that they can comply with local, State and national
regulatory requirements concerning:

(@) soil, water, and air quality;
(b) wildlife habitat; and
(c) surface and ground water conservation;

2. avoiding, to the maximum extent practicable, the need for resource and regulatory
programs by assisting producers in protecting soil, water, air, and related natural
resources and meeting environmental quality criteria established by Federal, State, tribal,
and local agencies;

3. providing flexible assistance to producers to install and maintain conservation practices
that sustain food and fiber production while-

(a) enhancing soil, water, and related natural resources, including grazing land,
forestland, wetland, and wildlife; and
(b) conserving energy;

4. assisting producers to make beneficial, cost effective changes to production systems
(including conservation practices related to organic production), grazing management,
fuels management, forest management, nutrient management associated with livestock,
pest or irrigation management, or other practices on agricultural and forested land; and

5. consolidating and streamlining conservation planning and regulatory compliance
processes to reduce administrative burdens on producers and the cost of achieving
environmental goals.

Program Overview

The fundamental purpose of EQIP, assisting farmers and ranchers to implement conservation
practices to provide environmental benefits, has not changed from the 2002 Act. Revisions to
EQIP focus primarily on expanding participation among historically underserved producers and
organic growers; limiting payments to $300,000 per legal entity or person, except for
environmentally significant projects; streamlining the application and ranking process; and
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expanding practices and activities that are eligible for payment under EQIP. Listed below are the
major changes in EQIP along with a brief discussion of how they are treated in this analysis.

NRCS is directed to provide payments up to 75 percent of the costs associated with
planning, design, materials, equipment, installation, labor, management, maintenance, or
training, and/or up to 100 percent of income foregone by a producer to implement
particular conservation practices. Historically, NRCS has partially reimbursed for
foregone income through the use of incentive payments. However, incentive payments
authorized in the 2002 Act have been eliminated in the 2008 Act. This analysis assumes
that the provision above for foregone income compensates for the elimination of
incentives payments in the 2008 Act. Thus the analysis assumes that this change will
produce a negligible effect.

When determining payment rates for foregone income, the State Conservationist, as
delegated by the Chief, has discretion to accord great significance to a conservation
practice that the Secretary determines promotes residue management, nutrient
management, air quality management, invasive species management, pollinator habitat,
animal carcass management technology, or pest management. NRCS has historically
emphasized many of these conservation practices. Given the broad range of resource
concerns across the United States and the use of the locally led process, this analysis
assumes that this provision will have a negligible effect.

NRCS is required to lower the payment limitation for participants from $450,000 to
$300,000 during any six-year period. The exception is for projects having special
environmental significance, where the payments will be limited to $450,000. NRCS
requires that contracts above $150,000 be submitted to the NRCS Regional Assistant
Chief for approval. An analysis of those requests in FY 2007 showed that 0.21 percent of
contracts of $300,000 or greater. Based on the historic number of contracts over
$300,000 this provision will have a minimal effect.

NRCS is directed to create criteria to evaluate an acceptable watershed-wide project for
the purpose of implementing water conservation or irrigation practices on newly irrigated
lands. Implementation of this provision would enhance the potential benefits of water-
saving projects.

NRCS is required to reaffirm EQIP’s eligible lands to include non-industrial private
forest (NIPF) lands. The analysis is not conducted by land use. The costs and benefits of
conservation practices associated with NIPF lands are analyzed in the land treatment
categories such as grazing productivity and wildlife habitat; others are included in the
five percent non-analyzed conservation practices which are not quantified at this time.

NRCS is directed to provide payments for conservation practices related to organic
production and for conservation practices related to the transition to organic production.
NRCS is also required to limit payments to $20,000 per year or $80,000 during any Six-
year period for persons or legal entities who receive payments for conservation practices
related to organic production or the transition to organic production.
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= Through EQIP, conservation practices may be applied to agriculture systems, whether
they are organic or conventional. NRCS is currently providing payment for conservation
practices regardless of agriculture system. However, at this time NRCS does not have
sufficient data to distinguish the effects of conservation practices between organic and
conventional agriculture systems.

= NRCS is required to prioritize applications: (1) based on overall cost-effectiveness; (2)
based on how effectively and comprehensively the project addresses the designated
resource concern or resource concerns; (3) that best fulfill the purposes of EQIP; and (4)
that improve conservation practices or systems in place at the time the contract offer is
accepted or that will complete a conservation system. NRCS currently has a rigorous
system, which includes item 1 above, to prioritize all EQIP applications. Items 2 and 3
are included in the existing EQIP regulations. States currently have the option to include
Item 4 in prioritization of EQIP applications, thus ensuring that conservation systems
near completion have a higher priority.

= NRCS is required to group applications of similar crop or livestock operations for
evaluation purposes. This item is likely to improve the overall transparency of the
application process. NRCS does not have sufficient data to determine how benefits and
costs will be affected.

= NRCS will require a forest management plan when the EQIP plan of operations addresses
forestland. The effect of this provision is more comprehensive, higher quality plans on
forestland. It is expected that NRCS will incur some additional costs associated with
these plans along additional producer expenses.

= NRCS will provide an increased payment rate to historically underserved producers that
include limited resource, beginning, and socially disadvantaged farmers or ranchers.
NRCS is currently providing a higher payment rate to beginning and limited resource
farmers and ranchers. The historically underserved producers will now include socially
disadvantage farmers and ranchers. Providing service to new producers requires more
TA. The higher payment rate for the historically underserved producers will slightly
decrease funding available for other producers. An example is provided in appendix F
(table 40) which shows that the higher payment rate will reduce the funding available to
other participants, but will increase the number of historically underserved producers.
This factor is outweighed by the additional EQIP funding authorized in the 2008 Act.

= NRCS will establish a national target to set aside five percent of EQIP funds for socially
disadvantaged farmers or ranchers and an additional five percent of EQIP funds for
beginning farmers or ranchers. NRCS data suggests that three to seven percent of current
EQIP contracts are made to socially disadvantaged producers (see appendix F, tables 42
and 44). Any increase of participation due to this provision is expected to only change
the composition of participation not total benefits or costs.
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= NRCS will provide advance payments, of up to 30 percent of the anticipated costs to be
incurred for the purpose of purchasing materials or services to implement a conservation
practice, to historically underserved producers. Installation costs for certain conservation
practices can be prohibitive to adoption by many historically underserved producers.
This provision provides funds at the beginning of a contract as opposed to the NRCS
traditional payment method at the completion of a conservation practice. This is
expected to stimulate participation by historically underserved producers. It is expected
that NRCS may be exposed to some additional risk of uncompleted practices on producer
contracts resulting in increased administrative costs.

Application Prioritization

Provisions relating to the evaluation of EQIP applications were changed by the 2008 Act. The
1996 Act required the Secretary to give a higher priority to payments made in conservation
priority areas, payments that maximized environmental benefits per dollar expended, or
payments made in areas in which State or local governments provided financial or technical
assistance to producers for the same conservation or environmental purposes.

In comparison, the 2002 Act stated that in evaluating applications for cost-share and incentive
payments, the Secretary accorded a higher priority to assistance and payments that encouraged
the use of cost-effective conservation practices and addressed national conservation priorities.

In the 2008 Act, NRCS must develop criteria for evaluating applications that ensure national,
State, and local conservation priorities are effectively addressed. In order to do this, Congress
stated that NRCS shall prioritize conservation practice applications in the following manner:

e Dbased on their overall level of cost effectiveness to ensure that the conservation practices
and approaches proposed are the most efficient means of achieving the anticipated
environmental benefits;

e Dbased on how effectively and comprehensively the project addresses the designated
resource concern or resource Concerns;

e that best fulfill the purpose of EQIP; and

e that improve conservation practices or systems in place on the operation at the time the
contract offer is accepted or that will complete a conservation system.

In addition, NRCS is directed, to the greatest extent possible, to group applications with similar
crop and/or livestock types for evaluation purposes or otherwise evaluate applications based on
similar farming operations.

Funding

The initial 1996 Act authorization for EQIP was set at $200,000 per year. The 2002 Act
authorized EQIP funding at $5.8 billion through FY 2007. However, the annual appropriation
was capped at roughly $1 billion annually instead of growing to the $1.3 billion in FY 2007 as
originally set in the 2002 Act. The 2008 Act authorized funding for EQIP at $7.325 billion, with
annual appropriations reaching $1.75 billion in FY 2012. See appendix A, table 13, Historical
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and Projected EQIP Technical and Financial Assistance, FY 1996-FY 2012 for relevant
historical and projected TA and FA outlays.

Participant Requirements

To achieve the purposes of EQIP, NRCS provides technical and financial assistance to producers
who agree to implement one or more conservation practices. Participants in EQIP must also
agree to, or plan to maintain all conservation practices receiving financial assistance through
EQIP for the life of the conservation practice.

Description of Baseline Conditions

Current Land Use and Resource Concern Trends:
The Nation’s non-federal lands constitute a tremendous resource that yields food and fiber as
well as the livelihood and recreation for private land users.

Table 2. Major agricultural uses of land in the United States.

Land Use Acres (millions)
Cropland 368
Pastureland 117
Rangeland 405
Hayland (included in cropland) -
Forestland* 406
Other lands (homesteads, feedlots, etc.)** 82

*Forestlands include State and County land.

**Includes 31.5 million acres in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) that are not
cropped and currently under vegetative cover.

Source: USDA-NRCS, 2003 National Resources Inventory
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/NRI/2003/nri03landuse-mrb.html

Soil erosion is a natural resource concern due to climatic factors, soil characteristics, landscape
features, and cropping practices. Conservation practices and programs have proved effective in
addressing soil erosion. The National Resources Inventory (NRI) estimated soil erosion on
United States cropland decreased 43 percent between 1982 and 2003 (USDA, NRCS, 2007).
Soil erosion is comprised of sheet and rill water erosion as well as wind erosion. Sheet and rill
water erosion on cropland in 2003 was down to 971 million tons per year, and erosion due to
wind was at 776 million tons per year.

Despite these improvements, many of the Nation’s lands have resource problems and limitations
that decrease their productive use, cause on-site and off-site (or external) damages, and reduced
efficiency in the agricultural sector. The following cases illustrate the nature of the resource
concerns that EQIP attempts to address.

e The 2003 Annual NRI (USDA, NRCS, 2007) indicates that a total of 102 million acres of
cropland, pastureland, and rangeland have annual rates of soil erosion that exceed “T”,
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the soil loss tolerance rate at which the productivity of a soil can be maintained
indefinitely.

e Inthe 2002 EPA National Water Quality Inventory (USEPA, 2007), assessment of the
nation’s surface water quality indicates that 45 percent of assessed river and stream miles,
47 percent of assessed lake areas, and 32 percent of assessed estuaries area had water
quality impairment relative to one or more designated uses. Agriculture, including non-
point source pollution, was named a top source of impairment.

e The 1996 revisions to Safe Drinking Water Act required states to assess contaminant
threats to public water systems. Based on this assessment, agriculture was identified as
one of the top potential contaminating activities in many states. In a recent survey
summarized in “The State of the Industry 2008,” member utilities of the American Water
Works Association identified source water quality and quantity as their top near-term and
future concern.

e A significant evolution has occurred in the livestock production sector that increases the
challenges for dealing with animal waste. A June 1995 briefing report by the General
Accounting Office for the Senate Agriculture Committee outlines the patterns of change.
These patterns indicated that animal manures are significant sources for nitrogen inputs to
watersheds in the regions of the United States and that consolidation trends and
geographical shifts in animal production are occurring for some portions of the industry,
particularly for hog operations as well as for turkeys. Some analyses suggest that risks of
contamination of surface waters from fecal coliform bacteria require attention.

The global demand for commodities, such as food stock and biofuels, will affect the natural
resource base underlying agricultural production. Increased agricultural production will lead to
growing demand on the Nation’s natural resources. These changes plus the cases listed above
support the continuation and intensification of natural resource conservation efforts.

Farm/Ranch Demographics:

The 2002 Census of Agriculture identifies 2.1 million agricultural producers in the United States.
In FY 2007 eight percent of the total agricultural producers were serviced by NRCS through
EQIP. The 2008 Act introduces the group, “socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher” and
merges it with two existing population groups, “beginning farmers and ranchers” and “limited
resource farmers and ranchers.” All three groups form a new designation of participants referred
to as “historically underserved producers.” The introduced group, socially disadvantaged farmer
or rancher, means a group whose members have been subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice
because of their identity as members of a group without regard to their individual qualities.

The 2002 Census of Agriculture identified five percent of farms as minority agricultural
producers. In FY 2007 3.1 percent of NRCS’s EQIP customers were minority agricultural
producers. Data was not available for the demographics for 19.8 percent of NRCS’s EQIP
customers. Consequently, there is uncertainty about the true demographics of EQIP participants.
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Appendix F further presents the farm and ranch demographics for historically underserved
producers that include limited resource, beginning, and socially disadvantaged farmers and
ranchers.

Analytical Model

Modeling Producer Participation

There has been roughly a one-year backlog of participants who have applied for EQIP, but were
not funded (table 3). Comparison of several years of EQIP data suggests that this backlog will
continue into the foreseeable future. Observing such data and expected trends, this analysis
makes the assumption that producers will be fully enrolled every year through FY 2012 (see
appendix A, “How NRCS conducts its business”).

Table 3. Historical participation in EQIP.

Fiscal Applications Applications with Contracted
Year Received Funds Obligated Percent
2004 87,000 47,986 55%
2005 79,287 49,478 62%
2006 72,807 41,400 57%
2007 72,398 41,851 58%
Total 311,492 180,715 58%

Model Assumptions

Besides the expected full participation assumption made above, the EQIP model constructed for
this analysis made several assumptions concerning program parameters, economic parameters,
the conservation practices, expected costs, and expected environmental benefits.

Program Parameters
There are two main program parameters assumed in this analysis: (1) the breakdown of TA and
FA available to producers and (2) the payment rate for each conservation practice.

The historical proportion of EQIP funding devoted for TA, 26 percent, was assumed to hold over
FY 2009 — FY2012. The remaining 74 percent was assumed to be available for direct use in the
form of FA to producers (appendix A, table 11)

Practice payment rates were based on FY 2007 EQIP contracts. Although this analysis
recognizes that in FY 2008 NRCS adopted a Practice Payment Schedule in lieu of the traditional
cost-share payments. It is assumed that these payments rates will be similar to historical cost-
share rates (see appendix A, “How NRCS conducts its business™).

Economic Parameters

Two main economic assumptions were necessary in this analysis concerning appropriate
discount rates and inflation rates. In both cases, this analysis relies on OMB suggested rates.
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First, discount factors of seven and three percent were used to calculate net present values of cost
and benefit streams. All costs and benefits are expressed in constant 2007 dollars.

Conservation Practices

There are three types of conservation practices: vegetative, structural, and management. The
types and number of conservation practices to be implemented in any year is assumed to be
proportional to the practices that were in FY 2007 contracts, as described in NRCS’ Program
Contracting System (ProTracts®) and Performance Reporting System (PRS®) databases.

The types of conservation practices are further broken down into nine benefit categories listed
below?:

Animal waste management
Sheet and rill water erosion
Grazing land productivity
Irrigation water use

Air quality

Fertilizer use

Wildlife habitat

Energy use

e Carbon sequestration

Expected Costs

Vegetative and structural practice implementation costs and units installed are based on
ProTracts. Management practice costs are based on ProTracts while some unit implementation
numbers are PRS based. Due to the fact that management practices may be installed without
cost, but are a required part of an EQIP-funded conservation system, PRS data proved to be a
better source of data for management practices. Only units listed in ProTracts or PRS as funded
by EQIP are included. NRCS has limited data on conservation activities related to energy,
expanded forestry and organic production and transition.

Practice implementation costs are based on FY 2007 ProTracts payment data. Management
practice treatment acres, as mentioned above, are based on FY 2007 PRS data for several
reasons. ProTracts treats management practices as recurring practices; treated acres may receive
payments in multiple years (up to three years). This creates the potential for counting treated
acres in multiple years. For example, the amount of acreage implemented in FY 2007 ProTracts
may include acreage reported also in FY 2006 and/or FY 2005. As a result, it was decided that
PRS data would be a better source to estimate acreage of management practices implemented.
Table 11 illustrates the cost of implementation and units implemented based on PRS and

®proTracts refers to the NRCS internal Programs and Contracting software/database system.

°PRS refers to the NRCS internal Performance Results software/database System, available at:
http://ias.sc.egov.usda.gov/PRSHOME/

Appendix A, table 12 gives a summary of practices approved for FY 2007 EQIP and payments made during FY
2007. The practices listed in this table are then broken into the different benefit categories and are shown in the
appropriate discussions to follow. This separation of practices in more than one benefit category makes the same
practice cost appear under multiple categories. Later, care is taken to account for such multiple counting of costs
while accounting for the multiple benefits that may emanate from these practices.
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ProTracts for FY 2007. Only acreage reported for programs EQIP, EQIP-GSWC (Ground and
Surface Water Conservation), and Klamath Basin were used.

ProTracts data on EQIP cost and total costs for implemented (installed) practices, were used to
estimate costs for FY 2009-FY 2012 by benefit category, except for animal waste practices.

For animal waste practices, the publication, Costs Associated with Development and
Implementation of Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (USDA, NRCS, 2003), was used
to estimate costs for the development and implementation of CNMPs nationwide. Development
costs relate to the technical expertise required to write a CNMP and the implementation costs
relate to the actual costs of constructing and installing the conservation practices called for in the
CNMP. Both of these costs are accounted for in the analysis (see appendix D, Animal Waste
Management). An examination was completed on animal waste cost to show that indexed
CNMP costs were comparable to CNMP-related costs from ProTracts. Total costs include
producer cost as well as program cost-share.

