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polluting water.
That is the nature of politics.
In and of itself, the number of

plan submissions doesn’t mean
anything.

The law allows that those farm
operators who arc operating what
is defined under Act 6 as a “con-
centrated animal operation” have
one year from the finalization of
nutrient management regulations
to submit a plan for consideration.

There are still several months to
go, before existing farms have to
come forward with a plan.

The state has had no problem
with new operations (those operat-
ing afterOct 1, 1997) developing
and submitting nutrient manage-
ment plans.

However, concern is growing
that the state’s fanners who have
been operating high density lives-
tock operations as defined in Act 6
may fail to submit plans on their
operations before the Oct 1 dead-
line, and that would undermine the
promises made by the agricultural
community in its political negotia-
tions with environmental and
human safety advocates.

In Act 6, and especially in its
regulations, agricultural -leaders
were able to negotiate a program
that allows farmers with opera-
tions falling under the definition of
a CAO to come forward and
announce their individual plan for
dealing with animal manure,
instead of being bunted down and
told what they would have to do to
stay in business.

Those negotiations were made
possibleby anattitude in state gov-
ernment that seeks to remove the
historically adversarial roles play-
ed by farmers and environmental
government.

The negotiations were also
made possible by assuringagricul-
tural opponents that Pennsylvani-
a's agricultural industry could and
would cooperate and take care of
the situation without “Big
Brother.”

lively few plans submitted makes
it appear as though the environ-
mentalists were right in assuming
that farmers would not comply
without the heavy hand ofgovern-
ment breathing down their neck.

The reason for the concern
expressed at the NMAB meeting
was three-fold:

• Earlier, though unofficial,
state estimates of the number of
CAOs in Pennsylvania were that as
many as 2,500 existing farms
would be required to submit nutri-
ent management plans.

If that estimate is even near cor-
rect, it would mean that about
2,450 farmers across the state will
have to submit nutrient manage-
ment plans for approval by Oct 1.

• The U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) has created
its own national program through
authority grantedpartially through
the Clean StreamsLaw and partial-
ly through the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) that seeks torequire per-
mits forwhat it calls “concentrated
animal feeding operations
(CAFOs)." Tire EPA requirements
essentially pose a challenge to
Pennsylvania’s nutrient manage-
ment program.

Included in this issue of Lan-
caster Fanning, is a proposal by
the state Deparment of Environ-
mental Protection to modify the
state nutrient management prog-
ram to require additional permits,
among some other proposed
requirements. Farmers arc urged to
read and commenton the proposal
for-EPA compliance.

However, if Pennsylvania is
seen as not having an effective
state-run nutrient management
program, it leaves room for those
who seek federal or tighter con-
trols to move further against state
control.

nutrient management, then strict
and heavy handed regulations can
be expected to follow.

Maryland’s action is an example
of how quickly the non-farming
community can act to create laws
controlling farming.

In the meantime, there are to be
better efforts made to idenfity
those farms in Pennsylvania need-
ing mandatory nutrient
ment plans.

The effort now is to improve the
estimate so that compliance by the
fanning community can be better
gauged.

In related business, there was
some discussion during the meet-
ing that there have to be farms
requiring nutrient management
plans that already have plans in
place, though they aren’t the offi-
cial state plans.

These would be those plans that
were lender-mandated, Chesa-
peake Bay nutrient management
plans, and those required by local
municipalities.

In other words, it was suggested
that there may well be many farms
in Pennsylvania that already have
goodplans in operationthat should
be easy to convert into official
nutrient management plans.

An official certified plan writer
needs to do that

reluctant to pay this fee, especially
if they are already following an
operational plan that accounts for
nutrient applications, crop needs
and storm water controls, and that
basically only needsto be recorded
and submitted as a nutrient man-
agement plan.

However, there is state cost-
sharing for writing mandatory and
voluntary plans for operations
already in existance as of Oct 1,
1997.

Cost Sharing
The nutrient managment plan

cost sharing program is called
“Pennsylvania’s Plan Develop-
ment Incentives Program.”

It identifies four different pay-
ment catagories according to
whether the farm is 50 acres or
more, or less than SO acres.

Thoseplans writtenby commer-
cial writers for farms less than 50
acres provides 75 percent of the
actual costs, not to exceed $250.

For commercially developed
plans on farms of50 acres or more,
the state will pay 75 percent ofthe
actual costs, not to exceed $4 per
acre or $BOO per operation.

Essentially, the reputation ofthe
farmer as a responsible steward
and the “first environmentalist”
was put on the line.

Now some of those people who
represented the farming communi-
ty in those negotiations are grow-
ing concerned, because the rela-

Existing official Chesapeake
Bay Program nutrient manage-
ment plans can be converted with-
out cost into a state-approved
nutrient management plan by
working with a participating con-
servation district that has staffable
to write plans.

The other two types of nutrient
management plans (those made to
satisfy local government or a len-
der) require that cither a certified
farmer writehis ownplan, or thata
commercially certified writer be
hired to write the planupas an offi-
cial state plan.

