State Conservation Commission Meeting
May 11, 2021
Virtual Meeting

Agenda – SCC COPY
Executive Session
Business Session – 1:00PM – 3:00PM
A. Opportunity for Public Comment
B. Business and Information Items
1. Approval of Minutes
a. March 9, 2021 Public Mtg.(A)
b. April 13, 2021 Conference Call (A)
2. Former Employee Director Appointment Draft Policy, Karl Brown, SCC (A)
3. Nutrient and Odor Management Program
a. OMP Amendment ‘D” - Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm - Arlin Benner, West
Rapho Township, Lancaster County; Karl Dymond, SCC (A)
b. OMP Amendment ‘A” - Kish-View Farm Amendment “A” - Keith Spicher; Union
Township, Mifflin County; Karl Dymond, SCC (A)
c. John Rishel, Watsontown, Northumberland County; Brady Seeley, SCC (A)
4. Proposed Revisions to the FY2021-22 REAP Guidelines and Application - Joel Semke,
SCC (A)
5. Proposed Revisions to the FY2021 Conservation Excellence Grant Program guidelines
– Eric Cromer, SCC (A)
6. Dirt, Gravel and Low Volume Road (DGLVR) Program
a. Proposed’ FY2021-22 DGLVR Allocations to Conservation Districts - Roy
Richardson, SCC (A)
b. Center for Dirt and Gravel Road Studies, Education and Technical Assistance
Agreement Proposed 2021-22 Scope of Work annual budget - Roy Richardson,
SCC (A)
7. Proposal for authorization of funds to finance an interest rate subsidy to support the
Agriculture Linked Investment Program, Johan E. Berger, SCC [A]
8. Wyoming County Conservation District Building Project request, Karl G. Brown, SCC
[A].

Updated 5.3.2021

9. Report and Update - Independent Fiscal Office– Evaluation of Program Performance
report - REAP, [ NA ]
C.

Written Reports
1. Program Reports
a. Nutrient and Odor Management Program Measurables Report
b. 2021 Odor Management Plan Self Certification Report
c. Status Report on Facility Odor Management Plan Reviews
d. REAP Accomplishment Report
e. Conservation Excellence Grant Program Report
f. Certification and Education Program Accomplishment Report
2. Ombudsman Program Reports – Southern Allegheny Region (Blair County Conservation
District) and Lancaster County Conservation District.

D.

Cooperating Agency Reports Adjournment

Next Public Meetings/Conference Calls:
June 8, 2021 - Conference Call
July 13, 2021 – Virtual Meeting

Updated 5.3.2021
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STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
MEETING
PA Department of Agriculture, Harrisburg, PA
Zoom Webinar System
Tuesday, March 9, 2021 - 1:00 p.m.

Draft Minutes
Members Present: Secretary Russell Redding, PDA; Jill Whitcomb for Secretary Patrick
McDonnell, DEP; Mike Flinchbaugh; Don Koontz; MaryAnn Warren; Drew Gilchrist for
Secretary Cindy Adams Dunn, DCNR; Denise Coleman, NRCS; Adam Walters, DCED; Chris
Houser, Penn State; Mike Price, PACD.
A. Public Input - None
B. Business and Information Items
Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary, noted that no Executive Session was held as part of the
March 9, 2021 SCC meeting.
1. Approval of Minutes – January 19, 2021 - Public Meeting and February 9, 2021
Conference Call.
MaryAnn Warren moved to approve the January 19, 2021 public meeting
minutes and the February 9, 2021 conference call minutes. Motion
seconded by Secretary Russell Redding. Motion carried.
2. Nutrient Management and Odor Management Program (NMP – Nutrient Management
Plan and OMP – Odor Management Plan)
a. OMP – Amos Zimmerman, West Brunswick Township, Schuylkill County. Karl
Dymond, SCC, noted that the Amos Zimmerman farm is a duck and steer operation in
Orwigsville, Schuylkill County, Pennsylvania. The odor site index (OSI) for this operation
is greater than 100, proposes implementation of Level 2 BMPs and requires consideration
and approval by the Commission. Staff has reviewed this plan and found it to meet the
requirements of Act 38, the Nutrient and Odor Management Act. Karl Dymond presented
this odor management plan for the Commission’s consideration.
Don Koontz made a motion to approve the Odor Management Plan for the
Amos Zimmerman Farm. Motion seconded by MaryAnn Warren. Motion
carried.
b. Nutrient Management Plan – Pleasant Ridge Farm, LLC – Brianna Yetter, Monroe
County. Brady Seeley, SCC, noted that the Pleasant Ridge Farm is an existing equine
operation in Monroe County. The operation consists of a total of 19.1 acres with 5.6 acres
of pasture, 13.5 acres of farmstead. Animals raised on the operation are 22 mature riding
horses. Total animal equivalent units (AEUs) housed at farm operation is 24.2 AEUs. With
5.6 acres available for manure application, the farm’s animal density is 4.32 AEUs / acre,
classifying the operation as a Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) under Act 38 of
2005. Approximately 251 tons of horse manure are generated per year on the operation.
1
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Approximately 60 tons of manure are applied to pastures via grazing. All of the collected
horse manure, approximately 191 tons, is exported. All manure from the horse barn and
paddocks is removed daily and stacked on a permanent, improved stack pad measuring 25’
x 35’ x 4’. Animal mortalities are managed offsite. The NMP does include the proper
signed Exporter / Importer Agreements.
The receiving stream for the operation is Rattlesnake Creek, which is a High Quality, ColdWater Fishery. Based on staff’s review, the NMP developed for Pleasant Ridge Farm meets
the requirements of the PA Act 38 Nutrient Management Regulations and is recommended
for Commission approval. This plan is before the Commission, because Monroe
Conservation District does not have a NM Program delegation agreement in place. Brady
Seely presented this plan for the Commission’s consideration.
MaryAnn Warren made a motion to approve the Pleasant Ridge Farm
Nutrient Management Plan. Motion seconded by Jill Whitcomb. Motion
carried.
c. Nutrient Management Plan – Gravel Bar Farm – Duane Bassett, Northumberland
County. Brady Seeley, SCC, reported that the Gravel Bar Farm is an existing broiler
animal operation in Northumberland County operated by Mr. Duane Bassett. The operation
consists of a total of 74.6 acres with 21.8 acres of pasture, 44.5 acres of cropland and 6.3
farmstead and associated agricultural land. Animals raised on the operation are 56,000
mixed color broilers, 12 beef cows, 12 beef calves, 4 steers, 12 ewes, 18 lambs, 1 ram, 1
mature horse, 3 mature ponies, and 15 feeder pigs. Total animal equivalent units (AEUs)
housed at Mr. Bassett’s operation is 176.53 AEUs. With 68.3 acres available for manure
application, Mr. Bassett’s animal density is 2.58 AEUs / acre, classifying the operation as
a Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) under Act 38 of 2005. Approximately 525 tons
of poultry manure and 435 tons of mixed pen-pack manure are generated per year on the
operation. The majority of the poultry manure is exported, up to 500 tons, and all mixed
pen-pack manure is applied to own acres via mechanical manure application or grazing.
The NMP does include the proper signed Exporter / Importer Agreement.
The receiving stream for the operation is Gravel Run, which is a Cold-Water Fishery. This
plan is before the Commission because Northumberland Conservation District does not
have a Nutrient Management Program delegation. Based on staff’s review, the NMP
developed for Duane Bassett – Gravel Bar Farm’s animal operation meets the requirements
of the PA Act 38 Nutrient Management Regulations, and staff recommends Commission
approval. Brady Seely presented this plan for Commission consideration.
MaryAnn Warren made a motion to approve the Gravel Bar Nutrient
Management Plan. Motion seconded by Don Koontz. Motion carried.
3. Conservation Excellence Grant Program – Expansion and Allocation of Funds. Johan
Berger, SCC, reported that the CEG Program has active programs (delegations) in
Lancaster ($1.25 million), York ($1.25 million), Cumberland ($1.154 million) and
Franklin ($1.154 million) counties. In addition, CEG has also established a public private
partnership with Lancaster Farmland Trust ($1.154) to demonstrate the CEG concepts in
Salisbury Township, Lancaster County. These efforts to date have been funded with a
combination of state (NM Fund) and federal (CBP CBIG, subaward) funds. As a part of
the 7/12ths state budget process, the Commission has been given access to an additional
$2 million (NM Fund) for the purpose of supporting the CEG Program. Funds must be
2
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distributed, in part, based on the “tier” status of counties in the CBP Phase 3 WIP.

Johan Berger, SCC presented a basic strategy for the continued allocation of available
funds for participating and new counties entering into the CEG Program. Focused on
sustaining participating counties that perform well and expanding the program to additional
priority counties as additional resources are made available, the strategy will be used to
allocate the currently available funds from the FY2020-21 appropriation ($2 million).
Based on the proposed funding strategy, program staff propose an allocation to Lancaster
County Conservation District in the amount of - $500,000; a proposed allocation to
Bedford County Conservation District in the amount of $750,000 and a proposed
allocation to Centre County Conservation District in the amount of $750,000 for fiscal year
2020-21.
MaryAnn Warren made a motion to approve the proposed strategy for
distribution of CEG funding. Motion seconded by Jill Whitcomb. Motion
carried.
Don Koontz made a motion to approve the proposed CEG funding levels.
Motion seconded by MaryAnn Warren. Motion carried.
4. Recommendation for Approval – “Reserve Accounts” Under the Conservation District
Funding Allocation Program – Clearfield County Conservation District and Susquehanna
County Conservation District. Johan Berger, SCC, reported that under the Commission’s
Conservation District Fund Allocation Program (CDFAP), conservation districts are
required to obtain Commission approval in order to establish “reserve accounts” using
CDFAP based funds. This policy is in place to help ensure that these funds are utilized for
eligible expenses, and to ensure the Commission is aware of reserve accounts that are
established by conservation districts. Johan Berger presented requests from Clearfield and
Susquehanna Counties to establish reserve funds with CDFAP allocated to these counties
in FY2020-21. Clearfield County Conservation District is requesting to designate $20,000
to its ‘Scholarship Reserve Account’ to support the district’s scholarship program. The
Susquehanna County Conservation District is requesting to designate $96,855.97 to a
‘Building Reserve Account’ for completion of several residual property improvement
projects and mortgage obligations associated with building construction and $7,000 to an
Agricultural Program Support reserves account for a No-till cover crop inter-seeder rental
program.
MaryAnn Warren made a motion to approve the proposed reserve accounts in
Clearfield County. Motion seconded by Don Koontz. Motion carried.
MaryAnn Warren made a motion to approve the proposed reserve accounts in
Susquehanna County. Motion seconded by Don Koontz. Motion carried.
5. Conservation District Advisory Committee Appointments. Karl Brown, SCC, reported
that the Conservation District Advisory Committee (CDAC) is a standing committee of
the Commission. It was created in January 2020, and consists of one (1) conservation
district director and one (1) conservation district staff from each DEP region. Terms are
three (3) years and were initially staggered to ensure some level of consistency from year
to year. The CDAC is to advise the Commission on the review and updating of policies
affecting conservation district operations and management. The committee would also be
available as a forum to discuss other issues or concerns of districts with contracted and
delegated programs, if the agencies administering those programs would choose to utilize
3
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this committee for that purpose. At the January 2021 Commission public meeting,
expiring conservation district staff members on the committee were reappointed (E.
Tomlinson, Tioga; Dean Druckenmiller, Berks). Commission staff have solicited
nominations for conservation district directors from the Southwest and Northwest regions
willing to serve and have identified Mr. John Scott (Allegheny County, SW) and Ms.
Amber Rendulic (Crawford County, NW) as candidates to serve on CDAC.
A vacancy still remains for the Southeast Region. Staff recommends the appointment of
John Scott and Amber Rendulic as members of the CDAC.
Secretary Redding made a motion to approve John Scott (2-year term) and
Amber Rendulic (3-year term) as members of the CDAC. Motion seconded by
MaryAnn Warren. Motion carried.
6. 2021 Conservation District Director Appointment Update. Karl Brown, SCC, reported that
as of February 25, 2021, Chief Clerks from 60 counties (91% of all counties) have
submitted their county’s list of Conservation District Director appointments for 2021 to the
State Conservation Commission. The following counties have not yet submitted 2021
conservation district director appointments to the Commission: Allegheny, Bucks,
Lackawanna, Lehigh, Potter and Wyoming. Commission staff will continue to work with
chief clerks in these counties to ensure that all 2021 appointments are submitted to the
Commission.
Action: No action required.
7. Introduction to FY 2021-22 REAP Guideline and Application Revisions. Joel Semke,
SCC, reported that each year the Commission reviews and updates the REAP Program
Guidelines and solicits input from partners on how to improve the program. This year,
several ideas that have been suggested by staff or other individuals and organizations
(IFO), and they range from minor revisions that are meant to improve the administration
of the program to significant changes that address what is eligible for REAP tax credits.
Potential areas for change include 90% tax credit for cover crops, eligibility for previously
completed projects and a number of other miscellaneous changes. The proposals are still
in the development stage and staff is soliciting input on the items. In addition, staff
welcomes input on any other proposed changes that are not currently included. Joel
Semke presented an overview of potential changes for the FY2021 REAP Program
Guidelines
Action: No action required.
8. DGLVR Annual Summary Report/Update. Roy Richardson, SCC, and Steve Bloser,
CDGRS, reported each year Commission and Center staff provide an update on the activities
and accomplishments of the Dirt, Gravel and Low Volume Road Program. Roy Richardson
(SCC) and Steve Blosser (PSU Center) provided an update to the Commission.
Conservation Districts assisted with implementation of over 380 projects, spending over
$22.7 million on projects.
Action: No action required.
9. Chesapeake Bay Program WIP Update. Jill Whitcomb, DEP, reported that efforts
continue to develop county action plans (CAPs) for counties within the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed. These plans will establish goals, priorities and targets for BMP needed to
4
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help reach the nutrient and sediment reductions of Pennsylvania’s Phase 3 WIP. In
January 2021, a CAP Implementation Workshop was held for Tier 1 and 2 Counties.
There were group sessions, then one-on-one sessions, which encouraged consistent
communication among all. There is now a monthly newsletter which provides
information about many partners, including NRCS, NFWF, etc. Countywide Action Plan
Coordinator training was held on March 4 and 5, 2021. Jill Whitcomb, CBP Director for
Pennsylvania provided an update to the Commission.
Action: No action required.
C. Written Reports – Self Explanatory
1. Program Reports
a. Nutrient and Odor Management Program Measurables Report
b. Status Report on Facility Odor Management Plan Reviews
2. Ombudsman Program Reports – Southern Allegheny Region (Blair County
Conservation District) and Lancaster County Conservation District.
D. Cooperating Agency Reports – DCNR, PDA, Penn State, DCED, DEP, NRCS, PACD
DCNR – Drew Gilchrist reported on the River of the Year and Upcoming River Sojourns.
Winding through Northwestern Pennsylvania, connecting Pymatuning and Shenango lakes
with the Beaver River via 82 miles of scenic, peaceful river, the Shenango River has been
voted the state’s 2021 River of the Year.
“The River of the Year selection does much more than focus on attributes of the most
deserving Shenango, it recognizes the Shenango River Watchers and other supporters who
rallied behind it,” said DCNR Secretary Cindy Adams Dunn. “This annual honor recognizes
not only our state’s wealth of rivers and streams, but also the dedicated folks who fight to
protect them.” Shenango River Watchers will receive a $10,000 Leadership Grant to help
fund a slate of year-long 2021 River of the Year activities.
Each year, working with the Pennsylvania Organization for Watersheds & Rivers (POWR),
a nonprofit organization driven to protect and celebrate Pennsylvania’s waterways and
watersheds, DCNR sponsors River Sojourns across the state.
The COVID Pandemic put a crimp in some of the planned Sojourns in 2020. Organizations
are adjusting their programs as they can in 2021 to provide safe recreation. Visit the POWR
website Sojourns - POWR Pennsylvania Organization for Watersheds and Rivers
(pawatersheds.org) in the coming months for more information.
PDA – Secretary Russell Redding reported that PDA continues on Covid mitigation
recovery work. The goal is to keep people safe, fed, and vaccinated. The Secretary
encouraged all to keep the “lessons learned” in mind for the future. Remain focused on food
security, food access, and food supply. The PA Farm Bill, conservation district and Ag
Grants funding remained funded in the proposed FY2021-22 state budget. Thank you to
Chris Houser and Penn State for pesticide education creativity. There is a need to continue
work on the Fertilizer Bill, which was reintroduced in the Senate.
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PSU – Chris Houser reported that since Fall 2020, PA OneStop has seen data input from
many farms with over 25,000 acres planned and unique users. People have been obtaining
Pesticide Education credits through drive-ins, webinars, and workbooks developed by Penn
State. Since January 2021, Penn State has sold 3,000 workbooks, which help people obtain
their credits. The Master Watershed Stewardship Program is made up of volunteers, and
57,000 hours of volunteer time have been logged since Covid started. This group works
with local governments to accomplish tasks on watershed management related projects.
DCED – No report.
DEP – Jill Whitcomb reported that the 2021 Virtual Conservation District and PA Ag
Meeting will be held on March 16 and 17, 2021. There are over 170 people registered for
this meeting. DEP’s Energy Office and the Penn State Extension are holding energy
workshops, which are a virtual, 8-part webinar series. There is currently a technical webinar
series through Section 319 Non-point Source Management Program. Also available are
2021 319 virtual watershed planning sessions. The Chapter 102 ePermitting went live on
January 25, 2021. Materials are updated and available. The new PAG-02 fact sheet is now
available. Chapter 105 training took place on February 4, 2021. There were over 300
participants.
NRCS – Denise Coleman reported that NRCS is seeking public comment on proposed
revisions to 23 national conservation practice standards through a posting in the Federal
Register. The proposed revisions will be published on March 9, 2021 with comments due on
April 8, 2021. In the height of contracting season, there are currently more than 880 highpriority applications submitted for review and funding
PACD – Mike Price reported that the PACD Spring Regional Meetings will be held
virtually in March and April 2021. PACD, SCC, and Leadership Development are
developing a new 3-year contract to continue the Leadership Development Program. The
Leadership Development Program just held a staff conference, which was well-attended.
The Agricultural Boot Camp will be delivered through a hybrid format this year. Virtual
classroom training will be held in April and some ‘in-field’ instruction in August.
Adjournment: Meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
Next Public Meeting: April 13, 2021 – Conference Call
May 11, 2021 - Public Meeting, Virtual, via Zoom

6

Agenda Item B.1.b

STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION CONFERENCE CALL
Skype Conference Call
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 @ 8:30 am
DRAFT MINUTES
Members Present: Secretary Russell Redding, PDA; Secretary Patrick McDonnell, DEP;
Michael Flinchbaugh; Don Koontz; MaryAnn Warren; Drew Gilchrist for Secretary Cindy
Adams Dunn, DCNR; Pete Vanderstappen, NRCS; Brent Hales, Penn State Extension; Adam
Walters, DCED; and Brenda Shambaugh, PACD.
A. Public Input: None.
B. Agency/Organization Updates
1.

DCNR – Drew Gilchrist
With trout fishing and many other outdoors activities increasing at a time when
woodlands and brush can become tinder dry in just a day of direct sunlight and
a light breeze, the Wolf Administration is urging all residents to guard against
increased dangers of wildfire in Pennsylvania’s 17 million acres of forestlands.
Wildfire danger is normally higher in the spring before the trees leaf out, and
critical conditions can develop almost overnight in many forested areas of
Pennsylvania. To assist the public with easy access to information, DCNR has
added new maps to the wildfire webpage, which are updated daily and provide
observed and expected conditions in the state. Some recreational activities on
state forest lands such as campfires and outdoor cooking are dependent upon
current fire conditions and not permitted when Wildfire Danger Ratings
(PDF) are High or above. Visitors are encouraged to check the fire condition
maps before engaging in these activities and are reminded that campfires are
prohibited on state forest lands from March 1 to May 25 regardless of
conditions. With the spring gobbler season opening in the coming weeks,
hunters and other woodlands visitors to be especially careful with campfires
amid dry vegetation. The need to guard against wildfires increases each year as
more development encroaches on heavily wooded tracts. Debris fires are the
number one source of wildfires in PA. Property owners should always consider
the weather and conditions when burning outdoors. If it’s windy or dry,
burning should be postponed until conditions change. A water hose, rake, and
shovel should be handy when burning outdoors, and combustible materials
cleared within 10 feet of a fire. Details on wildfire prevention can be obtained
at local forest districts and the Bureau of Forestry also maintains
information county burn bans in effect.
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2.

PACD – Brenda Shambaugh
Brenda reported that the ‘virtual’ classroom part of Boot Camp Basic will take
place this week (April 12-16, 2021). The field section of Boot Camp Basic
will occur in August 2021. The Leadership Development program will start
the New Manager Orientation series starting May 19, 2021. These trainings
will occur once per week from May through August…all sessions are virtual.
PACD received funding from DEP for E&S training that will take place
virtually. PACD held all Spring regional meetings virtually. The PACD
conference will take place virtually in July 2021. The session on July 29 will
include the awards ceremony.

3.

Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture – Secretary Russell Redding
Secretary Redding reported that the Budget hearings have taken place. There
was advocation for budgets at large, especially for conservation-related
appropriations. COVID vaccine rollouts continue. Front line agriculture
workers were included in the current group that is eligible for vaccines. Now
everyone is eligible for vaccines. Work continues on developing PDA’s
position on climate and carbon mitigation . There is a need to have agriculture
represented on these conversations. Farm Bill funding is proposed again.
There is $60 million proposed for agriculture. The Farm Vitality grant
application period opens on April 19, 2021. Spotted Lanternfly season is upon
us where the quarantine was expanded west to include an additional eight
counties. PDA continues to work with USDA/APHIS and Penn State
Cooperative Extension to develop and expand control activities and outreach.

4.

Penn State – Brent Hales
Brent Hales reported that Penn State Extension is waiting for advisement from
the University on gathering in larger groups. Trainings will be provided in a
safe manner, according to guidance. Extension is looking forward to getting
back to county offices. The University will emerge stronger from these
COVID challenges.

5.

DEP – Secretary Patrick McDonnell
Secretary McDonnell reported that in 2018, DEP and Conservation Districts
entered Watershed Specialist Grant Agreements. Renewal requests for those
agreements are due by May 31, 2021. Questions can be directed to Jennifer
Ritter. The Section 319 Virtual Watershed Planning and Implementation
Meeting will take place from 9:00 a.m. to Noon on May 19 and 20, 2021. The
event is open to entities involved in Section 319 Nonpoint Source Management
projects, including conservation district staff, DEP and EPA staff, incorporated
watershed associations, counties, municipalities, councils of governments;
501(c)(3) non-profits, educational institutions, and municipal authorities. EPA
2
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will be hosting Nonpoint technical exchange webinars. The updated Manure
Management FAQ document was distributed on March 24, 2021. The FAQ is
available on the DEP website. Districts need to update their records with this
new information. The Chesapeake Bay Ag staff is developing a stakeholder
group to collaborate on the Manure Management Manual revisions. Virtual
Roundtables were held at the end of March 2021. On March 17, 2021, updated
Ag Inspection procedures were released for Covid-19. These procedures will
help with decisions regarding inspections. DEP is accepting summer interns
for inspection activities. They will need adequate training and supervision.
DEP is working with Penn State Extension’s energy office to perform a utility
bill analysis for farmers. A recent update was made to GreenPort…a Keystone
account login can be used for access to all applications under GreenPort.
6.

NRCS – Pete Vanderstappen
Pete reported that Denise Coleman is temporarily working as the Associate
Chief at NRCS National Headquarters. One-hundred percent of funding was
received for Pennsylvania to support NRCS staff and affiliates. An LOU with
DEP was completed regarding the use of General Permit 9 for projects.
During COVID, NRCS offices were closed. Currently, twenty-five percent of
staff is working in the office…others are doing field work.

7.

DCED – Adam Walters – no report.

C. Information and Discussion Items
1.

Please Note … Action requested on this agenda item.
Recommendation for Approval for a Reserve Account under the Conservation District
Funding Allocation Program (CDFAP) for Sullivan County Conservation District,
Johan Berger, SCC
Background: The Sullivan Conservation District has requested permission to establish
a reserve account for the purpose of providing scholarships within their county. The
proposed funding source for these scholarships is state ‘supplemental’ CDFAP funds.
The Commission’s CDFAP Statement of Policy requires Commission approval for any
reserve account established with CDFAP revenue. A memo with additional information
was provided to Commission members. Johan Berger provided additional information
regarding this proposed action item.
Don Koontz made a motion to approve Sullivan Conservation District’s request to
establish a “reserve” account for the purpose of funding scholarship awards. Motion
seconded by MaryAnn Warren. Motion carried.
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2. Former Employee Director Appointment Draft Policy (update) (K. Brown) - In
September 2020, the Commission directed staff to circulate the draft policy on
“Appointing Former Conservation District Employees as Conservation District
Directors” to conservation districts and other interested parties for a 45-day comment
period. This comment period ended November 2, 2020 and twelve (12) conservation
districts and/or conservation district employees have submitted comments on this
policy. These comments were reviewed with the Commission members during our
January 19, 2021 Commission meeting. Commission staff reviewed and discussed this
draft policy and comments received with the Conservation District Advisory Committee
(CDAC) on December 10, 2020 and March 11, 2021 meetings. Based on the comments
received and the input of the CDAC, Commission staff has made final edits to the draft
policy. Staff will present a final draft to the Commission for final consideration at the
May 11, 2021 meeting. A copy of the proposed final draft of this policy was given to
Commission members.
3. FY 2021 - 22 REAP Program Guidelines (update) (J. Semke) - Every year, the
Commission staff reviews the REAP Program guidelines and solicits input from partners
on how to improve the program year-to-year. The annual changes to the guidelines range
from minor revisions that are intended to improve the administration of the program, to
major changes that address what is eligible for REAP tax credits. Joel Semke provided
an update on proposed changes to the FY 2021-22 REAP Program guidelines on the
April 13, 2020 conference call. These proposed changes will be presented to the
Commission for approval at the May 11, 2021 Commission meeting after a final legal
and policy review. A memo outlining the proposed changes to the FY 2021-22 REAP
Program guidelines was provided to Commission members.
4. FY 2021-22 Conservation Excellence Grants (CEG) Guideline Revision Concepts
(update) (E. Cromer) – Similar to the REAP Program, the CEG Program is authorized
to operate based upon “guidelines” issued by the Commission. The first CEG guidelines
adopted were for the current FY 2019-20. Staff, in cooperation with participating
conservation districts, has reviewed the FY 2019-20 guidelines and is recommending
several changes including language updating the allocation of program funds that was
recently adopted by the commission and several other minor modifications. Eric
Cromer presented this information to the Commission. A memo providing additional
information was provided. Final revised language for the guidelines will be presented
for Commission consideration at the May meeting.
5. AgriLink Low Interest Loan Update (update) (J. Berger) –The AgriLink Low
Interest Loan Program was enacted December 1994 as a companion bill to the
Pennsylvania Nutrient Management Act (Act 6 of 1993AgriLink provides low interest
loans to farmers to help them implement agricultural BMPs that are a part of an approved
plan (NM, MM, AG E&S, Cons. Plan) in order to prevent nutrient and sediment run-off
from farm fields and animal concentration areas (ACAs). In 2019, as a part of the PA
Farm Bill legislative package, the AgriLink enabling legislation was amended to: 1.
increased the loan cap to $250,000 (previously $75,000); 2. increased maximum loan
term to 12 years (previously 7 years); and 3.provided funds to subsidize loans. The
4
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Commission is working with the Pennsylvania Treasury to reestablish AgriLink
Program. Treasury is currently developing subsidy rate tables and is updating program
agreements between Commission and Treasury.
6. 2021 - Transition from Skype to Microsoft Teams (update) (B. Buckingham) Microsoft Teams will be replacing Skype for Business as the primary communication
tool at the Commonwealth. Teams will likely be the conference call and virtual meeting
format that will be used for Commission public meetings in the future. Teams offers a
lot of new functionality that Skype does not have. Groups of Commonwealth employees
will start moving to Teams beginning later this Spring. Barb Buckingham provided
additional information regarding this agenda item. Additional information was given to
Commission members.
7. Statement of Financial Interests (Karl Brown) – State Conservation Commission
members are reminded that as “Public Officials” they are required to complete their
Statements of Financial Interests forms as required by state ethics laws. Information
will be sent to members in late February and members must complete these forms
(online) no later than May 1, 2021.
Conservation District Directors are also considered Public Officials and most District
Employees are considered Public Employees. Any Conservation district employee that
meets one or more of the criteria in the definition below MUST fill out a Statement of
Financial Interest. Completing a statement is not optional. It is required by law. For
district directors and district employees, statements are to be completed and filed with
the Conservation District no later than May 1, 2021. The general rule with this form is
“when in doubt, fill it out”.
"Public Official” includes any person (such as a conservation district director)
appointed by a governmental body (such as the board of county commissioners or the
county council)
“Public Employee” includes any individual employed by the Commonwealth or a
political subdivision (like a conservation district) who is responsible for taking or
recommending official action of a non-ministerial nature with regard to: Contracting or
procurement; Administering or monitoring grants or subsidies; Planning or zoning;
Inspecting, licensing, regulating, or auditing any person; or Any other activity where the
official action has an economic impact of greater than a de minimis nature on the
interests of any person.
Conservation district directors and staff can refer to the Director Handbook (pp. 4-6) or
the Red Ethics Pamphlet (p. 12-15 & 31-36) for additional information. If you require
additional forms go to www.ethics.state.pa.us and click on "forms" on the left side of
the page.
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8.