Expected Environmental Benefits

EQIP provides funding for a wide range of conservation practices on agricultural lands and
animal feeding operations, treating a wide range of resource concerns. EQIP treats a wide range
of resource concerns due to the fact that agriculture, climate, soils, environmental concerns, and
product markets vary considerably across the United States.

Implementation of conservation practices nationwide has been shown to result in a mixture of
environmental improvements in water quality and quantity, wildlife habitat, air quality, soil
health, and aesthetic values for the public.

When estimating benefits of non-point source (NPS) pollution reductions, the individual effects
of management actions on each resource unit cannot easily be linked to measurable changes in
environmental attributes of nearby water bodies (Ribaudo and Hellerstein, 1992). The
relationship between pollutant emissions from the land and an environmental attribute is often
cumulative and variable over both time and location. The effects of NPS pollution reduction
measures are difficult to quantify. NRCS intends to use results from the Conservation Effects
Assessment Project (CEAP) to strengthen this area of analysis in future studies. CEAP results
may be able to be tailored to estimate expected effects by NRCS program across major US land
types and major resource concern (similar to the benefit categories used in this analysis).

The overall methodology to estimate benefits is to project the units (acres or animal units) of
conservation practices that will be installed and multiplied the projected units by the per-unit
benefit value. This section deals exclusively with the calculation of the per-unit benefits for the
nine benefit categories.
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Benefit Categories

Conservation practices historically funded by EQIP are categorized according to the type of
benefits that they are expected to produce’. Benefits quantified in this analysis represent a
portion of the total benefits expected to accrue due the conservation practices implemented

through EQIP funding. Throughout this analysis, there are nine benefit categories (table 4).

Table 4. Classes of benefits and their benefit transfer values used in EQIP by source*.

Benefit
Benefit per unit | Benefit | Citation for Benefit
Category Source of Benefit (2007 $) Unit per Unit*?
Animal waste | Improved water quality for recreation, reduced $34.66 | $/AU/year | Appendix E
management | incidence of fish kills, improved commercial shell
fishing, reduced contamination of private wells
Value of nutrients for crops from animal waste $18.80 | $/AU/year | Appendix E

Animal waste manaaement sub-total | $53.46 | $/AU/vear

Sheet and rill | Reduced loss of nutrients $11.92 |$/acrelyear |Appendix E
water erosion

Improved water quality (public works cost $42.40 | $/acrelyear |Appendix E
reduction for sediment, and recreation)

Sheet and rill water erosion sub-total | $54.32 | $/acre/vear

Grazing land |Productivity increase $17.25 | $/acre/year | Namken and
productivity Flanagan 2000
Irrigation Value of water saved for competing uses $10.30 | $/acre/year | Appendix E
water use
Air quality Reduced cost of maintaining equipment, reduced $5.71 | $/acrelyear |Ribaudo et al 1989
damages to nonfarm machinery, and adverse health
effects
Fertilizer use |Reduced fertilizer purchases from non-animal $17.65 | $/acrelyear |Christensen et al
waste sources 1998, US EPA 2003
Wildlife Use value (improved wildlife viewing, and $ 7.10 | $/acrelyear |Feather et al 1999
habitat improved pheasant hunting)
Energy use Reduced diesel fuel usage $7.81 | $/acre/lyear |USDA-NRCS CEAP

(not yet released)

Carbon Additional carbon sequestered, based on CCX $0.47 | $/acrelyear | Appendix E
sequestration | carbon credit values

*NRCS recognizes that there can be great variation in the actual monetary benefits derived in each of the benefit categories in
this table. The transfer benefit estimates above were taken directly (or derived) from the available literature as explained in
appendix E. The estimates used are not intended to imply certainty of their actual or average value.

"The adoption of the conservation practices by EQIP participants is assumed to be solely attributable to their
participation in EQIP. Thus, most benefits reported in this analysis accrue to EQIP and are compared to total costs
(which include NRCS TA and FA as well as cost-share outlays by participants). This simplifying assumption was
necessary to avoid many thorny questions beyond the scope of this analysis, including the question of what
practices would have been adopted as a result of purely private actions or those motivated to comply with a range
of environmental regulations. This later issue related to EPA CAFO regulatory requirements is addressed in this
analysis.

2Detailed references are included in Appendix E: Development of Expected Benefits by Benefit Category.
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Following are brief discussions of how the per-acre and per-animal unit benefits were estimated.
Detailed calculations are provided to the reader in the appendices.

Animal waste management

There are a wide range of practices addressing animal waste management which all eventually
affect water quality. They range from installing concrete or metal structures to store animal
waste until suitable conditions for proper applications; to planting vegetative filter strips to treat
wastewater runoff; to manure spreading techniques to minimize impacts to the environment.
These practices involve management, construction, and cropping activities implemented in a
comprehensive manner to ensure that the environmental impact is minimized while not
compromising the economic viability of the farm.

Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs) provide a blueprint for producers on how
to address animal waste management. For the purposes of this analysis, the benefits attributable
to animal waste management include all of the practices, including the structural, management,
and vegetative practices as well as the upfront planning (CNMPs), that are needed to achieve the
resource management level necessary for an EQIP contract.

The previous EQIP Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) (USDA, NRCS, 2003) calculated a $30.23
benefit per animal unit (AU) per year for implementation of CNMPs and associated practices in
1999 dollars, attributable to water quality. This estimate was based on the benefit-cost analysis
from the EPA (US EPA, 2001*). The EPA study was not a comprehensive estimate of all
benefits expected to result from animal waste treatment. The EPA study did include estimated
national benefits in the following categories for which data and methodology was available:

e Improvements in water quality and suitability for recreational activities ($5 million to

$145 million);

e Reduced incidence of fish kills (up to just over $1 million);

e Improved commercial shell fishing ($2 million to $3 million); and

e Reduced contamination of private wells ($70 million to $77 million).

The previous EQIP BCA (USDA, NRCS, 2003) also estimated an annual $16.40 per AU
benefit'* due to nutrient value for crops which is updated from 2001 to 2007 dollars to 18.80 per
AU. The $30.23 water quality benefit estimate™ was updated from 2001 to 2007 dollars to
produce a $34.66 estimate. This is added to the crop nutrient benefit estimate, resulting in
$53.46 per AU per year benefit. Note that this latter benefit is an increase in the productivity of
existing inputs available to the producer. Thus, the benefits derived are mainly in lower
production costs. In the aggregate, output would be expected to increase, resulting in lower
prices. This aggregate impact on net economic welfare is beyond the scope of this analysis.

BBased on work underlying the EPA Environmental and Economic Benefit Analysis of Final Revisions to the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Regulation and the Effluent Guidelines for Concentrated Animal
Feeding Operations 2002 available at: http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/afo/cafodocs.cfm

“Table 21, 2003 EQIP BCA (USDA, NRCS, 2003)

Table 18, 2003 EQIP BCA (USDA, NRCS, 2003)
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Sheet and rill water erosion

There are several conservation practices funded by EQIP that reduce sheet and rill water erosion
on cropland. National Resource Inventory (NRI) data and EQIP data indicate that since 1992,
several million acres of farmed cropland had erosion reductions exceeding 10 tons per acre per
year. In particular, analyses of historical EQIP data indicate erosion reductions of 8.6 tons per
acre per year. Internal analysis of the 1997 NRI data provides evidence that EQIP can maintain
the avoidance of these 8.6 tons per acre per year. For the purpose of this analysis, two main
subcategories of benefits are addressed: reduction of fertilizer nutrient losses, and improved
water quality. The sum of per acre annual benefits for the reduction of fertilizer nutrient loss at
$11.92, and improvement of water quality at $42.40 produced a total benefit of $54.32 per acre
per year for sheet and rill water erosion reduction. These are further discussed below.

Reduction of Fertilizer Nutrient Loss

This analysis assumes that on average, topsoil consists of 40 pounds of organic matter or
23.2 pounds of carbon. With an average carbon nitrogen ratio of 10 to 1, each ton of soil
eroded contains 2.32 pounds of nitrogen that would need to be replaced by the producer. The
soil also contains 0.05 percent phosphorus, or one pound per ton of soil. This analysis uses
2007 USDA price data of 48¢ per pound for phosphorus, 49¢ per pound for nitrogen and 23¢
per pound for potassium. The value of lost nutrients in each ton of soil eroded is valued at
$1.39. Multiplying $1.39 per ton by 8.6 ton per acre per year gives a value for this averted
loss of $11.92 per acre per year.

Improved water quality

Improved water quality benefits were estimated by a comparison of three studies as described
in the previous EQIP benefit-cost analysis (see appendix E). For this analysis a per-ton
benefit of $4.93 updated from year 2000 to year 2007 (USDA, NRCS, 2003) was applied to
the NRCS historic estimate of 8.6 tons per acre per year erosion reduction, to arrive at $42.40
per acre per year. This major component of sheet and rill water erosion benefit is
environmental in nature and produces a substantial public good.

Grazing land productivity

For grazing land, the only practices included in this analysis were those resulting in increased
forage production (see appendix E). These benefits are mainly economic in nature (accruing to
the producer in higher production efficiencies thereby lowering production costs). Nonetheless,
these impacts are considered as representative of part or all of the possible economic benefits
that ultimately accrue to consumers as the expected increased output result in lower output
prices. These same practices also provide benefits in other environmental areas, such as wildlife
habitat and water quality. These other benefits are accounted for in the appropriate benefit
category.

Namken and Flanagan (2000) report that these practices resulted in an average productivity
increase of 1.3 animal unit months (AUMSs) per acre. The AUMs were valued at $11.10 each,
resulting in a per acre value of $14.43. The $14.43 value was updated from year 2000 to year
2007, resulting in a grazing land improvement benefit of $17.25 per acre per year.

2008 EQIP Interim Final Benefit-Cost Analysis 23 01/09/2009



Irrigation water use

EQIP funds are used in certain areas to install more efficient irrigation systems, and irrigation
water management plans which prescribe measures to use irrigation water more efficiently. Itis
assumed that farmers could achieve a net reduction in irrigation water used by any or all of the
following three methods: convert from irrigation to dryland production; convert to a crop or land
use requiring smaller applications of water; and maintain the same crop, but improve irrigation
efficiency.

Presumably any water saved would be available for alternative uses such as in agriculture,
municipality water, power generation, fish habitat, available elsewhere on the same farm, or
advertised for availability locally via irrigation rental markets. A value that could be assigned to
the saved water is the price that competing uses would be willing to offer. Since those prices are
not available, the saved water was valued conservatively at the average price that farmers have
paid to obtain the water.

The 2003 Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey reported 32.3 million acres irrigated with
groundwater, having acquisition costs of $29 per acre foot and 13.8 million acres irrigated with
off-farm surface water at $18 per acre-foot, including supply cost and variable cost. The
weighted average value of the water is $25.73. Updating these values from 2003 to 2007
provides an estimated value of $28.56 per acre-foot. Using the 5.41 acre-inch efficiency gain per
year, and assuming a 20-percent loss in storage and transmission produces an annual per-acre
benefit of $10.30.

Air quality

Data on the impact of EQIP funded conservation practices to air quality is limited. This analysis
attributes any improvements in air quality to reductions in wind erosion. It should be noted that
there are practices funded through EQIP outside of erosion control that are expected to improve
air quality, even though these benefits could not be numerically quantified for this study. These
non-quantified benefits include less chemical drift control associated with crop production,
improved dust and odor control in animal feeding operations and reductions in the emissions of
nitrous oxide materials (NOy), organic compounds, and ozone precursor and depleters through
both improved animal feeding practices and crop nutrient management.

Ribaudo et al (1989) estimated that the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) produced an
average benefit of $25 per acre net present value due to reduced soil erosion by wind (wind
erosion) resulting in improved air quality. The estimates ranged from zero in the Appalachia,
Corn Belt, Delta States, and Lake States, up to $52 in the Mountain states.

For this analysis, it was assumed that the practices reducing wind erosion will produce the same
level of benefits to air quality (same levels of erosion control and reduction in off-site damages)
as did CRP. The $25 per acre value from Ribaudo et al. was updated from 1988 to 2007.
Therefore, the per-acre net present value is $39.75. This figure was converted to $5.29 per acre
per year, using a ten-year time period and seven percent discount rate.
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Fertilizer use

Benefits in this category were calculated by estimating expenditure savings due to reduced
fertilizer purchased by the producer. Two sources of information were found which indicate
relative reductions in nitrogen and phosphorus applications on lands utilizing nutrient
management practices.

The first source (US EPA, 2003) gathered fertilizer input data from farmers located within eight
USDA Demonstration Projects and eight Hydrologic Unit Projects. This study indicated that
after adoption of nutrient management, farmers reduced nitrogen application by an average of 51
pounds per acre, and phosphorus by 26 pounds per acre. Fertilizer application rates in this study
varied across the country. The nitrogen application reduction ranged from a low of 21 pounds to
a high of 72 pounds. Phosphorus reduction rates ranged from six to 55 pounds.

The second source was a study completed by Christensen (1998) which surveyed 890 producers
in 16 states. It classified producers as low, medium, or high adopters of nutrient management
practices.

For the purposes of this analysis, a weighted average of the medium and high adopters was used
to approximate the number of producers who adopted the NRCS nutrient management standard.
The relative amounts of nutrients applied to crops, and measurement of the impacts of moving
from the base condition (the low adopters in the ERS study) to fully adopting the NRCS nutrient
management standard (composite of the medium and high adopters) was approximated by use of
the values in the ERS study.

A composite application rate of those who adopt nutrient management according to NRCS
standards was developed and compared to those producers who do not adopt nutrient
management practices. This comparison showed that the producers who adopted nutrient
management had lower application rates of the following amounts: 25 pounds per acre of
nitrogen, five pounds per acre of phosphorous and 13 pounds per acre of potash.

For the purposes of this analysis, prices of nutrients are set based on data from the USDA
National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) published in 2007°. Nitrogen is valued at 49¢
per pound (based on the national average price for Urea), phosphorus at 48¢ per pound (based on
the national average price for DAP), and potash at 23¢ per pound (based on the national average
price for 0-0-62). Multiplying these prices with the calculated reductions in application rates
resulted in $17.65 per acre per year in savings (the sum of 25 Ib times 49¢ and 5 Ib times 48¢ and
13 Ib times 23¢). This component of benefits is comparable to the case of the value of nutrients
for crops found in the ERS study.

Wildlife habitat

EQIP provides assistance with wildlife habit development and management. A literature review
revealed that a great deal has been written about the values of wildlife conservation (Gibilisco
and Filipek, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife). The National Survey of Fishing,

1®USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, Agricultural Prices available at:
http://www.nass.usda.gov/QuickStats
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Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation'” conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
contains extensive data on consumer expenditures relating to wildlife-based activities.

For this analysis, benefits are calculated based on the study “Economic Valuation of
Environmental Benefits and the Targeting of Conservation Programs - The Case of the CRP”
(Feather, et al. 1999). Benefits are based on use values, or the value derived from using the
resource. Specifically, benefits are calculated for wildlife viewing and pheasant hunting.

Although improvements in wildlife habitat benefit a number of avian species, the demand for
pheasant hunting was easiest to quantify. The study evaluated the quantity and quality of the
land cover available for specific avian species, and then estimated the surplus resulting from
converting land to CRP. Since establishing grassland or forest cover creates suitable habitat for
birds, small and big game hunters as well as wildlife viewers then benefit from these increased
populations (Feather, p. 10). The model also incorporated travel costs, landscape diversity, and
population density.

There are limitations with calculating benefits resulting from EQIP based on CRP, due to
differences in the two programs. For example, CRP land is retired from production, while with
EQIP the land remains in production. The minimum contract length under CRP is ten years.
With EQIP the contract length varies depending on the conservation practice (average contract
length has been four to six years). However, with EQIP the land use remains and normally the
conservation practice continues beyond the life of the contract.

The annual benefits for improved wildlife habitat include two components: improved wildlife
viewing ($10.02 per acre) and improved pheasant hunting ($2.36 per acre). These benefit
estimates were reduced 50 percent ($6.19 per acre) to account for factors such as expected lower
per acre benefits on “working” lands versus retired lands, different spatial proximity of EQIP
lands than CRP lands, shorter contract length, etc. Adjusting the value from 2002 to 2007, the
resulting benefit is $7.10 per acre.

A number of practices funded by EQIP benefit wildlife populations by reducing soil erosion and
therefore improve aquatic habitat. However these benefits are already quantified in the water
quality section of the analysis. The impacts of many other practices for wildlife are not included
such as pasture and hay land planting, fencing, and ponds and as mentioned above, nature
walking and big game hunting. In addition nonuse values, such as existence values, bequest
values, or option values, are not quantified (Smith, 1996).

The benefits are based on expenditure or use data for the identified recreational purposes and the
surplus resulting from EQIP.

Energy use

No-till and mulch-till, often referred to as reduced tillage or conservation tillage, are practices
that reduce the number of passes over cropland with farm equipment. This results in fuel savings
as well as time savings for the producer. Using Conservation Effects Assessment Project

172006 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation available at:
http://www.census.gov/prod/2008pubs/fhw06-errata.pdf
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(CEAP) estimates of the gallons of diesel fuel saved by implementing no-till and mulch tillage
practices results in a savings of 2.99 gallons per acre.