There apparently have been no
problems with getting plan sub-
missions from new operations or
from those existing farms that are
changing operations and livestock
density tothe point where a planis
mandatory, according to state
officials.

For those plans writtenby a far-
mer for his own operation, the cost
share for farms less thanso acres is
$2OO per operation.

For those with a farm largerthan
50 acres who are certified to write
their own plan, the cost share is $3
per acre, not to exceed $BOO per
operation.

(The cost share rates are subject
to change, though this information
was provided this week and is
expected toremain for some time.)

From Oct. 1, 1997 to Sept. 30,
1998, the cost-share funds are to be
used only for those farms (CAOs)
needing mandatoiy plans.

After Sept. 30, cost-sharing is to
be expanded to help pay for those
volunteering to submit nutrient
management plans.

• The Maryland state govern-
ment lias adopted a strict, mandat-
ory phosphorus- and nitrogen-
based nutrient management prog-
ramthat threatens all ofits farming
enterprises, not just its integrated
poultry operations.

According to agricultural lead-
ers and state officials, the bottom
line is this: If the general popula-
tion gets the impression that Pen-
nsylvania farmers are attempting
to spit in the eye of responsible

Those seeking cost-sharing
need to apply before doing any
activities or incurring expenses
that will be sought to be cost-
shared. The program will only pay
for the costs of planning after an
application is approved.

Some reported costs for writing
plans for a 100-acre farm ranged
from $6OO to $BOO.

However, some farmers may be

For more information on cost-
sharing, contact a local conserva-
tion district.They shouldhave bro-
chures explaining the program in
more detail.

Also of note for those who
intend to use commercial plan
developers, is that the plan-writing
industry has become competitive,
so state officials have said that if
plan writing cost estimates seem
excessive, farmers may wish to
shop around.

Conservation districts are to
provide farmers seeking nutrient
managment plans with a list of the
names of commercially certified
plan writers.

For those who may not be cer-
tain whether their operation falls
under the non-mandatory or the
mandatory catagoty, contact a loc-
al conservation district for help in
making that determination.

There are some simple calcula-
tions that can be made to quickly
determine whether a plan is neces-
sary or not by Oct. 1.

Nevertheless, whether an indi-
vidualknows the status ofhis oper-
ation or not, those who need the
plans can face fines or possibly
being shut down for not coming
forward and submitting plans'.

Some farmers may not consider
their operations a farm of concern
because of its small land base.

Ironically, about half of those
2,500 farms estimated to be
required to submit a mandatory
nutrient managementplan by Oct.
1 were very small farms, with less
than 10 acres.

The sizeof the farm isn’t impor-
tant. What is important is the
stocking rate of livestock and the
amount ofland suitable for apply-
ing nutrients in manure at a level
that does not exceed thoserequired
by the crops in the field.

According to state officials,
there is no reason to consider a
delay in applying for cost-share
funds.

There was $500,000 in the state
budget allocated to be used in the
1997- fiscal year ending June
30, and another $500,000 for the
1998- state fiscal year.
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Department Of
Concentrated Animal

Environmental Protection Proposes
Feeding Operations Compliance Strategy

VERNON ACHENBACH JR.
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HARRISBURG (Dauphin Co.) Under an aggres-
sive campaign promoted through the President Clinton
Administration to enforce the nation's Clean Water Act,
die U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has issued
some new regulations covering livestock operations.

The new buzzword concerning the new regulations is
an acronym: CAFO.

It is short for “concentrated animal feeding operation.”
In effect, the EPA has created a form ofnational nutri-

ent management and is requiring some farms tohave dis-
charge permits under the National Pollutional Discharge
Elimination System (farms are considered non-point dis-
charge sources of nutrients, therefore even if it is non-
P°int, it is still discharge), as well as some oilier control

measures chat could conflict with and underminePennsyl-
vania’s Nutrient Management Act and the partnership
relationship that has developed between the state and its
agricultural community.

Targeted through EPA’s aggressive action are high
density livestock facilities large broiler houses, large
confinement swine operations, stock yards, feed lots,
dairy facilities, etc.

Pennsylvania has created its own program for dealing
with these historically recent agricultural production
operations Act 6, also known as the Nutrient Manage-
ment Act.

In order to comply with the federal program and retain
as much as possible ofPennsylvania’s existing Nutrient
Management Act regulations and guidelines, the state
Department of Environmental Protection has proposed
some ways to modify the state program sothat it achieves

the same environmental goals EPA seeks, while remain-
ing a state-controlled program.

This proposal was published June 13 in the Pennsylva-
nia Bulletin. There arc 60 days for comment and several
public hearings and meetings scheduled.

The proposal is reprinted here so that readers ofLan-
caster Fanning may comment on the logicand workabil-
ityofthe proposal, as well as stay abreast ofwhat addition-
al work andpermits may be required in order to farm com-
petitively using modem production technology.

The proposal can also be found on the Lancaster
Farming home page at http://www.lancasterfarming.com

Included near the end of the proposal are tire tentatively
scheduled hcaring/meelings where comments can be
made about it, as well as the address and person to whom
comments can be made.
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