2021 Dates to Remember
SCC Meetings – 1:00 PM
Virtual Meeting
Virtual Meeting

March 9
May 11

SCC Conference Calls – 8:30 – 10:00 AM
Conference Call
February 9
Conference Call
April 13
PACD Spring Regional Meetings – All will be Virtual 10:00 am -12:00 pm
South Central Region
March 16
North Central Region
March 18
South East Region
March 25
South West Region
March 30
North West Region
April 8
North East Region
April 16
Agricultural Technician Training
Boot Camp I – ‘Basic’
Boot Camp II – ‘Advanced’

April 12 – 16, 2021 (Virtual/Classroom)
August 2-4, 2021 (Field)
April 26 – 30, 2021

Also, check the Conservation District Training/Special Events Calendar at, www.PACD.org
Select the "Events" tab and then the "Training Calendar" tab.

9. Next Meeting – May 11, 2021

Virtual

10. Adjournment: 9:50 a.m.
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May 5, 2021
To:

Members
State Conservation Commission

From: Karl G. Brown
Executive Secretary
Re:

Proposed Policy on Appointing Former Conservation District Employees and Other
Individuals as Conservation District Directors

Action Requested: Final approval of the proposed policy related to the appointment of former
conservation district employees and other individuals as conservation district directors.
Background: In September 2020, the Commission directed staff to circulate the draft policy on
“Appointing Former Conservation District Employees as Conservation District Directors” to
conservation districts and other interested parties for a 45-day comment period. This comment
period ended November 2nd and twelve (12) conservation districts and or conservation district
employees have submitted comments on this policy. These comments were reviewed with the
Commission members during our January 19th Commission meeting.
Commission staff reviewed and discussed this draft policy and comments received with the
Conservation District Advisory Committee (CDAC) as a part of their December 10th and March
11th meetings. Based on comments from conservation districts, several changes were made to
the draft policy and are outlined below.
•
•

•

The draft was expanded to cover other individuals employed in certain county, state and
federal positions that maintain significant control over conservation district programs or
funding.
Language regarding “financial” penalties was removed and replaced with a provision
stating: If it is determined that a conservation district director appointment is made in
conflict with this policy, the Commission will work with the county governing body and
the conservation district board to seek an amicable resolution to this matter.
A provision was added to allow conservation districts to request an exception to this
policy from the Commission on a case-by-case basis.
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Based on the comments received from county conservation districts, and the input of the
Conservation District Advisory Committee, commission staff have made final edits to the draft
policy (Restrictions on the Appointment of Former Conservation District Employees and Other
County, State and Federal Employees as Conservation District Directors) and recommend
approval of this proposed policy at this time. A copy of the proposed final draft of this policy is
attached.
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State Conservation Commission
Draft Policy
Restrictions on the Appointment of Former Conservation District Employees and Other
County, State and Federal Employees as Conservation District Directors
REV. 4-6--21

1. Restrictions on the Appointment of Former Conservation District Employees as
Conservation District Directors
No individual who has been employed by a conservation district in any capacity may be
appointed to serve as a conservation district director on the conservation district’s board
of directors under which they were employed within three (3) years of their last date of
employment. The Commission will deem any individual as ineligible as a nominee for
appointment as a conservation district director if they have held employment within that
three (3) year period.
A. This includes appointment as a regular conservation district director with full
voting powers or as a non-voting associate member.
B. For purposes of defining employment by a conservation district, this includes
individuals who have been employed directly by the conservation district, or
individuals employed under an agreement with the county governing body
[county government] and assigned to carry out staff duties on behalf of the county
conservation district.
C. This policy does not apply to any former conservation district employee elected
to the county governing body (board of commissioners, county council, etc.) and
appointed by that body to serve on the conservation district board as the county
governing body’s representative.
D. This policy does not prohibit a former conservation district employee from serving
on a conservation district committee, within three years of their last date of
employment with that district, provided there are no known conflicts of interest
or other provisions of the Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act
which would prohibit such appointment and or service by the former employee.
E. This policy does not apply to a current or former conservation district employee
who is appointed to serve as a conservation district director or associate director
on a conservation district board where they had no previous employer - employee
relationship within three (3) years from their appointment.
F. This policy does not apply to individuals hired by a conservation district under a
contract for a limited term or intermittent basis to perform specific tasks or
projects for the district.
G. This policy is not intended to modify or usurp any provision or prohibition of the
Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act.
H. The Commission may consider exceptions to this policy on a case-by-case basis.
For regular district directors (those with voting privileges), the request for an
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exception must be submitted jointly by the county governing body and the
conservation district board of directors. For associate district directors (those
without voting privileges), the request for an exception must be submitted by the
conservation district board of directors.
2. Restrictions on the Appointment of Certain County, State and Federal Employees as
Conservation District Directors
No individual who is currently employed or has been previously employed in any
governmental position (federal, state, or county) that has or had direct oversight or
control of any conservation district program (delegated or contracted) or conservation
district funding source may be appointed to serve as a conservation district director for
the district with which such a relationship existed during the course of their employment
or within three (3) years of their last date of employment. The Commission will deem any
such individual as ineligible as a nominee for appointment as a conservation district
director if such a relationship currently exists or has existed within three (3) years of their
appointment.
A. This includes appointment as a regular conservation district director with full
voting powers or as a non-voting associate member.
B. This policy does not apply to any individual elected to the county governing body
(board of commissioners, county council, etc.) and appointed by that body to
serve on the conservation district board as the county governing body’s
representative.
C. This policy does not prohibit any such individual from serving on a conservation
district committee within three years from their last date of employment with the
governmental agency, provided there are no known conflicts of interest or other
provisions of the Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act or federal
ethics laws that would prohibit such appointment and or service by the former
employee.
D. This policy does not apply to any individual who is appointed to serve as a
conservation district director or associate director on a conservation district board
where they held no position (federal, state, or county) that has or had direct
oversight or control of any conservation district program (delegated or
contracted) or conservation district funding source within three (3) years of their
appointment.
E. This policy is not intended to modify or usurp any provision or prohibition of the
Pennsylvania Public Official and Employee Ethics Act or any federal ethics laws.
F. The Commission may consider exceptions to this policy on a case-by-case basis.
For regular district directors (those with voting privileges), the request for an
exception must be submitted jointly by the county governing body and the
conservation district board of directors. For associate district directors (those
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without voting privileges), the request for an exception must be submitted by the
conservation district board of directors.
3. Remedies
If it is determined that a conservation district director appointment is made in conflict
with this policy, the Commission will work with the county governing body and the
conservation district board to seek an amicable resolution to this matter.
4. Effective Date
This policy was enacted by the State Conservation Commission on ______ …
5. Additional Background
A. Duty of Care for Expenditure of Conservation District Funds: The Commission has
a fiduciary duty to ensure the proper expenditure of conservation district funds.
Permitting a former employee to serve on a conservation district board allows this
individual to potentially exercise undue influence over the financial oversight and
audit process for the expenditures they had an administrative duty to oversee and
manage as an employee of the district. Providing this exclusionary period allows
any financial transactions or decisions made under the former employee’s
administrative oversight to properly clear the audit process without any possible
or appearance of undue influence by a former district employee.
B. Duty of Care to Ensure “Eligible Nominees” Under the Director Nomination
Process: The Commission has certain duties regarding the size and composition of
conservation district boards, as well as the submission of “eligible nominees” by
organizations approved by the Commission to nominate persons to be considered
for appointment to conservation district boards. The Commission has previously
defined by policy what constitutes a “farmer” director and a “public” director for
the purposes of the nomination process.
Under this Policy, the Commission is identifying circumstances under which a
person would not be eligible for appointment to a conservation district board. An
individual would not be eligible as follows: 1. an individual who has been
employed with the conservation district within three (3) years prior to their date
of appointment; and, 2. an individual who is currently employed or was previously
employed within three (3) years prior to their date of appointment in any
governmental position (federal, state, or county) that has or had direct oversight
or control of any conservation district program (delegated or contracted) or
conservation district funding source.
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C. Duty of Care to Employ Personnel to Carry-Out District Programs: Conservation
district boards have legal authority to hire employees to carry out the programs
of the district.
The appointment of a former district employee to a board position allows that
individual the opportunity to unduly influence district employment decisions
based on prior relationships with former coworkers. These individuals may bring
biases into discussions and decisions regarding district financial and employment
decisions.
In addition, appointing a former employee (especially a former district manager)
to a conservation district board may hinder a new manager’s decision-making
authority and free exchange of information during board discussions.
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

DATE:

April 22, 2021

TO:

Members
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Karl J. Dymond, OM Program Coordinator
State Conservation Commission

THROUGH: Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission

SUBJECT:

Odor Management Plan Amendment “D” Review
Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm, Lancaster County

Action Requested
Action to approve is requested on the Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm odor management
plan Amendment “D”; Arlin Benner is operator and authorized representative.
Background
This farm is located at 1103 Iron Bridge Road, Mount Joy, PA 17552; Rapho Township,
Lancaster County.
I have completed the required review of the subject odor management plan (OMP) Amendment
“D” (plan amendment) listed above. Final corrections to the plan amendment were received by
the State Conservation Commission on April 22, 2021. The plan amendment is considered to be
in its final form for consideration of action.
The operation described in this plan is considered the following designations:
A Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) under the PA Nutrient and Odor Management Act
A Voluntary Agricultural Operation (VAO) under the PA Nutrient and Odor Management
Act
A Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) under the Department of Environmental
Protection Chapter 92 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permitting,
monitoring and compliance program
A brief description of the operation, concluding with the staff recommendation, is attached. Also
attached is a copy of the complete odor management plan for the operation.
PDA CENTRAL OFFICE
2301 NORTH CAMERON ST., HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9408 717-787-8821 (FAX) 717-705-3778
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Request for Action Memo: Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm – Amend D OMP

Farm Description
The Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm agricultural operation is an existing dairy
operation. Special agricultural land-use designations for this operation include the
following:
Agricultural Security Area.
Agricultural Zoning.
Preserved Farm status under Pennsylvania’s Farmland Preservation Program.
This operation does not meet any special agricultural land-use designations.
Distance to Nearest Property Line – There are 4 OM regulated barns and 6 OM regulated
Manure Storage Facilities (MSFs) at this site. The distance to the nearest property line is
130 feet for the nearest OM regulated animal housing facility (Calf Barn 2), is 540 feet
for this after-the-fact Coverall 1 Manure Storage Facility, and is 417 feet for the nearest
OM regulated manure storage facility (Slat Under-Barn MSF).
• A property line setback waiver is not required to meet the Nutrient Management
Program regulations.
Other Livestock Operations – There are not any Other Livestock Operations (> 8 AEUs)
within the Evaluation Distance Area of this plan.
Surrounding Land Use – The surrounding land use for this area is Rural including the
predominant terrain features of: open farmland with residential homes interspersed along
the road frontage and along the forested areas that predominantly occur where the
topography changes are. There is a well-established subdivision in the southern
quadrants. It should also be noted that significant portions of land in the various
quadrants are managed by the Operator, who has operational control over multiple farm
operations.
Assessment
Amendment Changes:
The original OMP for this site was approved on October 14, 2009. The approved and
constructed facilities include: Slat Barn with Under-Barn Manure Storage Facility (and a
Windbreak Shelterbelt as a required Level II Odor BMP).
The Amendment “A” for this site was approved on May 19, 2010. The approved and
constructed facilities include: Fresh Cow Pen (an approximate 50’ x 70’ expansion onto
the existing High/ Low Dairy Barn).
The Amendment “B” for this site was approved on March 28, 2013. This amendment
changed out the required Level II Odor BMP Windbreak Shelterbelt, to two Level II
Odor BMPs, an Anaerobic Digester, a Manure Solids Separator and their associated
manure storage facilities; collectively, they are an integral part of the manure treatment
technology system (which is designed to utilize manure from the Yippee! Farms, LLC –
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Request for Action Memo: Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm – Amend D OMP

Mount Joy Farm site and from two operational related dairy farm sites adjacent to it (the
Home Farm and Randy’s Farm). The approved and constructed facilities include the
following manure storage facilities: Separated Manure Solids Stacking Area, an
Anaerobic Digester, an Influent Tank, an Effluent Tank, and the HDPE-Lined Lagoon.
The Amendment “C” for this site was approved on July 8, 2015. The approved and
constructed facilities include: Cover-All Barn 1 (for converting into animal housing) and
for two after-the-fact animal housing facilities (Calf Barn 2 and Cover-All Barn 2).
This Amendment “D” is for converting the northern end of the Cover-All Barn 1 into a
Manure Storage Facility, thus Cover-All Barn 1 will be both an animal housing facility
and a manure storage facility.
Animal Housing Facilities:
Existing Facilities – This site originally included 555 Holstein Cows (721.5 AEUs), 305
Heifers (274.5 AEUs), 170 Calves (63.75 AEUs) and 2 Bulls (3.0 AEUs). The current
configurations are shown in the following existing animal housing facilities:
• Close-Up & Sick Barn (previously called Breeding Barn) – 50’ x 300’ – 125-Cow
Capacity
• Springer Pen (previously called New Barn) – 70’ x 230’ – 30-Cow Capacity
• High & Low Barn – 180’ x 180’ – 314-Cow Capacity
• Home Farm – Heifer Barn – 50’ x 95’ – 40-Heifer Capacity
• Home Farm – Dairy Facility – 130’ x 155’ – 140-Cow Capacity
• Calf Barn 1 – 15’ x 285’ – 65-Calf Capacity
Currently Regulated Facilities – Include 320 Heifers, 60 Cows, and 85 Calves (442.7
AEUs) in the following animal housing facilities:
• October 14, 2009, approved OMP – Slat Barn (previously called Slatted-Floor
Heifer Barn) – 60’ x 280’ – 120 Heifers (120.0 AEUs)
• May 19, 2010, approved Amendment “A” – Fresh Cow Pen (previously called
Free-Stall Barn addition) – 50’ x 70’ – 60 Cows (87.0 AEUs)
• March 28, 2013, approved Amendment “B” – No barns were constructed.
• July 8, 2015, approved Amendment “C” –
o Calf Barn 2 – 15’ x 50’ – 65 Calves (27.3 AEUs)
o Cover-All Barn 1 – 50’ x 60’ – 20 Calves (8.4 AEUs)
o Cover-All Barn 2 – 20’ x 240’ – 200 Heifers (200 AEUs)
Proposed Regulated Facilities – This plan Amendment “D” does not include a proposed
expansion of the animal housing facilities at this site.
Manure Storage Facilities:
Existing Facilities – This site includes the following existing manure storage facilities:
• Home Farm – Heifer Pit – 50’ x 14’ x 12’ – 62,832-Gallon Capacity
• Home Farm – Circular Manure Storage – 62’ x 13’ – 270,854-Gallon Capacity
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Request for Action Memo: Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm – Amend D OMP

Currently Regulated Facilities – Includes the following manure storage facilities:
• October 14, 2009, approved OMP – Slat Under-Barn Deep Pit – 68’ x 240’ x 12’
with a 55’ x 55’ x 12’ “T” off of it – 1,664,057-Gallon capacity
• May 19, 2010, approved Amendment “A” – No constructed facilities.
• March 28, 2013, approved Amendment “B” –
o Separator Building – 32’ x 40’ x 18’ – 700,039-Lbs Capacity
o Anaerobic Digester – 122’ x 18’ – 1,350,000-Gallon Capacity
o Influent Tank – 20’ x 12’ x 12’ – 21,542-Gallon Capacity
o Effluent Tank – 25’ x 20’ x 12’ – 44,880-Gallon Capacity
o HDPE-Line Lagoon – 455’ x 205’ x 14’ – 6,953,170-Gallon Capacity
• July 8, 2015, approved Amendment “C” – No constructed facilities.
Proposed Regulated Facilities – This plan amendment proposes the expansion of the
operation to include the following manure storage facility:
• Cover-All 1 MSF – 30’ x 60’ x 14’ – 756-Ton Capacity
• A property line setback waiver is not required to meet the Nutrient Management
Program regulations.
Odor Site Index
On April 12, 2021, I conducted a site assessment of the surrounding houses and
businesses in the ‘Evaluation Distance Area’ to confirm the buildings identified on the
plan map.
The confirmed Odor Site Index value for this Mount Joy Farm site indicates a high
potential for impacts with a score of 153.0. Due to the high potential for impacts, the
appropriate Level I Odor BMPs for a dairy operation are required and are properly
identified in the plan. The proposed plan provides adequate detail and direction for
facilitating the operator’s Implementation and Operation & Maintenance of these
required Odor BMPs, as well as the necessary documentation needed to demonstrate
compliance with the plan and regulations.
Also due to the high potential for impacts, one or more specialized Level II Odor BMPs
are required, in addition to the Level I Odor BMPs. This plan includes the following
required Level II Odor BMPs:
• Required Level II Odor BMPs:
o Anaerobic Digestion – Initially implemented in 2013
o Air Scrubbers (Sulfur) – Initially implemented in 2013
• Supplemental Level II Odor BMPs:
o Vegetative Buffers for Screening – There are 2 separate Vegetative
Buffers for Screening, the first is along the western side of the Slat Barn
(Implemented in 2009), the second is along the southern sides of the
Anaerobic Digester, the Influent & Effluent Tanks, and the HDPE-Lined
Lagoon (Implemented in 2012).
o Manure Solids Separation – This BMP is not currently being used, but the
operator has the capacity to implement it.
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Request for Action Memo: Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm – Amend D OMP

Recommendation
Based on staff reviews, the OMP amendment “D” for the Yippee! Farms, LLC –
Mount Joy Farm operation meets the planning and implementation criteria
established under the PA Nutrient & Odor Management Act and Facility Odor
Management Regulations. I therefore recommend the plan for State Conservation
Commission approval.

The Commission acted to

approve / disapprove

this odor management plan submission at

the public meeting held on _______________.
________________________________
Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary

___________
Date
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Odor Management Plan
Amendment (D)
Prepared For:

Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm
Arlin Benner
1103 Iron Bridge Road
Mount Joy, PA 17552
717-572-5895
County/ Municipality: Lancaster County, Rapho Township
Mailing Address:
880 Pinkerton Road
Mount Joy, PA 17552
717-572-5895

Prepared By:

Sarah Frame
OM Certification # 154-OMC
20 Glenbrook Drive
Shillington, PA 19607
484.650.7787
SFrame@RosetreeConsulting.com

For Official Use Only
Date of Plan Submission:

April 9, 2021

Date of Plan Approval:
Date(s) of Plan Updates (not requiring SCC action):

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

January 2014
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Planner and Operator Commitments & Responsibilities
Plan Development Requirements
This odor management plan (OMP) has been developed to meet the requirements of Pennsylvania’s Nutrient and Odor
Management Act, Act 38 of 2005 (Act 38), for the State Conservation Commission’s (Commission) Odor Management
Program for the following farm type(s): NOTE: Select all check-boxes that apply.
Pennsylvania Act 38 Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO)
Pennsylvania CAFO (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) program
Odor Management Program Volunteer Animal Operation (VAO)

Planner Signature & Agreement
The planner’s signature below certifies that this plan was developed in conjunction with, and reviewed by the operator, prior
to submitting it for review. The plan cannot be submitted until the operator understands and agrees with all the provisions of
the plan. If the reviewer finds that the planner has not reviewed at least the Plan Summary with the farmer, then the plan
reviewer is to relay that information to the certification program staff for their consideration.
The planner’s signature and below date(s) certifies that a site visit(s) was conducted by an Act 38 Certified Odor
Management Specialist to verify the criteria within the evaluation distance area at the time of developing the plan, specifically
for the odor source(s), for locating houses, churches, businesses and public use facilities within the evaluation distance, as well
as for the site land use and the surrounding land use factors.
The information contained in this plan is accurate to the best of my knowledge. This plan has been developed in
accordance with the criteria established for the Act 38 Odor Management Program indicated above. I affirm the
foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904, relating to
unsworn falsification to authorities.

Planner Name:

Certification number:

Sarah Frame

Signature of Planner:

Date:

Date(s) Evaluation Distance Area Site Visit Conducted:

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Plan Summary
Clearly detail why an amendment to the approved plan is required.

This operation is an existing regulated operation with previously approved odor management plan
amendments. This Amendment D addresses the following:
1. Change in required Level II Odor BMPs: The manure solids separator has not been used since 2015
when the operation switched to sawdust bedding. In the previous plan amendment, manure solids
separation was listed as a required Level II Odor BMP. This BMP will be exchanged with Air
Scrubbers. Two Vegetative Buffers (for screening) will also be added as Supplemental Level II Odor
BMPs.
2. Construction of MSF in the Cover-All Barn 1 (After-the-Fact Scenario) – The northeastern corner of
this barn is now used as a manure storage. This area will be treated as a proposed MSF in this
amendment.
3. Clarification of the under-barn MSF under the Fresh Cow Pen – The under-barn pit constructed
underneath the Slat Barn extends under the Fresh Cow Pen, as well. This is one continuous, Tshaped manure storage and not two separate manure storages.
4. Plan Transfer – This plan is transferring from Yippee! Farms to Yippee! Farms, LLC. The new plan
name is “Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm”.

A. Operation Summary (see Appendix 1 to view complete Operation Information)
Proposed Facilities:
Detail the Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities and consistent with the Animal Type detailed in the OSI. If animal numbers (AEUs)
from existing facilities are voluntarily being added to the plan, detail the AEUs number; otherwise state “None”, “Zero (0)” or “Not Applicable”.
NOTE: AEU calculations and AEUs per acre calculation must reflect those in the most current Act 38 NMP, otherwise explain the difference and
submit the calculations in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

Proposed OSI Animal Type:

Cattle

Proposed Animal Numbers:

None

Proposed AEUs (per animal type):

None

Voluntary Existing Animal Type:

None

Voluntary Existing AEUs (per animal type):

None

Regulated AEUs under Previous Plan(s):
(Associated with Currently Regulated Facilities below)

468.6 AEUs

Total AEUs Covered by this Plan:

442.7 AEUs *See Appendix 5

AEUs per acre for the operation:

2.28 AEUs/acre

Is there an approved Act 38 NMP for this operation?

Yes

No

NOTE: If No, explain in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Currently Regulated Facilities:
Detail in the tables below, each regulated animal housing facility and/or manure storage facility that was previously approved and is already
constructed. Detail the Dates and AEUs separately (copy & paste) for each previously approved plan or amendment.

Plan Approval Date: OMP: October 14, 2009
Regulated AEUs: 155 AEUs
Animal Housing Facility

None

Dimensions

Livestock Capacity

60’ X 280’

120 Heifers

Dimensions
68’ x 240’ x 12’ w/ a 55’ x 55’ x 12’
“T” off of it

Usable Capacity
1,664,057 gallons

Slat Barn
Manure Storage Facility
Deep Pit under Slat Barn

None

Plan Approval Date: Amendment A: May 19, 2010
Regulated AEUs: Added 63.5 AEUs to 155 AEUs = 218.5 AEUs
Animal Housing Facility

None

Fresh Cow Pen

Dimensions

Livestock Capacity

50’ X 70’

60 Cows

Dimensions
455’ X 205’ X 14’
32’ X 40’ X 18’
122’ diameter X 18’
20’ X 12’ X 12’
25’ X 20’ X 12’

Usable Capacity
6,953,170 gallons
700,039 lbs
1,350,000 gallons
21,542 gallons
44,880 gallons

Dimensions
50’ X 60’
20’ X 240’
15’ X 50’

Livestock Capacity
20 Calves
200 heifers
65 calves

Plan Approval Date: Amendment B: March 28, 2013
Currently Regulated AEUs: 213.5 AEUs
Manure Storage Facility
HDPE Manure Storage
Separator Building
Digester
Influent Tank
Effluent Tank

None

Plan Approval Date: Amendment C: July 8, 2015
Regulated AEUs: 468.6 AEUs
Animal Housing Facility
Cover-All Barn 1 (after the fact)
Cover-All Barn 2 (after the fact)
Calf Barn 2 (after the fact)

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

None

January 2014

page 7

Agenda Item B.3.a

Act 38 of 2005, Odor Management Plan Amendment

B. Odor Site Index Summary (see Appendix 3 to view complete Index)
NOTE: If multiple Geographic Centers are used, you must provide scores for each geographic center. Scores listed here must match the final
scores in the OSI.

Geographic
Center # 1
Score:
153.1

C. Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule
NOTE: All Required Odor BMPs from previous approved plans or plan amendments, which are still applicable to its associated regulated
facility, must be identified below in addition to any proposed Odor BMPs associated with this plan amendment. If specific Odor BMPs that
were previously approved no longer apply to this site specific scenario, contact Odor Management program staff to identify and discuss this
operational change prior to submitting the plan amendment.

Level I Odor BMPs Principles
1. Steps taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
2. Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and facility
surfaces clean and dry.
3. Manage manure to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
4. Remove mortalities daily and manage appropriately.
5. Manage feed nutrients to animal nutrient requirements in order to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
6. Manage manure storage facility to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.

Definitions:

Required Odor BMPs – In accordance with §§83.771, 83.781-83.783, Required Odor BMPs are the Odor BMPs required for
implementation when there is a neighboring facility or a public use facility in the evaluation distance area, or when the OSI score is 50 or
more points (Level I Odor BMPs), and when the OSI score is 100 or more points (Level II Odor BMPs).