The fuel savings formed the basis for the energy reduction benefit estimates used in this analysis.
This analysis uses constant 2007 dollar denominated price data. The Energy Information
Administration®® reported the national average diesel price to be $3.18 per gallon in October,
2007. Deducting federal and state fuel highway taxes of $0.24 and $0.22 per gallon gives a net
price of $2.61 per gallon for agricultural purposes. Taking the fuel savings of 2.99 per acre
multiplied by the fuel price of $2.61 gives the benefit of $7.81 per acre per year for
implementing reduced tillage practices.

Although the benefit from higher energy use efficiency would appear to fall mainly into the
private economic benefit category (as did the increased efficiency in fertilizer and animal waste
nutrient use), the secondary environmental and economic impacts of lower energy use are
perhaps more obvious than those previously addressed. Lower energy use translates into less
possible environmental spill-over effects in their production and use, as well as lowering US
demand on imported energy supplies. Determining the most appropriate category for EQIP’s
impact on energy use illustrates the difficulty to categorize the nature of many of these benefit
categories into definitive public/private and economic/environmental benefits. The estimate
used above (as was the case for the other economic benefits above) could best be interpreted as a
first-approximation or proxy for part of these possible social economic impacts.

Carbon sequestration

The value of carbon benefits are based on the discussion of the *“social cost of carbon” contained
in EPA’s “Technical Support Document on Benefits of Reducing GHG Emissions.”*® In
addition to direct effects, wildlife habitat and range improvement practices are expected to
increase carbon sequestration. In addition, residue and tillage practices associated with erosion
control are expected to reduce oxidation of carbon from cropland, and in some cases actually
increase carbon sequestration on those lands as well.

For the purposes of this analysis, USDA utilizes the three percent discount rate mid-range
domestic estimate of the social cost of carbon of $2.00 per metric ton, which yields a value per
acre of carbon sequestration of 47¢ per acre per year.

Discounting of the Flow of Benefits over Time

Land treatments take time to install and contain practices with different life spans that produce
variable annual benefits over time. These factors are accounted for in this analysis using a
benefit factor to combine a 10-year benefit stream flow at a seven percent discount factor. The
table below illustrates the average practice life span (years), annual effectiveness (percent), and
the combined 10-year benefit stream flow (factor) for each benefit category. A detailed
discussion of the expected benefits generated by producers as a result of their participation in
EQIP is provided in appendix E.

¥Energy Information Administration, Office Energy Statistics from the U.S. Government, Gasoline and Diesel Fuel
Update. Available at: http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/oog/info/gdu/gasdiesel.asp#
YAvailable at: www.regulations.gov. Please search on the full title of the document.
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For these benefit categories, except for animal waste management, the “approved” (or
contracted) practices during FY 2007 were used to calculate benefit categories of overall EQIP.
Only the first ten years of practice benefits are being used in this analysis and assumes no
benefits occur in the first year of installation since during that year the contract would likely not
be finalized until mid-year. Since many practices included in each benefit category have life
spans that exceed ten years, it is likely total benefit production is being underestimated in this
analysis.

Table 5. Distribution of benefits over time from year of installation related to
selected practices by benefit category.

Sheet

and rill

water | Grazing land | Irrigation Air Fertilizer | Wildlife | Energy Carbon
Item erosion | productivity | water use | quality use habitat use sequestration
Average
Practice Life 5.4 11.6 15.9 45 5.0 12.8 1.0 4.7
Span (years)
Year 1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Year 2 98% 100% 100% 83% 100% 32% | 100% 81%
Year 3 100% 100% 100% 91% 100% 54% | 100% 100%
Year 4 100% 95% 100% 92% 100% 69% | 100% 100%
Year 5 88% 94% 99% 83% 50% 88% 80% 88%
Year 6 77% 87% 98% 71% 30% 96% 60% 75%
Year 7 65% 85% 97% 58% 20% 94% 40% 63%
Year 8 54% 79% 95% 43% 10% 91% 20% 51%
Year 9 48% 73% 95% 36% 0% 90% 10% 45%
Year 10 42% 68% 94% 28% 0% 88% 0% 39%
Combined
10-year
benefit
?;f;am flow 5.10 5.77 6.38 4.49 3.42 489 | 411 4.86

0

discount
factor)

It is important to note that the historical PRS data used in this analysis includes acres of
conservation practices applied, not of acres treated. Any particular treated acre may have had
more than one conservation practice applied on it, so a given treated acre may generate benefits
in several benefit categories. Consequently, for the approach in this analysis, adding up benefits
across categories is appropriate. However, to calculate the individual net benefits for each
benefit category, one must ignore the fact that the cost of some practices may be counted in
multiple benefit categories. Thus, neither the costs nor net benefits for each individual benefit
category can be summed to arrive at an overall costs or net benefits. The sum of program
benefits across all benefit categories minus the “actual” total costs produces the overall net
benefit. Using this approach, 95 percent of overall practice expenditures were accounted for.
Monetary benefit estimates were not available for “benefits from non-analyzed practices”
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involving five percent of total costs. The benefits from this five percent were not quantified at
this time although their costs were included in the analysis.

Conservation practice implementation costs were based on ProTracts data. Most benefit units for
practices were also based on ProTracts data. However, for some management practices, benefit
units were based on FY 2007 PRS data. ProTracts treats management practices as recurring
practices; treated acres may receive payments in multiple years (up to three years). This creates
the potential for counting treated acres in multiple years. For example, the amount of acreage
implemented in FY 2007 ProTracts may include acreage reported also in FY 2006 and/or FY
2005. As aresult, it was decided that PRS data would be a better source for acreage of
management practices implemented.

A detailed discussion of the expected benefits generated by producers as a result of their
participation in EQIP is provided in appendix E.

Procedure to compare total Program Costs and Benefits by Benefit Category

A benefit-cost analysis model was constructed incorporating the above assumptions and used to
compare expected costs with expected benefits. The baseline at roughly $1 billion funding level
along with the FY 2007 EQIP parameters. This analysis was performed again with projected
funding levels as specified in the 2008 Act. The procedure is summarized by the following
steps:

1. The total EQIP funding was divided into FA (74 percent) and TA (26 percent). FA
dollars are used to assist producers fund conservation practices. All FA was assumed to
be allocated in each year and assumed to be spent within the following five years. Since
EQIP was funded at roughly $1 billion annually from FY 2005 to May 2008, both
allocated and actual spending were roughly the same. All costs and benefits are
estimated in 2007 dollars with a seven percent discount rate.

2. The “mix” of conservation practices and cost-share rates from FY 2007 EQIP was
assumed to be adopted by producers in each year FY 2008-FY2012. FA would be
expended accordingly in each fiscal year, adjusting for the different cost-share rates for
each practice. The list of conservation practices is continually updated by NRCS; no
adjustments were made for increased use of energy, organic, and forest practices as
emphasized in the 2008 Act.

3. The total costs, EQIP and producer, are estimated given the distribution of expected
conservation practices adopted over FY 2008-FY 2012. The adoption of these
conservation practices by EQIP participants is assumed to be solely attributed to their
participation in EQIP (except for the CAFO exception discussed below).

4. Benefit per-unit dollar value was multiplied by the total units treated to calculate the total
benefit for each of the nine benefit categories. These estimated impacts were based on
past relationships for each conservation practice and their environmental outcome. The
environmental outcome for improved animal waste management was adjusted downward
by 46 percent to account for the CAFOs meeting EPA’s regulatory requirements.

5. The average practice life span of each practice was estimated by the proportion of the
maximum of benefits expected to occur during the practice’s first ten years giving a
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combined 10-year benefit stream flow factor. This factor was multiplied by the annual
benefit.

6. Roughly five percent of the costs were associated with practices for which benefits could
not be quantified. These benefits were excluded from the analysis although their costs
were still considered in the total costs figures used in the analysis.

Construction of the “Baseline”

The baseline assumes the FY 2007 EQIP parameters. The FY 2007 roughly $1 billion funding
level was applied for the five-year period from FY 2008-FY 2012 for the baseline analysis. A
summarization of this extension of funding includes:

e Animal waste management — 2.7 million animal units would be treated, generating $960
million in water quality and crop nutrient benefits, or a net benefit of $117 million over
total costs. This includes 1.1 million animal units in regulated large CAFOs (over 1,000
AUSs) which would be treated with or without EQIP funds and whose benefits were
accounted for in the 2003 EPA CAFO regulation.

e Sheet and rill water erosion — 8.0 million acres would be treated, generating $1.9 billion
in total benefits or $1.0 billion in net benefits over total costs.

e Grazing land productivity — 35.6 million acres would be treated, generating $3.1 billion
in total benefits or $750 million in net benefits over total costs.

e lrrigation water use — 4.0 million acres would be treated, generating $231 million in total
benefits, or a net loss of $1.3 billion compared to total costs.

e Air Quality — wind erosion would be reduced on 8.0 million acres, providing air quality
benefits of $181 million, or a net loss of $905 million compared to total costs. Benefits
are not being totally accounted for in this instance as these conservation practices also
may produce energy, wildlife, and carbon sequestration benefits, as well as other non-
analyzed on-site and off-site beneficial environmental impacts.

e Fertilizer use (non-animal waste nutrient management) — results in total fertilizer savings
valued at $601 million, or $353 million in net savings over total costs are generated on
11.4 million acres through improved nutrient management.

o Wildlife habitat — generate benefits of $172 million, or a net loss of $115 million
compared to total costs, are generated on 5.7 million acres of crop and grazing land.

e Energy use — benefits generated on energy savings total $210 million. The costs of these
practices have been also accounted for in the sheet and rill water erosion and air quality
benefit categories. The energy use benefits are additional benefits derived from sheet and
rill water erosion reductions and air quality practices.

e Carbon sequestration — benefits total $82 million. The costs of these practices have been
accounted for in several of the above benefit categories. The carbon sequestration
benefits are simply additional benefits related to reduced sheet and rill water erosion and
grazing land productivity practices.

The total share of EQIP funds exceeds 100 percent due to the fact that numerous practice costs

are counted in several benefit categories as discussed beforehand. This multiple counting over-
estimates the EQIP expenditure in any one year and produces a lower B/C ratio for EQIP as a
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whole. The baseline has total benefits of $7.09 billion with total economic costs of $7.05 billion
resulting in net economic estimated benefits of $39 million.
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Table 6.

2012, using a seven percent discount rate.

Calculation of benefits and costs with a continuance of 2007 EQIP budget and program parameters by benefit category, FY 2008-

Fund
Year
Analytical Parameters
Share of EQIP funds
Benefit per acre
Total costs per unit
Cost share per unit
EQIP Cost Share Funds: 2008
($ millions) 2009
2010
2011
2012
Totals

NPV (2007) FA Share
NPV (2007) TA Share
NPV (2007) EQIP Costs

Acres or Animal Units Treated:
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Totals

NPV of benefits:
(to fund year)

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

NPV (2007) Total Benefits
NPV (2007) Total Costs
Net Benefits over Total Costs

Benefit Category
Animal Waste ~ Animal Waste
Mng Mng Sheet and rill Grazing land Irrigation Air Fertilizer Wildlife Energy C
Small CAFOs Large CAFOs water erosion Productivity water use quality Use habitat use seqL
(Animal Units)  (Animal Units) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (
0.169 0.047 0.135 0.355 0.228 0.094 0.037 0.043 0.054 1
53.46 $53.46 $54.32 $17.25 $10.30 $5.71 $17.65 $7.10 $7.81
52.29 $25.14 $107.00 $62.83 $360.18 $113.44 $20.64 $48.07 $46.04 :
31.38 $15.08 $61.27 $36.27 $206.10 $42.68 $11.87 $27.92 $26.16
74.1 26.10 $98.3 $258.2 $165.5 $68.6 $27.0 $31.6 $39.0
74.1 26.10 $98.3 $258.2 $165.5 $68.6 $27.0 $31.6 $39.0
74.1 26.10 $98.3 $258.2 $165.5 $68.6 $27.0 $31.6 $39.0
74.1 26.10 $98.3 $258.2 $165.5 $68.6 $27.0 $31.6 $39.0
74.1 26.10 $98.3 $258.2 $165.5 $68.6 $27.0 $31.6 $39.0
370.5 $130.7 $491.3 $1,290.9 $827.3 $343.1 $135.0 $158.0 $194.8
$325,087,849  $114,643,154 $431,060,576 $1,132,649,237 $725,904,269 $301,057,305 $118,454,007 $138,671,126  $170,900,565 $36
$105,416,207 $4,888,199 $151,453,716  $397,957,840  $255,047,446 $105,776,891 $41,618,975 $48,722,288 $60,046,144  $12
$430,504,056  $119,531,352 $582,514,292 $1,530,607,077 $980,951,715 $406,834,196  $160,072,982 $187,393,414  $230,946,709  $49
Animal Units  Animal Units Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres
314,256 230,536 1,603,714 7,117,250 802,793 1,607,768 2,274,088 1,132,042 1,489,240 8
314,256 230,536 1,603,714 7,117,250 802,793 1,607,768 2,274,088 1,132,042 1,489,240 8
314,256 230,536 1,603,714 7,117,250 802,793 1,607,768 2,274,088 1,132,042 1,489,240 8
314,256 230,536 1,603,714 7,117,250 802,793 1,607,768 2,274,088 1,132,042 1,489,240 8
314,256 230,536 1,603,714 7,117,250 802,793 1,607,768 2,274,088 1,132,042 1,489,240 8
1,571,280 1,152,682 8,018,568 35,586,250 4,013,967 8,038,840 11,370,438 5,660,211 7,446,199 41
$126,264,500 $92,626,856  $444,095,609  $709,077,083 $52,734,408 $41,202,999  $137,058,327 $39,313,699 $47,838,600 $1
$126,264,500 $92,626,856  $444,095,609  $709,077,083 $52,734,408 $41,202,999  $137,058,327 $39,313,699 $47,838,600 $1
$126,264,500 $92,626,856  $444,095,609  $709,077,083 $52,734,408 $41,202,999  $137,058,327 $39,313,699 $47,838,600 $1
$126,264,500 $92,626,856  $444,095,609  $709,077,083 $52,734,408 $41,202,999  $137,058,327 $39,313,699 $47,838,600 $1
$126,264,500 $92,626,856  $444,095,609  $709,077,083 $52,734,408 $41,202,999  $137,058,327 $39,313,699 $47,838,600 $1
$553,949,036  $406,373,587 $1,948,341,256 $3,110,870,958 $231,356,989 $180,766,261  $601,303,836  $172,477,501  $209,878,042 $8
$647,229,288  $195,960,121 $904,287,333 $2,359,781,803 $1,523,622,001 $905,933,262  $247,578,491  $287,463,157 $360,829,666 $76
-$93,280,252  $210,413,465 $1,044,053,923 $751,089,156 -$1,292,265,012 -$725,167,001  $353,725,345 -$114,985,656 -$150,951,624 -$68

o Large CAFOs (over 1,000 animal units) were separated out since they were covered in February 2003 EPA CAFO regulation and its accompany Benefit Cost Analysis (is consistent with 2003 EQ
» Benefits may be added across columns (categories) since some practices provide benefits in several categories.
o Costs can not be added across columns for this would result in double counting.
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Discussion of Policy Scenarios
Policy Scenario 1 — EQIP Budget set at the 2008 Act Levels:

e Description of alternative: This policy option adheres to the program specifications as
outlined in the 2008 Act and funded at those specified budget levels.

e Net beneficial effects: Additional environmental benefits are expected to be fairly
proportional to the increase in budget outlays outlined in the 2008 Act adjusting for the
different set of resource concerns to be addressed and a heightened emphasis on
“historically underserved participants”.

e Adverse effects: No adverse effects are expected as a result of this policy alternative.
Some trade-off between additional environmental benefits and attention to serving an
increase in disadvantaged farmers and ranchers could be expected.

Results
Highlights of this policy scenario include:

e Animal waste management — 4 million animal units®® would be treated, generating $1.4
billion in water quality and crop nutrient benefits. This is $172 million over total costs.

e Sheet and rill water erosion — 12 million acres would be treated, generating $2.9 billion in
total benefits or $1.5 billion in net benefits over total costs.

e Grazing land productivity — 53 million acres would be treated, generating $3.5 billion in
total benefits or $1.0 billion in net benefits over total costs.

e Irrigation water use — 6 million acres would be treated, generating $340 million in total
benefits, or a net loss of $1.9 billion compared to total costs.

e Air Quality — wind erosion would be reduced on 12 million acres, providing air quality
benefits of $266 million, or a net loss of $1.3 billion compared to total costs. Benefits are
not being totally accounted for in this instance as these conservation practices also may
produce energy, wildlife, and carbon sequestration benefits, as well as other non-analyzed
on-site and off-site beneficial environmental impacts.

e Fertilizer use (non-animal waste nutrient management) — results in total fertilizer savings
valued at $885 million, or $521 million in net savings over total costs are generated on 17
million acres through improved nutrient management.

e Wildlife habitat — generate benefits of $254 million, or a net loss of $170 million
compared to total costs, are generated on 8.4 million acres of crop and grazing land.

e Energy use — benefits generated on energy savings total $309 million. The costs of these
practices have been also accounted for in the sheet and rill water erosion and air quality
benefit categories. The energy use benefits are additional benefits derived from sheet and
rill water erosion reductions and air quality practices.

e Carbon sequestration — benefits total $121 million. The costs of these practices have
been accounted for in several of the above benefit categories. The carbon sequestration
benefits are simply additional benefits related to reduced sheet and rill water erosion and
grazing land productivity practices.

20f the 4 million units, 1.7 million animal units are in regulated large CAFOs.
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Table 7 below shows the Calculation of Benefit Cost for EQIP funded land treatments, by benefit
category for the expanded EQIP Program.

Table 8 is the summary of the cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs, FY 2008-FY 2012
calculated at a seven percent discount rate. This is a repeat of table 1 in the Executive Summary.

