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Questions to Consider

* What are the goals for Indiana’s future in agriculture?

* Given the farm economic conditions, what do farmers need
help with?

* What are your farm’s priorities moving forward?

* What role do you see yourself having in the next years related
to agriculture?

* What role would you like to see the Farm Bill play?




II. Conservation

CRP

EQIP

DUNS and SAMs

Wetlands Determination Efficiency
Prioritizing Conservation




The following graphs show conservation spending under recent Farm Bills.

Share of conservation spending by major programs and predecessors
in the 2014 and previous farm acts
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*Includes EQIP and the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program for 1996-2013.

**Includes the Conservation Security Program for 2002-2007.

***Includes the Wetland Reserve Program, Farmland Protection Program, and Grassland Reserve Program
(easement portion) for 1996-2013.

****Includes the Agricultural Water Enhancement Program, Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program, Cooperative
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Sources: ERS analysis of Office of Budget and Policy Analysis data on actual expenditures for 1996-2013;
spending levels provided in the 2014 Farm Act and Congressional Budget Office estimates for 2014-2018.
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All Conservation payments by program in Indiana, 2014

Fiscal Year 2014

EQIP Contracts

EQIP Payments $18,107,716

WHIP Contracts 186

WHIP Payments $1,311,819

CRP Recipients

CRP Payments  $38,478,167

CSP Contracts 458

CSP Payments $7,505,270

WHIP Payments
2%




States Receiving Subtotal Percentage, Conservation Programs payments,
2014
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States Receiving Subtotal, Conservation Programs payments,

2014
lowa 5234,947,835
lllinois 5134,192,188
Texas $127,480,171
Minnesota $112;849:932
Missouri $106,794,829
Kansas $100,085,466
Washington 588,368,833
Colorado $72,572,153
North Dakota $72,215,802
South Dakota $71,984,868
Nebraska $65,433,641
Montana $61,490,993
Mississippi $48,644,398
Ohio $45,423,899
Idaho $42,134,931
Kentucky $40,711,792
— indana $38,144,472
Oregon 535,554,496
Oklahoma $28,266,122
Wisconsin S27,295,384
Louisiana $21,716,308
New Mexico $20,608,224
Pennsylvania $20,463,903
Michigan 519,507,627
Georgia $19,102,160
Arkansas $18,825,468
Alabama $15,746,438
Tennessee $13,925,035
Utah $13,089,308
Maryland $11,710,042
South Carolina $10,706,028
North Carolina $9,492,736
Wyoming $6,467,132

Nevada $5,567,925
California $5,251,777
Virginia $5,151,018
New York $4,347,218
Florida $3,151,944
Vermont $1,817,055
Hawaii $1,389,738
West Virginia 8 $1,130,323
Arizona | $759,961
Maine | $728,643
Alaska | $720,469
Delaware | $675,372
New Jersey | $402,325
Massachusetts | $52 228
Connecticut | $34,203
New Hampshire $5,145
Rhode Island | $2,924




Conservation Payments by Program in United States from 1995-2014
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Conservation Programs Prioritized

Issue:  With conservation
compliance tied to crop insurance
premium subsidies and
participation, should this be a
higher priority?




Tying Conservation Compliance to
Crop Insurance

* |In exchange for a farmer to be eligible to receive crop insurance premium discounts, he/she
must maintain a minimum level of conservation on highly erodible land and not convert
wetlands into crop production

Issue: Compliance violations have penalty imposed in the following year, rather than current
* No denial of premium assistance until USDA appeals are exhausted

* No provisions (“claw back”) to allow violation occurred between 2008-2013 to be captured or
penalized

* |If a producer is out of compliance, no premium discounts received until back in compliance
* 5-year grace period to develop and apply a conservation plan for new participants

* No grace period for draining a wetland, but a 2-year period for mitigation is granted to retain
eligibility in premium assistance, and mitigation is required

* |f wetland converted is less than 5 acres of the entire farm, the farmer can pay an amount
equal to 150% of the cost of mitigation, complete mitigation, and not lose premium
discounts.

* Current protections and enforcement procedures between agencies will be applicable to any
newly covered persons and land

* Producers self-certify eligibility for premium discounts on FSA form AD 1026




Tying Conservation Compliance to
Crop Insurance

More Issues

* Producers newly covered receive priority NRCS conservation technical assistance
in developing and applying conservation plan and priority financial assistance

* Tenant farmer found in violation would have ineligibility limited only to the farm
the basis for ineligibility, provided good faith efforts meet conservation
requirements are made, the landlord refused to meet requirements, and no
evidence of fraud to avoid compliance is evident.

e Conversion of a wetland in good faith has 1 reinsurance year to begin mitigation.

* Knowingly converting a wetland creates premium discount ineligibility
beginning next crop insurance year

* For a newly available crop insurance policy, 5 crop insurance years are given to
comply for highly erodible land

* The farmer is not at fault for USDA process, or lack thereof




Conservation Reserve Program

e Aimed at conserving soil, water, and wildlife resources by
removing highly erodible and environmentally sensitive
lands from agricultural production and installing resource
conserving practices for 10-15 years

Yearly rental payment

Competitive general sign-ups during select times

Continuous sign-ups are not competitive, always open for
enrollment, and offer additional financial incentives to those
qualified

CREP (Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program) is the
largest and most well-known as it partners with states to
address ag-related environmental concerns in specific
geographic regions.