Voluntary Odor BMPs – The operator has voluntarily chosen to include Odor BMPs in the plan. Voluntary Odor BMPs must meet the
same program standards that Required Odor BMPs do for implementation, operation, maintenance, and documentation.

Supplemental Odor BMPs – In accordance with §83.781(e), Supplemental Odor BMPs are implemented in addition to the approved
Odor BMPs in the plan and are also associated with plan updates.
NOTE: Odor BMPs must be relevant to the site specific situation and must be maintained for the lifetime of the regulated facility unless
otherwise approved.

Level I Odor BMPs to be Implemented
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail the respective Level I Odor BMPs criteria with each
respective category. Detail below all Level 1 Odor BMPs Principles, adapted from the PA Odor BMP Reference List, that are applicable
to the site specific factors of this animal operation and the regulated facilities.

None Required
Voluntary Level I Odor BMP:
Required Level I Odor BMP:
Supplemental Level I Odor BMP:

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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1. Steps taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
 Dust will be removed from fans by compressed air or by power washing at least annually.
 Accumulated feed will be removed on an As-Needed Basis.
2. Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and
facility surfaces clean and dry.
 Ventilation and watering systems are monitored and checked appropriately. During times of heavy
use (summer months), the mechanical ventilation systems and water cooling systems are checked at
least daily, if not multiple times per day.
3. Manage manure to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
 Removal of Manure Accumulation –
o Deep-Pit Under-Barn Manure Storage Facility (MSF) – Inspections of the slatted floor
system will be done daily in the Slat Barn and the Fresh Cow Pen. The slatted floor system
will be cleaned out, as needed, if the manure becomes accumulated, clogging the slats and
preventing them from functioning as designed. The deep pit underbarn storage provides
storage for the Close-Up & Sick Barn, Springer Pen, High and Low Barn, Fresh Cow Pen,
and Slat Barn.
o Coverall Barn 1 uses a bedded pack system. Inspections of the Coverall Barn 1 shall be done
daily and cleaned out as needed.
o Coverall Barn 2 uses a scraper system. Inspections of the Coverall Barn 2 shall be done daily
and cleaned out as needed.
4. Remove mortalities daily and manage appropriately.
 Remove mortalities –
o Cows: Rendering – the use of a service that picks up the deadstock and disposes of them daily.
o Calves: Mortality Composting – compost the deadstock with manure as the substrate.
5. Manage feed nutrients to animal nutrient requirements in order to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
 Professional nutritionist formulates diets to match animal nutrient requirements.
6. Manage manure storage facility to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.
Liquid Manure
 Reduce liquid manure exposure to air – Liquid manure is transferred by pipe to digester reducing the
liquid manure exposure to air.
 Minimize Agitation Odors – Minimize length & duration of manure agitation periods.
 Manure Storage Area Cleanliness – Keep manure storage egress areas clean from spills (clean up
spilled manure as needed).
Solid Manure
 Bedded pack manure is land applied or exported at least once or twice per year in order to minimize
the amount of solid manure that accumulates onsite.
 Manage surface water around the solid manure storage area (Cover-All Barn 1 MSF) – Stacked solid
manure is under roof. Grade surrounding area to avoid run on. Manage to avoid runoff of liquid from
bottom of the stack by covering or mixing in dry material to absorb rainwater. Maintain the roof and
walls of the hoop-style building.
 Manure Storage Area Cleanliness – Keep manure storage egress areas clean from spills (clean up
spilled manure as needed).

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level II Odor BMPs to be Implemented:
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail the respective Level II Odor BMPs criteria with each
respective category. Detail below all Level II Odor BMPs criteria addressing the following:
1. the general construction and implementation criteria
2. the corresponding timeframes of when each Odor BMP will be implemented
3. all operation and maintenance procedures for each Odor BMP along with the corresponding timeframes for carrying out those procedures
4. the lifespan of each Odor BMP.
NOTE: NRCS Conservation Practice Standards and Job Sheets that are in existence for the Level II Odor BMP are encouraged to be used
for construction, implementation, and operation and maintenance criteria.

None Required
Voluntary Level II Odor BMP:
Required Level II Odor BMP:
Supplemental Level II Odor BMP:

Anaerobic Digester - REQUIRED
1. General Construction and Implementation Criteria
The liquid manure generated from the farm is transferred by pipe to the concrete influent tank. The manure is
then transferred to the regulated concrete digester tank with an HDPE cover. Methane Gas is collected and
converted to electricity reducing emissions into the atmosphere. Post digested manure is transferred to the
HDPE manure storage.

2. Timeframes for Implementation
The operation was completed in 2013.

3. O&M procedures for Anaerobic Digester
Mechanical Components
a. The operator will be responsible for maintaining logs for the repair/replacement of mechanical
components
b. Grounding rods and wiring for all electrical equipment shall be maintained in good operational condition.
c. All pumps, piping, valves, and other mechanical equipment shall be maintained in good operation
condition and in accordance with all manufactures recommendations.
a. Flare inspected to insure proper operation
i. Previously, when the flare reached a certain pressure of built-up gas, the system would
create a spark to relieve the pressure. This system was not working properly in 2021 and
was modified. Now, the system creates a spark on a set time interval so that gasses
produced are constantly burned off and the pressure in the flare does not build up with the
possibility of causing odor concerns.
d. Inspect for leaks

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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e. Documentation of all maintenance shall be kept with written records that include the following:
Digester Daily Log






Electrical
o

KW output

o

KWh output 24 hr

o

Engine hours operated

o

Meter reading (skid)

o

Meter reading (flare)

o

CO2

o

Bag Pressure

Gas

Digester
o

HWS (1)

o

HWS (2)

o

HWR (3)

Maintenance Log/Service Record


Gas filter



Valve adjustment



New turbo



Oil change in mixer

Manure System
a. All transfer pipes and conveyance facilities shall be periodically inspected for assurance of proper flow
and functionality.
b. Manure shall be emptied from the facility per the approved scheduled developed under the Nutrient
Management Plan.
c. Rodents or other burrowing animals shall be eradicated from the embankments of the lagoon to prevent
damage to the liner and the integrity of the embankment.
d. Regular inspections of the Liner shall be made for rips or tears.
e. Foreign debris shall be removed to prevent damage to the mechanical components
f.

The manure levels in the storage facilities shall be maintained at the appropriate level as to not impact
required free board elevation.

g. Documentation of all maintenance shall be kept with written records.

4. Lifespan
The BMP’s should have a lifespan of 30-40 years

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Air Scrubbers – REQUIRED
Air scrubbers remove a portion of the odorous gases and dust from air exhausted from livestock & manure facilities.
1. Implementation – Two Air Scrubbers were initially implemented along with the Anaerobic Digester in 2013.
2. Operation & Maintenance – The operator will continue to follow the established operation and maintenance
schedule for the existing sulfur scrubber. All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established
Maintenance Log at the site.
a) Daily Inspections


Inspect scrubber operation to ensure that it is functioning properly: pH & Liquid Temperature

b) Bi-Weekly Inspections


Inspect scrubber operation to ensure that it is functioning properly: H2S In & H2S Out



Inspect liquid manure level in the scrubber nutrient tank and add as needed.



Inspect scrubber tank and removed sulfur build-up as needed.

3. Odor BMP Lifespan – The Air Scrubber will be implemented for the lifetime of the regulated facilities or until
an approved amendment changes this requirement.

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Vegetative Buffer (For Screening) – SUPPLEMENTAL
Vegetative Buffers for Screening are one or two rows of fast-growing vegetation planted sufficiently to
visually enhance and beautify the facility it is planted near. Vegetative Buffers also serve to increase
turbulence and mixing with fresh air to help dilute odorous compounds before they travel downwind from
the facility, and the foliage on some species has been shown to absorb certain compounds, including
ammonia.
A. Implementation
1. Planting Timeframe – This practice was implemented in 2009 behind the Slat Barn and in 2012
by the HDPE-Lined Lagoon
2. Plant Materials Information Chart
Total Number
of plants for
the row

Distance
between rows

2009

Distance
between
plants w/in
rows
12-15 feet

~30

N/A

2012

20-35 feet

~30

N/A

Species/Cultivar

Kind of
Stock

Planting
Dates

Row 1 by Slat
Barn:
Arborvitae
Row 1 by HDPELined Lagoon:
Blue Spruce

Already
Planted
Already
Planted

3. Location & Layout – See Site Map
4. Site Preparation & Planting Methods Notes
a. Site Prep – Remove debris and control competing vegetation to allow enough spots or
sites for planting or planting equipment. Soil tests will be conducted, and soil
amendments added, as to recommendations.
b. Irrigation System – Installation of a trickle or emitter irrigation system is highly
recommended for all plantings. Install and begin supplemental irrigation for a minimum
of three years.
c. Weed Control Barriers – Artificial weed control barrier cloth can be placed over the
planting area, along with natural wood products. Apply mulch to a depth of 3” – 4”, at a
minimum of 3’ wide mulch strip, or a 3’ diameter circle of mulch around each plant.
B. Operation & Maintenance
1. Inspections
a. Year 1 – Inspect Vegetative Buffer components biweekly during the growing season (spring
to fall). Identify damaged areas and protect plants from damage so proper function is
maintained. Replant during growing season. A higher level of care is required until 3 years
after plant establishment.
b. Years 2 – 4 – Inspect Vegetative Buffer components monthly during the growing season
(spring to fall). Identify damaged areas and protect plants from damage so proper function is

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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maintained. Replant during growing season. A higher level of care is required until 3 years
after plant establishment.
c. Years 5 & on – Inspect Vegetative Buffer components at least annually. Protect plants from
damage so proper function is maintained. Replant during growing season.
2. Maintenance Activities –
a. Replace Deadstock – Replace dead or dying plants as discovered or if discovered during the
non-growing season, replace as soon as conditions permit during the next planting season.
b. Prune, Fertilize, Protect from Damage – Prune to maintain function, only after plants are
established. Apply nutrients based on soil test results. Protect plants from damage so proper
function is maintained.
c. Weed Control – Control competing vegetation either mechanically, chemically, or with a
mulch bed to allow proper establishment and growth. Replace woody mulch; reapply mulch
to a depth of 3” – 4”.
d. Irrigation – Provide supplemental irrigation for a minimum of three years post plantestablishment. Ensure irrigation equipment is properly working; replace components as
needed
3. Odor BMP Lifespan – The Vegetative Buffer will be implemented for the lifetime of the regulated

facilities, until it is removed from the plan via an update to the plan, or until an approved amendment
changes this requirement.

Solids Separation for Manure – SUPPLEMENTAL
Separating solids from manure provides opportunities for further treatment or handling of this odorous
component of manure.
The operator may process digested manure through the solids separation unit at the farmstead. Separated
manure solids are transferred to a roofed stacking area in the Separator Building.
Operation and Maintenance
The operator will follow the established operation and maintenance schedule for the solids separation, if the
solids separator unit is to be used. All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established Maintenance
Log at the farmstead.
Daily
a. Verify that liquid manure is flowing from the digester to the solids separator
b. Verify that separated liquid is flowing away from the separator to the main lagoon.
Quarterly
a. Inspect and clean the separator screen
b. Inspect and fill the automatic greaser system
c. Repair or replace worn or defective separator parts

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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D. Documentation Requirements
The following information will be documented by the Operator for each Odor BMP to ensure compliance with the plan.
Documentation is needed to demonstrate implementation of the plan as well as for corrective actions taken for significant
maintenance activities needed to return an Odor BMP back to normal operating parameters.

Level I Odor BMP Documentation Requirements
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail each documentation criterion.

None Required – (NOTE: Delete the Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement and the Level I Maintenance Log)
Level I Odor BMPs – Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement Only
The Operator will annually complete the Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement.

Level I Odor BMP Documentation Criteria:
The Operator will annually complete the ‘Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement’. The Operator will also complete the Level I
Odor BMPs Maintenance Log upon any of the following occurrences:

1

Steps taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
Document when dust is removed.
Document the corrective action taken to eliminate accumulated feed in pens, aisles and on animals.

2

Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and
facility surfaces clean and dry.
Document when ventilation systems are maintained and/or replaced.

3

Manage manure to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
Document when a leak is fixed in the barns to minimize damp, exposed manure.
Document when frozen manure is removed during winter months to maintain constant flow of manure to
storage facility.
Document when scraper system and/or flush system is maintained.

4

Remove mortalities daily and manage appropriately.
Document any discrepancies with mortality management, and the corrective actions taken.
If the 3 options are no longer available document how mortalities are addressed in Level 1 Maintenance
Log.

5

Manage feed nutrients to animal nutrient requirements in order to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
If a professional nutritionist is no longer used to formulates diets to match animal nutrient requirements,
document corrective action on how to avoid excess nutrient excretion.

6

Manage manure storage facility to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.
Document when pipeline is maintained or replaced.
Document when manure storage facilities are maintained/ replaced.
Document when manure storage roof (stacking area) is replaced.

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level II Odor BMP Documentation Requirements
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail each documentation criterion.

None Required – (NOTE: Delete the Level II Quarterly Observation Log)
Level II Odor BMP Documentation Criteria:
The Operator will complete the Level II Odor BMPs Quarterly Observation Log, at least on a quarterly basis, detailing the proper
implementation of the Odor BMPs as identified in the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule. The Operator will also complete
the Level II Odor BMPs Quarterly Observation Log upon any of the following occurrences:

1. Per the manufacturer’s standards of operation and maintenance for the anaerobic digester, air
scrubbers, and solid separator, Yippee! Farms, LLC currently utilizes the following logs to
address the Level II Odor BMP Documentation Criteria:
Digester Daily Log








Electrical
o

KW output

o

KWh output 24 hr

o

Engine hours operated

Gas
o

Meter reading (skid)

o

Meter reading (flare)

o

CO2

o

Bag Pressure

Scrubber
o

pH

o

Liquid Temp

o

H2S In (bi-weekly)

o

H2S Out (bi-weekly)

Digester
o

HWS (1)

o

HWS (2)

o

HWR (3)

Maintenance Log/Service Record


Gas filter



Screen cleaned in separator



Valve adjustment



New turbo installed



Oil change in mixer
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2. Vegetative Buffer – For Screening


Documentation will be made of monthly inspections during the growing season,
identify any damage, and corrective actions taken.



Documents will be made if any trees are replaced.
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Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement
To be completed and signed annually by operators which have a neighboring facility or a public use facility in the evaluation distance area. This form
is an attestment of the operator for the daily implementation of the Odor BMPs, and in accordance with §83.791, it is to be kept on site for at least 3
years.

(Copy This Page For Future Use)

OMP Amendment Name: YIPPEE! FARMS, LLC – MOUNT JOY FARM AMENDMENT D

Level I Odor BMPs Principles
1. Steps were taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
2. Ventilation was managed to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and facility
surfaces clean and dry.
3. Manure was managed to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
4. Mortalities were removed daily and managed appropriately.
5. Feed nutrients were matched to animal nutrient requirements to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
6. Manage manure storage to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.

Odor Management Plan Requirements
In accordance with §§83.762 operator commitment statement), 83.771 (managing odors), 83.781 – 83.783 (Odor
BMPs and schedules), 83.791 – 83.792 (documentation requirements) and 83.802 (plan implementation), I affirm
that all the information I provided in the odor management plan is accurate to the best of my knowledge.
In order to manage the potential for impacts from the offsite migration of odors associated with the operation,
I affirm that I have implemented the specific practices and procedures detailed in the odor management plan
Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule (principles identified above) from DATE:
to DATE:
(CY/ FY, etc.).
I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §
4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

Signature of Operator:

Date:

Name of Operator: Arlin Benner
Title of Operator: Owner/Operator

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level I Odor BMPs – Maintenance Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record occurrences of mechanically related maintenance activities or for any corrective actions taken.)

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
List ODOR BMPs

DATE

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

NOTES

January 2014

page 19

Agenda Item B.3.a

Act 38 of 2005, Odor Management Plan Amendment

Level II Odor BMPs – Quarterly Observation Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record observations relating to 1) the implementation of each Level II Odor BMP at least on the first day (approximately) of each quarter of the year or in
accordance with the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, and 2,) for mechanically related maintenance activities, as soon as possible upon the observation that maintenance
is needed, or upon each occurrence of any corrective actions taken.)

1st

Select Quarter:

Quarter (January)

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
2nd Quarter (April)

3rd Quarter (July)

4th Quarter (October)

LEVEL II ODOR BMP NAME: ANAEROBIC DIGESTER/ SOLIDS SEPARATOR/AIR SCRUBBERS
List ACTIVITIES

DATE

NOTES

Maintain Daily Log

See Daily Log

Maintain Maintenance
Log/ Service Record

See Maintenance Log/ Service Record

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level II Odor BMPs – Quarterly Observation Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record observations relating to 1) the implementation of each Level II Odor BMP at least on the first day (approximately) of each quarter of the year or in
accordance with the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, and 2,) for mechanically related maintenance activities, as soon as possible upon the observation that maintenance
is needed, or upon each occurrence of any corrective actions taken.)

1st Quarter (January)

Select Quarter:

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
2nd Quarter (April)

3rd Quarter (July)

LEVEL II ODOR BMP NAME: Vegetative Buffer – For Screening
List ACTIVITIES

DATE

NOTES

Monthly Inspection
During Growing Season

Tree Replacement

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Appendix 1: Operation Information
Part A: Odor Source Factors
1. Site Livestock History: 650 Mature Cows/Dry Cows (942.5 AEUs) & 510 Replacements (423 AEUs)
Detail the Maximum AEUs of Livestock on this site (which may also include any animals from regulated facilities) within the past 3 years.

Existing Facilities Description:
NOTE: If the facilities or animal information differ from the most current Nutrient Management Plan, detail the differences in Appendix 5:
Supporting Documentation.
Definitions: Existing facilities are those animal housing facilities or manure storage facilities constructed before February 27, 2009, and are not
subject to Odor Management program requirements. These are the baseline facilities which were identified in the originally approved OMP.

2. List the Existing Animal Types: Mature cow/dry cows, replacements

Existing Animal Numbers:

Mature cow/dry cows=650, replacements=510
3. Existing Animal Equivalent Units (AEUs) per Animal Type: Mature cows/dry cows=942.5 AEUs,
Replacements= 423 AEUs
4. Existing Animal Housing Facility(ies):
Describe all existing animal housing facilities including their dimensions, capacity and existing Odor BMPs used to address potential
impacts.
Animal Housing Facility

Dimensions

Close-Up & Sick Barn
Springer Pen
High and Low Barn
Home Heifer Barn
Home Dairy Facility
Calf Barn 1

Livestock Capacity

50’ x 300’
70’ x 230’
180’ x 180’
50’ x 95’
130’ x 155’
15’ x 285’

125 cows
30 Cows
314 cows
40 heifers
140 cows
65 calves (counted as
replacements)

Existing Odor BMPs

None
None
None
None
None
None

5. Existing Manure Storage Facility(ies) and Manure Handling Systems:
a.

Describe all existing manure storage facilities and manure treatment technology facilities, including their dimensions, capacity and
existing Odor BMPs used to address potential impacts.
Manure Storage Facility

Heifer pit
Circular Manure
Storage

Dimensions

Usable Capacity

50’ x 12’ deep x 14’
wide
62’ diameter x 13’ deep

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

62,832 gallons
270,854 gallons
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Existing Odor BMPs

Level II BMP ‘Digester’
None (only used while
spreading manure with
dragline)
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Provide a narrative description detailing the manure handling systems, including manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and
manure treatment technology facilities.

Liquid Manure
1. The under-barn deep pit manure storage beneath the Slat Barn provides storage for the Close-up & Sick barn,
Springer Pen, High & Low Barns, Fresh Cow Barn, and Slat Barn. Coverall Barn 2 uses a scaper manure
handing system.
2. All liquid manure produced on the operation is directed to the Anaerobic Digester. There is a Solids Separator
associated with the digester that may, or may not, be used. There is a food waste pit on the southern end of the
Solid Separator building. Food waste brought onto the farm is commingled with manure via the Influent Tank
going into the Anaerobic Digester. There are also two Air Scrubbers associated with the digester which are
used to remove H2S.
Solid Manure – Coverall Barn 1, Calf Barns 1&2, the Home Heifer Barn, and Home Dairy Facility use a bedded
pack manure handling system and is cleaned out at least weekly, but usually daily. Solid manure may be stored in
the proposed Coverall barn 1 MSF.
Mortalities – A mortality compost static pile using pen pack manure is used for calf mortalities. Mortalities from
mature cattle are primarily picked up by a rendering service, or they could alternatively be composted.

Currently Regulated Facilities:
Detail the information below for each constructed regulated facility, clearly indicating what was previously approved in the original plan and then
separately (copy & paste) for each approved plan amendment.

Previous Plan Approval Date: OMP: October 14, 2009; Amendment A: May 19, 2010; Amendment B: March 28, 2013
Previous OSI Score: 139.43 Currently Regulated AEUs: 213.5
6. Currently regulated animal housing facility(ies):
a. Population Date(s): 12/17/2009
b.

None Regulated

Detail the dates that each regulated animal housing facility was populated.

Provide a detailed description of all currently regulated animal housing facilities including their dimensions and livestock capacity.
Animal Housing Facility

Population
Date
(estimate)

Slat Barn(Original OMP: October 14, 2009)
Fresh Cow Pen (OMP Amendment A: May 19,
2010)
Calf Barn 2 (OMP Amendment C: July 8, 2015)
Cover-All Barn 1 (OMP Amendment C: July 8,
2015)
Cover-All Barn 2 (OMP Amendment C: July 8,
2015)

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

Dimensions

12/17/2009 60’ x 280’
50’ x 70’
6/1/2010

Livestock Capacity

120 Heifers
60 Cows

7/9/2015
7/9/2015

15’ X 50’
50’ X 60’

65 calves
20 Calves

7/9/2015

20’ X 240’

200 heifers
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7. Currently regulated manure storage facility(ies):
a. Storage Use Date(s): January 2013
b.

None Regulated

Detail the dates that each regulated animal housing facility was utilized.

Provide a detailed description of all currently regulated manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas and manure treatment
technology facilities including their dimensions and storage capacity.
Manure Storage Facility

Deep Pit Under Slat Barn (Original OMP: October 14,
2009)

HDPE Manure Storage (OMP Amendment B: March 28,

Storage Use
Date (estimate)
October 14,
2009
January 2013

Dimensions

Useable Capacity

68’x240’x12’ w/ a
55’x55’x12’ “T”
off of it
455’ X 205’ X 14’

1,664,057 gallons

6,953,170 gallons

2013)

Separator Building (OMP Amendment B: March 28, 2013)
Digester (OMP Amendment B: March 28, 2013)

January 2013
January 2013

Influent Tank (OMP Amendment B: March 28, 2013)
Effluent Tank (OMP Amendment B: March 28, 2013)

January 2013
January 2013

8. Required Odor BMPs for the currently regulated facility(ies):

32’ X 40’ X 18’
122’ diameter X
18’
20’ X 12’ X 12’
25’ X 20’ X 12’

700,039 lbs
1,350,000 gallons
21,542 gallons
44,880 gallons

Yes/ None Required

Detail in the Plan Summary, C. Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, all Required Odor BMPs from previous approved
plans or plan amendments which are still applicable to its associated regulated facility. If specific Odor BMPs that were previously approved no
longer apply to this site specific scenario, contact Odor Management program staff to identify and discuss this operational change prior to submitting
the plan amendment.

a. Previous Approved Odor BMPs are no longer applicable and are not part of the OMP.

Yes/ No

This is only applicable when the Plan Amendment is either 1) changing Odor BMPs and that the new Odor BMPs are detailed in the Plan
Summary, or that 2) due to a change from the newest evaluation for the Plan Amendment, the OSI allows for this change in Odor BMP
requirement.
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Proposed Regulated Facility(ies) Description:
Detail the information below, clearly indicating:
1) The animals that will be housed in the proposed animal housing facility(ies), which include expansions onto existing facilities;
2) The manure type (animal type detailed in the OSI ) that will be stored in the proposed storage facility and identifying the Act 38 Nutrient Management
Program requirements that must be followed for the proposed manure storage facility(ies);
3) If Voluntary Existing Animal Numbers and AEUs or Transferred Existing AEUS do not apply, state “None”, “Zero (0)” or “Not Applicable” for
that criterion.
NOTE: The Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities must be consistent with the Animal Type detailed in the OSI.
NOTE: If the proposed facilities, animal information, and AEU calculations differ from the most current Nutrient Management Plan (NMP), detail
the differences in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.
Definitions:
 Proposed AEUs are the new additional AEUs associated with the proposed regulated animal housing facility(ies).
 Voluntary Existing AEUs are the AEUs associated with the existing animal housing facility(ies).
 Proposed AEUs and Voluntary Existing AEUs are used for determining the Odor Site Index evaluation distance area.
 Transferred Existing AEUs are existing AEUs on the site that will be transferred into the animal housing facility being evaluated.
 Total AEUs are used for determining significant change of the regulated facility(ies); a significant change will require an amendment to the plan. A
significant change is defined as a net increase of equal to or greater than 25% in AEUs, as measured from the time of the initial plan approval.

9. (a) Proposed Facility OSI Animal Types: Cattle
Proposed Animal Numbers per animal type: None
Proposed AEUs per animal type: None
(b) Voluntary Existing Animal Types: N/A

Voluntary Existing Animal Numbers: N/A
Voluntary Existing AEUs per animal type:

N/A

(c) Regulated AEUs under Previous Plan(s) (Associated with Currently Regulated Facilities): 468.6 AEUs
(d) Total AEUs Covered by this Plan: 442.7 AEUs *See Appendix 5
(e) Acres for the operation associated with an approved Act 38 NMP or acres utilized for the CAO
calculation: 642
(f) Total AEUs/ Acre for the operation: 2.28 AEUs/acre
NOTE: The AEUs per acre calculation is only used to verify CAO status. AEUs per acre calculation must reflect the calculations in the
most current NMP, otherwise explain the difference and submit the calculations in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

(g) Transferred Existing Animal Types:

Check only when Applicable

NOTE: Detail the following information in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation when 0 “Proposed AUEs” are proposed due to
transferring existing animals on the site into the animal housing facility being evaluated:
1) The OSI Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities,
2) The numbers of animals transferred, and
3) The AEUs. This information will be used for determining a significant change which will require an amendment to the plan.
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10. Proposed new or expanded animal housing facility(ies):
Detail all proposed animal housing facilities, or portions thereof, including their dimensions and livestock capacity.
NOTE: If the proposed facilities differ from the most current NMP, detail the differences in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.
None Proposed

Animal Housing Facility

Dimensions

Livestock Capacity

11. Proposed new or expanded manure storage facility(ies):
NOTE: If the proposed facilities differ from the most current NMP, detail the differences in Appendix 5:
Supporting Documentation.
(a) Provide a narrative description detailing all manure handling systems (including all manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and
manure treatment technology facilities) after the addition of the proposed facilities.

Liquid Manure
1. The under-barn deep pit manure storage beneath the Slat Barn provides storage for the Close-up & Sick barn,
Springer Pen, High & Low Barns, Fresh Cow Barn, and Slat Barn. Coverall Barn 2 uses a scaper manure
handing system.
2. All liquid manure produced on the operation is directed to the Anaerobic Digester. There is a Solids Separator
associated with the digester that may, or may not, be used. There is a food waste pit on the southern end of the
Solid Separator building. Food waste brought onto the farm is commingled with manure via the Influent Tank
going into the Anaerobic Digester. There are also two Air Scrubbers associated with the digester which are
used to remove H2S.
Solid Manure – Coverall Barn 1, Calf Barns 1&2, the Home Heifer Barn, and Home Dairy Facility use a bedded
pack manure handling system and is cleaned out at least weekly, but usually daily. Solid manure may be stored in
the proposed Coverall barn 1 MSF.
Mortalities – A mortality compost static pile using pen pack manure is used for calf mortalities. Mortalities from
mature cattle are primarily picked up by a rendering service, or they could alternatively be composted.
3.