Table 9 is the summary of the cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs, FY 2008-FY 2012

calculated at a three percent discount rate as the alternative discount rate required by OMB
Circular A-4.

2008 EQIP Interim Final Benefit-Cost Analysis 34 01/09/2009



Table 7.

percent discount rate.

Calculation of benefits and costs with expanded funding as authorized by 2008 Act by benefit category, FY 2008-FY 2012, using 8

Fund
Year
Analytical Parameters
Share of EQIP funds
Benefit per acre
Total costs per unit
Cost share per unit
EQIP Cost Share Funds: 2008
($ millions) 2009
2010
2011
2012
Totals

NPV (2008) FA Share
NPV (2008) TA Share
NPV (2008) EQIP Costs

Acres or Animal Units Treated:
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Totals

NPV of benefits:
(to fund year)

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

NPV (2008) Total Benefits
NPV (2008) Total Costs
Net Benefits over Total Costs

Benefit Category
Animal Waste ~ Animal Waste
Mng Mng Sheet and rill Grazing land Irrigation Air Fertilizer Wildlife Energy C
Small CAFOs Large CAFOs water erosion Productivity water use quality Use habitat use seqL
(Animal Units)  (Animal Units) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (
0.169 0.047 0.135 0.355 0.228 0.094 0.037 0.043 0.054 1
53.46 53.46 $54.32 $17.25 $10.30 $5.71 $17.65 $7.10 $7.81
52.29 25.14 $107.00 $62.83 $360.18 $113.44 $20.64 $48.07 $46.04
31.38 15.08 $61.27 $36.27 $206.10 $42.68 $11.87 $27.92 $26.16
90.5 31.9 $120.0 $315.3 $202.1 $83.8 $33.0 $38.6 $47.6
100.8 35.6 $133.7 $351.3 $225.1 $93.4 $36.7 $43.0 $53.0
109.3 38.6 $145.0 $381.0 $244.2 $101.3 $39.8 $46.6 $57.5
119.8 42.2 $158.8 $417.2 $267.4 $110.9 $43.6 $51.1 $63.0
132.0 46.5 $175.0 $459.8 $294.7 $122.2 $48.1 $56.3 $69.4
552.4 194.8 $732.4 $1,924.6 $1,233.4 $511.5 $201.3 $235.6 $290.4
$478,657,649  $168,799,980 $634,691,339 $1,667,706,816 $1,068,817,651 $443,275,203  $174,411,060 $204,178,642  $251,633,099  $5!
$155,214,273 $7,197,358  $222,999,660 $585,951,043  $375,530,526 $155,745,341 $61,279,562 $71,738,442 $88,411,629  $1
$633,871,922  $175,997,338 $857,690,999 $2,253,657,860 $1,444,348,177 $599,020,544  $235,690,622  $275,917,083  $340,044,728  $7:
Animal Units  Animal Units Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres
383,782 281,540 1,958,517 8,691,860 980,402 1,963,468 2,777,203 1,382,494 1,818,717 10
427,597 313,682 2,182,114 9,684,180 1,092,331 2,187,631 3,094,267 1,540,328 2,026,354 11
463,736 340,194 2,366,541 10,502,664 1,184,653 2,372,524 3,355,787 1,670,513 2,197,616 12
507,871 372,571 2,591,770 11,502,228 1,297,399 2,598,323 3,675,166 1,829,500 2,406,769 13
559,682 410,579 2,856,170 12,675,629 1,429,753 2,863,391 4,050,088 2,016,136 2,652,296 14
2,342,667 1,718,566 11,955,112 53,056,560 5,984,538 11,985,338 16,952,512 8,438,971 11,101,751 61
$154,199,068  $113,119,482  $542,346,652  $865,952,227 $64,401,289 $50,318,688  $167,380,905 $48,011,402 $58,422,339 $
$171,803,461  $126,033,956  $604,264,561  $964,815,106 $71,753,769 $56,063,405  $186,490,225 $53,492,704 $65,092,223 9
$186,323,873  $136,686,041  $655,335,538 $1,046,358,940 $77,818,224 $60,801,748  $202,251,927 $58,013,777 $70,593,660 9
$204,056,766  $149,694,781  $717,705,403 $1,145,943,446 $85,224,372 $66,588,398  $221,500,731 $63,535,089 $77,312,229 $:
$224,873,640  $164,965,912  $790,922,201 $1,262,846,997 $93,918,546 $73,381,421  $244,097,153 $70,016,628 $85,199,245 $:
$815,631,665  $598,342,345 $2,868,727,481 $4,580,430,139  $340,648,821 $266,159,298  $885,356,625  $253,954,971  $309,023,333  $1-
$952,977,021  $288,530,659 $1,331,467,942 $3,474,530,392 $2,243,373,071 $1,333,891,399  $364,533,276  $423,259,250  $531,283,714 $1,1:
-$137,345,356  $309,811,686 $1,537,259,540 $1,105,899,747 -$1,902,724,250 -$1,067,732,101 $520,823,349 -$169,304,278 -$222,260,381 -$1,0

o Large CAFOs (over 1,000 animal units) were separated out since they were covered in February 2003 EPA CAFO regulation and its accompany Benefit Cost Analysis (is consistent with 2003 EQ
o Benefits may be added across columns (categories) since some practices provide benefits in several categories.
o Costs can not be added across columns for this would result in double counting.
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Table 8 Summary of cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs over FY 2008-FY 2012,
using a seven percent discount rate.

($ million of 2007 dollars)

2007 2007 EQIP
EQIP with $1
with $1 billion /
billion / year 2008 Act
To Not year 2008 Act Increases (Acresor  (Acresor
Implement FY 2008 - Benefits  with the Animal Animal
Benefit Category: EQIP FY 2012 & Costs 2008 Act Units) Units) Unit
Animal waste management* $0 $ 554 $ 816 $ 262 2,724,000 4,061,000 Animal
Units
Sheet and rill water erosion $0 $1,948 $2,869 $920 8,019,000 11,955,000 Acres
Grazing land productivity $0 $3,111 $4,580 $1,470 35,586,000 53,057,000 Acres
Irrigation water use $0 $231 $341 $ 109 4,014,000 5,985,000 Acres
Air quality $0 $181 $ 266 $85 8,039,000 11,985,000 Acres
Fertilizer use $0 $ 601 $885 $284 11,370,000 16,953,000 Acres
Wildlife habitat $0 $172 $ 254 $81 5,660,000 8,439,000 Acres
Energy use $0 $210 $309 $99 7,446,000 11,102,000 Acres
Carbon sequestration $0 $82 $121 $39 41,525,000 61,911,000 Acres

Grand Total Benefits $0 $7,091 $10,441 $3,350

Costs:
Total costs** $0 $7,053 $10,384  $3,332

Net Benefits:
Net benefits $0 $39 $57 $18

*Environmental benefits from improved animal waste management attributed to EQIP are 42 percent below the total CAFO related
benefits to account for environmental benefits captured by EPA regulatory requirements on large CAFOs. Likewise, costs
associated with large CAFOs represent about 23 percent of NRCS costs related to CAFOs of all sizes were deducted from the
analysis.

**Total costs include all federal costs plus private and other non-federal costs which have historically matched federal EQIP FA
funding at an overall 50 percent cost-share rate discounted at seven percent and also the CAFO adjustment above of 23 percent,
discounted at seven percent..
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Table 9. Summary of cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs over FY 2008-FY 2012,
using a three percent discount rate.

($ million of 2007 dollars)

2007 2007 EQIP
EQIP with $1
with $1 billion /
billion / year 2008 Act
To Not year 2008 Act Increases (Acresor  (Acresor
Implement FY 2008 - Benefits  with the Animal Animal
Benefit Category: EQIP FY 2012 & Costs 2008 Act Units) Units) Unit
Animal waste management* $0 $ 696 $1,033 $ 336 2,724,000 4,061,000 Animal
Units
Sheet and rill water erosion $0 $2,438 $3,616 $1,177 8,019,000 11,955,000 Acres
Grazing land productivity $0 $3,951 $5,858 $1,907 35,586,000 53,057,000 Acres
Irrigation water use $0 $297 $ 440 $143 4,014,000 5,985,000 Acres
Air quality $0 $225 $334 $109 8,039,000 11,985,000 Acres
Fertilizer use $0 $716 $1,061 $346 11,370,000 16,953,000 Acres
Wildlife habitat $0 $ 227 $ 336 $ 109 5,660,000 8,439,000 Acres
Energy use $0 $ 254 $ 377 $123 7,446,000 11,102,000 Acres
Carbon sequestration $0 $ 103 $ 153 $ 50 41,525,000 61,911,000 Acres

Grand Total Benefits $0 $8,907 $13,208 $4,301

Costs:
Total costs** $0 $7,512 $11,139 $3,627

Net Benefits:
Net benefits $0 $1,395 $2,069 $674

*Environmental benefits from improved animal waste management attributed to EQIP are 42 percent below the total CAFO related
benefits to account for environmental benefits captured by EPA regulatory requirements on large CAFOs. Likewise, costs
associated with large CAFOs represent about 23 percent of NRCS costs related to CAFOs of all sizes were deducted from the
analysis.

**Total costs include all federal costs plus private and other non-federal costs which have historically matched federal EQIP FA
funding at an overall 50 percent cost-share rate discounted at three percent and also the CAFO adjustment above of 23 percent,
discounted at three percent..
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Appendix A. How NRCS Conducts Its Business.

From 1985 to the present, conservation titles in Farm Bill legislation have had an important role
in food and agricultural policy. From soil erosion prevention, to wetland restoration, to water
quality improvements, to wildlife and energy conservation efforts, the intent of NRCS
conservation activities has been to improve the quality of the environment for future generations.

In essence, the NRCS mission is to ensure the protection and restoration of our natural
environment. The NRCS vision of “Productive Lands- Healthy Environment,” mission
statement of “Helping People Help the Land,” and a recent campaign, “Conservation: Our
Purpose and Our Passion” truly exemplify how conservation technical and financial assistance
translates into environmental improvements and protection.

In order to accomplish conservation goals on private and other non-federal lands, NRCS is
authorized through Farm Bill legislation to use a broad range of programs to encourage the
voluntary conservation of natural resources. Accordingly, Congress and NRCS have recognized
the importance of providing technical and financial assistance through conservation programs
delivered at the state and local level. National Farm Bill legislation states that assistance is to be
provided to the areas with the most pressing environmental resource concerns.

State and local conservationists play a pivotal role in accomplishing the NRCS mission of
protecting and restoring natural resources. In each state, the state technical committee, which is
comprised of representatives from Federal, state, local, and Indian Tribal governments as well as
representatives of organizations knowledgeable about conservation and agricultural production
issues and other interested individuals, advise and make recommendations to the NRCS State
Conservationist on the implementation of NRCS-administered conservation programs. This
includes the prioritization of natural resource concerns and other issues related to how and where
financial assistance funds will be used to address environmental resource concerns in the
individual states and territories. Local NRCS conservationist planners then prepare conservation
plans in consultation with private landowners. Conservation plans are designed to address
environmental resource concerns on private, non-Federal, or Native American Government
lands. NRCS conservationists help individuals and communities take a comprehensive approach
to planning the proper use and protection of natural resources on these lands through a nine-step
planning process described in the NRCS National Planning Procedures Handbook (hereby
incorporated by reference).

As part of this conservation planning effort, individual environmental reviews called
Environmental Evaluations (EEs) are completed which inform the conservation planning effort
and assist the agency’s compliance with NRCS regulations that implement the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The EEs are a concurrent part of the planning process in
which the potential long-term and short-term impacts of an action on people, their physical
surroundings, and natural resource concerns are evaluated and alternative actions explored. The
EEs and conservation plans are developed to assist the landowner in making decisions and
implementing the conservation practices identified in the conservation plan. The EEs produced
for each landowner also consider the on-site economic costs and benefits of the conservation
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plan. NRCS field staff are trained to knowledgably discuss the full economic costs and benefits
of conservation systems with the landowners.

NRCS provides financial assistance (FA) and technical assistance (TA) EQIP funds to
implement practices that meet NRCS conservation practice standards and specifications as
documented in the agency’s Field Office Technical Guides (E-FOTG) and the National
Handbook of Conservation Practices (NHCP). These conservation practices are developed
through a multi-disciplinary science-based process in order to minimize the risk of failure.
NRCS practice standards are established at a national level, and set the minimum level of
acceptable quality for planning, designing, installing, operating, and maintaining conservation
practices. Ata minimum, each conservation practice standard includes the definition and
purposes of the practice, conditions in which the conservation practice applies, and the criteria
supporting each purpose. When a conservation practice standard is developed or revised, NRCS
publishes a notice in the Federal Register of the availability of the standard for review and
comment for a period of not less than 30 days from the date of publication. Standards from the
NHCP and interim standards are used and implemented by States, as needed, and may be
modified to include additional requirements to meet State or local needs. Because of wide
variations in site conditions such as soils, climate, and topography, States can revise these
national standards and develop specifications to add special provisions or provide additional
details in the conservation practice standards. State laws and local ordinances or regulations may
also dictate more stringent criteria; in no case, however, can states use standards that are lower
than national standards.

NRCS conservation practices are normally implemented as part of a conservation system that
consists of one or more conservation practices. This is done not only to address the identified
natural resource concerns, but also to avoid or minimize potential adverse ancillary impacts
identified through the NRCS conservation process. When NRCS provides financial assistance
for a single practice, it is because adverse ancillary impacts are not anticipated, or because the
landowner is progressively implementing a plan.

Financial Assistance moving from cost-share rates to payment rates:

EQIP, as part of the 2002 Act, paid a percentage of the actual costs of implementing
conservation practices as documented by producer receipts (historically referred to as a cost
share). For the first time, the 2002 EQIP also paid incentive payments for management practices
— most of whose benefits are difficult to measure. This change plus the burden on NRCS staff
and producers in collecting the bills necessary to administer cost-share payments convinced
NRCS to move, in fiscal year (FY) 2008, to a fixed rate, or payment schedule, for FA. This
system bases FA on the establishment of payment schedules to set fixed rates for typical practice
scenarios, as determined by each State. Moving to such a rate allows producers to know the
exact amount of FA that they can expect to receive for implementing a given conservation
practice(s) at the time of application and contracting.

The 2008 Act formalizes the payment schedule approach and places it into Statute. As defined

by Congress, EQIP payments include financial and technical assistance provided to producers for
performing conservation practice(s). EQIP payments include compensation for planning, design,
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equipment, materials, labor, management, maintenance, training, and income forgone by the
producer. The 2008 Act requires that payments made to producers may not exceed 75 percent of
the costs or 100 percent of the income foregone by the producer. Incentive payments are no
longer part of EQIP. Through a special rule in the 2008 Act, the Secretary of Agriculture may
afford greater significance practices that promote conservation improvements in the following
areas: residue management, nutrient management, air quality management, invasive species
management, pollinator habitat, animal carcass management technology, and/or pest
management. By affording greater significance, the Secretary may adjust the amount and rate of
payment for practices that address these areas. The new payment system is based on typical
costs incurred and income forgone, meeting World Trade Organization (WTO) obligations.

While the structure for payments has changed significantly, states still have the latitude to adjust
the payment rates between program years. The upper limit in the statute remains 75 percent and
90 percent for historically underserved producers that include limited resource, beginning, and
socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers.

Since payment rates are fixed, there is the potential for making a payment to some producers for
more than the actual cost of the practice. This is considered a minor issue by USDA when
balanced with the administrative costs of collecting producer receipts and enforcement. The rule
does include a provision stating that: “The payments to a participant under the program will be
reduced proportionately below the rate established by the State Conservationist or designated
conservationist, or the payment limit as set in paragraph (c) of this section, to the extent that total
financial contributions for a conservation practice from other leveraged sources exceed 100
percent of the costs incurred for implementing or performing the conservation practice.” It is
expected that this flexibility will be rarely used as historically, there has been very few EQIP
contracts associated with other funding sources.

The 2008 Act also includes a provision for payments dedicated to limited resource, beginning, or
socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers. Congress requires that NRCS shall increase
payments to limited resource, beginning, and/or socially disadvantaged farmers or ranchers.
These three groups form a new designation referred to as “historically underserved producers.”
The increased payments may not exceed 90 percent of the costs for a conservation practice or be
no less than 25 percent above the otherwise applicable payment rate. Also, an advanced
payment may be provided to historically underserved producers up to an amount not more than
30 percent of the applicable payment rate for purchasing materials or services. Lastly, up to ten
percent of funding in any state must be allocated to either beginning farmers and ranchers or
socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers or any combination of the two adding up to ten
percent.

Under the 2008 Act, assistance for the application of conservation practices is limited by the
payment rate percentages described above, and by the total aggregate amount that can be paid to
any one producer. Congress mandated that NRCS financial and technical assistance may not
exceed the aggregate of $300,000 during any six-year period (with limited waiver authority to
$450,000). The 2002 Act had allowed for the aggregate amount to not exceed $450,000 during
any six-year period.
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Table 10. EQIP enrollment backlog by state, FY 2007.