Conservation Reserve Program

* 4 Factors that make CRP highly competitive:
* Declining cap on CRP enroliment
* Sustained decline in commodity prices

* Inclusion of acreage in CRP that was eligible in Grassland Reserve
Program

* Level of interest in re-enrolling expiring CRP contracts
* Most recent enrollment period saw lowest percentage of

applications accepted with highest Environmental Benefit Index (EBI)
numbers




CRP payments & acreage in the United
States, by fiscal year
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CRP Acreage by Practice in Indiana,

— Filter strips

Vegetative cover, such as grass,...

Establishment of permanent...

Hardwood tree planting

Permanent wildlife habitat, non-...

Riparian buffer

Wetland Restoration

State Acres for Wildlife...

Field windbreak establishment,...

Tree planting
Wildlife food plot
Expired hardwood tree planting

Farmable Wetland Pilot Wetland

Permanent wildlife (corridors),...

State Acres for Wildlife...

Marginal wetland buffer
Alternate perennial

Field windbreak establishment

Emergency Forestry - Softwood -...
FWP Aguaculture Wetland...

Establishment of permanent salt...

Living snow fence

Permanent wildlife habitat...

Erosion control structure

Establishment of permanent...

2014
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CRP Acreage in the United States,
2014

53,001 Vegetative cover, such as grass, that was...
Establishment of permanent introduced...
Permanent wildlife habitat, non-easement
Rare and Declining Habitat
Wetland Restoration
) [|tcr strips
Riparian buffer
State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement -...
Hardwood tree planting
Tree planting

Vegetative cover, such as trees, that were...

Wetland restoration, non-flood plain

Duck Nesting Habitat

Habitat for upland birds

Farmable Wetland Pilot Buffer

Grass waterways, non-easement

Longleaf Pine Initiative

Marginal pastureland wildlife habitat buffer

Establishment of permanent salt tolerant...

Bottomland timber established on wetland

Establishment of permanent vegetation...

Emergency Forestry - Softwood - New

Field windbreak establishment, non-...

Farmable Wetland Pilot Wetland
Pollinator Habitat

Establishment of permanent vegetative...

Wildlife food plot

Marginal wetland buffer

Permanent wildlife habitat

Shelterbelt establishment, non-easement
Shallow water areas for wildlife

Emergency Forestry - Mixed Trees - Existing
Emergency Forestry - Softwood - Existing
Emergency Forestry - Longleaf Pine - New

Emergency Forestry - Bottomland...
State Acres for Wildlife Enhancement -...

FWP Aquaculture Wetland Restoration
FWP Flooded Prairie Wetland

4,536,721

3,254,734

2,041,645

1,679,786
889,438
871,914

831,465

785,038

565,473
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297,357
266,770
248,622
223,566
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119,173
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105,443

103,727

93,781

90,946
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66,608

58,792
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45,739

33,740

30,549

28,289

28,230
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23,066

17,280

16,677

12,327




Environmental Quality Incentives
Program (EQIP)

Voluntary program to provide financial and technical assistance to ag producers to plan and
implement conservation practices that improve soil, water, plant, animal, air, and related
natural resources on ag land and no-industrial private forestland

Eligible: owners of land in ag or forest production or persons engaged in livestock,
agricultural, or forest production and have natural resource concern on that land (cropland,
rangeland, pastureland, non-industrial private forestland, other farm/ranch lands)

Must be an ag producer, control or own eligible land, and have an adjusted gross income of
less than $900,000, be in compliance with highly erodible land and wetland conservation
requirements, and develop NRCS EQIP plan of operation to address at least 1natural resource
concern

No longer had restriction in providing assistance to large confined livestock operations to
construct animal waste management facilities

Required 60% of EQIP assistance to livestock producers

Assists producers meeting National Organic Program requirements in the transition process
limited to $20,000 annually and $80,000 in 6-year period

5% of funds allocated to Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP)
Conservation Innovation Grant program falls within EQIP




Most commonly used practices
for EQIP contracts in Indiana

— Nutrient Management

Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
Cover Crop

Forage and Biomass Planting

Crop Residue Management

Forest Stand Improvement
Technical Assistance - Design
Heavy Use Area Protection

Fence

Watering Facility

Other Pipeline

Water and Sediment Control Basin

Technical Assistance - Practice...

Technical Assistance - Check-Out...