Detail all proposed manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and manure treatment technology facilities.
NOTE: If a waiver is required, it must be attached in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation for the plan to be administratively complete.
Manure Storage Facility
Coverall Barn 1 MSF

None Proposed

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Act 38 NM Program Setback Requirements Verification
NOTE: When manure storage facilities are proposed, N/A cannot be detailed for both c & d

4. Existing Operations

Not Applicable.

Select all check-boxes that apply for Existing Operations proposing manure storage facilities.

In accordance with planning provisions of the Commission’s Nutrient Management Program regulations, the
proposed manure storage(s) is part of an existing operation (operation that produced livestock or poultry on or
before October 1, 1997) and will be located having a minimum setback distance of the following:
a. 100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(A)-(E)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private).
Yes
Not Applicable
b. 100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(F)) a from the property line; otherwise
an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable
c. 200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(G)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private) for a manure storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located
on slopes exceeding 8%.
Yes
Not Applicable
d. 200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(H)) from the property line for a manure
storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located on slopes exceeding 8% and the slope
is toward the property line; otherwise an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring
Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable
5. New Operations/ New Animal Enterprises

Not Applicable.

Select all check-boxes that apply for New Operations/ New Animal Enterprises proposing manure storage facilities.

If the proposed manure storage(s) is part of a new operation (operation that produced livestock or poultry after
October 1, 1997), or a new animal enterprise (an existing operation that expanded after October 1, 1997, via
producing different livestock or poultry than what was previously produced – see NM Tech Manual, Section III)
and in accordance with planning provisions of the Commission’s Nutrient Management Program regulations the
proposed storage will be located having a minimum setback distance of the following:
a. 100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(vi)(A)-(E)) f from wetlands, water bodies
and wells (public and private).
Yes
Not Applicable
b. 200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(F)) from the property line; otherwise an
executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable
c. 200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(G)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private) for a manure storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located
on slopes exceeding 8%.
Yes
Not Applicable
d. 300’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(H)) from the property line for a manure
storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located on slopes exceeding 8% and the slope
is toward the property line; otherwise an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring
Yes
Not Applicable
Landowner, must be attached.
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12. Construction activities of the proposed regulated facilities:
NOTE: Construction activities must be started within 3 years of the plan approval date.

a. Detail the proposed construction sequence timeframes for each proposed regulated facility (or portions thereof) Cover All Barn

1 was constructed in 2011. Sometime after construction as an animal housing facility, approximately
half of the barn was used as a manure storage facility. This is an after-the-fact scenario for a MSF.
b.

Have construction activities started on any of the proposed regulated facilities?

Yes

No If yes, please detail:

Approximately half of the Coverall Barn 1 is used as a manure storage facility.

Part B: Site Land Use Factors
1) Select the applicable check-box below for each special agricultural land use designation, and
2) Provide written verification in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation for each agricultural land use designation claimed.
NOTE: Documentation verifying each claimed land use must be attached for the plan to be administratively complete.

Agricultural land use designations applicable to the site being evaluated:
1. Agricultural Security Area
2. Agricultural Zoning
3. Preserved Farm

Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes / No

Part C: Surrounding Area Land Use Factors
NOTE: Detail applicable criteria for 1 and 2 on the Operational Map in Appendix 2.

1. Other Livestock Operations (> 8 AEUs) within the evaluation distance area

Yes / No

If yes, then list the type of operation, the direction (N, S, E, W) and quadrant (distance range from the facility).

2. Distance to nearest property line measurements:
NOTE: Measured from nearest corner of the proposed animal housing facility and/or manure storage facility to the property line.
Measurements must also be detailed on the Operational Map in Appendix 2.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Animal Housing facility (Calf Barn 2)
Not Applicable
130ft
Animal Housing facility (Coverall Barn 1)
Not Applicable
485ft
Animal Housing facility (Coverall Barn 2)
Not Applicable
455ft
445ft
Animal Housing facility (Fresh Cow Pen)
Not Applicable
Manure storage facility (Coverall Barn 1 MSF)
_540ft
Not Applicable
Manure storage facility (separator building)
Not Applicable
_510ft
Manure storage facility (Influent/Effluent tank)
Not Applicable
_723ft
_547ft
Manure storage facility (Digestor)
Not Applicable
516 ft
Manure storage facility (HDPE lagoon)
Not Applicable
Manure storage facility/Animal Housing Facility (Slat Barn & MSF)
417 ft

Not Applicable

3. If nearest property (from the nearest property line measurements indicated in “2” above) is less than 300’, is
this neighboring property a Preserved Farm?
Yes / No
NOTE: Documentation verifying this claimed status must be attached for the plan to be administratively complete.
(a) If “Yes” is indicated, detail the name and address in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation of the nearest neighboring property owner
who has a Preserved Farm.
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Appendix 2: Operational Maps
Topographic Map
Odor Management Plans must include a topographic map drawn to scale with a map legend, identifying:

Operation boundaries;

Location of existing and proposed animal housing and manure storage facilities on the operation;

Location of operation-related neighboring facilities;

Location of neighboring facilities (normally occupied homes, active businesses and churches) and public use facilities within the evaluation
distance area;

Local topography (as indicated by the topographic lines);

Geographic center with concentric circles drawn at 600’ intervals for the entire evaluation distance area;

Identification of the various map quadrants to include North, South, East and West;

Distance to nearest property line from the nearest facility;

Road names within the evaluation distance area; and

All neighboring facilities and public use facilities that are being given credit for the Intervening Topography and Vegetation Factor.
In order to distinguish the following criteria from the other neighboring facilities and public use facilities, the Operational Map and the associated
map legend must have separate symbols detailing the following:

All operation-related neighboring facilities, and

All neighboring facilities and public use facilities which are being given credit for the Intervening Topography and Vegetation Factor.
NOTE: The scale chosen must be reasonable and practical for use in evaluating the OMP. For example:

A scale of 1” = 600’ is an example of a scale that is reasonable for use in determining evaluation distances, setbacks, etc., but may not be
practical for larger evaluation distance areas for fitting the map on one 8 ½’ x 11’ sheet of paper.

A scale of 1.37” = 267.5’ is an example of a scale that may be practical for fitting on one 8 ½’ x 11’ sheet of paper, but in a scale that is not
reasonable or very useful.

Maps need to be to a scale that shows sufficient detail to be reasonable and useful. Planners are encouraged to use a scale that can be divided
evenly by, or into, 600’ by a round whole number

Multiple maps are encouraged to be provided for the purpose of facilitating specific details, i.e. aerial maps, etc.

Site Map
The purpose of the site map is to facilitate the plan review process of identifying specific details about the operation being evaluated. Odor
Management Plans must include a site map of the operational related facilities drawn to scale with a map legend, identifying at a minimum the
following:

Operation boundaries;

Location of existing and proposed animal housing and manure storage facilities on the operation;

Geographic center with concentric circles drawn at 600’ intervals; and

Distance to nearest property line from the nearest facility
If there are multiple facilities on the site, detail the name of each of the facilities as per what the operator refers to them as, i.e. Layer #1 – Layer #5,
mortality composting facility, etc.
If the evaluation distance area is small enough, i.e. a 1200’ evaluation distance area, to clearly identify the specific details required, then a separate
map will not be required.
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Yippee! Farms, LLC - Mount Joy Farm

North
Pinkerton Rd
Union School Rd

2400'
1800'
1200'
600'

West

East
Iron Bridge Rd

Loop Rd

Drager Rd

Habecker Rd South

Rock Cir Dr

* 1176.0 feet per inch
0

588

1176

1764

2352 feet

Legend

Road
Site Boundary
Proposed Manure Storage Facility
Regulated Manure Storage Facility
Existing Manure Storage Facility
Created by the Penn State Geospatial Technology Program, Land Analysis Lab.

Regulated Animal Housing Facility
Existing Animal Housing Facility
Neighboring Facility/Home
Operational Related Facility/Home

https://paonestop.psu.edu

Created on: 04/06/21

N
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Home Heifer Barn

Home Dairy
Facility

Calf Barn 1

130'

Circular Manure
Storage

Calf Barn 2

Proposed Manure Storage Facility
Regulated Manure Storage Facility
Existing Manure Storage Facility

Regulated Animal Housing Facility
Existing Animal Housing Facility
Vegetated Buffer - For Screening
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Yippee! Farms, LLC - Mount Joy Farm
Farmstead Map
510'
445'

417'

455'

723'
547'

540'
485'

Proposed Manure Storage Facility
Regulated Manure Storage Facility
Existing Manure Storage Facility

516'

Regulated Animal Housing Facility
Existing Animal Housing Facility
Vegetated Buffer - For Screening
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Yippee! Farms, LLC - Mount Joy Farm
Farmstead Map
Close-Up & Sick Barn

High & Low
Barn

Springer Pen

Separator Building

Influent/Efluent MSC
Digester w/ Air Scrubbers

Slat Barn w/
Underbarn MSF
Coverall Barn 2
Fresh Cow Pen
Coverall Barn 1
w/ MSF

Proposed Manure Storage Facility
Regulated Manure Storage Facility
Existing Manure Storage Facility

HDPE Lagoon

Regulated Animal Housing Facility
Existing Animal Housing Facility
Vegetated Buffer - For Screening
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Appendix 3: Plan Evaluation – OSI
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Operator Name
Planner Name
Type of Operation
Voluntary Existing AEUs
Proposed AEUs
Previously Approved AEUs
AEUs Covered by OMP
Evaluation Distance
Part A: Odor Source Factors
Facility Size Covered by OMP
Site Livestock History
Manure Handling System
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Yippee! Farms, LLC - Mount Joy Farm
Sarah Frame
Cattle
0
0
468.6
442.7
2400'

OSI Score
442.7

4

500+ AEUs _0 pts

0

All - Outdoor uncovered liquid, no crust expected_ 16pts

16
20.00

Part B: Site Land Use
Ag Security Zone
Ag Zoning
Preserved Farm

Yes (-5 pct)

-11.775

Yes (-10 pct)

-23.55

Yes (-20 pct)

-47.1
-82.43

Part C: Surrounding Land Use
Other Livestock >8 AEU in evaluation distance
Distance to Nearest Property Line
If nearest property is <300', is it preserved farmland
Neighboring Homes
Public Use Facilities

Zero (5pts)

5.00

>300' (0 pts)

0.00

N/A (0 pts)

0.00
210.50
0.00
215.50

Species Adjustment Factor

Layers,pullets,cattle (0)

153.075

Final OSI Score

153.075

Level 2 BMPs Required

OSI Version 2.0.1 January 29, 2014
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East Quadrant
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<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

# Neighboring Facilities

0

0

1

2-5

None

Facility Value

15

7

3

6

0

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

Total Facilities

9.0

0

0

0

0

0

Total Public

0.0

Total East

9.0

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

South Quadrant

40

20

10

5

3

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

# Neighboring Facilities

0

22

34

6-20

None

Facility Value

10

5

2

13

0

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

Total Facilities

191.0

0

0

0

0

0

Total Public

0.0

Total South

191.0

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

North Quadrant

30

15

7

4

2

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

# Neighboring Facilities

0

0

0

None

None

Facility Value

6

3

0.5

0

0

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

Total Facilities

0.0

Total Public

0.0

Total North

0.0

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities

0

0

0

0

0

Public Use Value

25

13

6

3

1

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

# Neighboring Facilities

0

1

9

6-20

None

Facility Value

6

3

0.5

3

0

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

Total Facilities

10.5

0

0

0

0

0

Total Public

0.0

Total West

10.5

Grand Total

210.5

Public Use Shielding

West Quadrant

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

25

13

6

3

1

<600 None (1)

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

2400-3000 None (1)

OSI Version 2.0 August 26, 2013
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Appendix 4: Biosecurity
Biosecurity Protocol Contact Information
Detail the point of contact for information on this operation’s biosecurity protocols:

Name:

Arlin Benner

Phone:

717-572-5895

E-mail:

yippeefarmllc@gmail.com

Relationship:

Owner/Operator
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Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation
This section is reserved for the plan writer when developing this plan to have a dedicated area to include supporting documentation such as for
agricultural land use designation verification, Nutrient Management program setback waiver verification, AEU calculation verification when no NMP
is available, etc.

Animal Housing Name Changes
“Existing Breeding Barn” is now “Existing Close-Up & Sick Barn”
“Existing New Barn” is now “Existing Springer Pen”
“Regulated Freestall Barn Addition” is now “Regulated Fresh Cow Pen”
“Regulated Slatted Floor Heifer Barn” is now “Regulated Slat Barn”
Regulated AEU Calculation
Regulated Fresh Cow Pen = 60 cows = 87 AEUs
Regulated Slat Barn = 120 heifers = 120 AEUs
Regulated Coverall Barn 1 = 20 calves = 8.4 AEUs
Regulated Coverall Barn 2 = 200 Heifers = 200 AEUs
Regulated Calf Barn 2 = 65 calves = 27.3 AEUs
Total Regulated AEUs = 442.7
NMP AEUs vs. OMP AEUs
AEUs from the NMP and OMP do not match. There is an additional site associated with Yippee! Farms, LLC –
Mount Joy Farm that is included in the NMP and not the OMP due to distance from the OMP site. Appendix 3
from the NMP is included to show total AEUs associated with Yippee! Farms, LLC – Mount Joy Farm.
Significant Changes in AEUs (Animal Increases)
Any future amendments will be required to address all increases in animals (via back filling the cattle into the
barns) above the March 28, 2013 Approved Amendment B animal amount. Amendment B will be used as the
baseline since it is the first approved plan amendment with animal numbers and AEUs identified per animal
housing facility.
Future Comparison Note – Amend B Site Livestock History + 555 Holstein Cows (721.5 AEUs) + 305 Heifers
(274.5 AEUs) + 170 Calves (63.75 AEUs) + 2 Bulls (3.0 AEUs) = 1059.75 Total AEUs
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Appendix 3 Manure Group
Information
Manure Report Date
(note if averaging several
reports)
Laboratory Name

Digester Fall

Digester Winter

Digester Spring

September 25, 2020

September 25, 2020

September 25, 2020

Spectrum

Spectrum

Spectrum

Dairy

Dairy

Dairy

Manure Unit
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)

lb/1000 gal

lb/1000 gal

lb/1000 gal

Total Nitrogen (N)
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)

13.48

13.48

13.48

Ammonium N (NH4-N)
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)

7.72

7.72

7.72

Total Organic N
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)

5.76

Go to NMP Index

5.76

5.76

Total Phosphate (P2O5)
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)

6.47

Go to Appendix 3 Input

6.47

6.47

16.72

Go to Manure Avg Input

16.72

16.72

2.32

2.32

0.68

0.68

Manure Type

Total Potash (K2O)
(lbs/ton or 1000 gal)
Percent Solids

2.32

PSC Value
(analytical or book value)

0.68
97.68

Percent Moisture
Manure Group AEU's
Description:
Site & Season Applied
Inventory Method

733.25
Manure
Digester/Lagoo
n
Records
Collected Calc.

Manure Group Identification
CALCULATED: Total
Manure Collected Per
Manure Group
Units
RECORDS: Total Manure
Collected Per Manure
Group
Unit
Manure Used On-Farm
Units
Manure Exported
Units
Manure Allocation Balance
Units
Manure Balance as a
Percent of Total Manure
Collected
Total Rainfall and Runoff

Grazing Calculator

97.68

Fall

304.52
Manure
Digester/Lagoo
n
Records

97.68

Winter

424.73
Manure
Digester/Lagoo
n
Records

Uncollected Calc. Collected Calc.

Uncollected Calc. Collected Calc.

Digester Fall

Digester Winter

Digester Spring

0.0

0.0

0.0

gallons

gallons

gallons

7,000,000.0

2,300,000.0

4,700,000.0

gallons
Collected
6,698,000.0

gallons
Uncollected
0.0

Collected
2,290,000.0

Collected
5,778,000.0

Gallons

0.0

0.0

0.0

gallons

gallons

gallons

0.0

10,000.0

Uncollected Calc. Collected Calc.

Uncollected Calc. Collected Calc.

0.0

Uncollected Calc.

0.0

gallons
Uncollected
0.0

Gallons

302,000.0

Spring

Uncollected
0.0

Collected

Uncollected

Collected

Uncollected

Gallons

0.0

-1,078,000.0

Gallons

Gallons

Gallons

4.3%

0.4%

-22.9%

0

0

0

gallons

gallons

gallons
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Digester Fall

Manure Generation per
Animal Group
Animal Group 1
Animal Type
Animal Number

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Digester Winter

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

Digester Spring

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

Lactating Cows

Lactating Cows

Lactating Cows

Holstein Lactating Cow

Holstein Lactating Cow

Holstein Lactating Cow

350

350
1450 lbs

1450 lbs

Animal Group AUs

507.50 AUs

507.50 AUs

507.50 AUs

Animal Group AEUs

254.45 AEUs

105.67 AEUs

147.38 AEUs

13.0 gal

13.0 gal

13.0 gal

Daily Manure Production
per AU
Total Days Manure
Produced
Total Manure Produced

183 days
Records

76 days
Records

0 days

0 days

0 days

0 hrs

0 hrs

0 hrs

Total Bedding

Records

Records

Records

Total Washwater

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Dry Cows

Dry Cows

Dry Cows

Holstein Dry Cow

Holstein Dry Cow

Holstein Dry Cow

Animal Type
Animal Number

300

300
1450 lbs

1450 lbs

Animal Group AUs

435.00 AUs

435.00 AUs

435.00 AUs

Animal Group AEUs

218.10 AEUs

90.58 AEUs

6.0 gal

6.0 gal

6.0 gal

183 days

76 days

106 days

Daily Manure Production
per AU
Total Days Manure
Produced
Total Manure Produced

Records

Records

126.33 AEUs

Records

Days On Pasture

0 days

0 days

0 days

Hours Per Day On Pasture

0 hrs

0 hrs

0 hrs

Total Bedding

Records

Records

Records

Total Washwater

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

CALCULATED - Total
Uncollected Manure Per
Animal Group
CALCULATED-Total
Manure Collected Per
Animal Group

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

300

1450 lbs

Animal Weight

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

106 days

Hours Per Day On Pasture

Animal Group 2

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Records

Days On Pasture

CALCULATED - Total
Uncollected Manure Per
Animal Group
CALCULATED-Total
Manure Collected Per
Animal Group

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

350

1450 lbs

Animal Weight

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values
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Digester Fall

Manure Generation per
Animal Group
Animal Group 3
Animal Type
Animal Number

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Digester Winter

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

Digester Spring

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

Heifers

Heifers

Heifers

Holstein Heifer:1 -2 yr.

Holstein Heifer:1 -2 yr.

Holstein Heifer:1 -2 yr.

310

310
1000 lbs

1000 lbs

Animal Group AUs

310.00 AUs

310.00 AUs

310.00 AUs

Animal Group AEUs

155.42 AEUs

64.55 AEUs

90.03 AEUs

6.9 gal

6.9 gal

6.9 gal

Daily Manure Production
per AU
Total Days Manure
Produced
Total Manure Produced

183 days
Records

76 days
Records

Days On Pasture

0 days

0 days

Hours Per Day On Pasture

0 hrs

0 hrs

0 hrs
Records

Total Washwater

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Calves

Calves

Calves

Holstein Calf: 0–1 yr.

Holstein Calf: 0–1 yr.

Holstein Calf: 0–1 yr.

Animal Number

500

500

500

Animal Weight

420 lbs

420 lbs

420 lbs

210.00 AUs

210.00 AUs

Animal Group AUs

210.00 AUs

Animal Group AEUs

105.29 AEUs

43.73 AEUs

60.99 AEUs

9.2 gal

9.2 gal

9.2 gal

Daily Manure Production
per AU
Total Days Manure
Produced
Total Manure Produced

183 days
Records

76 days
Records

106 days
Records

Days On Pasture

0 days

0 days

0 days

Hours Per Day On Pasture

0 hrs

0 hrs

0 hrs

Total Bedding

Records

Records

Records

Total Washwater

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

Records

CALCULATED - Total
Uncollected Manure Per
Animal Group
CALCULATED-Total
Manure Collected Per
Animal Group

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

0 days

Records

Animal Type

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

106 days

Records

Animal Group 4

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values

Records

Total Bedding

CALCULATED - Total
Uncollected Manure Per
Animal Group
CALCULATED-Total
Manure Collected Per
Animal Group

Manure Generation per
Animal Group

310

1000 lbs

Animal Weight

Uncollected Manure:
Nutrient Analysis
Book Values
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1103 Iron Bridge Rd - Google Maps

1103 Iron Bridge Rd

Map data ©2021

2 mi

https://www.google.com/maps/place/1103+Iron+Bridge+Rd,+Mount+Joy,+PA+17552/@40.0754786,-76.4558186,12z/data=!4m5!3m4!1s0x89c89dd326d6b565:0x99cea0b1a411e829!8m2!3d40.077970…
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

DATE:

April 27, 2021

TO:

Members
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Karl J. Dymond, OM Program Coordinator
State Conservation Commission

THROUGH: Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission

SUBJECT:

Odor Management Plan Amendment “A” Review
Kish-View Farm – Home Farm, County

Action Requested
Action to approve is requested on the Kish-View Farm – Home Farm odor management plan
Amendment “A”; Keith Spicher is operator and authorized representative.
Background
This farm is located at 4733 East Main Street, Belleville, PA 17004; Union Township, Mifflin
County.
I have completed the required review of the subject odor management plan (OMP) Amendment
“A” (plan amendment) listed above. Final corrections to the plan amendment were received by
the State Conservation Commission on April 26, 2021. The plan amendment is considered to be
in its final form for consideration of action.
The operation described in this plan is considered the following designations:
A Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) under the PA Nutrient and Odor Management Act
A Voluntary Agricultural Operation (VAO) under the PA Nutrient and Odor Management
Act
A Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) under the Department of Environmental
Protection Chapter 92 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System permitting,
monitoring and compliance program
A brief description of the operation, concluding with the staff recommendation, is attached. Also
attached is a copy of the complete odor management plan for the operation.
PDA CENTRAL OFFICE
2301 NORTH CAMERON ST., HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9408 717-787-8821 (FAX) 717-705-3778

Agenda Item B.3.b

Request for Action Memo: Kish-View Farm – Home Farm – Amend A OMP

Farm Description
The Kish-View Farm – Home Farm agricultural operation is an existing dairy operation.
Special agricultural land-use designations for this operation include the following:
Agricultural Security Area.
Agricultural Zoning.
Preserved Farm status under Pennsylvania’s Farmland Preservation Program.
This operation does not meet any special agricultural land-use designations.
Distance to Nearest Property Line – The distance to the nearest property line is 189 feet
for Calf Hutch 3 and is 354 Feet for Barn B7-8 (animal housing facilities).
• A property line setback waiver is not required to meet the Nutrient Management
Program regulations.
Other Livestock Operations – Other Livestock Operations (> 8 AEUs) located within the
Evaluation Distance Area include 3 separate dairy operations in the east 600’ – 1200’
quadrant, the south 1800’ – 2400’ quadrant, and the north 1800’ – 2400’ quadrant.
Surrounding Land Use – The surrounding land use for this area is sub-urban including the
predominant terrain features of: wide open farm land up against the community of
Bellville, a retirement home across the street from the farm., and other homes and
businesses located off of the road frontage.

Assessment
Amendment Changes:
The original OMP for this site was approved on September 13, 2016. The approved and
constructed facilities include: Barn B7-8 and Calf Hutch 3.
This Amendment “A” is for rescinding the previously approved Transferred AEUs, and
rating the Proposed AEUs to be at the maximum livestock capacity of the 2 regulated
barns,
Animal Housing Facilities:
Existing Facilities – This site includes 350 Milk Cows (507.5 AEUs), 30 Pre-Fresh Cows
(43.5 AEUs), and 40 (0-2 mo. Old) Calves (5.8 AEUs) in the following existing animal
housing facilities:
• Barn B1 – 50’ x 160’
• Barn B2 – 50’ x 160’
• Barn B3 – 50’ x 136’
• Barn B4-5 – 78’ x 140.5’
• Barn B6 – 62’ x 75’
• Milk Parlor Pens – 36’ x 69’
• Calf Hutches 1 – 8’ x 103’
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•
•

Calf Hutches 2 – 8’ x 42’
4H Barn – 10.5’ x 20.5’

Currently Regulated Facilities – The regulated facilities in the September 13, 2016
approved plan include 115 Cows (149.5 AEUs) in the following animal housing
facilities:
• Barn B7-8 – 126’ x160’ – 200-Cow Capacity
• Calf Hutch 3 – 8’ x 42’ – 14-Calf Capacity
• Note – The September 13, 2016 approved plan allowed for Transferring existing
cattle into the regulated facilities.
Proposed Regulated Facilities – This plan amendment does not propose an expansion of
animal housing facilities; it does correct the # of Animals & # of AEUs in the regulated
facilities.
• Rescind Transferred AEUs – The originally approved 85 Transferred Cattle are
now rescinded.
• Proposed AEUs – The Proposed AEUs include 125 cows (85 previously
transferred +40 additional; 181.25 AEUs), 20 Heifers (24.16 AEUs), and 20
Calves (2.9 AEUs).
Manure Storage Facilities:
Existing Facilities – This site includes the following existing manure storage facilities:
• Barn B3 Pit – 16’ x 42’ x8’; 37, 699 gallons
• Methane Digester Tank – 81’ x 16’; 616,398 gallons
• Separated Solids Stacking Area – 16’ x 34’ x8’; 13,440 cu.ft.
• Concrete Tank – 170’ x 16’; 2,300,782 gallons
Currently Regulated Facilities – This plan amendment does not include any regulated
manure storage facilities for this site.
Proposed Regulated Facilities – This plan amendment does not include a proposed
expansion of the manure storage facilities for this site.
Odor Site Index
On March 11, 2021, I conducted an on-site inspection with the operator. After this
meeting, I performed a site assessment of the surrounding houses and businesses in the
‘Evaluation Distance Area’ to confirm the buildings identified on the plan map.
The confirmed Odor Site Index value for this proposed dairy operation indicates a high
potential for impacts with a score of 236.9. Due to the high potential for impacts, the
appropriate Level I Odor BMPs for a dairy operation are required and are properly
identified in the plan. The proposed plan provides adequate detail and direction for
facilitating the operator’s Implementation and Operation & Maintenance of these
required Odor BMPs, as well as the necessary documentation needed to demonstrate
compliance with the plan and regulations.
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Also due to the high potential for impacts, one or more specialized Level II Odor BMPs
are required, in addition to the Level I Odor BMPs. This plan includes the following
required Level II Odor BMPs:
• Windbreak Shelterbelt/ Vegetative Buffer
• Anaerobic Digestion
• Solids Separation for Manure

Recommendation
Based on staff reviews, the Amendment “A” OMP for the Kish-View Farm – Home
Farm operation meets the planning and implementation criteria established under
the PA Nutrient & Odor Management Act and Facility Odor Management
Regulations. I therefore recommend the plan for State Conservation Commission
approval.