Percent
Backlog of
applications

Number of Cost share Total treated Unfunded Estimated unfunded FY 2007

State FIPS contracts obligated acres applications application dollars contracts
ALABAMA 01 1,274 $12,984,170 102,228 1,261 $12,871,884 99%
ALASKA 02 37 $4,568,731 2,197,302 47 $5,803,523 127%
ARIZONA 04 217 $20,309,444 796,032 177 $16,565,768 82%
ARKANSAS 05 1,263 $18,843,963 188,049 605 $9,026,600 48%
CALIFORNIA 06 1,192 $48,098,767 457,367 1,365 $55,079,538 115%
COLORADO 08 1,184 $28,540,270 544,326 714 $17,210,941 60%
CONNECTICUT 09 60 $4,431,657 2,392 14 $1,034,053 23%
DELAWARE 10 161 $5,850,099 30,355 210 $7,630,564 130%
FLORIDA 12 617 $20,137,719 152,268 565 $18,440,538 92%
GEORGIA 13 1,178 $16,406,237 111,684 1,226 $17,089,251 104%
HAWAII 15 82 $4,797,947 14,185 49 $2,867,066 60%
IDAHO 16 500 $15,055,858 238,169 451 $13,580,386 90%
ILLINOIS 17 1,643 $13,362,652 186,304 856 $6,961,916 52%
INDIANA 18 739 $11,455,788 124,610 212 $3,286,369 29%
IOWA 19 1,501 $21,351,879 126,316 1,471 $20,925,122 98%
KANSAS 20 1,635 $24,001,982 583,175 536 $7,868,539 33%
KENTUCKY 21 956 $10,825,096 64,712 319 $3,612,139 33%
LOUISIANA 22 1,129 $14,349,844 141,302 495 $6,291,559 44%
MAINE 23 281 $6,398,365 36,675 473 $10,770,201 168%
MARYLAND 24 405 $6,365,194 37,316 13 $204,315 3%
MASSACHUSETTS 25 107 $3,699,604 4,194 159 $5,497,543 149%
MICHIGAN 26 440 $15,888,153 103,316 288 $10,399,519 65%
MINNESOTA 27 1,528 $26,289,610 353,611 248 $4,266,900 16%
MISSISSIPPI 28 2,367 $15,867,936 145,170 2,163 $14,500,363 91%
MISSOURI 29 1,393 $20,420,022 178,636 2,813 $41,235,851 202%
MONTANA 30 771 $23,712,638 938,787 1,811 $55,698,555 235%
NEBRASKA 31 1,712 $26,167,340 593,110 1,531 $23,400,814 89%
NEVADA 32 95 $5,713,196 35,143 141 $8,479,585 148%
NEW HAMPSHIRE 33 139 $3,662,896 10,634 168 $4,427,097 121%
NEW JERSEY 34 90 $3,749,978 9,918 283 $11,791,597 314%
NEW MEXICO 35 518 $18,399,283 1,271,017 690 $24,508,697 133%
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Table 10. EQIP enrollment backlog by state, FY 2007.

Percent
Backlog of
applications
Number of Cost share Total treated Unfunded Estimated unfunded FY 2007
State FIPS contracts obligated acres applications application dollars contracts
NEW YORK 36 535 $11,227,830 65,256 284 $5,960,194 53%
NORTH CAROLINA 37 680 $15,777,154 59,302 452 $10,487,168 66%
NORTH DAKOTA 38 712 $18,080,872 624,814 1,062 $26,968,938 149%
OHIO 39 1,242 $12,125,786 128,053 1,313 $12,818,963 106%
OKLAHOMA 40 1,643 $23,369,055 587,286 3,772 $53,650,703 230%
OREGON 41 580 $17,342,417 265,934 759 $22,694,646 131%
PENNSYLVANIA 42 430 $10,782,891 39,931 1,208 $30,292,400 281%
RHODE ISLAND 44 37 $2,296,397 2,838 33 $2,048,138 89%
SOUTH CAROLINA 45 411 $6,756,832 61,663 785 $12,905,384 191%
SOUTH DAKOTA 46 369 $16,996,536 728,231 729 $33,578,520 198%
TENNESSEE 47 991 $10,633,789 69,850 1,366 $14,702,176 138%
TEXAS 48 5,099 $72,109,823 2,661,741 3,078 $43,537,479 60%
UTAH 49 360 $18,428,662 196,864 1,312 $67,162,238 364%
VERMONT 50 38 $4,429,044 12,042 185 $21,562,449 487%
VIRGINIA 51 480 $11,664,192 53,804 191 $4,641,376 40%
WASHINGTON 53 470 $16,083,409 255,772 455 $15,570,109 97%
WEST VIRGINIA 54 519 $7,917,474 47,847 707 $10,785,462 136%
WISCONSIN 55 1,094 $17,461,890 181,950 374 $5,969,605 34%
WYOMING 56 508 $13,686,500 1,270,160 949 $25,567,892 187%
PACIFIC BASIN 71 36 $1,430,661 343 2 $79,481 6%
PUERTO RICO 72 252 $3,877,983 12,249 165 $2,539,155 65%
Totals 41,700 $784,185,517 17,104,234 40,535 $864,849,270 97%
Source: NRCS Program Contracting System (ProTracts) 09/30/2007
Table 11. EQIP cost-share rates by benefit category.
Sheetand rill  Grazing land Irrigation Wildlife
water erosion productivity water use Air quality Fertilizer use habitat Energy use sequestration
59% 59% 59% 40% 59% 59% 59%
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Table 12. EQIP practices contracted and installed, FY 2007.

Practice Code and Name

431

472
560
311
591

365

366

316
575
450
397
370
314
322
584
326
360
317
327
328
332
330
331

340
342
589A
589C
402
348
324
356
362

2008 EQIP Interim Benefit-Cost Analysis

Above Ground, Multi-Outlet
Pipeline
Access Control
Access Road
Alley Cropping
Amendments for the

Treatment of Agricultural Waste
Anaerobic Digester, Ambient
Temperature
Anaerobic Digester, Controlled
Temperature
Animal Mortality Facility
Animal Trails and Walkways
Anionic Polyacrylamide
Aquaculture Ponds
Atmospheric Resource Quality Mngt
Brush Management

Channel Bank Vegetation
Channel Stabilization

Clearing and Snagging
Closure of Waste Impoundments
Composting Facility
Conservation Cover
Conservation Crop Rotation
Contour Buffer Strips

Contour Farming

Contour Orchard and Other Fruit
Area

Cover Crop

Critical Area Planting

Cross Wind Ridges
Cross Wind Trap Strips

Dam

Dam, Diversion

Deep Tillage

Dike

Diversion

Approved
Number Number

Units Contracts Units
Ft. 8 12,601
Ac. 1327 656,789
Ft. 713 1,783,790
Ac. 29 180
AU 67 200,754
No. 2 2
No. 3 3
No. 210 216
Ft. 368 263,771
Ac. 2 702
Ac. 9 1,276
Ac. 135 41,535
Ac. 3925 748,690
Ac. 21 93
Ft. 10 3,862
Ft. 4 3,518
No. 161 171
No. 363 352
Ac. 296 5,584
Ac. 729 75,810
Ac. 6 331
Ac. 40 781
Ac. 24 121
Ac. 1000 240,739
Ac. 2992 23,716
Ac. 4 1,792
Ac. 1 2
No. & Ac-Ft 10 1,709
No. 9 266
Ac. 69 16,275
Ft. 134 1,035,118
Ft. 635 843,844

46

Cost

Share
$94,185

$7,404,641
$5,383,290

$38,801
$1,756,181

$632,830
$1,025,000

$2,285,889
$1,891,614
$5,223
$14,655
$2,534,508
$34,319,778
$33,024
$116,473
$49,776
$2,591,781
$6,271,685
$454,155
$6,417,986
$3,741
$102,637
$14,413

$5,615,646
$2,535,610
$25,284
$70
$237,870
$58,627
$297,118
$1,349,061
$1,290,596

Implemented
Number Number
Contracts Units

5 11,000

1,157 347,594

869 1,296,858

61 278

275 696,716

1 1

2 2

184 181

422 241,898

6 640

96 9,671

855 178,619

7,279 857,019

13 190

26 13,330

5 4,040

200 203

330 306

395 5,362

2,638 198,226

20 437

130 3,194

86 256

2,885 262,257

2,976 20,827

19 5,030

1 2

9 9

14 24

158 18,562

126 795,010

694 779,897
01/08/2009

Cost

Share
$60,301

$3,070,705
$4,791,014
$16,972
$603,713

$100,000
$105,000

$1,563,069
$2,072,515
$1,819
$96,689
$3,569,394
$27,224,536
$26,835
$151,750
$63,189
$3,679,148
$5,246,915
$391,528
$8,800,039
$11,358
$48,907
$11,463

$4,489,614
$2,121,320
$25,148

$2

$55,539
$34,302
$360,101
$870,373
$1,486,021

Total

Cost
$101,449

$5,408,456
$7,799,639

$33,944
$1,066,257

$172,414
$175,073

$2,934,994
$3,056,921
$2,717
$148,753
$6,225,248
$50,373,823
$43,749
$252,048
$108,947
$6,152,128
$8,904,689
$647,379
$15,666,136
$20,292
$93,455
$22,559

$7,780,885
$3,589,576
$37,534

$3
$111,078
$54,756
$587,491
$1,360,915
$2,429,707



Table 12. EQIP practices contracted and installed, FY 2007.

Practice Code and Name

554 Drainage Water Management

647 Early Successional Habitat
Development/Management

592 Feed Management

382 Fence

386 Field Border

393 Filter Strip

394 Firebreak

396 Fish Passage

511 Forage Harvest Management

384 Forest Slash Treatment

666 Forest Stand Improvement

655 Forest Trails and Landings

383 Fuel Break

410 Grade Stabilization Structure

412 Grassed Waterway

548 Grazing Land Mechanical Trmnt

561 Heavy Use Area Protection

422 Hedgerow Planting

603 Herbaceous Wind Barriers

423 Hillside Ditch

320 Irrigation Canal or Lateral

388 Irrigation Field Ditch

464 Irrigation Land Leveling

552 Irrigation Regulating Reservoir

436 Irrigation Storage Reservoir

441 Irrigation System, Microirrigation

442 Irrigation System, Sprinkler

443 Irrigation System, Surface and
Subsurface

447 Irrigation System, Tailwater
Recovery

428B Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Ditch & Canal Lining, Flexible
428A Irrigation Water Conveyance,

Ditch and Canal Lining, Plain
Concrete

2008 EQIP Interim Benefit-Cost Analysis

Approved
Number Number

Units Contracts Units
Ac. 71 6,590
Ac. 144 1,315
No. & Aus 26 7,376
Ft. 9333 52,511,081
Ft. 453 2,553,054
Ac. 325 1,029
Ft. 404 4,022,299
Mi. 3 3
Ac. 131 9,209
Ac. 103 3,600
Ac. 1054 44,045
Ac. 125 12,295
Ac. 19 901
No. 1822 3,127
Ac. 1379 46,226
Ac. 38 4,964
Ac. 3201 219,562
Ft. 59 106,843
Ft. 12 1,515,655
Ft. 21 112,974
Ft. 3 3,653
Ft. 15 44,211
Ac. 846 234,135
No. 154 2,769
No. & Ac-Ft 51 5,555
No. & Ac. 832 32,977
No. & Ac. 2654 398,609
No. & Ac. 203 10,939
No. 73 8,113
Ft. 1 2,000
Ft. 147 343,795

47

Cost

Share
$584,674
$179,009

$96,055
$58,838,721
$587,792
$73,592
$452,964
$73,800
$848,612
$525,269
$6,051,250
$491,040
$113,840
$11,909,957
$4,274,353
$73,250
$20,226,967
$100,889
$88,381
$31,399
$40,050
$42,040
$13,298,606
$1,471,228
$2,609,504
$21,884,040
$59,124,810
$2,660,520

$1,906,298
$31,500

$4,624,505

Implemented
Number Number
Contracts Units
74 1,558
277 1,152
120 34,365
13,578 40,030,843
731 2,574,057
523 2,558
350 2,143,285
3 3
219 9,474
88 1,410
1,783 43,666
153 4,400
16 111
2,604 3,869
1,742 2,795
59 10,625
3,671 556,773
60 96,160
32 257,350
35 75,494
4 3,451
23 33,484
1,207 74,442
101 105
31 26,853
1,118 58,109
3,483 379,328
130 11,797
115 122
7 50,722
311 523,699
01/08/2009

Cost
Share
$175,194

$56,000

$157,927
$39,924,783
$532,400
$336,860
$581,223
$14,193
$245,605
$191,389
$5,202,234
$337,767
$51,556
$10,989,387
$4,069,231
$157,585
$17,906,206
$104,306
$46,332
$18,389
$21,094
$45,790
$10,144,420
$681,752
$1,319,147
$24,162,811
$57,417,025
$1,177,316

$1,639,522
$91,557

$4,389,561

Total

Cost
$267,358
$92,951

$243,510
$68,633,449
$1,003,866
$565,327
$998,414
$24,899
$442,735
$305,180
$8,943,170
$521,963
$84,905
$18,338,988
$6,811,974
$268,411
$29,532,179
$187,546
$82,150
$36,777
$36,419
$71,116
$18,189,835
$1,226,614
$2,416,843
$42,770,249
$100,556,251
$2,011,778

$2,826,971
$132,691

$7,396,229



Table 12. EQIP practices contracted and installed, FY 2007.

Practice Code and Name

430AA

430DD

430EE

430CC

430FF

449
460
466
468
634
353
484
590
500
582
512
595
516
378
521C

521D

521A

521B

462
338
409
528

Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Pipeline, Aluminum Tubing
Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Pipeline, High-Pressure,
Underground, Plastic

Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Pipeline, Low-Pressure,
Underground, Plastic

Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Pipeline, Nonreinforced Concrete
Irrigation Water Conveyance,
Pipeline, Steel

Irrigation Water Management
Land Clearing

Land Smoothing

Lined Waterway or Outlet
Manure Transfer

Monitoring Well

Mulching

Nutrient Management
Obstruction Removal

Open Channel

Pasture and Hay Planting

Pest Management

Pipeline

Pond

Pond Sealing or Lining, Bentonite
Sealant

Pond Sealing or Lining, Compacted
Clay Treatment

Pond Sealing or Lining, Flexible
Membrane

Pond Sealing or Lining, Soil
Dispersant

Precision Land Forming
Prescribed Burning

Prescribed Forestry

Prescribed Grazing

2008 EQIP Interim Benefit-Cost Analysis

Approved
Number Number
Units Contracts Units

Ft. 4 4,015
Ft. 1955 4,180,904
Ft. 1043 2,133,213
Ft. 12 41,601
Ft. 94 6,562
Ac. 2379 376,160
Ac. 59 361
Ac. 96 6,935
Ft. 153 34,801
No. 685 27,208
No. 5 6
Ac. 513 11,470
Ac. 7052 1,557,369
Ac. 186 33,100
Ft. 6 16,457
Ac. 6874 379,234
Ac. 4724 1,596,034
Ft. 6728 23,920,358
No. 2639 2,890
No. 36 37
No. 40 40
No. 45 46
No. 31 39
Ac. 31 4,966
Ac. 752 175,900
Ac. 1209 62,114
Ac. 4307 2,951,074

48

Cost

Share
$15,973

$27,670,553

$11,321,089

$822,480
$89,149

$8,560,012
$103,531
$858,620
$1,007,354
$10,574,209
$9,000
$1,211,848
$26,999,841
$798,368
$211,063
$24,860,533
$17,579,684
$33,026,949
$10,903,583
$492,428

$681,704
$1,102,961
$294,508

$318,135
$1,899,870
$620,330
$21,718,888

Implemented
Number Number Cost
Contracts Units Share
4 4,006 $15,988

2,533 4,279,412 $25,291,751

1,393 2,408,800 $11,142,168

16 29,463 $287,878

90 6,420 $69,074
4,230 517,799 $5,979,637
72 396 $154,655
139 4,732 $436,996
158 24,194 $615,288
954 1,451 $8,675,422
64,128 $539,666

466 3,674,205 $25,679,474
22,388 3,197 $630,326
185 33,071 $181,565
12 472,374 $18,604,641
9,431 2,346,470 $18,900,590
15,707 8,718 $250,657
8,163 19,915,281 $22,966,897
2,456 5,045 $7,172,834
18 103,152 $263,980

9 15,074 $68,668

36 104,486 $780,691

19 19 $121,066

29 29,495 $252,802
737 98,468 $835,209
625 25,422 $280,649

9,278 6,188,773 $18,076,458

01/08/2009

Total
Cost
$25,068

$43,304,889
$19,283,317

$489,059
$117,518

$10,236,481
$275,722
$767,826
$1,003,246
$14,867,799
$910,216
$44,649,667
$967,356
$263,898
$33,716,117
$31,776,506
$437,610
$38,428,202
$12,420,420
$446,292

$122,947
$1,313,495
$203,228

$472,707
$1,522,208
$461,893
$31,704,328



Table 12. EQIP practices contracted and installed, FY 2007.