Underground Drainage Outlet
Agricultural Waste Recycling
Prescribed Grazing

Grassed Waterway
Subsurface Drain

Grade Stabilization Structure

1,148
1,075
1,043
947

937

1,832
1,479
1,363

1,160

2,540 Fence

2,305 Nutrient Management
Watering Facility

Other Pipeline

Forage and Biomass Planting
Integrated Pest Management (IPM)
Brush Management

Irrigation Pipeline

Critical Area Planting

Prescribed Grazing

Crop Residue Management

Heavy Use Area Protection
Irrigation System, Sprinkler
Pumping Plant

Water Well

Cover Crop

Irrigation Water Management
Grade Stabilization Structure

Pond

Underground Drainage Outlet

41,916
40,278
33,054
32,742
32,715
31,774
30,495
26,776
26,555
24,832
23,856
21,787
21,226
20,312

19,324

Most commonly used practices for EQIP
contracts in the United States

70,254

67,514
61,099

54,830




EQIP payments for no-till and cover crop soil health practices

Millions of dollars obligated (nominal)
60
50
40
No-till
30
20
Cover crops
10
0. - . o . . - v .
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Fiscal year
Note: EQIP = Environmental Quality Incentives Program
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service calculations using USDA, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, ProTracts database




EQIP practice suite payments in EQIP practice suite payments in the
Indiana, 1997-2015 United States, 1997-2015

$1,613,020,481

— Crop Management $59,446,492 Irrigation Systems
Livestock Confinement Systems $19,160,605 Grazing Management $1,320,742,632
Water Control & Management $14 450.872 Water Control & Management $1,180,681,456

$12.537,786 ) Crop Management

Livestock Confinement Systems

: 0,628,288
Livestock Systems $1,050,628,

1,043,602,887
Grazing Management $12,488,350 >

Livestock Systems $291,150,895

Pest Management $9,468,164

Land Treatment or Reclamation $262,075,005

Forest Management $3,307,888
Forest Management $221,038,398
Conservation Buffers | $2,085,261
Pest Management $166,989,435
Technical Assistance &...] $1,919,987
Conservation Buffers $128,598,923
Miscellaneous | $1,243,674
Air Quality $119,736,094
Farm & Ranch Operation...| $1,096,135
Farm & Ranch Operation Facilities $109,645,842
Air Qualit 4
Q y 5850'68 Stream Corridor Management $99,177,340
Irrigation Systems 5829,886 Habitat Management $86,132,785
Land Treatment or Reclamation | $632,222 Energy $79.313,788
Water Management $515,624 Miscellaneous $77,222,462
Stream Corridor Management | $351,000 Water Management $58,725,765
Energy | $181,197 Technical Assistance & Assessment | $33,956,864
Habitat Management | $149,579 Invasive & Noxious Species | $11,967,682
Invasive & Noxious Species | $50,178 Aquaculture | $1,742,330




EQIP impact on resource concerns in Indiana, 1997-2015

$41,587,084
Soil Erosion

Water Quality

$27,299,638

Fish and Wildlife

$19,488,206

Plant Condition

$15,021,380

Air Quality $11,504,968

Soil Quality $9,661,465

Livestock Production $9,146,091

Insufficient Water $5,389,836

Energy Efficiency $3,969,202

1




WHIP practice suite payments in WHIP practice suite payments in the
Indiana, 2004-2015 United States, 2004-2015

$3,584,486
Habitat Management
Crop Management

Grazing Management

Pest Management _ 52,843,304 Land Treatment or Reclamation

$90,300,671

$57,385,288

$51,046,763

Forest Management 34,611,310
Grazing Management - $1,169,432 g g
Stream Corridor Management $22,885,098
Habitat Management - 5928,893 Water Control & Management $19,685,221
Conservation Buffers 13,909,000
Miscellaneous . $344,159 >
Pest Management $10,182,636
Water Control & Management . $270,296 Miscellaneous $6,552,275
) — Crop Management $6,340,502
Land Treatment or Reclamation . $234,606
Irrigation Systems $3,198,789
Livestock Systems I 584,723 Invasive & Noxious Species $2,456,697

. Technical Assistance & Assessment $467,319
Conservation Buffers | $47,788

Livestock Systems | $344,558

Irrigation Systems $14,437 Aquaculture | $25,292

. . . Farm & Ranch Operation Facilities | $7,007
Invasive & Noxious Species | $9,898

Water Management | $6,136

Qe Corridor Management | 56,583 Livestock Confinement Systems | $2,687




Changes to Use DUNS and SAMs

 DUNS (Data Universal Numbering System)
* SAMs (System for Award Management) numbers

Issue:

 DUNS and SAM requirements act as barriers to participation in
NRCS programs

e Result in farmers losing current funding or denied access to entry in
the program

* Current law provides exemption for “individuals” but not farms
organized as a business entity

 SAM must be registered again each year to receive NRCS assistance,
but is only offered electronically




Speed and Efficiency of Wetland
Determinations

Issue: Producers have faced significant backlog in wetland
determinations, and if a property is determined a wetland, certain
changes are not allowed without a landowner losing participation in
Farm Bill programs.

* Legislation has been introduced to address backlog of wetland
determinations and enact permanent reforms for determination
process to be efficient, accountable, and transparent.

* Ensures timely determinations by limiting USDA to 60 days
* Makes appeals process more efficient

* Allows third parties to be better utilized as resources to shrink
backlog

* Improves transparency by clarifying NRCS’s responsibility to share
information used to make determination