The Commission acted to

approve / disapprove

this odor management plan submission at

the public meeting held on _______________.
________________________________ ___________
Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
Date

4
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Odor Management Plan
Amendment (A)
Prepared For:

Kish-View Farm – Home Farm

Keith Spicher
4733 East Main St.
Belleville, PA 17004
(717) 363-0618 (Keith Cell)
County/ Municipality: Mifflin County / Union Township
Mailing Address (if Different from Site Address)

Prepared By:

Darren Shenk
OM Certification # 95- OMC
3050 Yellow Goose Rd.
Lancaster, PA 19605
(717) 393-2176 ext 105
darrens@redbarnag.com

For Official Use Only
Date of Plan Submission:

March 5, 2021

Date of Plan Approval:
Date(s) of Plan Updates (not requiring SCC action):

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

January 2014
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Planner and Operator Commitments & Responsibilities
Plan Development Requirements
This odor management plan (OMP) has been developed to meet the requirements of Pennsylvania’s Nutrient and Odor
Management Act, Act 38 of 2005 (Act 38), for the State Conservation Commission’s (Commission) Odor Management
Program for the following farm type(s): NOTE: Select all check-boxes that apply.
Pennsylvania Act 38 Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO)
Pennsylvania CAFO (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) program
Odor Management Program Volunteer Animal Operation (VAO)

Planner Signature & Agreement
The planner’s signature below certifies that this plan was developed in conjunction with, and reviewed by the operator, prior
to submitting it for review. The plan cannot be submitted until the operator understands and agrees with all the provisions of
the plan. If the reviewer finds that the planner has not reviewed at least the Plan Summary with the farmer, then the plan
reviewer is to relay that information to the certification program staff for their consideration.
The planner’s signature and below date(s) certifies that a site visit(s) was conducted by an Act 38 Certified Odor
Management Specialist to verify the criteria within the evaluation distance area at the time of developing the plan, specifically
for the odor source(s), for locating houses, churches, businesses and public use facilities within the evaluation distance, as well
as for the site land use and the surrounding land use factors.
The information contained in this plan is accurate to the best of my knowledge. This plan has been developed in
accordance with the criteria established for the Act 38 Odor Management Program indicated above. I affirm the
foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904, relating to
unsworn falsification to authorities.

Planner Name:

Darren Shenk

Certification number:
Date: 3/4/2021

Signature of Planner:
Date(s) Evaluation Distance Area Site Visit Conducted:

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

95-OMC

2/15/2021

January 2014

page 4

Agenda Item B.3.b

Agenda Item B.3.b

Act 38 of 2005, Odor Management Plan Amendment

Plan Summary
Clearly detail why an amendment to the approved plan is required.

A plan amendment is required to account for herd growth. AEUs originally counted as transferred (in
OMP approved on 9/13/2016) are now proposed.

A. Operation Summary (see Appendix 1 to view complete Operation Information)
Proposed Facilities:
Detail the Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities and consistent with the Animal Type detailed in the OSI. If animal numbers (AEUs)
from existing facilities are voluntarily being added to the plan, detail the AEUs number; otherwise state “None”, “Zero (0)” or “Not Applicable”.
NOTE: AEU calculations and AEUs per acre calculation must reflect those in the most current Act 38 NMP, otherwise explain the difference and
submit the calculations in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

Proposed OSI Animal Type:

Proposed AEUs (per animal type):

Cattle
Cows – 125, Heifers (22-24 months) - 20, Calves (0-2
months)- 20
Cow – 181.25 + 17.25 AEUs, Heifers – 24.16 AEUs,
Calves – 2.9 (see appendix 5 for clarification)

Voluntary Existing Animal Type:

None

Voluntary Existing AEUs (per animal type):

N/A

(Associated with Currently Regulated Facilities below)

225.56

Total AEUs Covered by this Plan:

375.06

AEUs per acre for the operation:

1.68

Proposed Animal Numbers:

Regulated AEUs under Previous Plan(s):

Is there an approved Act 38 NMP for this operation?

Yes

No

NOTE: If No, explain in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

Currently Regulated Facilities:
Detail in the tables below, each regulated animal housing facility and/or manure storage facility that was previously approved and is already
constructed. Detail the Dates and AEUs separately (copy & paste) for each previously approved plan or amendment.

Plan Approval Date: 9/13/2016

Currently Regulated AEUs: 149.5

Animal Housing Facility
Barn B7-8
Calf Hutch 3

None

Manure Storage Facility

None

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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200 Adult Cattle
14 calves
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B. Odor Site Index Summary (see Appendix 3 to view complete Index)
NOTE: If multiple Geographic Centers are used, you must provide scores for each geographic center. Scores listed here must match the final
scores in the OSI.

Score: 236.9

C. Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule

NOTE: All Required Odor BMPs from previous approved plans or plan amendments, which are still applicable to its associated regulated
facility, must be identified below in addition to any proposed Odor BMPs associated with this plan amendment. If specific Odor BMPs that
were previously approved no longer apply to this site specific scenario, contact Odor Management program staff to identify and discuss this
operational change prior to submitting the plan amendment.

Level I Odor BMPs Principles

1. Steps taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
2. Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and facility
surfaces clean and dry.
3. Manage manure to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
4. Remove mortalities daily and manage appropriately.
5. Manage feed nutrients to animal nutrient requirements in order to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
6. Manage manure storage facility to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.
Definitions:
•
Required Odor BMPs – In accordance with §§83.771, 83.781-83.783, Required Odor BMPs are the Odor BMPs required for
implementation when there is a neighboring facility or a public use facility in the evaluation distance area, or when the OSI score is 50 or
more points (Level I Odor BMPs), and when the OSI score is 100 or more points (Level II Odor BMPs).
•
Voluntary Odor BMPs – The operator has voluntarily chosen to include Odor BMPs in the plan. Voluntary Odor BMPs must meet the
same program standards that Required Odor BMPs do for implementation, operation, maintenance, and documentation.
•
Supplemental Odor BMPs – In accordance with §83.781(e), Supplemental Odor BMPs are implemented in addition to the approved
Odor BMPs in the plan and are also associated with plan updates.
NOTE: Odor BMPs must be relevant to the site specific situation and must be maintained for the lifetime of the regulated facility unless
otherwise approved.

Level I Odor BMPs to be Implemented

Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail the respective Level I Odor BMPs criteria with each
respective category. Detail below all Level 1 Odor BMPs Principles, adapted from the PA Odor BMP Reference List, that are applicable
to the site specific factors of this animal operation and the regulated facilities.

None Required
Voluntary Level I Odor BMP:
Required Level I Odor BMP:
Supplemental Level I Odor BMP:
Principle 1. Steps taken to reduce dust and fee accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals:
Dust Control – Barn B7-8 – Dust will be removed from stall dividers, feed surfaces, fans, walls and other
surfaces by compressed air as needed. Barn ventilation volumes will be increased in the formation of cobwebs

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

January 2014
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is observed. Calf Hutch #3 – Dust will be removed from stall dividers, feed buckets, walls and other surfaces
by compressed air as needed.
Feed Clean Up – Barn B7-8 – Spilled feed will be cleaned from the barn feed alleys daily. Refused feed is
removed from the barn as it accumulated and provided to other livestock daily. Feed spilled during mixing in
the feed room attached to Barn #4-5 will also be cleaned up daily. Calf Hutch #3 – Feed spilled from feed
buckets or refused will be cleaned up daily.
Principle 2. Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep
animals and facility surfaces clean and dry:
Ventilation Components – Barn B7-8 – Ventilation system components including fan blades, shrouds, and
louvers and curtains, cables and winches and other components will be checked daily for functionality. Fans
will be thoroughly cleaned and inspected twice per year. Calf Hutch #3 is not equipped with ventilation
components.
Mechanical Ventilation – Barn B7-8 – The ventilation system will be designed to provide appropriate
ventilation during the winter months. As ambient temperature increases, ventilation rate will be increased.
Inlet openings, fans and curtain will be adjusted as needed to provide adequate air distribution and ventilation.
Natural Ventilation – Calf Hutch #3 – The ventilation system will be designed to provide adequate fresh air
while minimizing drafts so that aisles, pen surfaces, and animals remain relatively free of manure. Bedding
may be used to minimize accumulation of manure on pen surfaces and animals.
Principle 3. Manure will be managed to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor
generation:
Moisture Control – Barn B7-8 – Water delivery system and water troughs will be checked daily for leaks.
Repairs will be performed as needed. Calf Hutch #3 – Water buckets will be checked daily for leaks. Repairs
or replacement will be performed as needed.
Controlling Accumulated Manure
Barn B7-8 – Separated manure solids bedding systems: Separated manure solids are used as bedding for
lactating cows. Sufficient amounts of separated manure solids will be provided to allow cows to lie
comfortably and to minimize manure from sticking to cows. Free stalls will be inspected for accumulated
manure daily.
Barn B7-8 – Scraper Systems: A skid loader will be used to scrape the barn an average of three times per day.
Calf Hutch #3 – Bedded pack systems: Calves will be monitored for cleanliness and sufficient sawdust
bedding will be added to keep at least 80% of exposed manure covered at all times. When bedded pack volume
interferes with animal movement or when animals can no longer be kept clean, the bedded pack will be
removed and replaced with fresh sawdust bedding.
Principle 4. Mortalities will be removed from livestock barns and added to the compost pile at the
farmstead daily.
Principle 5. Feed nutrients will be matched to animal nutrient requirements to avoid excess nutrient
excretion through the use of a total mixed ration specifically designed by a dairy herd nutritionist.
Principle 6. Manage Manure Storage Facilities to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor
transfer:
There are no proposed manure storage facilities at this operation.

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level II Odor BMPs to be Implemented:

Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail the respective Level II Odor BMPs criteria with each
respective category. Detail below all Level II Odor BMPs criteria addressing the following:
1. the general construction and implementation criteria
2. the corresponding timeframes of when each Odor BMP will be implemented
3. all operation and maintenance procedures for each Odor BMP along with the corresponding timeframes for carrying out those procedures
4. the lifespan of each Odor BMP.
NOTE: NRCS Conservation Practice Standards and Job Sheets that are in existence for the Level II Odor BMP are encouraged to be used
for construction, implementation, and operation and maintenance criteria.

None Required
Voluntary Level II Odor BMP:
Required Level II Odor BMP:
Supplemental Level II Odor BMP:
#1 – Windbreak Shelterbelts
Windbreak shelterbelts are rows of trees and fast-growing vegetation planted near the exhaust stream from
livestock facilities. This serves to increase turbulence and mixing with fresh air to help dilute odorous
compounds before they travel downwind from the facility, and the foliage on some species has been shown to
absorb certain compounds, including ammonia.
Implementation
Timeframe – The general construction involves two rows of vegetation with the first row of deciduous trees
and the second row of evergreen trees. Both rows were planted in May 2019. Planting details are described in
the Plant Material chart below. See the location and layout section for site specific details.
Plant Material

Species/ Cultivar

Kind of
Stock

Planting Dates

Row 1:
Streamco Willow
Row 2: Colorado
Blue Spruce

Rooted
May 2019
Cutting
3’-4’ Balled May 2019
& Burlapped

Distance
between plants
w/in rows
10 feet

Total Number
of Plants for the
row
20

Distance
between rows

10 feet

20

N/A

16 feet

Location and Layout (include drawing):
Shelterbelt consists of two rows of plant material. Each row is approximately 200 ft in length. The row nearest
the milk cow barns consists of Streamco Willow (Salix purpurea) planted on 10-foot centers. The outer row
consists of Colorado Blue Spruce (Picea pungens) planted on 10-foot centers. The starting point of the second
row is offset five feet from the adjacent row to try and achieve a uniform continuous row of vegetation. Both
rows were planted in May 2019. See the 1” = 191’ Site map for the windbreak shelter belt location and layout.
Site Preparation & Planting Methods Notes
This was completed in May 2019.

Operation and Maintenance
OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

January 2014
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a. Inspections – Inspect windbreak shelterbelt components weekly during the growing season and
protect from damage so proper function is maintained.
b. Replace Dead Stock – Replace dead or dying plants as discovered or if discovered during the
non-growing season, replace as coon as conditions permit during the next planting season.
c. Competing Vegetation – Control competing vegetation either mechanically, chemically, or
with a mulch bed to allow proper establishment and growth.
d. Irrigation – Monitor weather conditions with regards to rainfall and begin supplemental
irrigation as needed to maintain tree health/ viability.
e. Odor BMP Lifespan – The windbreak shelterbelt will be implemented for the lifetime of the
regulated facilities.
#2 – Anaerobic Digestion
Anaerobic digestion removes some of the volatile organic compounds from manure and converts them to
methane (biogas).
The operator will continue to process liquid cattle manure through the existing methane digester at the
farmstead prior to storing it in the existing concrete manure storage tank.
Operation and Maintenance
The operator will continue to follow the established operation and maintenance schedule for the existing
methane digester. All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established Maintenance Log at the
farmstead.
Daily

a. Verify that the digester engine is running properly / smoothly
b. Check for alarms or fault codes on the digester engine control panels and correct as needed
c. Verify that liquid manure is flowing to the digester freely
d. Visually inspect the digester cover for any signs of damage
Weekly
a. Inspect sulfur scrubber operation to ensure that it is functioning properly
b. Inspect liquid manure level in the sulfur scrubber nutrient tank and add as needed
c. Visually inspect the digester tank perimeter drain
Quarterly
a. Drain spend water from sulfur scrubber tote and refill with fresh water
b. Inspect sulfur scrubber tank and remove sulfur build-up as needed.
#3 – Solids Separation for Manure
Separating solids from manure provides opportunities for further treatment or handling of this odorous
component of manure.
The operator will continue to process digested manure through the existing solids separation at the farmstead.
Separated manure solids will be stored in the roofed, three-sided manure stacking structure attached to the
solids separator until it is used for cattle bedding.
Operation and Maintenance
The operator will continue to follow the established operation and maintenance schedule for the existing solids
separation. All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established Maintenance Log at the farmstead.
Daily

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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a. Verify that liquid manure is flowing from the digester to the solids separator.
b. Verify that separated liquid is flowing away from the separator to the existing concrete manure
storage tank.
c. Remove separated solids from underneath the separator and store in the existing roofed three-sided
storage attached to the separator until solids are suitable for use as cattle bedding.
Quarterly
a. Inspect and clean the separator screen
b. Inspect and fill the automatic greaser system
c. Repair or replace worn or defective separator parts.

D. Documentation Requirements

The following information will be documented by the Operator for each Odor BMP to ensure compliance with the plan. Documentation is
needed to demonstrate implementation of the plan as well as for corrective actions taken for significant maintenance activities needed to return
an Odor BMP back to normal operating parameters.

Level I Odor BMP Documentation Requirements
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail each documentation criterion.

None Required – (NOTE: Delete the Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement and the Level I Maintenance Log)
Level I Odor BMPs – Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement Only
The Operator will annually complete the Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement.

Level I Odor BMP Documentation Criteria:

The Operator will annually complete the ‘Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement’. The Operator will also complete the Level I
Odor BMPs Maintenance Log upon any of the following occurrences:

Steps taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals:
Dust Control – Barn B7-8 – Document if the ventilation system components including fan blades, shrouds,
and louvers and curtains, cables and winches and other components require cleaning due to circumstances
outside of normal daily standard operating procedures. Calf Hutch #3 – Document if stall dividers, feed
buckets, walls and other surfaces require cleaning due to circumstances outside of normal daily standard
operating procedures.
Feed Cleanup – Barn B7-8 – Document if spilled or unconsumed feed is not removed from feed alleys or
the feed room on a daily basis due to circumstances outside of normal daily standard operating procedures.
Calf Hutch #3 – Document if spilled or unconsumed feed is not cleaned up on a daily basis due to
circumstances outside of normal daily standard operation procedures.
Manage ventilation to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and
facility surfaces clean and dry:
Ventilation Components – Barn B7-8 – Document if the barn ventilation system is not functioning as
designed to provide adequate fresh air and/or to control temperatures in the barn and what maintenance
activities were performed to correct the issue.
Manage manure to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation:
Moisture Control – Barn B7-8 – Document if the water delivery system and troughs are leaking or not
functioning properly and what maintenance activities were performed to correct the issue. Calf Hutch #3 –
Document if the water buckets are leaking or not functioning properly and what maintenance activities were
performed to correct the issue.
Controlling Accumulated Manure
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Barn B7-8 – Separated Manure solids bedding systems: Document if excess manure is sticking to cows, and
the increased amount of separated manure solids bedding used to correct the issue.
Barn B7-8 – Scraper Systems: Document if the skid loader is not being used often enough to minimize damp
exposed manure from the barn due to a malfunction or other issue and what maintenance activities were
performed to correct the issue.
Calf Hutch #3 – Document if bedding in addition to the normal amount needed to keep at least 80% of
exposed manure coved at all times is needed due to circumstances outside of normal daily standard operation
procedures and the additional amount of bedding needed to correct the issue.
Mortalities will be removed daily and managed through composting.
If mortalities are not disposed of by composting, document the alternative mortality handling system used.
Feed nutrients will be matched to animal nutrient requirements to avoid excess nutrient excretion
through the use of a total mixed ration specifically designed by a dairy herd nutritionist.
Document occurrences of feed refusal above normal amounts to be expected or if cattle show signs of health
and/or productivity issues due to feed consumption. Document consultants with a nutritionist to correct feed
issues.
Manage manure storage facility to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer:
There are no proposed manure storage facilities at this operation.

Level II Odor BMP Documentation Requirements
Select each check-box that applies; if more than one category applies, clearly detail each documentation criterion.

None Required – (NOTE: Delete the Level II Quarterly Observation Log)
Level II Odor BMP Documentation Criteria:

The Operator will complete the Level II Odor BMPs Quarterly Observation Log, at least on a quarterly basis, detailing the proper
implementation of the Odor BMPs as identified in the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule. The Operator will also complete
the Level II Odor BMPs Quarterly Observation Log upon any of the following occurrences:

#1 – Windbreak Shelterbelts
Implementation
Odor BMP was implemented in May 2019.
Operation & Maintenance
a. Inspections – Document if any trees have died, are diseased, or appear to be under stressful conditions
and what measure were taken to address the issue.
b. Replace Dead Stock – Document the location, species of tree, and when it was replaced.
c. Competing Vegetation – Once trees are established and growing, document if competing vegetation
is preventing normal tree growth and what measures were taken to control the competing vegetation.
d. Irrigation – Document if trees are showing signs of drought stress and what supplemental irrigation
measures (gallons of water, when irrigation occurred, etc.) were taken to correct the drought stress.
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#2 – Anaerobic Digestion
All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established Maintenance Log at the farmstead.
Daily
a. Make the necessary repairs or adjustments if the digester engine is not running properly/smoothly
b. Make the necessary repairs or adjustments to address any alarms or fault codes on the digester engine
control panels
c. Remove obstructions that are preventing liquid manure from flowing to the digester freely
d. Repair damage to the digester cover
Weekly
a. Make the necessary repairs or adjustments to the sulfur scrubber operation if it is not functioning
properly
b. Add liquid manure to the sulfur scrubber nutrient tank as needed
c. Make the necessary repairs to the digester tank if manure is detected flowing from the perimeter drain
Quarterly
a. Add fresh water to the sulfur scrubber tote as needed
b. Remove sulfur build-up from the sulfur scrubber tank as needed
#3 – Solids Separation for Manure
All maintenance activities will be recorded in the established maintenance log at the farmstead.
Daily
a. Remove obstructions that are preventing liquid manure from flowing from the digester to the solids
separator
b. Remove obstructions that are preventing liquid manure from flowing away from the separator to the
existing concrete manure storage tank
c. Document if separated solids are not removed from underneath the separator and stored in the existing
roofed three-sided storage attached to the separator until solids are suitable for use as cattle bedding
Quarterly
a. Make the necessary repairs or adjustments to the separator screen if it is not functioning properly
b. Fill and/or repair the automatic greaser system as needed
c. Repair or replace worn or defective separator pards as needed
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Odor BMP Implementation Commitment Statement

To be completed and signed annually by operators which have a neighboring facility or a public use facility in the evaluation distance area. This form
is an attestment of the operator for the daily implementation of the Odor BMPs, and in accordance with §83.791, it is to be kept on site for at least 3
years.

(Copy This Page For Future Use)

OMP Amendment Name:

Kish-View Farm – Home Farm

Level I Odor BMPs Principles

1. Steps were taken to reduce dust and feed accumulation in pens, aisles, and on animals.
2. Ventilation was managed to provide sufficient fresh airflow throughout the facility to keep animals and facility
surfaces clean and dry.
3. Manure was managed to minimize damp, exposed manure that contributes to odor generation.
4. Mortalities were removed daily and managed appropriately.
5. Feed nutrients were matched to animal nutrient requirements to avoid excess nutrient excretion.
6. Manage manure storage to reduce exposed surface area and off-site odor transfer.

Odor Management Plan Requirements

In accordance with §§83.762 operator commitment statement), 83.771 (managing odors), 83.781 – 83.783 (Odor
BMPs and schedules), 83.791 – 83.792 (documentation requirements) and 83.802 (plan implementation), I affirm
that all the information I provided in the odor management plan is accurate to the best of my knowledge.
In order to manage the potential for impacts from the offsite migration of odors associated with the operation,
I affirm that I have implemented the specific practices and procedures detailed in the odor management plan
Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule (principles identified above) from DATE:
to DATE:
(CY/ FY, etc.).
I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §
4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

Signature of Operator:

Date:

Name of Operator:
Title of Operator:
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Level I Odor BMPs – Maintenance Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record occurrences of mechanically related maintenance activities or for any corrective actions taken.)

(Copy This Page For Future Use)

List ODOR BMPs

DATE

OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0
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Level II Odor BMPs – Quarterly Observation Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record observations relating to 1) the implementation of each Level II Odor BMP at least on the first day (approximately) of each quarter of the year or in
accordance with the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, and 2,) for mechanically related maintenance activities, as soon as possible upon the observation that maintenance
is needed, or upon each occurrence of any corrective actions taken.)

1st

Select Quarter:

Quarter (January)

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
2nd Quarter (April)

LEVEL II ODOR BMP NAME: Windbreak Shelterbelt
List ACTIVITIES

DATE

3rd Quarter (July)

4th Quarter (October)

NOTES

Inspect Windbreak /
Shelterbelt Components
Replace Dead / Dying
Trees
Control Competing
Vegetation / Pests
Weather &
Supplemental Irrigation
Other Items for
Windbreak / Shelterbelt
Vitality
Shelterbelt inspection: Note if any trees have died, are diseased, or appear to be under stressful conditions
Replacement of trees: Note when trees are replaced, note species and row location
Competition Control: Note if weeds, fungus, or insects are a problem; and if so, what treatment used and when to address the issue
Weather and irrigation: Note weather conditions with regards to rainfall, note irrigation (if needed), how long and approximately how much
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Level II Odor BMPs – Quarterly Observation Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record observations relating to 1) the implementation of each Level II Odor BMP at least on the first day (approximately) of each quarter of the year or in
accordance with the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, and 2,) for mechanically related maintenance activities, as soon as possible upon the observation that maintenance
is needed, or upon each occurrence of any corrective actions taken.)

1st Quarter (January)

Select Quarter:

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
2nd Quarter (April)

LEVEL II ODOR BMP NAME: Anaerobic Digester
List ACTIVITIES

DATE

3rd Quarter (July)

4th Quarter (October)

NOTES

Digester Engine Check

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Digester Control Panel Check

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Manure Flow to Digester

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Digester Cover Maintenance

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Sulfur Scrubber Check

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Sulfur Scrubber Nutrient
Tank Liquid Level

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Perimeter Drain Inspection

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Sulfur Scrubber Tote Liquid
Inspection

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed

Sulfur Scrubber Tank Sulfur
Build-up Removal

See Anaerobic Digester maintenance log for dan and maintenance activity performed
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Level II Odor BMPs – Quarterly Observation Log

YEAR

(NOTE: The operator will record observations relating to 1) the implementation of each Level II Odor BMP at least on the first day (approximately) of each quarter of the year or in
accordance with the Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, and 2,) for mechanically related maintenance activities, as soon as possible upon the observation that maintenance
is needed, or upon each occurrence of any corrective actions taken.)

1st

Select Quarter:

Quarter (January)

(Copy This Page For Future Use)
2nd Quarter (April)

LEVEL II ODOR BMP NAME: Solids Separation for Manure
List ACTIVITIES

DATE

3rd Quarter (July)

4th Quarter (October)

NOTES

Manure Flow to Separator

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed

Liquid Flow Away from
Separator

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed

Separated Solids Removal

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed

Solids Separator Screen
Inspection

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed

Automatic Greaser System
Inspection

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed

Solids Separator Parts Repair /
Replacement

See solids separator maintenance log for date and maintenance activity performed
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Appendix 1: Operation Information
Part A: Odor Source Factors

1. Site Livestock History: Milk Cow = 507.5 AEUs, Pre-Fresh Cows = 43.5 AEUs, 0-2 Month Old Calf =
5.8AEUs
Detail the Maximum AEUs of Livestock on this site (which may also include any animals from regulated facilities) within the past 3 years.

Existing Facilities Description:

NOTE: If the facilities or animal information differ from the most current Nutrient Management Plan, detail the differences in Appendix 5:
Supporting Documentation.
Definitions: Existing facilities are those animal housing facilities or manure storage facilities constructed before February 27, 2009, and are not
subject to Odor Management program requirements. These are the baseline facilities which were identified in the originally approved OMP.

2. List the Existing Animal Types: Milk Cow, Pre-Fresh Cow, 0-2 Month Old Calf Existing Animal
Numbers: Milk Cow = 350, Pre-Fresh Cows = 30, 0-2 Month Old Calf = 40
3. Existing Animal Equivalent Units (AEUs) per Animal Type: Milk Cow = 507.5 AEUs, Pre-Fresh
Cows = 43.5 AEUs, 0-2 Month Old Calf = 5.8 AEUs
4. Existing Animal Housing Facility(ies):
Describe all existing animal housing facilities including their dimensions, capacity and existing Odor BMPs used to address potential
impacts.
Animal Housing Facility
Barn B1
Barn B2
Barn B3
Barn 4-5
Barn 6
Calving Pens/Hospital Area
Calf Hutch 1
Calf Hutch 2
4H Barn

Dimensions
50’ x 160’
50’ x 160’
50’ x 136’
78’ x 140.5’
62’ x 75’
36’ x 69’
8’ x 103’
8’ x 42’
10.5’ x 20.5’

Livestock Capacity
120 Adult Cattle
120 Adult Cattle
100 Adult Cattle
150 Adult Cattle
40 Adult Cattle
10 Adult Cattle
31 Calves
14 Calves
2 Adult Cattle

Existing Odor BMPs
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Bedded Pack
Bedded Pack
Bedded Pack
Bedded pack
Bedded Pack

5. Existing Manure Storage Facility(ies) and Manure Handling Systems:
a.

Describe all existing manure storage facilities and manure treatment technology facilities, including their dimensions, capacity and
existing Odor BMPs used to address potential impacts.

Manure Storage Facility
Barn B3 Pit
Methane Digester Tank
Separated Solids Stacking Area
Concrete Tank
b.

Dimensions
16’ x 42’ x 8’
81’ x 16’
56’ x 34’ x 8’
170’ x 16’

Usable Capacity
37,699 Gallons
616,398 gallons
13,400 cubic feet
2,300,782 gallons

Existing Odor BMPs
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator
Methane Digester & Solids Separator

Provide a narrative description detailing the manure handling systems, including manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and
manure treatment technology facilities.