Approved Implemented
Number Number Cost Number Number Cost Total
Practice Code and Name Units Contracts Units Share Contracts Units Share Cost
533 Pumping Plant No. 2109 2,258 $9,837,127 1,915 1,980 $6,958,306 $12,080,317
550 Range Planting Ac. 954 100,257 $4,416,661 1,221 98,954 $3,307,074 $5,901,376
568 Recreation Trail and Walkway Ft. 1 1,200 $58,626 1 138 $3,171 $5,766
345 Residue and Tillage Management, Ac. 708 338,825 $10,221,393 2,794 719,175 $9,061,664 $16,507,545
Mulch Till
329 Residue and Tillage Management, Ac. 2358 867,998 $28,732,866 10,112 1,870,495 $31,313,939 $54,553,168
No-Till/Strip Till/Direct Seed
346 Residue and Tillage Management, Ac. 7 3,078 $96,269 37 3,475 $31,027 $58,197
Ridge Till
344 Residue Management, Seasonal Ac. 39 20,296 $385,488 262 74,442 $553,138 $1,003,399
643 Restoration and Management of Ac. 202 5,088 $648,885 194 8,525 $479,023 $896,162
Rare and Declining Habitats
391 Riparian Forest Buffer Ac. 124 669 $279,120 248 1,038 $181,164 $302,607
390 Riparian Herbaceous Cover Ac. 26 233 $15,780 49 203 $20,680 $30,331
558 Roof Runoff Structure No. 500 2,006 $1,008,841 504 537 $937,682 $1,490,251
557 Row Arrangement Ac. 24 1,035 $18,035 9 109 $1,783 $3,524
570 Runoff Management System No. 1 1 $20,000 3 4 $19,716 $29,093
610 Salinity and Sodic Soil Ac. 55 5,247 $456,463 105 6,370 $175,295 $270,879
Management
350 Sediment Basin No. 206 8,808 $2,494,189 248 296 $2,640,325 $4,573,762
646 Shallow Water Development and Ac. 36 5,490 $132,475 119 8,815 $78,519 $149,055
Management
381 Silvopasture Establishment Ac. 11 474 $56,000 3 143 $14,790 $28,123
632 Solid/Liquid Waste Separation No. 65 73 $1,488,557 26 24 $928,385 $1,503,345
Facility
572 Spoil Spreading Ac. 3 8 $6,650 7 17,665 $18,200 $31,477
574 Spring Development No. 663 803 $1,358,174 778 893 $1,242,449 $2,009,855
578 Stream Crossing No. 602 2,594 $2,076,831 400 1,793 $993,394 $1,605,057
395 Stream Habitat Improvement and Ac. 21 2,475 $238,406 31 2,778 $312,739 $523,174
Management
580 Streambank and Shoreline Ft. 310 242,281 $6,668,102 422 313,002 $4,921,149 $8,267,298
Protection
585 Stripcropping Ac. 28 1,529 $91,824 52 3,384 $55,611 $92,005
587 Structure for Water Control No. 1719 37,148 $8,945,175 2,579 5,104 $7,459,099 $12,488,693
606 Subsurface Drain Ft. 568 1,583,216 $2,677,007 570 1,182,526 $1,695,433 $2,974,233
607 Surface Drainage, Field Ditch Ft. 6 10,940 $21,508 10 24,662 $29,236 $49,225
608 Surface Drainage, Main or Lateral Ft. 4 126,399 $203,045 7 20,761 $102,609 $179,991
609 Surface Roughening Ac. 1 98 $735 11 2,669 $25,604 $45,721
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Table 12. EQIP practices contracted and installed, FY 2007.

Approved Implemented
Number Number Cost Number Number Cost Total
Practice Code and Name Units Contracts Units Share Contracts Units Share Cost
600 Terrace Ft. 1478 14,204,934 $11,677,565 2,155 9,803,395 $8,343,265 $15,551,793
612 Tree/Shrub Establishment Ac. 1574 61,755 $4,792,488 2,017 57,299 $3,392,563 $6,060,336
660 Tree/Shrub Pruning Ac. 215 15,507 $834,463 187 4,205 $306,189 $519,968
490 Tree/Shrub Site Preparation Ac. 1126 48,471 $5,436,526 1,233 45,193 $2,936,700 $5,400,647
620 Underground Outlet Ft. 1580 2,796,529 $6,604,013 1,952 2,264,887 $5,292,254 $9,663,273
645 Upland Wildlife Habitat Ac. 905 136,864 $1,648,031 1,095 53,613 $955,005 $1,709,964
Management
635 Vegetated Treatment Area Ac. 131 4,767 $365,693 85 71 $236,238 $354,468
601 Vegetative Barriers Ft. 15 11,839 $42,751 20 15,723 $61,805 $123,214
630 Vertical Drain No. 4 8 $19,443 13 42 $22,808 $44,595
367 Waste Facility Cover No. 34 37 $1,002,114 12 10 $272,869 $436,319
313 Waste Storage Facility No. 1570 1,553 $62,301,080 1,941 1,871 $64,540,336 $108,417,152
629 Waste Treatment No. 29 34 $938,087 9 8 $372,374 $625,096
359 Waste Treatment Lagoon No. 71 80 $1,004,871 184 186 $1,116,831 $1,903,701
633 Waste Utilization Ac. 429 118,341 $4,699,518 1,604 251,601 $3,915,450 $7,069,907
638 Water and Sediment Control Basin No. 786 3,763 $4,653,608 1,228 4,203 $4,261,157 $7,528,824
636 Water Harvesting Catchment No. 20 27 $126,714 27 31 $205,259 $327,770
642 Water Well No. 2663 2,780 $12,397,807 2,591 2,500 $9,330,102 $15,868,016
614 Watering Facility No. 7870 17,519 $21,196,491 10,547 17,172 $15,090,165 $25,248,274
640 Waterspreading Ac. 1 184 $19,145 5 1,049 $12,120 $19,694
351 Well Decommissioning No. 315 1,219 $338,504 388 479 $305,329 $532,180
355 Well Water Testing No. 8 9 $525 3 5 $580 $799
658 Wetland Creation Ac. 6 6 $15,473 3 6 $4,720 $8,096
659 Wetland Enhancement Ac. 14 184 $138,650 13 859 $28,708 $45,975
657 Wetland Restoration Ac. 23 208 $131,105 30 507 $183,092 $288,704
644 Wetland Wildlife Habitat Ac. 41 1,121 $78,808 51 589 $37,210 $67,697
Management
380 Windbreak/Shelterbelt Ft. 801 2,147,482 $1,818,656 1,096 2,366,782 $1,482,712 $2,518,411
Establishment
650 Windbreak/Shelterbelt Renovation Ft. 88 312,856 $274,622 148 415,968 $250,585 $439,317
Totals 111,814 $727,130,701 94,973 $618,130,500 $1,068,999,600
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Table 13. Historical and projected EQIP technical and financial assistance,

FY 1996-FY2012.

(thousands of dollars)

Technical Financial
Fiscal year Assistance (TA) Assistance (FA)

1996 $10,500 $125,500
1997 $20,000 $180,000
1998 $38,000 $162,000
1999 $33,060 $140,940
2000 $33,060 $140,940
2001 $37,989 $161,954
2002 $35,530 $151,470
2003 $176,159 $532,891
2004 $230,933 $755,091
2005 $263,005 $813,113
2006 $262,616 $793,502
2007 $261,990 $812,023
2008 $318,000 $882,000
2009 $354,305 $982,695
2010 $384,250 $1,065,750
2011 $420,820 $1,167,180
2012 $463,750 $1,286,250
Totals $3,343,967 $10,153,299

1996-2012

Total

TA & FA
$136,000
$200,000
$200,000
$174,000
$174,000
$199,943
$187,000
$709,050
$986,024
$1,076,118
$1,056,118
$1,074,013
$1,200,000
$1,337,000
$1,450,000
$1,588,000
$1,750,000
$13,597,266
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Appendix B. Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations and EPA
Regulations

In February 2003, EPA revised the effluent limitations and permitting regulations for
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs). The 2003 rule added poultry operations
with dry manure handling systems to the definition of CAFO, eliminated the exemption for
operations that discharge only in a large 25-year, 24-hour storm event, and added requirements
for land application areas under the control of a CAFO (68 FR 7176). The 2003 CAFO rule
required any large CAFO with a potential to discharge manure, litter, or process wastewater to
waters of the United States to apply for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit.

On February 28, 2005, the Second Circuit issued a decision in Waterkeeper Alliance et al. v.
EPA regarding challenges to the 2003 rule. Among its decisions, the court vacated the 2003 rule
requirement that all CAFOs must apply for permits or demonstrate that they do not have the
potential to discharge. The court also vacated the rule provisions that allow permitting
authorities to issue permits to CAFOs without including the terms of the CAFOs’ nutrient
management plans (NMP’s) in the permits. The court also required that permitting authorities
review NMP’s and provide an opportunity for public review and comment.

In response to the Waterkeeper decision, EPA published a proposed rule in June 30, 2006. EPA
proposed to require only owners or operators of those CAFOs that discharge or propose to
discharge to seek authorization under an NPDES permit. Second, EPA proposed to require
CAFOs seeking authorization to discharge under individual permits to submit their NMP’s with
their permit applications or, under general permits, with their notices of intent. Permitting
authorities would be required to review the NMP and provide the public with an opportunity for
meaningful public review and comment. Permitting authorities would also be required to
incorporate terms of the NMP as NPDES permit conditions. The proposed rule also addressed
the remand of issues for further clarification and analysis. These issues concern clarifications
regarding the applicability of water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELS); new source
performance standards for swine, poultry, and veal CAFOs; and “best conventional technology”
effluent limitations guidelines for fecal coliform.

On November 20, 2008, EPA revised the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permitting requirements and Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards (ELGs) for
CAFOs? to allow these operators to voluntarily certify that they do not discharge or propose to
discharge and as such have no duty to apply for a permit. The proposal would establish clear
criteria that a CAFO must meet in order to be eligible for certification. The certification option
would not change the requirement proposed in 2006 that CAFOs that discharge or propose to
discharge would be required to seek permit coverage. In the event of an unforeseen accidental

'Revised National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Regulation and Effluent Limitations Guidelines
for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations in Response to the Waterkeeper Decision, Federal Register, V73,
No. 225, Page 70418. Available at http://www.epa.gov/npdes/regulations/cafo_final_rule preamble2008.pdf.
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discharge from a properly certified CAFO, the CAFO would not be liable for violation of the
duty to apply for a permit, but the certification would no longer be valid.

EPA developed a framework for identifying the terms of the NMP that must be enforceable
requirements of a CAFOs NPDES permit. The proposed framework includes three alternative
approaches for specifying terms of the NMP with respect to rates of application, which are
needed to satisfy the requirement that the NMP include “protocols to land apply manure, litter or
process wastewater...that ensure appropriate agricultural utilization of the nutrients” (40 CFR
122.42(e)(1)(viii). The proposed framework would include supplemental annual reporting
requirements for permitted CAFOs to accompany these proposed alternative approaches.

The existing regulation defines facilities with 1,000 animal units** (AU) or more as CAFOs. The
regulation also states that facilities with 300-1,000 AU are CAFOs if they meet certain
conditions.?® With this in mind, the original EQIP regulations did not allow cost sharing on
CAFOs greater than 1,000 AU since the animal waste from these facilities would be covered by
the EPA regulations. Therefore, EQIP cost sharing would have little additional environmental
benefits.

The original EQIP statute was specifically changed to allow cost sharing of large CAFOs to help
them meet regulations. SEC.1240. PURPOSES states,

“The purposes of the environmental quality incentives program established by this chapter are to
promote agricultural production and environmental quality as compatible goals and to optimize
environmental benefits, by—
(1) assisting producers in complying with local, State, and national regulatory
requirements ...
(2) avoiding, to the maximum extent practicable, the need for resource and
regulatory programs ...
(3) providing flexible assistance to producers to install maintain conservation
practices that sustain food and fiber production while—
(A) enhancing soil, water, and related natural resources, including grazing
land, forestland, wetland, and wildlife; and
(B) conserving energy;
(4) assisting producers to make beneficial, cost effective changes to production
systems (including conservation practices related to organic production), grazing
management, fuels management, forest management, nutrient management
associated with livestock, pest or irrigation management, or other practices on
agricultural and forested land; and

22According to the 2002 NPDES definition (EPA) an animal unit (AU) is one slaughter or feeder cattle, 0.7 mature
dairy cows, 2.5 swine (other than feeder pigs), 30 laying hens or broilers (if liquid system), or 100 laying hens or
broilers (if continuous overflow watering).

*The term AU is a measurement established in the 1970 regulations that attempted to equalize the characteristics of
the wastes among different animal types; there are significant differences between the legally defined EPA
definition and the USDA definition. The analysis underlying this report translates between the two definitions as
needed.
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(5) consolidating and streamlining conservation planning and regulatory
compliance processes to reduce administrative burdens on producers and the cost
of achieving environmental goals.”

The economic analysis shown here identifies the economic and environmental impacts of the
conservation practices installed with the FA and TA provided by EQIP funds to livestock
producers, including CAFOs. The analysis includes measures being installed on a voluntary
basis, those being installed to avoid the need for new regulations, and those assisting producers
in complying with regulatory requirements. The increased livestock percentage of program
costs, and the increased cost limitation was added precisely to help large livestock producers
comply with these EPA regulations; therefore we feel it is important to identify the impact of the
EQIP regulation on compliance with other rulemakings.

On the other hand, the costs and benefits of regulating CAFOs has already been analyzed and
attributed to EPA regulations. Although we have provided an analysis of the relationship
between these programs, this analysis separates the costs and benefits of the EPA regulations on
large CAFOs and the costs and benefits of EQIP spending to assist producers in complying with
the EPA regulations so as not to double-count any costs and/or benefits. These adjustments are
found in appendix D (on costs) and appendix F (on benefits). If one were to assume that the
benefits generated through EQIP funding on all animal waste discharge activities be assigned to
the EPA CAFO regulations, the net benefits of EQIP would obviously be lower than under
alternative assumptions (table 14). In the case of costs, the EQIP FA and TA incurred in
assisting producers to comply with EPA regulatory requirements associated with large CAFOs
can be seen as transfer payments to producers in meeting an “unfunded” mandate by EPA acting
much like a “shock absorber” for producers to acquire needed capital and technical expertise to
meet EPA requirements. However, they represent real adjustment costs that would have been
incurred by the producer through their own private sources or by NRCS in this case. Given this
situation, we believe it is appropriate to reduce NRCS costs incurred in providing such
assistance. EQIP conservation practices for large (regulated) CAFOs (over 1,000 AUs) and
small CAFOs (under 1,000 AUs) were analyzed separately. Costs and benefits associated with
the larger CAFOs are adjusted out of the summary EQIP cost and benefit tables 1, 8, 9 and 14.
Detailed costs and benefits of working with both large and small CAFOs are included in separate
columns in tables 6 and 7. Construction costs of building waste management structures have
large economies of scale.
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Table 14. Summary of cumulative 5-year EQIP benefits and costs over FY 2008-FY 2012,
using a seven percent discount rate.

($ million of 2007 dollars)

2007 2007 EQIP
EQIP with $1
with $1 billion /
billion / year 2008 Act
To Not year 2008 Act Increases (Acresor  (Acresor
Implement FY 2008 - Benefits with the Animal Animal
Benefit Category: EQIP FY 2012 & Costs 2008 Act Units) Units) Unit
Animal waste management* $0 $ 554 $ 816 $ 262 2,724,000 4,061,000 Animal
Units
Sheet and rill water erosion $0 $1,948 $2,869 $920 8,019,000 11,955,000 Acres
Grazing land productivity $0 $3,111 $4,580 $1,470 35,586,000 53,057,000 Acres
Irrigation water use $0 $231 $341 $ 109 4,014,000 5,985,000 Acres
Air quality $0 $181 $ 266 $85 8,039,000 11,985,000 Acres
Fertilizer use $0 $ 601 $885 $284 11,370,000 16,953,000 Acres
Wildlife habitat $0 $172 $ 254 $81 5,660,000 8,439,000 Acres
Energy use $0 $ 210 $ 309 $99 7,446,000 11,102,000 Acres
Carbon sequestration $0 $82 $121 $39 41,525,000 61,911,000 Acres

Grand Total Benefits $0 $7,091 $10,441 $3,350

Costs:
Total costs** $0 $7,053 $10,384  $3,332

Net Benefits:
Net benefits $0 $39 $57 $18

*Environmental benefits from improved animal waste management attributed to EQIP are 42 percent below the total CAFO related
benefits to account for environmental benefits captured by EPA regulatory requirements on large CAFOs. Likewise, costs
associated with large CAFOs represent about 23 percent of NRCS costs related to CAFOs of all sizes were deducted from the
analysis.

**Total costs include all federal costs plus private and other non-federal costs which have historically matched federal EQIP FA
funding at an overall 50 percent cost-share rate discounted at seven percent and also the CAFO adjustment above of 23 percent,
discounted at seven percent..
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Appendix C. Relationship of EQIP to Other Farm Bill
Conservation Programs

In addition to EQIP, there are several other conservation laws that help to conserve, enhance,
protect, and improve private and non-federal lands. A brief overview of the relevant Federal
programs is provided below. Other programs described below could be used in adjacent tracts
and therefore can lead to overlapping cumulative effects for environmental resources with
varying geographical ranges. Further, other cumulative effects might result from corridor
conservation projects that may affect more than the site in which the conservation project may be
applied.

It is important to note that land enrolled in other conservation programs is eligible for EQIP
provided:

e EQIP does not pay for the same practice on the same land as any other USDA
conservation program.

e Land enrolled in CRP and Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) may
only be offered for enrollment during the last year of the contract and no EQIP practice
shall be applied on that land until after the CRP contract has expired or has been
terminated.

e The EQIP practices do not defeat the purpose of either EQIP or the other conservation
program.

Conservation Reserve Program CRP) / Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program (CREP)

The CRP and CREP are programs designed to establish vegetative cover on environmentally
sensitive lands. These programs have also been characterized as land idling programs, designed
to idle existing cropland for varying amounts of time. The intent of the programs is to retire
marginally productive lands that also contribute significant amounts of pollutants to surface
waters when used for agricultural production or provide significant wildlife benefits if idled with
appropriate vegetative cover, or both.

The impact of these programs is to reduce the amount of low productivity land used to produce
crops in the United States, provide a source of steady reliable income to owners of the enrolled
cropland, reduce agricultural non-point source pollution, and provide habitat for wildlife species.

Land enrolled in CRP/CRERP is eligible for EQIP provided the practices contracted through EQIP
are applied after the CRP/CREP contract expires. There is very little CRP acreage with EQIP
contracts on them, and this is not expected to change with the implementation of the new Farm
Bill.
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Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP)

This program offers incentives to landowners to enhance and restore degraded wetlands in
exchange for retiring marginal land from agricultural production. A limited amount of adjacent
land can be included as a buffer.

The program offers landowners three options including a permanent easement, a 30-year
easement, and a restoration cost-share agreement only. The financial assistance offered to
landowners varies with each of the options. A permanent easement offers 100 percent of the
value of an easement (development rights are not included in the valuation of the easements) and
100 percent of the restoration costs. A 30-year easement offers 75 percent of the value of the
same easement along with 75 percent of the restoration costs. A cost-share agreement only
provides 75 percent of the costs of restoration. There is no easement involved with this option;
however, the cost-share agreement is normally for a period of ten years.

Impacts of the program include an immediate payment to the successfully enrolled landowner, a
reduction in the production of agricultural commodities, improved wildlife habitat, especially for
those species specifically associated with wetland environments, and other wetland functions and
value. Since the WRP participants is already participating in an NRCS program on part of their
land, they are likely to participant with EQIP, WHIP (see below), or another program on their
remaining working lands.

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP)

The purpose of the WHIP program is to create high quality wildlife habitats. Special priority is
given to projects that support wildlife species of Federal, State, local, or tribal importance.

Privately owned agricultural lands, non-industrial private forest lands (NIPF) and tribal lands are
eligible. This program is not primarily a land idling program, since very little cropland is
enrolled in WHIP. However, WHIP may be used to enhance wildlife habitat on working forest
and range lands. The major impact of the program is the creation of habitat for species of
importance in each State. The majority of projects have been involved with improving upland
wildlife habitats.

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP)

The intent of the Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program is to help farmers keep their land in
agricultural use and protect associated conservation values. The program achieves this aim by
purchasing conservation easements that essentially buy up development rights from the
landowners. The landowners also agree to implement a conservation plan for any highly
erodible land contained in the easement area. EQIP could potentially be used by landowners
enrolled in FRPP to help address specific practice needs.

Eligible lands are currently part of a farm or ranch that is large enough to be a viable agricultural

enterprise, include prime, unique, or other productive soil, and be under threat of development
for non-agricultural uses.
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This program not only retains farm and ranch lands in agricultural uses, but also maintains green
space in areas subject to development pressures.

Conservation Security Program (CSP)

The Conservation Security Program (CSP) was a voluntary program that provided financial and
technical assistance to promote the conservation and improvement of soil, water, air, energy,
plant and animal life, and other conservation purposes on Tribal and private working lands.
Working lands include cropland, grassland, prairie land, improved pasture, and range land, as
well as forested land that is an incidental part of an agriculture operation. The Farm Security and
Rural Investment Act of 2002 (2002 Act) (P.L. 107-171) amended the Food Security Act of 1985
to authorize the program. The program was intended to reward landowners for their efforts on
behalf of land stewardship. Payments were made to holders of agricultural lands at varying
levels depending on the level of conservation applied to the land. The Conservation Security
Program also made technical and financial assistance available to help producers reach and
maintain these high levels of conservation. This technical and financial assistance was similar to
the EQIP cost sharing, using the same 75 percent maximum cost-share limits. The 2008 Act
terminated the 2002 Conservation Security Program by prohibiting any new Conservation
Security Program contracts after FY 2008, and providing enough funds to complete the current
contracts.

Conservation Stewardship Program (CStP)

The Conservation Stewardship Program (CStP), a new program established in the 2008 Act, is
designed to encourage agricultural producers to address resource concerns in a comprehensive
manner by improving, maintaining and managing existing conservation activities and
undertaking additional conservation activities. Privately owned and tribal agricultural lands and
associated forested lands, including non-industrial private forest lands, are eligible for enrollment
in CStP. Participants enter into contracts for a period of five years during which they agree to
continue existing conservation activities to address at least one resource concern and to install or
adopt other conservation activities to meet or exceed stewardship thresholds for at least one
additional resource concern. In return, payments are provided for installing and adopting these
additional conservation activities.

EQIP will be used by some producers to enable them to move to greater levels of resource
protection, and allow the producers to qualify for enrollment in CStP at a later period. In both
Federal program implementation and on-farm assistance, the current EQIP rules are setting
standards that will probably be adopted as the CStP implementation rules are finalized. The
expectation of obtaining longer-term payments for maintaining conservation practices may
increase the number of EQIP applications through the life of this Farm Bill. The interaction of
these two programs will benefit each and succeed in obtaining more conservation on the ground.

Participation in CStP then provides incentives for the producers to continue the conservation
activities that were started under EQIP and to address additional resource concerns.
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Grassland Reserve Program (GRP)

The Grassland Reserve Program is targeted toward protecting grassland and shrub land under
threat of conversion to other uses. Landowners may enroll in a permanent or 30-year (or the
maximum allowed under State law if different) easement or the landowner may enroll in a rental
agreement for 10, 15, 20, or 30 years. With a permanent easement, the landowner is offered the
appraised value of the land, less the grazing value. Thirty-year easements, or the maximum
allowed under State law, receive 30 percent of the appraised value. The rental agreements
receive up to 75 percent of the grazing value in an annual payment for the length of the contract.
Eligible lands may be in any current land use, if the land was historically grassland, and capable
of being restored to a grassland use. Grasslands may be grazed when enrolled in the program.

While the Grassland Reserve Program can fund any needed conservation practices under its
existing authority, the funding for the program may be somewhat limited. The easements to
maintain lands in a grassland use may be relatively costly, and use the bulk of the funds available
to the program. EQIP could provide assistance with installing any needed conservation practices
and help the Grassland Reserve Program achieve its goals.

State and Private Forestry Programs (U.S. Forest Service)

The U.S. Forest Service, through its State and Private Forestry (S&PF) mission area provides
expert advice, technology, and financial assistance to help landowners and resource managers
sustain the Nation’s forests and protect communities and the environment from wild land fires.

Through grants and cooperative agreements, State forestry agencies and other partners deliver
the majority of this landowner assistance through three State and Private Forestry “umbrella”
program areas that receive annual federal appropriations: Forest Health Management;
Cooperative Fire Protection; and Cooperative Forestry. Forest Health Management assistance
includes conducting suppression, prevention, and management activities on native and non-
native insect and disease forest pests and invasive plants.

Cooperative Fire Protection programs focus on the urgent need to reduce the threat of wild land
fires in wild land-urban interface areas. Assistance is provided to complete community wildfire
protection plans and to implement high priority hazard mitigation projects identified in those
plans, which often includes non-industrial private forest (NIPF) lands.

Cooperative Forestry programs provide TA and FA to complete a long-term multi-resource
forest stewardship plan. Assistance is provided to forest landowners for conservation easements
and other mechanisms to conserve private forests. From 2003 to 2006, the Forest Land
Enhancement Program (enacted with 2002 Act) provided cost-share assistance to private
landowners for forestry and agro-forestry practices, however new funding for the program ended
in FY 2006.

Cooperative Forestry Programs include the Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) and the Forest
Legacy program. The FSP provides technical and financial assistance to States to encourage the
long-term stewardship of NIPF lands. Long-term multi-resource forest stewardship plans
provide landowners with the information they need to achieve their unique objectives while
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sustaining a variety of environmental goods and services including clean air and water,
biodiversity, and wildlife habitat. Forest stewardship plans enable landowners to keep their
forests in a healthy condition to reduce the risk of wildfire and pest/disease infestations. Forest
stewardship plans also contribute to the future supply of forest products from private lands and
thus, the health of our rural economies. Some of the assistance in these programs may appear,
instead, in the form of TA and FA associated with EQIP in the future in areas where forestry
resource concerns are identified as important resource concerns in EQIP ranking and funding
decisions. This assistance may displace or supplement current FSP activities.

The Forest Legacy Program helps protect environmentally important Forest areas that are
threatened by conversion to non-forest uses. The Program uses conservation easements and
other mechanisms to conserve private forests and operates on a "willing seller and willing buyer™
basis. Eminent domain or adverse condemnation is not authorized.

Summary of EQIP Interaction with Other Programs

Because EQIP is a working lands program, very little interaction between it and USDA’s land-
idling programs, like CRP/CREP and WRP is expected. A substantial amount of interaction can
be expected with NRCS programs intended to support agricultural activities on the land. These
programs include: the easement programs of FRPP and GRP and enhancement programs like
WHIP and CStP. However, there are limitations on CStP participants to use EQIP funding to
enable them to address that program’s priority resource concerns in order to become eligible for
CStP in the same year. Instead, applicants who do not meet the requirements of CStP can use
EQIP funds to increase their stewardship levels and improve their likelihood of CStP enrollment
in future CStP programs. Thus, it is expected that for the most part, EQIP will have little or no
direct overlap with most of the other conservation programs contained in the Farm Bill. Any
over-lap of EQIP with other programs will likely take the following forms: assistance to
producers who enroll in the GRP and FRPP to address their conservation needs, and EQIP-
assistance to producers to address resource concerns in order to become eligible for participation
in CStP in future enrollments. Some displacement or additional levels of activity could occur
related to forestry efforts of the Forest Stewardship Program.
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Appendix D. Development of Expected Costs by Benefit Category

Sheet and Rill Water Erosion

Table 15 lists the practices that were classified as affecting sheet and rill water erosion when
applied either by themselves or in combination with each other. A few of these practices used to
prevent soil eroded from a land area from leaving the area are not reported in acreage units,
therefore assumptions (table 15 footnotes) were used to convert the units of treatment (generally
linear feet, as in feet of terraces) to acres treated. It was assumed that on average, two practices
were applied per acre.

Table 15 indicates that based on FY 2007 EQIP contracts, these practices received 13.5 percent
of EQIP cost-share funds and had an average cost share of $61 per acre while the average total
costs was $107 per acre (excluding the cost of government provided technical assistance). Note
that these costs are not an “annual” cost, but rather a “contract” cost and reflect the total costs of
applying the practice as contracted over a five-year period. The majority of practices are
measured on an acreage basis, which makes it an easy conversion to calculate acreage protected.
However, since it is common to install multiple related practices, it was assumed that the average
treated acre would use 1.5 of the listed practices. A few practices with units other than acres are
being considered associated practices. Installation costs are included in the analysis; however,
the assumption is that these practices are installed as part of the conservation system.

Grazing Land Productivity

Table 16 shows a list of EQIP practices classified as having an impact on grazing land
productivity, which would be expected to be implemented on 26.4 million acres if the FY 2007
acreage total persisted over FY 2008- FY 2012. Since it is rare that only single grazing related
practices are installed, it was assumed that the average treated acre would use 1.5 of the listed
practices. Average cost share and total costs were just over $36 and just under $63 per acre,
respectively. The share of these practices in overall EQIP funding was 35.5 percent. Note that
as in the case of the USLE reduction, some practices were in non-acre units and are being
included as associated practices. These practices are assumed as a benefit to grazing
productivity; however, only costs are included in the analysis. For grazing land, only practices
included were those resulting in increased forage production. Practices expected to provide
benefits in other environmental areas (such as wildlife habitat and water quality) are partly
accounted for in the other benefit categories.

Irrigation Water Use

Table 17 shows the practices assigned to the benefit category of irrigation water savings.
Irrigation practices account for 22.81 percent of the total funds. The program is projected to treat
3.7 million acres with a cost share of approximately $206 per acre and total costs of roughly
$360 per acre. Table 17 shows that a large set of practices reported in units rather than by acres,
but it can be assumed that these practices were “associated” with the per-acre practices.
Therefore, their costs were added to the sum of costs across treated acres. Analysis of NRCS
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agency Performance Resource System (PRS) data indicated that historical EQIP irrigation
practices had resulted in reduced water applications of 5.41 acre-inches per acre.
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Table 15. Historical EQIP data on practices affecting sheet and rill water erosion.

Practice Code and Name

329

345
328
340
412
342
327
344
635
330
346
586
393
311
331
450
332

Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till/Strip

Till/Direct Seed

Residue and Tillage Management, Mulch Till
Conservation Crop Rotation

Cover Crop

Grassed Waterway

Critical Area Planting

Conservation Cover

Residue Management, Seasonal

Vegetated Treatment Area

Contour Farming

Residue and Tillage Management, Ridge Till
Stripcropping

Filter Strip

Alley Cropping

Contour Orchard and Other Fruit Area
Anionic Polyacrylamide

Contour Buffer Strips

Associated Practices®

410
600
587
638
468
386
601

Grade Stabilization Structure
Terrace

Structure for Water Control

Water and Sediment Control Basin
Lined Waterway or Outlet

Field Border

Vegetative Barriers

Totals

Average per acre (based on implemented)
Total Program Cost Share
Sheet and Rill Water Erosion Reducing Practice Share of Total EQIP Funding

Approved Contracts*

Implemented Contracts** (excludes contract units not cost shared)

Acres®

Units Contracts Units—No. Cost Share Contracts  Units”-No. Cost Share Total Costs Protected
Ac. 11,790 4,339,988 $143,664,330 10,023 5,081,368 $156,569,693 $272,765,839 5,081,368
Ac. 3,540 1,694,125 $51,106,966 3,009 2,636,524 $45,308,322 $82,537,727 2,636,524
Ac. 3,645 379,049 $32,089,928 3,099 991,132 $44,000,197 $78,330,679 991,132
Ac. 5,000 1,203,697 $28,078,232 4,250 1,311,286 $22,448,068 $38,904,427 1,311,286
Ac. 6,895 231,128 $21,371,765 5,861 13,973 $20,346,154 $34,059,870 13,973
Ac. 14,960 118,578 $12,678,050 12,717 104,135 $10,606,600 $17,947,879 104,135
Ac. 1,480 27,921 $2,270,775 1,258 26,812 $1,957,642 $3,236,896 26,812
Ac. 195 101,479 $1,927,440 166 1,226,248 $2,765,688 $5,016,995 1,226,248
Ac. 655 23,835 $1,828,467 557 357 $1,181,192 $1,772,342 357
Ac. 200 3,905 $513,183 170 15,971 $244,533 $467,273 15,971
Ac. 35 15,392 $481,345 30 38,660 $155,137 $290,987 38,660
Ac. 140 7,644 $459,118 119 16,919 $278,053 $460,024 16,919
Ac. 1,625 5,146 $367,958 1,381 12,792 $1,684,301 $2,826,635 12,792
Ac. 145 898 $194,005 123 1,392 $84,861 $169,722 1,392
Ac. 120 604 $72,067 102 1,280 $57,317 $112,797 1,280
Ac. 10 3,510 $26,115 9 3,199 $9,095 $13,585 3,199
Ac. 30 1,655 $18,705 26 2,186 $56,792 $101,460 2,186

No. 9,110 15,634 $59,549,785 7,744 19,345 $54,946,934 $91,694,940

Ft. 7,390 71,024,672 $58,387,824 6,282 49,016,976 $41,716,324 $77,758,967

No. 8,595 185,741 $44,725,873 7,307 25,519 $37,295,495 $62,443,464

No. 3,930 18,816 $23,268,042 3,341 21,013 $21,305,784 $37,644,118

Ft. 765 174,004 $5,036,771 650 120,972 $3,076,440 $5,016,232

Ft. 2,265 12,765,270 $2,938,960 1,925 12,870,285 $2,661,998 $5,019,332

Ft. 75 59,195 $213,753 64 78,615 $309,025 $616,069
82,595 $491,269,454 $469,065,643 $819,208,260 7,656,154

$61.00 $107.00
$3,635,653,504
13.5%

*Baseline for Approved Contracts based on FY 2007 contract data multiplied by five years.

**Baseline for Implemented Contracts based on FY 2007 payment data multiplied by five years.
AUnits for structural/vegetative practices based on ProTracts. Recurring management items are based on PRS data. Note: A divisor of 1.25 is used for PRS data to account for some duplication of

reporting.
BTotal acres protected is sum of individual practice acres, divided by 1.5, to reflect that EQIP plans typically use more than one of the listed practices is generally included in the treatment plan.

Cpractices not in "Acre" units were not converted but assumed to be associated practices. The assumption that they were part of the systems installed on treated acres, hence their costs are included.
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Table 16. Historical EQIP data on practices affecting grazing land productivity.