Milk cow manure from barns B1 and B2 is scraped into collection hoppers at the west end of each barn.
Milk Cow manure from barn B3 is scraped into a 16’ x 42’ x 8’ concrete pit at the west end of the barn.
Milk cow manure from barn B4-5 is scraped into collection hoppers at the north end of the barn and then
gravity flows to the concrete pit at the west end of barn B3. Manure from the concrete pit and the
collection hoppers at barns B1 and B2 gravity flows to a pump tank located between barns B1 and B2.
Manure is then pumped from this tank to the methane digester. Digested manure is then sent to a transfer
tank which can pump manure to the solids separator or directly to the 170’ x 16’ concrete manure
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storage tank. After solids separation, solids are stacked in a roofed stacking area attached to the
separator and liquids are sent to the 170’ x 16’ concrete manure storage tank. Liquid manure is removed
from this tank and applied to cropland in the spring, summer, and fall. Separated solids are used as
bedding in the cattle barns. Manure in barns B6, the milk parlor pens, calf hutches, and 4Hbarn collects
in each barn as a bedded pack and is removed every three months and applied to cropland.

Currently Regulated Facilities:
Detail the information below for each constructed regulated facility, clearly indicating what was previously approved in the original plan and then
separately (copy & paste) for each approved plan amendment.

Previous Plan Approval Date: 9/13/16 Previous OSI Score: 210.6
6. Currently regulated animal housing facility(ies):

Currently Regulated AEUs: 149.5

None Regulated

a. Population Date(s): Barn B7-8: 10/15/2017, Calf Hutch 3 – 10/15/2017

Detail the dates that each regulated

animal housing facility was populated.

b.

Provide a detailed description of all currently regulated animal housing facilities including their dimensions and livestock capacity.

Animal Housing Facility
Barn B7-8
Calf Hutch 3

126’ x 160’
8’ x 42’

Dimensions

7. Currently regulated manure storage facility(ies):
a. Storage Use Date(s):
b.

Livestock Capacity
200 Adult Cattle
14 Calves

None Regulated

Detail the dates that each regulated animal housing facility was utilized.

Provide a detailed description of all currently regulated manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas and manure treatment
technology facilities including their dimensions and storage capacity.
Manure Storage Facility

Dimensions

8. Required Odor BMPs for the currently regulated facility(ies):

Useable Capacity

Yes/ None Required

Detail in the Plan Summary, C. Odor BMP Implementation, Operation & Maintenance Schedule, all Required Odor BMPs from previous approved
plans or plan amendments which are still applicable to its associated regulated facility. If specific Odor BMPs that were previously approved no
longer apply to this site specific scenario, contact Odor Management program staff to identify and discuss this operational change prior to submitting
the plan amendment.

a. Previous Approved Odor BMPs are no longer applicable and are not part of the OMP.

Yes/ No

This is only applicable when the Plan Amendment is either 1) changing Odor BMPs and that the new Odor BMPs are detailed in the Plan
Summary, or that 2) due to a change from the newest evaluation for the Plan Amendment, the OSI allows for this change in Odor BMP
requirement.

Proposed Regulated Facility(ies) Description:
Detail the information below, clearly indicating:
1) The animals that will be housed in the proposed animal housing facility(ies), which include expansions onto existing facilities;
2) The manure type (animal type detailed in the OSI ) that will be stored in the proposed storage facility and identifying the Act 38 Nutrient Management
Program requirements that must be followed for the proposed manure storage facility(ies);
3) If Voluntary Existing Animal Numbers and AEUs or Transferred Existing AEUS do not apply, state “None”, “Zero (0)” or “Not Applicable” for
that criterion.
NOTE: The Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities must be consistent with the Animal Type detailed in the OSI.
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NOTE: If the proposed facilities, animal information, and AEU calculations differ from the most current Nutrient Management Plan (NMP), detail
the differences in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.
Definitions:
• Proposed AEUs are the new additional AEUs associated with the proposed regulated animal housing facility(ies).
• Voluntary Existing AEUs are the AEUs associated with the existing animal housing facility(ies).
• Proposed AEUs and Voluntary Existing AEUs are used for determining the Odor Site Index evaluation distance area.
• Transferred Existing AEUs are existing AEUs on the site that will be transferred into the animal housing facility being evaluated.
• Total AEUs are used for determining significant change of the regulated facility(ies); a significant change will require an amendment to the plan. A
significant change is defined as a net increase of equal to or greater than 25% in AEUs, as measured from the time of the initial plan approval.

9. (a) Proposed Facility OSI Animal Types: Cattle
Proposed Animal Numbers per animal type: Cow – 125, Heifer – 20, Calf-20
Proposed AEUs per animal type: Cow -181.25 +17.25, Heifer – 24.16, Calf – 2.9
(b) Voluntary Existing Animal Types: None

Voluntary Existing Animal Numbers: 0
Voluntary Existing AEUs per animal type:

0

(c) Regulated AEUs under Previous Plan(s) (Associated with Currently Regulated Facilities): 149.50
(d) Total AEUs Covered by this Plan: 375.06
(e) Acres for the operation associated with an approved Act 38 NMP or acres utilized for the CAO
calculation: 762.4
(f) Total AEUs/ Acre for the operation: 1.68
NOTE: The AEUs per acre calculation is only used to verify CAO status. AEUs per acre calculation must reflect the calculations in the
most current NMP, otherwise explain the difference and submit the calculations in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

(g) Transferred Existing Animal Types:

Check only when Applicable

NOTE: Detail the following information in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation when 0 “Proposed AUEs” are proposed due to
transferring existing animals on the site into the animal housing facility being evaluated:
1) The OSI Animal Type associated with the Proposed Facilities,
2) The numbers of animals transferred, and
3) The AEUs. This information will be used for determining a significant change which will require an amendment to the plan.

10. Proposed new or expanded animal housing facility(ies):

Detail all proposed animal housing facilities, or portions thereof, including their dimensions and livestock capacity.
NOTE: If the proposed facilities differ from the most current NMP, detail the differences in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation.

Animal Housing Facility
N/A

None Proposed

Dimensions

Livestock Capacity

11. Proposed new or expanded manure storage facility(ies):
NOTE: If the proposed facilities differ from the most current NMP, detail the differences in Appendix 5:
Supporting Documentation.
(a) Provide a narrative description detailing all manure handling systems (including all manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and
manure treatment technology facilities) after the addition of the proposed facilities.

Milk cow manure from barns B1 and B2 is scraped into collection hoppers at the west end of each barn.
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Milk cow manure from barn B3 is scraped into a 16’ x 42’ x 8’ concrete pit at the west end of the barn.
Milk cow manure from barn B4-5 is scraped into collection hoppers at the north end of the barn and then
gravity flows to the concrete pit at the west end of barn B3. Manure from the concrete pit and the collection
hoppers at barns B1 and B2 gravity flows to a pump tank located between barns B1 & B2. Manure from
barn B7-8 is scraped into collection hoppers at the north end of the barn and will then gravity flow to the
pump tank located between barns B1 &B2. Manure is then pumped from this tank to the methane digester.
Digested manure is then sent to a transfer tank which can pump manure to the solids separator or directly
to the 170’ x 16’ concrete manure storage tank. After solids separation, solids are stacked in a roofed
stacking area attached to the separator and liquids are sent to the 170’ x 16’ concrete manure storage tank.
Liquid manure is removed from this tank and applied to cropland in the spring, summer, and fall. Separated
solids are used as bedding in the cattle barns. Manure in barns B6, the milk parlor pens, the calf hutches
and 4H barn collects in each barn as a bedded pack and is removed every three months and applied to
cropland.
(b) Detail all proposed manure storage facilities, manure stacking areas, and manure treatment technology facilities.
NOTE: If a waiver is required, it must be attached in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation for the plan to be administratively complete.
Manure Storage Facility
N/A

None Proposed

Dimensions

Usable Capacity

Act 38 NM Program Setback Requirements Verification
NOTE: When manure storage facilities are proposed, N/A cannot be detailed for both c & d

(c) Existing Operations

Not Applicable.

Select all check-boxes that apply for Existing Operations proposing manure storage facilities.

In accordance with planning provisions of the Commission’s Nutrient Management Program regulations, the
proposed manure storage(s) is part of an existing operation (operation that produced livestock or poultry on or
before October 1, 1997) and will be located having a minimum setback distance of the following:
i.

100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(A)-(E)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private).
Yes
Not Applicable

ii.

100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(F)) a from the property line; otherwise
an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable

iii.

200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(G)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private) for a manure storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located
on slopes exceeding 8%.
Yes
Not Applicable

iv.

200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(H)) from the property line for a manure
storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located on slopes exceeding 8% and the slope
is toward the property line; otherwise an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring
Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable

(d) New Operations/ New Animal Enterprises

Not Applicable.

Select all check-boxes that apply for New Operations/ New Animal Enterprises proposing manure storage facilities.

If the proposed manure storage(s) is part of a new operation (operation that produced livestock or poultry after
October 1, 1997), or a new animal enterprise (an existing operation that expanded after October 1, 1997, via
producing different livestock or poultry than what was previously produced – see NM Tech Manual, Section III)
and in accordance with planning provisions of the Commission’s Nutrient Management Program regulations the
proposed storage will be located having a minimum setback distance of the following:
i.

100’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(vi)(A)-(E)) f from wetlands, water bodies
and wells (public and private).
Yes
Not Applicable

ii.

200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(F)) from the property line; otherwise an
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executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable
iii.

200’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(G)) from wetlands, water bodies and
wells (public and private) for a manure storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located
on slopes exceeding 8%.
Yes
Not Applicable

iv.

300’ minimum setback distance (in accordance with §83.351(a)(2)(v)(H)) from the property line for a manure
storage facility of 1.5 million gallons or larger capacity or that is located on slopes exceeding 8% and the slope
is toward the property line; otherwise an executed Manure Storage Setback Waiver from the Neighboring
Landowner, must be attached.
Yes
Not Applicable

12. Construction activities of the proposed regulated facilities:

NOTE: Construction activities must be started within 3 years of the plan approval date.

a. Detail the proposed construction sequence timeframes for each proposed regulated facility (or portions thereof) No facilities are

proposed with this OMP Amendment

b. Have construction activities started on any of the proposed regulated facilities?

Yes

No If yes, please detail:

Part B: Site Land Use Factors

1) Select the applicable check-box below for each special agricultural land use designation, and
2) Provide written verification in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation for each agricultural land use designation claimed.
NOTE: Documentation verifying each claimed land use must be attached for the plan to be administratively complete.

Agricultural land use designations applicable to the site being evaluated:
1. Agricultural Security Area
2. Agricultural Zoning
3. Preserved Farm

Yes / No
Yes / No
Yes / No

Part C: Surrounding Area Land Use Factors

NOTE: Detail applicable criteria for 1 and 2 on the Operational Map in Appendix 2.

1. Other Livestock Operations (> 8 AEUs) within the evaluation distance area

Yes / No
There are three dairy
operations - one located in the east 600’ – 1200’ quadrant, one located in the south 1800’-2400’ quadrant,
and one in the north 1800’-2400’ quadrant.
If yes, then list the type of operation, the direction (N, S, E, W) and quadrant (distance range from the facility).

2. Distance to nearest property line measurements:

NOTE: Measured from nearest corner of the proposed animal housing facility and/or manure storage facility to the property line.
Measurements must also be detailed on the Operational Map in Appendix 2.

a. Animal Housing Facility measurement Barn B7-8 = 354 feet , Calf Hutch 3 = 189 feet(ft.)
b. Manure Storage Facility measurement
(ft.)
Not Applicable

Not Applicable

3. If nearest property (from the nearest property line measurements indicated in “2” above) is less than 300’, is
this neighboring property a Preserved Farm?
Yes / No
NOTE: Documentation verifying this claimed status must be attached for the plan to be administratively complete.
(a) If “Yes” is indicated, detail the name and address in Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation of the nearest neighboring property owner who
has a Preserved Farm.
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Appendix 2: Operational Maps
Topographic Map

Odor Management Plans must include a topographic map drawn to scale with a map legend, identifying:
•
Operation boundaries;
•
Location of existing and proposed animal housing and manure storage facilities on the operation;
•
Location of operation-related neighboring facilities;
•
Location of neighboring facilities (normally occupied homes, active businesses and churches) and public use facilities within the evaluation
distance area;
•
Local topography (as indicated by the topographic lines);
•
Geographic center with concentric circles drawn at 600’ intervals for the entire evaluation distance area;
•
Identification of the various map quadrants to include North, South, East and West;
•
Distance to nearest property line from the nearest facility;
•
Road names within the evaluation distance area; and
•
All neighboring facilities and public use facilities that are being given credit for the Intervening Topography and Vegetation Factor.
In order to distinguish the following criteria from the other neighboring facilities and public use facilities, the Operational Map and the associated
map legend must have separate symbols detailing the following:
•
All operation-related neighboring facilities, and
•
All neighboring facilities and public use facilities which are being given credit for the Intervening Topography and Vegetation Factor.
NOTE: The scale chosen must be reasonable and practical for use in evaluating the OMP. For example:
•
A scale of 1” = 600’ is an example of a scale that is reasonable for use in determining evaluation distances, setbacks, etc., but may not be
practical for larger evaluation distance areas for fitting the map on one 8 ½’ x 11’ sheet of paper.
•
A scale of 1.37” = 267.5’ is an example of a scale that may be practical for fitting on one 8 ½’ x 11’ sheet of paper, but in a scale that is not
reasonable or very useful.
•
Maps need to be to a scale that shows sufficient detail to be reasonable and useful. Planners are encouraged to use a scale that can be divided
evenly by, or into, 600’ by a round whole number
•
Multiple maps are encouraged to be provided for the purpose of facilitating specific details, i.e. aerial maps, etc.

Site Map

The purpose of the site map is to facilitate the plan review process of identifying specific details about the operation being evaluated. Odor
Management Plans must include a site map of the operational related facilities drawn to scale with a map legend, identifying at a minimum the
following:
•
Operation boundaries;
•
Location of existing and proposed animal housing and manure storage facilities on the operation;
•
Geographic center with concentric circles drawn at 600’ intervals; and
•
Distance to nearest property line from the nearest facility
If there are multiple facilities on the site, detail the name of each of the facilities as per what the operator refers to them as, i.e. Layer #1 – Layer #5,
mortality composting facility, etc.
If the evaluation distance area is small enough, i.e. a 1200’ evaluation distance area, to clearly identify the specific details required, then a separate
map will not be required.
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Odor Management Plan Map

õ
"
170' x 16' Concrete
Manure Storage Tank
Row 1

Row 2

B1
B2

8
7

Calf Hutch 1
Calf Hutch 2

B3

B7-8

8
7

G

Methane Digester

Calf Hutch 3

B6

Solids Separator w/
Roofed Stacking Area

4H Barn

8
7

8
7
9

18

B4-5

ft

35
t

4f

8
7
Calving Pens /
Hospital Area

Concrete Bunk Silo

6
T3

Shed

2

St

G

E

in
Ma

Legend
Geographic_Center

n

Public_Use_Facilities

8
7
8
7

õ
"
n

Neighboring_Homes_Facilities
Operation_Related_Neighboring_Homes
Neighboring_Livestock
Property_Line_Distance
CattleWalkway2
WindbreakShelterBelt

8
7

Manure_Transfer
HeavyUseAreaProtection

8
7

Buildings

Ce

ManureSolidsSeparator
SilageBunker

Currently_Regulated_Barns

King

8
7

Existing_Barns

Ln

8
7
8
7

Existing_Manure_Storage
mifflin_roads

8
7

8
7

8
7

8
7
8
7

8
7

8
7

/

8
7

8
7 = 191 feet
1 inch

8
7

8
7

8
7

8
7
8
7

8
7

8
7

mifflin_streams

8
7

8
7
8
7

8
7

Farm_Boundary

8
7

8
7

8
7

8
7

8
7

Methane_Digester

Dr

8
7

Hartzler Dr

r
nte

8
7

Kish-View Farm - Home Farm

Agenda Item B.3.b

Ma
p

õ
"

2400 ft

le
G

8
7

ro v

eR

d

Odor Management Plan Map

1800 ft

8
7

8
7

1200 ft

Dr

8
7
8
7

õ
"

600 ft

yh
ou
se

Rd

8
7

8
7
8
7

G

8
7

8
7

7
8
7 8

in
Ma

St

n

tfie
Wes

8
7
E
n
7
8
7 8
7
7 ing L
8
7 8
78
K
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
8
7
8
7
7 8
7
8
78
78
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7 8
7
7 8
7
8
7 8
8
7
8
7 8
8
77 8
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
r
7
78
8
7
8
78
7
7
8
7 r ie D 8
7
78
8
7
7 8
7 8
8
7
E 8
8
7
7 8
8
78
7
78
8
78
78
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
Hartzler Dr
7
7
Valley Ct 8
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
t7
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
C8
7
r
8
7
7
8
7 liv e 8
8
7 r
8
7
8
7 8
O
7 iew D
7
8
7
8
7
8
78
8
7 v7
8
7 Crest8
8
7
8
7 8
7
8
7 8
7
7 8

8
7

7
8
78
7
8
78
7
8
78
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7

õ
"

r
ld D

T362

8
7
8
7

Hillc
rest
Dr

E End
Dr

1 inch = 745 feet

/

Kish-View Farm - Home Farm

Agenda Item B.3.b

Ma
p

õ
"

2400 ft

le
G

8
7

ro v

eR

d

Odor Management Plan Map

1800 ft

8
7

8
7

1200 ft

Dr

8
7
8
7

õ
"

600 ft

yh
ou
se

Rd

8
7

8
7
8
7

G

8
7

8
7

7
8
7 8

in
Ma

St

n

tfie
Wes

8
7
E
n
7
8
7 8
7
7 ing L
8
7 8
78
K
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
8
7
8
7
7 8
7
8
78
78
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7 8
7
7 8
7
8
7 8
8
7
8
7 8
8
77 8
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
r
7
78
8
7
8
78
7
7
8
7 r ie D 8
7
78
8
7
7 8
7 8
8
7
E 8
8
7
7 8
8
78
7
78
8
78
78
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
Hartzler Dr
7
7
Valley Ct 8
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
t7
8
7
8
7 8
8
7
C8
7
r
8
7
7
8
7 liv e 8
8
7 r
8
7
8
7 8
O
7 iew D
7
8
7
8
7
8
78
8
7 v7
8
7 Crest8
8
7
8
7 8
7
8
7 8
7
7 8

8
7

7
8
78
7
8
78
7
8
78
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7
8
7

õ
"

r
ld D

T362

8
7
8
7

Hillc
rest
Dr

E End
Dr

Copyright:© 2013 National Geographic Society, i-cubed

1 inch = 745 feet

/

Agenda Item B.3.b

Act 38 of 2005, Odor Management Plan Amendment

Appendix 3: Plan Evaluation – OSI
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Act 38 Odor Managment Plan - Odor Site Index
Operator Name
Planner Name
Type of Operation
Voluntary Existing AEUs
Proposed AEUs
Previously Approved AEUs
AEUs Covered by OMP
Evaluation Distance
Part A: Odor Source Factors
Facility Size Covered by OMP
Site Livestock History
Manure Handling System

Agenda Item B.3.b

Kish View Farm- Home Farm
Darren Shenk
Cattle
0
225.56
149.5
375.06
2400'

OSI Score
375.06

4

500+ AEUs _0 pts

0

All - Outdoor uncovered liquid(crust expected on 1st stage) _ 8pts

8
12.00

Part B: Site Land Use
Ag Security Zone
Ag Zoning
Preserved Farm

No (0 pct)

0

Yes (-10 pct)

-26.33

No (0 pct)

0
-26.33

Part C: Surrounding Land Use
Other Livestock >8 AEU in evaluation distance
Distance to Nearest Property Line
If nearest property is <300', is it preserved farmland
Neighboring Homes
Public Use Facilities

1 or more (0 pts)

0.00

151' to 300' (5 pts)

5.00

No (0 pts)

0.00
231.30
15.00
251.30

Species Adjustment Factor

Layers,pullets,cattle (0)

236.97

Final OSI Score

236.97

Level 2 BMPs Required

OSI Version 2.0.1 January 29, 2014

Act 38 Odor Managment Plan - Odor Site Index

East Quadrant

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000
Select from list

# Neighboring Facilities

0

4

1

None

Facility Value

15

7

3

0

0

Select from list

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

Select from list

40

20

10

5

3

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

0

20

38

>20

Select from List

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

South Quadrant
# Neighboring Facilities
Facility Value
Home Shielding

10

5

2

20

0

Select from list

600-1200 None (1)

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

Select from list

# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value

Public Use Shielding

North Quadrant

1
30

15

7

4

2

Select from list

600-1200 None (1)

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

# Neighboring Facilities

0

0

0

1

Select from List

Facility Value

6

3

0.5

0.3

0

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

1800-2400 None (1)

Select from list

Home Shielding
# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

West Quadrant
# Neighboring Facilities
Facility Value
Home Shielding

25

13

6

3

1

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

<600

600-1200

1200-1800

1800-2400

2400-3000

0

0

2

6-20

Select from list

6

3

0.5

3

0

Select from list

Select from list

1200-1800 None (1)

1800-2400 None (1)

Select from list

# Public Use Facilities
Public Use Value
Public Use Shielding

25

13

6

3

1

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

Select from list

OSI Version 2.0 August 26, 2013
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Total Facilities

31.0

Total Public

0.0

Total East

31.0

Total Facilities

196.0

Total Public

15.0

Total South

211.0

Total Facilities

0.3

Total Public

0.0

Total North

0.3

Total Facilities

4.0

Total Public

0.0

Total West

4.0

Grand Total

246.3
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Appendix 4: Biosecurity
Biosecurity Protocol Contact Information
Detail the point of contact for information on this operation’s biosecurity protocols:

Name:

Kent Spicher

Phone:

717-363-7460

E-mail:

kaspich@embarqmail.com

Relationship:

Owner
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Appendix 5: Supporting Documentation

This section is reserved for the plan writer when developing this plan to have a dedicated area to include supporting documentation such as for
agricultural land use designation verification, Nutrient Management program setback waiver verification, AEU calculation verification when no NMP
is available, etc.
Provide a heading for each topic discussed in this Appendix.

Operation Information:
Kish-View Farm houses cattle at several separate, non-contiguous farms; their home farm (milk cows, pre-fresh
heifers/cows and 0-2 month old cattle), the A/J farm (dry cows and 9-23 month old cattle), the King farm (bred
heifers) and the Glick farm (2-7 moth old cattle and 7-9 month old cattle) Because the previously proposed
construction activities took place at the home farm, only livestock numbers, housing and manure storage
information from the home farm is included in this plan. If new livestock housing or manure storage will be
constructed at the other farms, a separate odor management plan will be developed for that specific farm. Below
is the AEU per acre calculation from the current approved nutrient management plan.
Type of Livestock
Lactating Cow
Calf (0-2 month)
Pre-Fresh Heifer (22-24 months)
Pre-Fresh Cow
Calf (2-7 month)
Calf (7-9 month)
Dry Cow
Heifer (9-22 month)
Heifer (22-24 month)
Bred Heifer (22-24 month)
Total AEU = 1279.63
1.68
AEU/acre =

Number
590
60
20
30
95
50
30
220
20
20

Ave. Wt.
1450
145
1208
1450
338
530
1450
897
1208
1208

Days/Year
365
365
365
365
365
365
365
365
365
365

AEU's
855.50
8.70
24.16
43.50
32.11
26.50
43.50
197.34
24.16
24.16

*Highlighted cells are animal #s & AEUs located at Kish-View Farm – Home Farm.
Existing Animal/ AEU Clarification:
In the previously approved OMP Existing Animals were 435 Milk Cows (565.5AEUs), 30 Pre-fresh Heifers
(27AEUs), & 40 0-2 month old calves (5.84AEUs). 85 Milk cows were originally transferred and are now
considered proposed. Standard animals weights changed since original plan approval, therefore existing AEUs
have been adjusted to match. Animals previously listed as pre-fresh heifers have been more appropriately named
pre-fresh cows and the weights have been adjusted to match.
Proposed AEUs Clarification:
Previously regulated 115 Cows @ 1300 lbs for 365 days = 149.50 AEUs
Previously regulated at new weights: 115 Cows @ 1450 lbs for 365 days = 166.75 AEUs
OMP Amendment Ver. 3.0

January 2014
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166.75-149.50 = 17.25 additional AEUs proposed due to weight change.
Milk Cows: 85 (previously transferred) + 40 (herd growth)= 125 @ 1450 lbs for 365 days = 181.25 AEUs
Pre-fresh Heifers (22-24 months): 20 @ 1208 lbs for 365 days = 24.16 AEUs
Calves (0-2 months): 20 @ 145 lbs for 365 days = 2.9 AEUs
Bedding Storage Facilities: Facilities attached to barns B1 & B2 are for bedding storage only. No manure is
stored in these facilities. If manure is stacked in these facilities in the future an amendment will be required. The
amendment will be to regulate these facilities for use as manure storage after-the-fact.
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Agenda Item B.3.c

DATE:

April 21, 2021

TO:

Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Brady Seeley, Conservation Program Specialist
State Conservation Commission

SUBJECT:

Nutrient Management Plan Review and Requested Action
John Rishel, Northumberland County, Pennsylvania

Action Requested
Action is requested on the John RishelNutrient Management Plan for their Concentrated
Animal Operation (CAO) located in Northumberland County.

Background
I have finalized the required review of the subject Nutrient Management Plan (NMP, or
plan) listed above. Final corrections to the plan were received at the State Conservation
Commission’s (SCC) Harrisburg office on April 15, 2021. As of that date, the plan was
considered to be in its final form. The operation, located in Northumberland County, is
considered to be a Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) under the PA Nutrient and Odor
Management Act (Act 38 of 2005). The Commission is the proper authority to take action
on this plan, because Northumberland County Conservation District is not a delegated to
perform plan review and action responsibilities under the Act 38 program.
A brief description of the operation, including my staff recommendation, is attached. Also
attached is a copy of the complete Nutrient Management Plan for the operation.
Thank you for considering this plan for Commission action.

2301 NORTH CAMERON ST., HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9408 717-787-8821 (FAX) 717-705-3778
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Farm Description
John Rishel is an existing dairy heifer animal operation in Northumberland County. Mr.
Rishel’s operation consists of 92.2 acres of cropland and 8.1 acres of farmstead. However,
Mr. Rishel does not maintain operational control of the cropland. Animals raised on the
operation are 80 calves (5 months – 12 months) and 80 heifers (13 months – 23 months).
Total animal equivalent units (AEUs) housed at Mr. Bassett’s operation is 121 AEUs.
With 0 acres available for manure application, Mr. Rishel’s animal density calculation
works out to 121 AEUs / acre, classifying the operation as a Concentrated Animal
Operation (CAO) under Act 38 of 2005.
Approximately 520,000 gallons of dairy manure is generated per year on the operation.
Manure is stored in an HDPE lined manure storage. Manure is exported to a known
importer, Gary Trunkenmiller, during the spring or fall. All manure is applied to Mr.
Rishel’s owned acres by Mr. Trunkenmiller. All animal mortalities are exported of the
operation to a landfill. The NMP does include the proper signed Exporter / Importer
Agreement.
The receiving stream for the operation is an unnamed tributary to Warrior Run, which is a
Warm Water Fishery.
There are no Best Management Practices listed to be implemented on Mr. Bassett’s animal
operation.
Based on my review, the NMP developed for John Rishel’s animal operation meets the
requirements of the PA Act 38 Nutrient Management Regulations, and I therefore
recommend Commission approval.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Joel Semke – REAP Coordinator

SUBJECT:

Proposed changes to the FY 2021 REAP Guidelines and Application.

Every year, the Commission reviews the REAP program and solicits input from partners on how
to improve the program year-to-year. The changes range from minor revisions that are meant to
improve the administration of the program to major changes that address what is eligible for
REAP tax credits.
Listed below are proposed changes for the FY2021 REAP Program. The items list the specific
pages of the REAP Guidelines and Application that will be affected. Each proposal is subject to
legal review prior to being incorporated into the 2021-22 REAP Guidelines and Application
packet.
In addition, PA Department of Revenue has indicated that it has a paragraph regarding usage of
the REAP tax credit that it would like the Commission to add to the FY 2021 REAP Guidelines
and Application Packet. That information is not available at this time and will be added to the FY
2021 Guidelines prior to July 1, 2021.
Applications for the FY 2021 round of REAP are will be accepted beginning August, 2, 2021
(pending passage of the FY 2021 PA Budget and Fiscal Code).
1. Cover Crops
The 2019 PA Farm Bill slate of legislation authorized the Commission to grant REAP tax
credits at a 90% reimbursement rate for a select list of practices in any watershed with a
TMDL. There are 2 proposals for FY 2021 relating to the 90% REAP reimbursement rate
for cover crops:
A. Proposal: Cover crop roller/crimpers in a TMDL watershed will be eligible for a 90%
REAP tax credit. The information is listed on page 5 of the REAP Application; page
2 and 6 of the REAP Guidelines.
Roller/crimpers are currently eligible for a 50% REAP credit.
B. Proposal: Multi-species cover crops in a TMDL watershed will be eligible for a 90%
REAP tax credit. In addition, the following definition of “multi-species cover crop”
will be added: “A cover crop mix that consists of a grass/small grain species and a
broadleaf species; in which the grass/small grain species is limited to 1.5 bu/ac
seeding rate.”
The information is listed on page 5 and 12 of the REAP Application; page 2, 8, and
19 of the REAP Guidelines.
Multi-species cover crops are currently eligible for a 50% REAP tax credit.
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2. REAP eligibility time-frame
Proposal: The FY 2021 REAP Guidelines will be amended to set a 3-year deadline
for REAP eligibility for all BMPs (from the date of completion of the BMP). Page 2
of the REAP Guidelines will be amended to say:
Projects are eligible for REAP tax credits for up to 3 years after the completion of
the practice (date of certification for constructed BMPs; date of purchase for
equipment). All projects must be maintained for their entire REAP life spans.
REAP life spans have been established by the Commission for all eligible
practices and are listed in Attachment 1 of the REAP Guidelines.
Page 2 of the REAP Guidelines currently states
Projects are eligible for REAP tax credits until the BMP’s REAP lifespan has expired.
Life spans established by the Commission for specific practices are found in Attachment
1 and are typically 5-10 years.

Also, page 1 of the REAP Application will be amended to say: “Applications will be
accepted for projects that are proposed or completed (or mixed) at the time of application.
Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served basis. Completed projects are
eligible for REAP tax credits for 3 years after completion and certification.”
3. Manure Incineration
Proposal: REAP-eligible costs for Manure Incineration projects will be capped at
$500,000.
The following will be added to page 9 of the REAP Guidelines:
Manure Incineration
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:

10 years
50%; REAP-eligible costs capped at $500,000
Please contact the Commission for more information.
Incineration must be included in the operator’s Nutrient/Manure

Manure Incineration has been on the list of REAP-eligible BMPs since the beginning of
the program, but it is very rarely used by applicants. Since 2007, there have only been 3
applications for manure incineration – all 3 have included NRCS funding. Recently, staff
has been contacted about a large proposed manure gasification project. The potential
applicant is interested in engaging a REAP sponsor and has inquired how much of the
proposed project would be eligible for REAP – as a manure incineration BMP. The
project has a $5 million total cost estimate. Given the expansion of the poultry industry in
PA, these projects could become more widespread in the coming years and could
potentially use a large amount of REAP tax credits.
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Placing a cap on the REAP-eligible costs could be a good compromise in dealing with a
relatively new/unknown BMP. The pollution-reduction effects of manure
incineration/gasification are still being researched. The $500K limit on eligible costs
would result in a $250,000 REAP credit and is loosely based on EQIP’s incentive
payment for poultry incineration projects. A cap on the eligible costs could provide a way
for REAP to manage these projects in the short-term while some of the long-term
questions surrounding manure incineration/gasification are answered.
4. Misc. Administrative
Here are a few minor additions to the FY 2021 REAP Guidelines & Application Packet.
a. PA Department of Revenue has suggested adding a paragraph to the REAP
Guidelines regarding usage and claiming of the REAP tax credit. Revenue also has a
few revisions to the first page of the application to better align with their data
systems.
b. Provide more information regarding sponsorship to the guidelines and application
packet.

AF
T

Resource Enhancement and
Protection Program

R

Guidelines

D

Fiscal Year 2021

(July 1, 2021 – June 30, 2022)

State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110
Phone: (717) 787-8821
Fax: (717) 705-3778

Resource Enhancement and Protection (REAP) Program Guidelines
FY 2021
General Information
A. Introduction
The Resource Enhancement and Protection Program (REAP) was created in 2007 (P.L. 373, No. 55, July 25, 2007)
and amended in 2019 (P.L., No. 13, June 28, 2019).). The REAP program is designed to enhance farm production
and protect natural resources by enabling farmers, landowners, and businesses to earn Pennsylvania state
income tax credits in exchange for implementing “Best Management Practices” (BMPs).
Thirteen million dollars in REAP tax credits is available in FY 2021 to individuals and businesses that meet the
eligibility requirements for the program. Guidelines for the program are established and administered by the
State Conservation Commission.

B. Applicant Eligibility

AF
T

Eligible applicants receive 50%-90% of out-of-pocket project costs in the form of state tax credits. The amount of
REAP credits available to an eligible applicant depends on the type of BMP implemented and the geographic
location of the operation (for 90% tax credits). Applicants are eligible for a maximum of $250,000 in any 7-year
period, per agricultural operation. See Attachment 1 for a list of REAP Eligible BMPs.

To be eligible for the REAP program, an applicant must meet the following criteria:

R

1. The applicant must be an individual or business who is subject to taxation by the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania under the following state taxes: Personal Income Tax, Corporate Net Income Tax, Capital Stock
and Franchise Tax, Bank Shares Tax, Title Insurance Company Tax, Insurance Premiums Tax, and Mutual
Thrift Institutions Tax.
2. The agricultural operation must be in compliance with the PA Clean Streams Law. As such, the operation
must have the following:

D

i) A current Agricultural E&S Plan or Conservation Plan that meets the requirements found in Chapter
102.4 of the PA Clean Streams Law for all acres owned/operated by the applicant. The applicant must be
on-schedule for full implementation of the plan.
ii) A current Nutrient Management Plan; as required by Chapter 83 of the PA Clean Streams Law and Act
38; or Manure Management Plan; as required by Chapter 91 of the PA Clean Streams Law for all other
operations that have animals and/or import manure; for all acres owned/operated by the applicant. The
applicant must be on-schedule for full implementation of the plan.
3. An agricultural operation with animal concentration areas (ACAs) on any portion of the operation under its
management control, must first implement all best management practices necessary to abate nutrient,
sediment, and storm water runoff from these areas before receiving tax credits for other REAP-eligible
BMPs. Any REAP-approved BMPs necessary to properly treat an ACA are eligible for REAP tax credits. REAP
credits may be awarded for development of Nutrient/Manure Management & Ag E&S/Conservation Plans
prior to full implementation of ACA-related BMPs.
4. If the applicant does not have current and up-to-date Plans on all acres owned/operated, the REAP
application must include documentation of the development of these plans. No REAP credits will be
awarded for any other eligible BMP or equipment until plans are complete and certified.

1

Applicants to the REAP program must have their eligibility verified on page 4 of the REAP application. Please see
Attachment 4 of the REAP Guidelines for more information on who is qualified to provide the necessary
verification signatures.
C. Project Eligibility
Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served basis. The following are considered eligible costs of a
project:
• Project management costs, including design, engineering and associated planning
• Project construction or installation – including labor provided by the applicant
• Post construction inspections
• One year of interest payments on loans for project implementation.
All BMPs must be necessary to reduce pollution from nitrogen and/or phosphorus and/or sediment runoff into
surface waters to be eligible for REAP tax credits.
Projects involving other public funding programs (i.e. EQIP, Chesapeake Bay, Growing Greener) are eligible to
receive REAP credits. However, no tax credit will be provided for a publicly funded portion of a project.
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Applicants may apply for proposed or completed projects (or mixed). Proposed projects must be based on a
reasonable cost estimate and/or a current site Inventory and Evaluation (I&E) that has been developed by a
person with appropriate NRCS job approval authority or equivalent experience/training. Applications for
proposed projects must include an estimated timeline for completion. REAP tax credits are awarded upon
completion of the project.
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Projects are eligible for REAP tax credits for up to 3 years after the completion of the practice (date of
certification for constructed BMPs; date of purchase for equipment). All projects must be maintained for their
entire REAP life spans. REAP life spans have been established by the Commission for all eligible practices and are
listed in Attachment 1 of the REAP Guidelines.
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An agricultural operation is eligible for a maximum of $250,000 of REAP tax credits in any consecutive 7-year
period as calculated from the fiscal year in which the credit is issued. Applicants may not apply for additional
credits related to projects that have been completed, certified, and which received REAP credits - up to the old
$150,000/ag operation lifetime limit - through REAP applications in the past.
REAP tax credits are awarded at either 50%, 75%, or 90% (see below) of out-of-pocket costs. In general, high
priority BMPs such as plan writing and projects that treat runoff from animal concentration areas are eligible for
the 75% rate. Please refer to Att 1 for information regarding the REAP tax credit rate for eligible BMPs.
The Commission has established a list of BMPs for which applicants are eligible to receive REAP credits equal to
90% of out-of-pocket installation costs. Agricultural operations located within a watershed that has a written
TMDL listing impairment from agricultural sources are eligible to receive a 90% credit for the following BMPs:
1. Riparian buffers greater than 50 ft average width.
2. Multi-species Cover Crops
3. Stream crossings and livestock exclusion from streams. BMPs used in conjunction with stream crossings
and livestock exclusion are also eligible for 90% REAP tax credit (e.g. Animal Trails & Walkways, Fence,
and off-stream watering facilities)
4. Soil Health Tests – A producer must be involved with a partner organization’s soil health program (e.g.
PASA’s soil health benchmark study, USDA NRCS Soil Health Conservation Activity Plan (CAP), etc.).
5. Cover Crop roller/crimpers
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Projects completed after July 1, 2020 that meet the Commission’s requirements for the 90% credit rate will be
considered eligible. Please refer to Attachment 1 for more information regarding the BMPs listed above.
REAP-eligibility verification fees are not eligible costs; nor are fees charged by consultants to complete a REAP
application.
The REAP tax credit must be returned if the BMP is not maintained and managed for the life span of the
practice. the BMP is not maintained for the required period, the owner of the property upon which the project
exists shall return to the Department of Revenue the full amount of the tax credit originally awarded. If the
recipient of the REAP tax credit provides prior written notification to the Commission that the BMP will not be
maintained due to the sale of the property, cessation of an agricultural operation, or other factors, the
Commission may direct the Department of Revenue to prorate the amount of the REAP tax credit that shall be
returned based on the remaining lifespan of the BMP.
The Commission has established a trade-in policy for no till equipment (and other equipment) for trade-ins that
occur before the established lifespan of the equipment has expired. See Attachment 9 of the REAP Guidelines
for more information on this policy.
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The Commission reserves the right to deny an application for any BMP and/or equipment if the cost is not within
reasonable and fair market value as determined by the Commission. The Commission reserves the right to deny
an application for any BMP and/or equipment that does not meet the intent of the standards set forth by the
Commission.
D. Sponsorship
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An eligible applicant (individual or business entity) may act as a sponsor of a REAP-eligible project. A sponsor
provides funding to an eligible ag operation for the REAP-eligible BMPs and the REAP tax credits are awarded
directly to the sponsor. The sponsor is the REAP applicant. Eligibility for the REAP project is determined by the
compliance of the owner/operator of the ag operation with the PA Clean Streams Law (see section B, above). A
sponsor is defined in Attachment 7.
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Sponsorship of REAP projects is reserved for proposed projects and for projects currently under construction;
not-yet completed and certified by an engineer. All projects must meet the definitions and standards of an
eligible BMP on an agricultural operation (except for Streambank and Shoreline Protection, Riparian Buffer,
and Riparian Buffer Maintenance – for which non-agricultural landowners are eligible).
Typical examples of sponsors include: banks/lending institutions, businesses, and individuals/family trusts. For
projects involving a sponsor, the Commission requires a signed written agreement between the sponsor
(applicant) and the owner/operator of the property on which the project will be completed, certifying that the
operator will comply with all the requirements associated with the REAP tax credit. A sample Sponsor
agreement is available upon request. Please contact the Commission for more information regarding
Sponsorship.
E. REAP Tax Credit Information
The PA Department of Revenue will review an approved applicant’s compliance with the Commonwealth’s tax
laws and regulations prior to awarding REAP tax credits.
REAP tax credits can be used to pay PA income tax, dollar for dollar. The tax credit may be used for up to 15
years from the date it is awarded - applying the credit on each annual PA tax return until it is depleted. In
addition, a spouse can use the REAP credit through a jointly-filed PA return.
A tax credit awarded in accordance with the guidelines of the REAP program must first be applied against the
awardee’s: Personal Income Tax, Corporate Net Income Tax, Bank Shares Tax, Title Insurance Company Tax,
3

Insurance Premiums Tax, and Mutual Thrift Institutions Tax for the taxable year during which the credit is
awarded (the effective date on the credit certificate). The unpaid tax liability must be satisfied before any
portion of the credit can be carried forward to satisfy the tax liabilities for future years or be sold or passedthrough.
1. To claim the tax credit, recipients should use the schedule OC when completing their annual PA income
tax return. In addition, the awardee must return the tax credit claim form found on the reverse of the
credit certificate to the Department of Revenue when filing their PA tax return. The amount listed on the
claim form is calculated during the process of completing the PA income tax return. The fax number to
which the form is to be sent is listed at the bottom of the claim form.
2. The tax credit may be carried over and applied to succeeding taxable years up to 15 years from the
effective date the tax credit.
3. An awardee may not carry back or obtain a refund of all or any portion of an unused tax credit granted
under this program.
4. To pass through this credit to the shareholders, members or partners, please return the tax credit claim
form to the Department of Revenue. Do not include the claim form with any tax report.
The REAP tax credit may be sold or transferred to another PA taxpayer.
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1. An awardee, upon application to and approval by SCC, may sell or assign, in whole or in part, unused
credits to an identified buyer. The awardee must claim the REAP credit the first year it is issued to pay all
PA income tax liability. If the awardee owes no income tax for year in which the REAP credit is issued,
this requirement is waived. The awardee must wait one calendar year from the date-of-issuance of the
REAP credit prior to selling or assigning any of the credit.
2. Before an application to sell or assign tax credits will be approved, the Department of Revenue must find
that the applicant has filed all required state tax reports and returns for all applicable tax years and paid
any balance of state tax due as determined by the Department of Revenue.
3. Once a sale or assignment is approved, it is final, and the seller’s or assignor’s right to claim the credit is
terminated. Buyers may not resell or reassign tax credits.
4. The assignee or purchaser of tax credits shall immediately claim the credits in the taxable year in which
the purchase or assignment is made. The purchaser or assignee may not carry forward, carry back or
obtain a refund of the tax credit.
Individuals who have been awarded REAP credits may directly arrange the sale or transfer of REAP credits to any
eligible buyer. In addition, a list of private brokers who can assist with the sale of tax credits is found on the
REAP webpage; or by contacting the State Conservation Commission.
The REAP Tax Credit Sale/Assignment Application packet is available on the REAP webpage or by calling the
Commission at 717-787-8821. Please refer to the packet for additional details regarding the sale of REAP tax
credits.
F. Application Procedures
Applications will be accepted for projects that are proposed or completed (or mixed) at the time of application.
Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served basis.
Projects that include the proposed purchase of equipment must be completed by June 30, 2022. Projects
involving the implementation of structural BMPs must be complete by June 30, 2023 to be eligible. Applicants
(with the exception of sponsored applicants) may apply for proposed cover crop planting through June 30, 2024.
If the approved projects are not completed within the specified time frames, the proposed projects may be
removed from the program. Implementation schedules may be extended past the dates approved with the
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application, on a case-by case basis at the discretion of the Commission, if the applicant notifies the Commission
of the delay.
REAP credits for eligible multi-year projects will be reserved from the allocation of the fiscal year in which the
application is approved. Tax credits are awarded upon completion of the approved project. Upon completion of
the eligible project, the applicant must provide to the Commission paid receipts for the project and signed
project certification information from a qualified individual. All projects must meet the design and certification
standards established by the Commission.
The Commission will process all FY 2020 applications within 60 days of receipt of a complete application, and will
notify the applicant, in writing, if the application meets the requirements for an eligible project. An approved
project is authorized to receive REAP tax credits.
To be dated for a specific tax year, all receipts for the project must be submitted (postmarked or emailed) by
December 31st of the respective year. The PA Department of Revenue will conduct a compliance check to
determine the status of the applicant regarding all relevant state tax reports and returns. Within 90 days of
notice from the Commission, the PA Department of Revenue will issue a notice of award of a tax credit.
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If the PA Department of Revenue deems that the applicant is non-compliant with regards to the required state
tax reports, the applicant must immediately contact the Department of Revenue to resolve the tax issue. Upon
resolution of the issue, the project will be resubmitted – with a new submission date - to Department of
Revenue for REAP credit issuance. If the applicant remains in a non-compliant status for two years, the project
will be removed from the REAP program.
The Commission will consider applications for BMPs on existing agricultural operations. Projects which include
expansion of an existing agricultural operation of greater than 25% will not be eligible for REAP tax credits.
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For all issues not specifically addressed by these guidelines, please refer to the provisions of Act 13 of 2019,
Section 1701-E to Section 1710-E, or contact the Commission at 717-787-8821. Questions regarding tax
implications for individual applicants should be directed to an accountant or other tax professional.
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Applications will be accepted beginning August 2nd, 2021. Applications may be delivered to the Commission
office at the following address:
State Conservation Commission
REAP Program
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110

E-mailed applications should be sent to: jsemke@pa.gov. Faxed applications cannot be accepted.
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Attachment 1

REAP Eligible Best Management Practices (BMPs)
The following is a list of the most-commonly used REAP-eligible BMPs. Please contact the SCC if you have questions regarding a
specific BMP or water-quality project that is not listed below.

Planning BMPs
Agricultural Erosion & Sedimentation Plan (Ag E&S)
REAP Lifespan:
3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
75%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 2
REAP Conditions:
The plan must meet the requirements of Chapter 102.4 of the PA Clean Streams Law.
Certification Requirements:
The Ag E&S Plan shall be prepared by a person trained and experienced in Agricultural E&S
control methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the project being designed.
3 years
75%
Refer to Attachment 2
The plan must meet the requirements of Chapter 102.4 of the PA Clean Streams Law.
The plan must be written by a NRCS-certified conservation planner.
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Conservation Plan
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

Manure Management Plan (MMP)
REAP Lifespan:
3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
75%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 3. See also: DEP Land Application of Manure – Manure Management Plan
Guidance
REAP Conditions:
The plan must meet the standards of Chapter 91 of the PA Clean Streams Law

Soil Health Tests
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate

D
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Nutrient Management Plan (NMP)
REAP Lifespan:
3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
75%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 3.
REAP Conditions:
The plan must meet Act 38 Standards.
Certification Requirements:
The plan must be written by an Act 38-certified specialist.

Additional Information:

3 years
75%; 90% when applicant is in a TMDL watershed AND is involved with a partner organization’s
soil health program
Any of the widely-available complete comprehensive soil health tests are eligible. Examples
include, but are not limited to: Cornell, Haney, Solvita. Traditional soil fertility tests are eligible
for REAP tax credits as part of the Nutrient Management Plan or Manure Management Plan.

Equipment BMPs
Composting Equipment
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:

New Equipment - 7 years, Used Equipment - 3 years
50%
Compost screeners, turning equipment, baggers, etc. as approved by the Commission
Composting must be included in the operation’s Nutrient/Manure Management Plan.

Cover Crop Equipment
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:

New Equipment - 7 years, Used Equipment - 3 years
50%; 90% for Cover Crop Rollers in a TMDL watershed
Refer to Attachment 5. Equipment used to enhance the use of cover crops on an ag operation.
The equipment’s primary use must be the establishment and management of cover crops.
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Manure Injection Equipment – Low Disturbance
REAP Lifespan:
New Equipment - 7 years, Used Equipment - 3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 5
REAP Conditions:
Equipment must be capable of shallow injection of manure and/or must be a contiguous part of a
manure injection system. Manure injection equipment that utilizes new technology will be
evaluated by the Commission on a case by case basis.
Certification Requirements:
Requires Equipment Dealer Certification
Manure Separation Equipment
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

New Equipment - 7 years, Used Equipment - 3 years
50%
Manure separation must be included in the operation’s Nutrient/Manure Management Plan.
Separators used to reclaim bedding are not eligible for REAP tax credits.

No-Till Planting Equipment – Planter or Drill
REAP Lifespan:
New Equipment - 7 years, Used Equipment - 3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 5
Certification Requirements:
Requires Equipment Dealer Certification

560
5 years
50%
This practice shall only be applicable to those locations on the farm where an improved travelway is needed to access newly established BMPs. REAP tax credits will not be authorized for any
construction or portion thereof exceeding 14 feet in width or 500 feet in length.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Access Road
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

R

Constructed BMPs
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Precision Nutrient Application Equipment
REAP Lifespan:
3 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
Additional Information:
Refer to Attachment 5
REAP Conditions:
Components of Nutrient Application Equipment that enable base equipment (new or existing) to
perform with automatic variable rate application capabilities.
Certification Requirements:
Requires Equipment Dealer Certification

Certification Requirements:
Animal Mortality Facility
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:

Animal Trails and Walkways
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

316
10 years
50%; REAP-eligible costs may be prorated for new animal operations
The animal mortality composting facility must be part of a Manure/Nutrient Management Plan.
The dead animals must come from the producer’s operation and may not come from outside
sources.
Any Conservation district or NRCS employee, or NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, or
private sector engineer or technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.
575
5 years
75%; 90% - in conjunction with livestock exclusion from streams in TMDL watershed
Eligible in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing (528) only. REAP tax credit not authorized for any
construction or portion thereof that is greater than 12 feet in width.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Closure of Waste Impoundments
NRCS Practice Code:
360
REAP Lifespan:
Operator must agree to permanently abandon the designated existing structure and the
appropriate component practices of the structure.
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
REAP Conditions:
BMP must be identified in operator’s Nutrient/Manure Management Plan.
Certification Requirements:
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
Composting Facility
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Constructed Wetland
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:

656
5 years
50%
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Certification Requirements:

342
5 years
50%; 75% ACA treatment
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Critical Area Planting
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:

340
Annual
50%; 90% for multi-species Cover Crop in a TMDL watershed
Refer to Attachment 6
Applicants may include 3 years of proposed plantings. Invoices must be submitted at the end of
each year’s establishment. A multi-species Cover Crop is defined as: A cover crop mix that
includes a broadleaf species and grass/small grain species. In addition, a multi-species cover crop
mix may not include more than approximately 1.5 bu/ac of grass/small grain species. Burndown,
nutrient applications, and lime are not eligible.
Completion of the Cover Crop – Job Sheet (Application p 14) is required.
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Cover Crop
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:
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Certification Requirements:

317
10 years
50%
The composting facility must be part of a Manure/Nutrient Management Plan. For composting of
animal mortalities, please see Animal Mortality Facility. The composting operation must meet
the PA-DEP criteria for on-farm composting. Production of mushroom compost does not apply.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Diversion
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:
Fence
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:

362
5 years
50%; 75% ACA treatment
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
382
10 years
50%; 75% - in conjunction with 50+ ft buffer; 90% - in conjunction with 50+ ft buffer from
streams in TMDL watershed; REAP-eligible costs capped at $4.00/ft
Fence that is part of an ACA-related BMP and Waste Storage safety fence should be submitted as
part of those BMPs.
Used in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing (528) only. REAP tax credits will be authorized for
establishing permanent fence; utilizing new materials – unless otherwise justified by Prescribed
Grazing. Fencing must not have indirect negative environmental impacts on adjacent areas, such
as allowing uncontrolled livestock access to sensitive areas such as stream corridors, steep areas
subject to erosion, or woodland subject to overgrazing. REAP tax credit not authorized for
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Grassed Waterway
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:

412
5 years
50%; 75% ACA treatment
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Heavy Use Area Protection
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:

561
10 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Lined Waterway or Outlet
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

468
5 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment
Used where vegetation alone will not provide adequate stabilization.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Manure Incineration
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:

10 years
50%; REAP-eligible costs capped at $500,000
Please contact the Commission for more information.
Incineration must be included in the operator’s Nutrient/Manure Management Plan.

Certification Requirements:
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Pipeline
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

500
5 years
50%
Eligible when existing obstructions interfere with other planned BMPs. REAP tax credits not
authorized to remove brush in order to install fence or for expansion of crop fields.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Obstruction Removal
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
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Certification Requirements:

removal and/or upgrade of existing fence. Fence surrounding Equine riding rinks is not eligible
for REAP tax credits.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer

Certification Requirements:

516
5 years
50%
Eligible as a component of livestock watering systems in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing
(528) only. REAP tax credits not authorized when the pipeline will be used in conjunction with a
domestic water supply or irrigation.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Poultry/Livestock Housing Vegetative Buffers
NRCS Practice Code:
380 (Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment)
REAP Lifespan:
10 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
Additional Information:
Plantings must conform to USDA/NRCS Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment (380)-Technical
Note No. 1, SCC Odor Management BMP Guide
REAP Conditions:
Establishment costs only. Plantings must be within close proximity to livestock housing and
exhaust fans
Certification Requirements:
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
Pumping Plant for Waste Water Control
NRCS Practice Code:
533
REAP Lifespan:
10 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
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Certification Requirements:
Riparian Forest Buffer
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

391
15 years
50% rate when used in conjunction with the minimum width of the practice (35 feet); 75% in
conjunction with 50+ foot width; 90% for 50+ foot width in a TMDL watershed.
NRCS Practice Guide for Riparian Forest Buffers, PA DEP Riparian Forest Buffer Guidance
Riparian buffer establishment only (see below). This practice is available to agricultural and nonagricultural operations.
Any Conservation district or NRCS employee, or NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, or
private sector engineer or technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.

R

390
5 years
50%
Buffer establishment only. This practice is available to agricultural and non-agricultural
operations.
Any Conservation district or NRCS employee, or NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, or
private sector engineer or technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.
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Riparian Herbaceous Cover
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
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Riparian Forest Buffer Maintenance
NRCS Practice Code:
391
REAP Lifespan:
annual
Tax Credit Rate:
50% rate when used in conjunction with the minimum width of the practice (35 feet); 75% when
used in conjunction with 50 foot or greater width; 90% for 50+ foot width in TMDL watershed.
Additional Information:
NRCS Practice Guide for Riparian Forest Buffers, DEP Riparian Forest Buffer Guidance (pp10-11)
REAP Conditions:
Maintenance activities performed to ensure the survival and growth of riparian buffer plantings,
in accordance with a long-term buffer operation and maintenance plan, are eligible. Examples
include: mowing, applications of herbicide, vegetation removal, control of noxious weeds,
protections from competing plants/animals. Sample long-term maintenance agreement available
upon request. This practice is available to agricultural and non-agricultural operations.
Certification Requirements:
Any Conservation district, NRCS employee, NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, DEP
employee, or private sector technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.
Completion of the Riparian Forest Buffer Maintenance Worksheet (Application p 15) is required.