Practice Code and Name

314
512
528
561
550
511
460
548
381
640

Brush Management

Pasture and Hay Planting

Prescribed Grazing

Heavy Use Area Protection

Range Planting

Forage Harvest Management

Land Clearing

Grazing Land Mechanical Treatment
Silvopasture Establishment
Waterspreading

Associated Practices®

382
516
614
642
378
533
578
575
574

Fence

Pipeline

Watering Facility

Water Well

Pond

Pumping Plant

Stream Crossing

Animal Trails and Walkways
Spring Development

Approved Contracts*

Implemented Contracts** (excludes contract units not cost shared)

Average per acre (based on implemented)
Total Program Cost Share
Grazing Land Productivity Practice Share of Total EQIP Funding

Units  Contracts Units—No. Cost Share Contracts  Units”-No. Cost Share
Ac. 19,625 3,743,449 $171,598,892 16,683 4,285,098 $136,122,681
Ac. 34,370 1,896,169 $124,302,665 29,218 2,361,871 $93,023,206
Ac. 21,535 14,755,369 $108,594,439 18,307 29,109,964 $90,382,288
Ac. 16,005 1,097,809 $101,134,833 13,606 2,783,864 $89,531,030
Ac. 4,770 501,287 $22,083,307 4,055 494,769 $16,535,369
Ac. 655 46,046 $4,243,062 557 488,640 $1,228,027
Ac. 295 1,803 $517,657 251 1,978 $773,276
Ac. 190 24,820 $366,248 162 53,127 $787,927
Ac. 55 2,369 $280,000 47 713 $73,950
Ac. 5 919 $95,725 4 5,243 $60,599
Ft. 46,665 262,555,406  $294,193,606 39,670 200,154,214 $199,623,916
Ft. 33,640 119,601,788  $165,134,746 28,597 99,576,405 $114,834,483
No. 39,350 87,593 $105,982,454 33,451 85,860 $75,450,827
No. 13,315 13,900 $61,989,036 11,319 12,501 $46,650,512
No. 13,195 14,450 $54,517,913 11,217 25,224 $35,864,169
No. 10,545 11,292 $49,185,633 8,964 9,898 $34,791,531
No. 3,010 12,971 $10,384,156 2,559 8,965 $4,966,968
Ft. 1,840 1,318,857 $9,458,071 1,564 1,209,489 $10,362,573
No. 3,315 4,013 $6,790,870 2,818 4,465 $6,212,243

Totals 262,380 $1,290,853,313 $957,275,575
$36.30
$3,635,653,504
35.5%

B

Acres
Total Costs Protected
$251,869,116 4,285,098
$168,580,585 2,361,871
$158,521,639 29,109,964
$147,660,896 2,783,864
$29,506,878 494,769
$2,213,674 488,640
$1,378,610 1,978
$1,342,057 53,127
$140,616 713
$98,471 5,243
$343,167,246
$192,141,008
$126,241,371
$79,340,080
$62,102,099
$60,401,584
$8,025,286
$15,284,604
$10,049,273
$1,658,065,093 26,390,177
$62.80

*Baseline for Approved Contracts based on FY 2007 contract data multiplied by five years.

**Baseline for Implemented Contracts based on FY 2007 payment data multiplied by five years.

AUnits for structural/vegetative practices based on ProTracts. Recurring management items are based on PRS data. Note: A divisor of 1.25 is used for PRS data to account for some duplication of reporting.

BTotal acres protected is sum of individual practice acres, divided by 1.5, to reflect that EQIP plans typically use more than one of the listed practices is generally included in the treatment plan.
Cpractices not in "Acre" units were not converted but assumed to be associated practices. The assumption that they were part of the systems installed on treated acres, hence their costs are included.
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Table 17. Historical EQIP practices affecting irrigation water use.

Approved Contracts* Implemented Contracts** (excludes contract units not cost shared)
Units™~ Acres®
Practice Code and Name Units Contracts  Units—No. Cost Share Contracts No. Cost Share Total Costs Protected
442 Irrigation System, Sprinkler No. and Ac. 13,270 1,993,044  $295,624,050 11,281 1,896,641  $287,085,126 $502,781,256 1,896,641
441  Irrigation System, Microirrigation No. and Ac. 4,160 164,883  $109,420,199 3,536 290,547  $120,814,054 $213,851,243 290,547
464  Irrigation Land Leveling Ac. 4,230 1,170,674 $66,493,032 3,596 372,210 $50,722,098 $90,949,173 372,210
449  Irrigation Water Management Ac. 11,895 1,880,800 $42,800,058 10,112 2,634,760 $29,898,184 $51,182,406 2,634,760
449  Irrigation System, Surface and Subsurface No. and Ac. 1,015 54,696 $13,302,601 863 58,986 $5,886,579 $10,058,890 58,986
466  Land Smoothing Ac. 480 34,676 $4,293,100 408 23,661 $2,184,981 $3,839,130 23,661
554  Drainage Water Management Ac. 355 32,948 $2,923,370 302 7,792 $875,969 $1,336,788 7,792
610  Salinity and Sodic Soil Management Ac. 275 26,236 $2,282,313 234 49,228 $876,475 $1,354,397 49,228
462  Precision Land Forming Ac. 155 24,832 $1,590,674 132 147,476 $1,264,010 $2,363,536 147,476
Associated Practices”
430DD Irrigation Water Conveyance, Pipeline, High- Ft. 9,775 20,904,52  $138,352,765 8,310 21,397,05  $126,458,756 $216,524,447
Pressure, Underground, Plastic 1 8
430EE Irrigation Water Conveyance, Pipeline, Low- Ft. 5,215 10,666,06 $56,605,446 4,433 12,043,99 $55,710,839 $96,416,583
Pressure, Underaround, Plastic 7 8
620  Underground Outlet Ft. 7,900 13,982,64 $33,020,066 6,716 11,324,43 $26,461,272 $48,316,365
428A  Irrigation Water Conveyance, Ditch and Canal Ft. 735 1,718,977 $23,122,523 625 2,618,496 $21,947,804 $36,981,145
Lining, Plain Concrete
436 Irrigation Storage Reservoir No. and Ac-Ft 255 27,775 $13,047,520 217 134,263 $6,595,735 $12,084,216
447  Irrigation System, Tailwater Recovery No. 365 40,565 $9,531,488 310 609 $8,197,610 $14,134,856
552  Irrigation Regulating Reservoir No. 770 13,845 $7,356,142 655 525 $3,408,760 $6,133,068
430CC Irrigation Water Conveyance, Pipeline, Ft. 60 208,005 $4,112,400 51 147,315 $1,439,390 $2,445,294
Nonreinforced Concrete
608  Surface Drainage, Main or Lateral Ft. 20 631,994 $1,015,223 17 103,804 $513,046 $899,955
636  Water Harvesting Catchment No. 100 135 $633,569 85 155 $1,026,295 $1,638,850
431  Above Ground, Multi-Outlet Pipeline Ft. 40 63,005 $470,927 34 55,000 $301,505 $507,245
430FF Irrigation Water Conveyance, Pipeline, Steel Ft. 470 32,809 $445,746 400 32,099 $345,372 $587,588
388 Irrigation Field Ditch Ft. 75 221,054 $210,201 64 167,421 $228,950 $355,582
320 Irrigation Canal or Lateral Ft. 15 18,267 $200,250 13 17,255 $105,469 $182,096
428B Irrigation Water Conveyance, Ditch and Canal Ft. 5 10,000 $157,500 4 253,610 $457,785 $663,457
Lining, Flexible Membrane
607  Surface Drainage, Field Ditch Ft. 30 54,700 $107,538 26 123,309 $146,182 $246,125
630 Vertical Drain No. 20 40 $97,215 17 210 $114,041 $222,974
430AA Irrigation Water Conveyance, Pipeline, Ft. 20 20,075 $79,863 17 20,030 $79,938 $125,340
Aluminum Tubing
Totals $827,295,777 $753,146,224 $1,316,182,006 3,654,200
Average per acre (based on implemented) $206.10 $360.20
Total Program Cost Share $3,635,653,504
Irrigation Water Use Efficiency Practice Share of Total EQIP Funding 22.8%

*Baseline for Approved Contracts based on FY 2007 contract data multiplied by five years.
**Baseline for Implemented Contracts based on FY 2007 payment data multiplied by five years.

AUnits for structural/vegetative practices based on ProTracts. Recurring management items are based on PRS data. Note: A divisor of 1.25 is used for PRS data to account for some duplication of reporting.

BTotal acres protected is sum of individual practice acres, divided by 1.5, to reflect that EQIP plans typically use more than one of the listed practices is generally included in the treatment plan.
CPractices not in "Acre" units were not converted but assumed to be associated practices. The assumption that they were part of the systems installed on treated acres, hence their costs are included.
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Air Quality

The EQIP rule states that a national priority is the “reduction of emissions, such as particulate
matter, NOy, volatile organic compounds, and ozone precursors and depleters that contribute to
air quality impairment violations of National Ambient Air Quality Standards” (Part 1466.4).
However, data on the link between agricultural practices and air quality that would be sufficient
to support a national level benefit assessment are limited. In this analysis, we only consider
those benefits arising from erosion control and the resulting improvement in air quality. Other
practices funded through EQIP are expected to contribute to air quality improvements, even
though the benefits could not be numerically quantified for this study. These other non-
quantified beneficial effects include dust control in animal feeding operations and reductions in
the emissions of NOy, organic compound, and ozone precursor and depleters through both
improved animal feeding practices and crop nutrient management. In addition, the wildlife
habitat and range improvement practices are expected to increase carbon sequestration while the
residue and tillage practices associated with erosion control are expected to reduce oxidation of
carbon from cropland, and in some cases, actually increase carbon sequestration on those lands.

Table 18 shows the practices assigned to the benefit category of reducing wind erosion and
improving air quality. These practices historically accounted for 9.4 percent of EQIP cost-share
funds and had an average total cost of just over $113 per acre, with nearly $43 of cost share.
Reduced tillage is a practice that greatly reduces wind erosion; however, the beneficial effects
vary greatly across the United States, and are greatest in the dryer regions. To reflect the fact
that some acreage of reduced tillage practices occur in areas where wind erosion is not a problem
only the reduced tillage practices in the Pacific, Southern and Northern Plains and Mountain
regions were assumed to provide air quality benefits. The proportion of national reduced tillage
acres (Crop Residue Management Survey) occurring in these (43 percent) was calculated and
used as a factor to reduce treated acreage in table 18. This level of funding is expected to
provide treatment to an estimated 5.3 million acres over the FY 2008 — FY 2012 period.

Fertilizer Use

For improved nutrient management, table 12 included only one practice: “590 — Nutrient
Management.” Treated acres are estimated to total 10.7 million. Analysis of EQIP historical
data showed that 72 percent of this practice’s acres were for nutrient management not associated
with land application of animal waste (i.e., 4.75 million acres). The average cost share for this
practice was nearly $11 per acre while the total cost was just over $18 per acre.

Wildlife Habitat

Almost twenty practices were identified as directly benefiting wildlife habitat improvement on
4.3 million acres (table 19). As in the case of irrigation, a subset of practices whose units could
not be converted to acres was associated with the per-acre practices. Their costs were included
in the computations. Table 19 shows that 4.3 percent of EQIP funds were spent on these
practices that benefit wildlife habitat. The average cost share was nearly $28 per acre while the
total costs were just over $48 per acre.
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Table 18. Historical EQIP data on practices affecting air quality.

Practice Code and Name

329
345
328
340
612
550
342
370
327
344
346
586
589A
557
609
589C

Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till/Strip Till/Direct Seed

Residue and Tillage Management, Mulch Till
Conservation Crop Rotation

Cover Crop

Tree/Shrub Establishment

Range Planting

Critical Area Planting

Atmospheric Resource Quality Management
Conservation Cover

Residue Management, Seasonal

Residue and Tillage Management, Ridge Till
Stripcropping

Cross Wind Ridges

Row Arrangement

Surface Roughening

Cross Wind Trap Strips

Associated Practices®

380
650
422
603
380

Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment
Windbreak/Shelterbelt Renovation
Hedgerow Planting

Herbaceous Wind Barriers
Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment

Totals

Average per acre (based on implemented)
Total Program Cost Share
Air Quality Practice Share of Total EQIP Funding

Approved Contracts*

Implemented Contracts** (excludes contract units not cost shared)

Units Contracts  Units—No. Cost Share Contracts
Ac. 11,790 4,339,988  $143,664,330 10,023
Ac. 3,540 1,694,125 $51,106,966 3,009
Ac. 3,645 379,049 $32,089,928 3,099
Ac. 5,000 1,203,697 $28,078,232 4,250
Ac. 7,870 308,775 $23,962,440 6,690
Ac. 4,770 501,287 $22,083,307 4,055
Ac. 14,960 118,578 $12,678,050 12,717
Ac. 675 207,673 $12,672,538 574
Ac. 1,480 27,921 $2,270,775 1,258
Ac. 195 101,479 $1,927,440 166
Ac. 35 15,392 $481,345 30
Ac. 140 7,644 $459,118 119
Ac. 20 8,960 $126,418 17
Ac. 120 5177 $90,177 102
Ac. 5 490 $3,675 4
Ac. 5 11 $352 4
Ft. 4,005 10,737,412 $9,093,279 3,405
Ft. 440 1,564,278 $1,373,109 374
Ft. 295 534,213 $504,447 251
Ft. 60 7,578,274 $441,904 51
Ft. 4,005 10,737,412 $9,093,279 3,405
59,110 $343,107,828

$3,635,653,504
9.4%

Units"-
No.
5,081,368

2,636,524
991,132
1,311,286
286,497
494,769
104,135
893,097
26,812
1,226,248
38,660
16,919
25,148
545
13,343

10

11,833,908
2,079,838
480,802
1,286,750
11,833,908

Wind
Area® Acres®
Prop. Cost Share Total Costs  Protected
0.43 $67,324,968  $272,765,839 2,184,988
0.43 $19,482,578 $82,537,727 1,133,705
$44,000,197 $78,330,679 991,132
$22,448,068 $38,904,427 1,311,286
$16,962,813 $30,301,679 286,497
$16,535,369 $29,506,878 494,769
$10,606,600 $17,947,879 104,135
$17,846,972 $31,126,242 893,097
$1,957,642 $3,236,896 26,812
0.43 $1,189,246 $5,016,995 527,287
0.43 $66,709 $290,987 16,624
$278,053 $460,024 16,919
$125,738 $187,668 25,148
$8,913 $17,619 545
$128,020 $228,607 13,343
$10 $14 10
$7,413,559 $12,592,056
$1,252,926 $2,196,586
$521,528 $937,729
$231,660 $410,752
$7,413,559 $12,592,056
$228,381,568 $606,997,285 5,350,863
$42.70 $113.50

*Baseline for Approved Contracts based on FY 2007 contract data multiplied by five years.

**Baseline for Implemented Contracts based on FY 2007 payment data multiplied by five years.

AUnits for structural/vegetative practices based on ProTracts. Recurring management items are based on PRS data. Note: A divisor of 1.25 is used for PRS data to account for some duplication of reporting.

BThe proportion of national conservation tilled acreage occurring in the Mountain, N.Plains, Pacific, and S.Plains where wind erosion is a concern.

Total acres protected is sum of individual practice acres, divided by 1.5, to reflect that EQIP plans typically use more than one of the listed practices is generally included in the treatment plan.
Ppractices not in "Acre" units were not converted but assumed to be associated practices. The assumption that they were part of the systems installed on treated acres, hence their costs are included.
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Table 19. Historical EQIP practices affecting wildlife habitat.

Practice Code and Name

666
612
412
338
645
643

409
327
391
395
647

659
646
657
644
322
390
658
666

Forest Stand Improvement
Tree/Shrub Establishment

Grassed Waterway

Prescribed Burning

Upland Wildlife Habitat Management

Restoration and Management of Rare and
Declining Habitats
Prescribed Forestry

Conservation Cover
Riparian Forest Buffer
Stream Habitat Improvement and Management

Early Successional Habitat
Development/Management
Wetland Enhancement

Shallow Water Development and Management
Wetland Restoration

Wetland Wildlife Habitat Management
Channel Bank Vegetation

Riparian Herbaceous Cover

Wetland Creation

Forest Stand Improvement

Associated Practices®

580
380
386
394
650
422
396

Streambank and Shoreline Protection
Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment
Field Border
Firebreak
Windbreak/Shelterbelt Renovation
Hedgerow Planting
Fish Passage
Totals
Average per acre (based on implemented)

Approved Contracts*

Implemented Contracts** (excludes contract units not cost shared)

Acres®
Units  Contracts Units—No. Cost Share Contracts  Units”-No. Cost Share Total Costs Protected
Ac. 5,270 220,224 $30,256,252 4,480 218,328 $26,011,170 $44,715,851 218,328
Ac. 7,870 308,775 $23,962,440 6,690 286,497 $16,962,813 $30,301,679 286,497
Ac. 6,895 231,128 $21,371,765 5,861 13,973 $20,346,154 $34,059,870 13,973
Ac. 3,760 879,502 $9,499,352 3,196 492,340 $4,176,046 $7,611,039 492,340
Ac. 4,525 684,319 $8,240,157 3,847 4,922,528 $4,775,025 $8,549,820 4,922,528
Ac. 1,010 25,441 $3,244,425 859 42,627 $2,395,114 $4,480,808 42,627
Ac. 6,045 310,568 $3,101,649 5,139 127,108 $1,403,243 $2,309,467 127,108
Ac. 1,480 27,921 $2,270,775 1,258 26,812 $1,957,642 $3,236,896 26,812
Ac. 620 3,347 $1,395,598 527 5,189 $905,821 $1,513,034 5,189
Ac. 105 12,374 $1,192,030 89 13,889 $1,563,696 $2,615,870 13,889
Ac. 720 6,573 $895,044 612 5,760 $280,000 $464,756 5,760
Ac. 70 921 $693,249 60 4,295 $143,541 $229,876 4,295
Ac. 180 27,449 $662,374 153 44,076 $392,597 $745,275 44,076
Ac. 115 1,040 $655,524 98 2,533 $915,462 $1,443,522 2,533
Ac. 205 5,607 $394,038 174 352,028 $186,049 $338,485 352,028
Ac. 105 466 $165,118 89 950 $134,174 $218,743 950
Ac. 130 1,166 $78,900 111 1,015 $103,401 $151,656 1,015
Ac. 30 31 $77,365 26 28 $23,598 $40,478 28
Ac. 5,270 220,224 $30,256,252 4,480 218,328 $26,011,170 $44,715,851 218,328
Ft. 1,550 1,211,403  $33,340,508 1,318 1,565,008  $24,605,744 $41,336,491
Ft. 4,005 10,737,412 $9,093,279 3,405 11,833,908 $7,413,559 $12,592,056
Ft. 2,265 12,765,270 $2,938,960 1,925 12,870,285 $2,661,998 $5,019,332
Ft. 2,020 20,111,