Certification Requirements:

Roof Runoff Structure
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:

558
5 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment
This practice includes roof gutters and downspouts and shall only be applied to locations where
runoff from farm buildings is causing severe erosion and/or transporting pollutants from animal
wastes. Practice must include establishment of a stable outlet (see Underground Outlet). Repairs
to a roof in preparation for this practice are not eligible for REAP tax credits.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

Roofs and Covers
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:

367
10 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment; REAP-eligible costs may be prorated for new animal operations
The Roofed Storage/Roofed ACA worksheet (p 13 of Application) must be completed
10

Sediment Basin
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:
Silage Leachate Management
Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Certification Requirements:

Spring Development
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:

REAP Conditions:

10 years
50%
Any Conservation district or NRCS employee, or NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, or
private sector engineer or technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.
574
5 years
50%; 90% - in conjunction with animal exclusion from streams in TMDL watershed
Eligible in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing (528) only. Subsurface drainage (606) is
authorized for supplying a viable water source needed for the livestock and in conjunction with
providing a stable outlet. Practice may include a maximum of 1,200 feet of 4-inch collection line
only. For collection systems greater than 1,200 feet, SCC staff approval is required. All Federal,
State, and Local laws and regulation pertaining to wetlands must be followed.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
578
5 years
50%; 90% - in conjunction with animal exclusion from streams in TMDL watershed
Applicant is responsible for all local, state and federal permits and approvals that may be
required.
Eligible for animal and agricultural equipment crossing in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing
(528) only. REAP tax credits not authorized for any construction or portion thereof that is greater
than 14 feet in width.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Stream Crossing
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:

350
5 years
50%
Basins associated with new animal housing are not eligible for REAP credits. If other REAP-eligible
BMPs are associated with the practice, a prorated portion of the basin may be eligible.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Certification Requirements:

Practice applies to construction of roofing over Waste Storage Facility (313) and/or Heavy Use
Area Protection (561). SCC staff site visit required. Roofs over new permanent animal housing
(barns) are not eligible for REAP credits.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:

Streambank and Shoreline Protection
NRCS Practice Code:
580
REAP Lifespan:
5 years
Tax Credit Rate:
50%
Additional Information:
Applicant is responsible for all local, state and federal permits and approvals that may be
required.
REAP Conditions:
Used to stabilize stream banks eroded due to excessive water flow or livestock activity.
Certification Requirements:
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
Structure for Water Control
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

587
5 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment
REAP tax credits not authorized for the installation of structures designed to impound water for
irrigation, recreation, household water, or to create ponds.
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Certification Requirements:
Terrace
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:
Underground Outlet
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:
Waste Storage Facility
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:

600
5 years
50%
The practice is to be applied where: water erosion is a resource concern, the soils and
topography are such that terraces can be constructed and farmed with a reasonable effort, and a
stable outlet can be provided.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
620
5 years
50%; 75% - ACA treatment
This practice is to be used as a supporting practice to outlet water from other conservation
practices such as roof runoff structure, terrace, and watering facilities. Pipes greater than 12” in
diameter may require SCC site visit.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
313
10 years
50%; REAP-eligible costs may be prorated for new-animal operation.
If BMP includes a roof structure, the Roofed Storage/Roofed ACA worksheet (page 13 of
Application) must be submitted along with the application. Applicant is responsible for all local,
state and federal permits and approvals that may be required.
SCC staff site visit may be required prior to BMP approval for the roof structure component
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

D

REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

606
5 years
50%
Subsurface drainage is eligible only as a companion practice for primary structural BMPs. REAP
tax credits are not authorized for non-structural or vegetative practices such as Conservation
Cover (327), Contour Farming (330), Cover Crop.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Subsurface Drain
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.

R

Certification Requirements:

Waste Transfer
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

Certification Requirements:
Waste Treatment
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
Additional Information:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:

634
10 years
50%
Eligible in conjunction with Waste Storage Facility. REAP tax credits are not authorized for:
Portable pumps, pumping equipment or other portable equipment for removing, distributing, or
applying animal waste on the land.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
629
Annual
50%
Only completed projects are eligible
Use of the Waste Treatment practice must be included in the operation’s Nutrient/Manure
Management Plan.
Any Conservation district or NRCS employee, or NRCS Certified Technical Service Provider, or
private sector engineer or technician who has appropriate training and experience in the BMP
planning, design and installation methods and techniques applicable to the size and scope of the
BMP being certified.
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Water Well
NRCS Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:
Certification Requirements:
Watering Facility
Practice Code:
REAP Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:
REAP Conditions:

614
5 years
50%; 90% - in conjunction with animal exclusion from streams in TMDL watershed
Eligible in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing (528) only. REAP tax credits authorized for
permanently located facilities within grazing paddocks or pastures. REAP tax credits not
authorized for providing water for the farm headquarters; domestic use.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Certification Requirements:

642
5 years
50%
Eligible in conjunction with Prescribed Grazing (528) only. REAP tax credits not authorized for:
providing water for the farm headquarters; domestic use.
Individual with appropriate NRCS Job Approval Authority or Registered Professional Engineer.
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Attachment 2

Conservation Plan and Agricultural E&S Plan Policy
An agricultural operation that is an applicant for the REAP Tax Credit Program for any BMP or equipment must first
have in place a current Conservation Plan and/or Ag E&S Plan for all acres plowed and or tilled that are under their
management control (owned or rented or leased or utilized) in the year that they are applying for REAP Tax Credits
to be eligible for the program. The Conservation and/or Ag E&S Plan must meet the requirements of Chapter 104.2
of the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law.
For the purposes of REAP, a Conservation Plan and/or Ag E&S Plan is defined as “current” if the plan accurately
reflects the existing operation; including correct and current number of acres, crop rotations, tillage, and animal
concentration areas. The applicant must be on-schedule for full implementation of the plan. In addition, all BMPs to
address ACA-related resource concerns must be fully implemented; or the costs associated with implementing them
must be included in the REAP application.
A current Conservation Plan/Ag E&S Plan must address the following soil, water, and nutrient resource concerns on
the agricultural operation with the identified quality criteria:

Description of Concern

Quality Criteria
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Resource Concern

Assessment or
Evaluation Tools

Detachment and transport
of soil particles degrade soil
quality.

Sheet and Rill erosion
does not exceed “T” over
the crop rotation.

Visual, RUSLE hard copy,
RUSLE2

Soil Erosion – Ephemeral &
Classic Gully

Small and large channels
degrade soil quality.

Conservation Practices or
BMPs stabilize the small
and large channels.

Visual, volume calculation

Water Quality – Excessive
Suspended Sediment in Surface
Water

Cropping system includes
crops with <25% cover*
adjacent to surface
water**, which degrades
surface water** quality.

Cropland with <25%
cover* within 100’ of
surface water** are
treated with additional
Conservation Practices or
BMPs to mitigate adverse
effect.

Visual, transect
measurement

Nutrients and organics are
stored, handled and
applied to mitigate
adverse effect.

Visual, water quality
indicators, P Index,
MMP***, Act 38 NMP,
NRCS 590 NMP

D
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Soil Erosion – Sheet & Rill

Water Quality – Excessive
Nutrients & Organics in Surface
Water and Groundwater

*
**
***

Pollution from humaninduced nutrients (N, P and
Organics) degrades surface
water**/groundwater.

The term cover includes living plant cover and post- harvest crop residue.
The term surface water is limited to: perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, ponds and
existing open sinkholes.
The term MMP denotes the requirements of the DEP Manure Management Plan.
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Attachment 3

Nutrient Management/Manure Management Policy
Proposed and existing CAOs and CAFOs are required to have an approved Nutrient Management Plan
under the State Conservation Commission’s (SCC) Nutrient Management Program (Act 38) in order to be eligible
for REAP tax credits. If these operators do not have a plan, they may submit a REAP application to support their
efforts to get a plan developed for their farm. Likewise, all farming operations (Non-CAO and Non-CAFO) may
also apply for REAP tax credits to develop a nutrient management plan meeting the SCC’s Act 38 criteria.
All farming operations that generate or utilize manure, other than CAO’s and CAFOs, are required to have
a Manure Management Plan (MMP) under the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) Chapter 91
regulations or a voluntary Act 38 Nutrient Management Plan in order to be eligible for REAP tax credits.
Nutrient Management Plans written under Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs) or NRCS 590 standard, as part of the operations
conservation plan meet the criteria of DEP’s Chapter 91 MMP.
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MMPs can be prepared by the farmer although the farmer may benefit from obtaining assistance from
individuals trained and experienced in developing these plans. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) applied
for through the REAP Tax Credit program must be consistent with the MMP.
This Nutrient/Manure Plan (NMP, MMP) must address the owned and rented fields where manure from
the operation is planned to be mechanically applied. For grazing operations, a grazing plan that meets NRCS P.C.
528 standards will meet this requirement.
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To be considered a current NMP or MMP, the operator must be on-schedule for full implementation of
the plan. The NMP must meet the requirements of Act 38 of 2005. The MMP must meet the requirement of the
DEP Manure Management Manual and the Chapter 91 of the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law. The operator
must fully implement the NMP/MMP and keep it current with the farming operation for the lifespan of any BMP
for which REAP tax credits have been approved.
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Verification Signatures
Verification Signatures for REAP Eligibility
Applies to: REAP Application Section 2 (signature on p4)
The individual signing the Verification Page in Section 2 of the REAP application is verifying that the applicant’s
answers to questions on pp2-3 of the REAP application are accurate and true.
For example, if the applicant indicates that plans exist on all acres operated and are fully implemented, the
verifier is certifying that to be true. If the applicant indicates that plans do not exist or are not fully
implemented, the verifier is certifying that the answer is true, and that the applicant is applying for cost
associated with plan writing; does not need the plans in question; or the applicant’s explanations regarding
development of plans and timeline of implementation is true. If an applicant’s answers are not accurate or
true, the verifier should not certify (by signing p4) the REAP application.
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The individual signing the Verification Page must not have a potential conflict of interest with the applicant. The
individual shall not verify an application pertaining to their own farming operation, an application for immediate
family members (parent, spouse, child, brother, or sister), or a business with which the individual or a member
of their immediate family is associated.
IMPORTANT: Please note that BOTH Section 2A and Section 2B must be verified on p4 of the application by a
qualified individual, even if there are no animals present on the operation. If an applicant answers “NO” to
question B1. on p2, the accuracy of that answer must be verified on p4.
The following individuals are qualified under REAP to provide the necessary verification signatures:

•

D

•

Conservation District employees with appropriate training and experience in PA Clean Streams Law
compliance.
USDA/NRCS employees who are certified in conservation planning or working under the supervision of a
certified individual with appropriate training and experience in PA Clean Streams Law compliance.
Qualified Technical Service Providers (TSPs) – those in the TSP registry and certified to write conservation
plans. Also, individuals with current certification under Act 38 of 2005 are qualified to provide verification
signatures.

R

•

Verification signatures provided by qualified staff at the County Conservation District do not require an action of
the District Board.
The Commission reserves the right to disqualify any individual from providing a Verification Signature.

Verification Signatures for Equipment Purchases
Applies to: REAP Application pp8-10
For equipment purchases, equipment dealers and others as determined by the Commission (on a case-by-case
basis) are qualified under the REAP program to sign the “Dealer Certification” forms in the REAP Application.
The individual signing on the Dealer Certification forms must not have a conflict of interest with the applicant.
The individual cannot certify their own equipment, equipment purchased by an immediate family member, or a
business with which the individual or a member of immediate family is associated.
The Commission reserves the right to disqualify any individual from providing a Verification Signature.
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REAP Equipment Guidelines
Applies to: No-Till planting equipment, Precision Nutrient Application components, Manure Injection
Equipment, Cover Crop equipment
Applications for equipment must meet ALL other REAP eligibility requirements.
The Commission will not approve applications for tax credits for any equipment that was purchased more
than 3 years prior to the submission of the application.
For the FY 2021 program, delivery of all equipment must take place by June 30, 2022.
All equipment must be designed and commercially manufactured for the specific purpose and intent as
listed below and the applicant must agree to not alter the intended use.
All projects must meet the definitions and standards of an eligible BMP on an agricultural operation. As
such, eligible owner/operators listed in the application must meet the definition of an Agricultural
Operation found in Attachment 7 of the REAP Guidelines.
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The SCC reserves the right to deny an application for equipment if the cost of the equipment is not within
reasonable and fair market value as determined by the Commission. The SCC reserves the right to deny
an application that does not meet the intent of the standards set forth for the equipment by the SCC.
**see Attachment 8 for the REAP Equipment Trade-In/Trade-Up Policy**
No-Till Planting Equipment:
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• The no-till planter or drill must be capable of placing seeds at the optimum depth for germination
and growth in un-tilled soil with residue cover. Used equipment must also be in good-working
order without excessive wear.
• The REAP No-Till Equipment Purchase Certification form (p8 of the REAP application) must be submitted
by the applicant. The equipment must be certified that it meets the above criteria by a qualified farm
equipment dealer authorized by the Commission. Applicants must sign the same certification (p8) stating
that the equipment will be used as-intended; consistent with a current Ag E&S and/or Conservation Plan.
• Used equipment sold privately must be certified by a dealer representative to meet the above used
equipment criteria. (p8)
• All wear items must meet or exceed manufacturer’s guidelines for wear replacement parts as certified
by a qualified equipment dealer.
• New equipment shall have a REAP lifespan of 7 years. Used equipment’s REAP lifespan is 3 years.
• The cost of operator-installed parts, repair, or refurbishing of existing equipment is ineligible for REAP
tax credits
Note: Drills used for inter-seeding cover crops are eligible for REAP credits.
Precision Nutrient Application Equipment:
• The equipment must be capable of applying nutrients at variable rates across a crop field according
to automatic data input from computerized maps or optical sensors.
• Only the components necessary to apply nutrients at variable rates are eligible. Examples include:
hydraulic motors, variable rate drives, section control, scales, nozzle controls, metering devices.
• Monitors and displays necessary to control the components are eligible.
• Components necessary to upgrade application equipment to variable rate capabilities are eligible.
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• The REAP Precision Application Equipment Certification (p9 of the REAP Application) must be submitted
by the applicant. The equipment must be certified that it meets the above criteria by a qualified farm
equipment dealer authorized by the Commission. Applicants must sign the same certification (p9) stating
that the equipment will be used as-intended; consistent with a current Ag E&S and/or Conservation Plan.
• Used equipment sold privately must be certified by a qualified farm equipment dealer to meet the
above used equipment criteria. (p9)
• All wear items must meet or exceed manufacturer’s guidelines for wear replacement parts as certified
by a qualified equipment dealer.
• Precision Nutrient application equipment shall have a REAP lifespan 3 years.
• The cost of operator-installed parts, repair, or refurbishing of existing equipment is ineligible for REAP
tax credits
Low Disturbance Manure Injection Equipment:
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• The equipment is capable of injecting manure effectively at a shallow depth (approx. 4” maximum)
while creating minimal surface disturbance. Adjustable equipment must be set up to meet the above
residue or cover condition.
• The equipment must be used in a manner consistent with the provisions of a current Conservation
Plan/Ag E&S Plan and a current Nutrient Management Plan/Manure Management Plan.
• The purchase of equipment must include field setup by an equipment dealer.
• The REAP Low Disturbance Manure Injection Equipment Certification form (p10 of the REAP Application)
must be submitted by the applicant. The equipment must be certified that it meets the above criteria by a
qualified farm equipment dealer authorized by the Commission. Applicants must sign the same
certification (p10) stating that the equipment will be used as-intended; consistent with a current Ag E&S
and/or Conservation Plan.
• Used equipment sold privately must also be certified by a dealer representative to meet the above
equipment criteria (p10).
• All wear items must meet or exceed manufacturer’s guidelines for wear replacement parts as certified
by a qualified equipment dealer.
• New equipment shall have a REAP lifespan of 7 years. Used equipment’s REAP lifespan is 3 years.
• The costs of operator-installed parts, repair, or refurbishing of existing equipment is ineligible for REAP
tax credits
Note: Manure transport tanks, drag line, and pumping equipment are not eligible.
Cover Crop Equipment:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Eligible equipment’s primary use is for the establishment and management of cover crops.
Cover crop rollers; both full-width and row-unit models; are eligible for REAP tax credits
Cover crop spinners attached to the combines or other harvesting equipment are eligible for REAP
tax credits
Seed boxes attached to vertical tillage equipment that are used for planting cover crops are
eligible for REAP tax credits.
New equipment shall have a REAP lifespan of 7 years. Used equipment’s REAP lifespan is 3 years.
Equipment utilizing new technology or new methodology may be eligible for REAP credits on a
case-by-case basis, as determined by the Commission.
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*See REAP Application p11 for the Cover Crop Job Sheet
Cover Crop
Practice Code:
Reportable Units:
Lifespan:
Tax Credit Rate:

340
Ac.
Annual
50%; 90% for multi-species cover crop in a TMDL watershed

Applicants may apply for up to 3 years of proposed cover crop plantings. Invoices must be submitted at
the end of each year’s cover crop establishment. Sponsored applicants are limited to 1 year of cover
crops.

•

Total costs are capped at $50/acre for single-species plantings and $80/acre for multi-species plantings.

•

Multi-species cover crop is defined as: A cover crop mix that consists of a grass/small grain species and
a broadleaf species; in which the grass/small grain species is limited to 1.5 bu/ac seeding rate.

•

Seed and planting costs are eligible. Herbicide/nutrient/lime applications are not eligible.
✓ please refer to the NASS custom planting rates, if necessary

•

Spreading of manure on the cover crop must be consistent with a current Nutrient Management Plan or
Manure Management Plan.

•

All seed purchased for cover crop must be tested and properly labeled in accordance with the PA Seed
Law and regulations. If the grower elects to use home-grown seed, it must be tested for purity,
germination, and absence of noxious weeds by a recognized seed laboratory prior to seeding.

•

Cover crops harvested for grain are not eligible for credits.

•

Completion of the REAP Cover Crop Job Sheet (p11 of the REAP Application) is required.
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•

Purpose: Cover Crops have multiple purposes that benefit many aspects of the land.
Reduce erosion from wind and water

Weed suppression

Increase soil organic matter content

Provide supplemental forage

Capture and recycle or redistribute nutrients
in the soil profile
Promote biological nitrogen fixation
Increase biodiversity

Soil moisture management
Reduce particulate emissions into the
atmosphere
Minimize and reduce soil compaction
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Attachment 7
Definitions
Act 13 of 2019 (Section 1702-E)
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AGRICULTURAL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL PLAN - A site-specific plan that:
(1) meets the requirements of the act of June 22, 1937 (P.L. 1987, No. 394), known as The Clean Streams
Law, and 25 Pa. Code Ch. 102 (relating to erosion and sediment control); and
(2) identifies best management practices to minimize accelerated erosion and sediment from an
agricultural operation.
AGRICULTURAL OPERATION - The property on which occur the management and use of farming
resources for the production of crops, livestock or poultry or for equine activity.
ANIMAL CONCENTRATION AREAS - An exterior area of an agricultural operation subject to rainfall where
livestock congregate, including a barnyard, a feedlot, a loafing area, an exercise lot or other similar animal
confinement area that will not maintain a growing crop, or where deposited manure nutrients are in
excess of crop needs. The term does not include areas managed as a pasture or other cropland and
pasture accessways if they do not cause direct flow of nutrients to surface water or groundwater.
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE - A practice or combination of practices determined by the State
Conservation Commission or United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources and
Conservation Service to be effective and practical, considering technological, economic and institutional
factors, to manage nutrients and sediment to protect surface water and groundwater.
BUSINESS FIRM - An entity authorized to do business in this Commonwealth and subject to the taxes
imposed by Article III, IV, VI, VII, VIII, IX or XV.
COMMISSION - The State Conservation Commission.
CONSERVATION DISTRICT - A county conservation district established under the act of May 15, 1945 (P.L.
547, No. 217), known as the Conservation District Law.
CONSERVATION PLAN - A United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation
Service plan, including a schedule for implementation, that identifies site-specific conservation best
management practices on an agricultural operation.
DEPARTMENT - The Department of Revenue of the Commonwealth.
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS - Any of the following subject to the taxes imposed by Article III, IV, VI, VII, VIII, IX or
XV:
(1) A business firm.
(2) An individual.
(3) Individuals filing jointly.
EQUINE ACTIVITY - The term includes the following activities:
(1) The boarding of equines.
(2) The training of equines.
(3) The instruction of people in handling, driving or riding equines.
(4) The use of equines for riding or driving purposes.
(5) The pasturing of equines.
The term does not include activity licensed under the act of December 17, 1981 (P.L. 435, No. 135), known
as the Race Horse Industry Reform Act.
INDIVIDUAL - A natural person.
LEGACY SEDIMENT - Sediment that meets all the following conditions:
(1) Was eroded from upland areas after the arrival of early Pennsylvania settlers and during centuries of
intensive land use.
(2) Was deposited in valley bottoms along stream corridors, burying presettlement streams, floodplains,
wetlands and valley bottoms.
(3) Altered and continues to impair the hydrologic, biologic, aquatic, riparian and water quality functions
of presettlement and modern environments.
MANURE MANAGEMENT PLAN - A written site-specific plan that:
(1) outlines practices for the land application of manure and agricultural process wastewaters acceptable
to the commission; and
(2) is developed to meet the requirements of 25 Pa. Code § 91.36(b) (relating to pollution control and
prevention at agricultural operations).
NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PLAN - As defined under 3 Pa.C.S. Ch. 5 (relating to nutrient management and
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odor management).
NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST - As defined under 3 Pa.C.S. Ch. 5 (relating to nutrient
management and odor management).
PASS-THROUGH ENTITY - A partnership as defined in section 301(n.0) or a Pennsylvania S corporation as
defined in section 301(n.1).
QUALIFIED TAX LIABILITY - The liability for taxes imposed upon an eligible applicant under Article III, IV,
VI, VII, VIII, IX or XV. The term shall not include any tax withheld by an employer from an employee under
Article III.
RIPARIAN FOREST BUFFER - An area of mostly trees or shrubs which is adjacent to and up-gradient from
watercourses or water bodies and which meets standards established or adopted by the commission.
TECHNICAL SERVICE PROVIDER - An individual, entity or public agency certified by the United States
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service and placed on the approved list to
provide technical services to program participants or to the United States Department of Agriculture
program participants.
TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD or (TMDL) - The sum of individual waste load allocations for point
sources, load allocations for nonpoint sources and natural quality and a margin of safety expressed in
terms of mass per time, toxicity or other appropriate measures.
USDA-NRCS - The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources and Conservation Service.

Terms not found in Act 55, as defined by the Commission:
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SPONSOR- A business subject to the following Pennsylvania Taxes (personal income tax, corporate net
income tax, capital stock and franchise tax, bank shares tax, title insurance company premiums tax,
insurance premiums tax, and mutual thrift institutions tax) which receives a REAP Tax Credit based on the
amount of funding it contributes toward eligible farm conservation projects. The business is the direct
recipient of the REAP tax credits.
AGRICULTURAL OPERATION: as it relates to the $250,000/7-yr credit limit.

R

For purposes of evaluating REAP applications and applying tax credit limits prescribed in Section 1703-E
(B) of the Act, the Commission will consider an eligible applicant as a single “agricultural operation”
where …
all tracts of land, whether contiguous or non-contiguous,

D

are under the common ownership and or common management control of the person, whether as
an individual, corporation, partnership or other legal entity, applying for the REAP tax credit and
have organizational structures that include or retain the same or significantly similar ownership,
management, directors, officers or shareholders
or which utilize substantially common management or production resources such as land,
equipment, labor, accounting and business systems to support one or more farm enterprises,
partnerships, corporations or other farm related entity.

Entities with significantly similar organizational structures or which utilize substantially common
management or production resources will be considered a single “agricultural operation” for purposes
of REAP tax credits.
Please note: For REAP purposes, the operator of the agricultural operation receiving REAP tax
credits is considered the property owner.

21

Attachment 8

REAP Equipment Trade-In/Trade-Up Policy
This policy applies to the following: No-Till Planters and Drills, Low Disturbance Residue Management
Equipment, Low Disturbance Manure Injection Equipment, Precision Nutrient Application Equipment.
In some circumstances, an applicant may wish to sell or trade in a piece of equipment for which the applicant
has received a REAP tax credit prior to the expiration of the required lifespan under the REAP program (7 years
for new equipment, 3 years for used equipment) for a comparable or larger piece of eligible equipment. The
following policy is in effect for these instances:
The applicant must immediately make a request to the Commission in writing.



The Commission will consider the request for a “waiver” of the lifespan requirement if the applicant
is trading or selling the original piece(s) of equipment for another piece of equipment which will
allow the farmer to utilize the equipment on a comparable or larger number of acres.



An “Equipment Certification Form” must be submitted for the new piece of equipment.



The applicant will be eligible for a REAP tax credit, up to the maximum allowed per applicant, which
equals the difference between the credit received on the originally purchased piece of equipment,
and the eligible credit on the new equipment. The applicant must submit a new application for
these costs.



If the applicant receives REAP tax credits for the difference between the cost of the original
equipment and the cost of the new equipment, the lifespan requirement “starts over” with the new
piece of equipment.



If the applicant does not wish to apply for additional REAP tax credits, the lifespan for the original
equipment will pass over to the “new equipment.” The new equipment must be used until the
lifespan requirement of the original piece of equipment has been met.



If the recipient of a tax credit sells equipment for a REAP tax credit was received (prior to the
expiration of the lifespan) without replacing it with a comparable piece of REAP-eligible equipment,
the recipient may be required to repay a prorated portion of the tax credit.



If the recipient of a tax credit does not provide prior written notification to the Commission that the
recipient requests to trade in or sell a piece of equipment for which a REAP tax credit has been
received, the recipient is subject to the provisions of the REAP statute which require the recipient to
return to the Department of Revenue the full amount of the tax credit originally granted.
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Attachment 9

Map Requirements
The REAP application must include*:




A 1:24,000 scale USGS Topographic quad map showing an outline of your home farm and any
other parcels that contain the BMPs requested in your application.
o

An 8.5” X 11” black and white photocopy of a USGS Quad map at 1:24,000 scale is
acceptable provided it includes the name of the Quad, and a major cultural feature or
map feature that is readily identifiable.

o

Be sure to include the name of the 1:24,000 Quad maps.

Other maps or aerial photographs may be accepted at the discretion of the Commission
provided that the map is of sufficient scale and clarity to clearly identify the location of the
BMPs for which tax credits are sought.
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*Maps are not required if applying only for equipment.

If you have any questions about where to obtain the required map, please contact:




Your technical service provider
The County Conservation District
The State Conservation Commission at 717-787-8821

Frequently Asked Map Questions

R

Q. All I want to do is buy a no-till drill. Do I still have to provide all this mapping information?
A. No. You are exempt from this requirement.

D

Q. As a sponsor what do I have to submit?
A. Requirements for sponsored applications are the same as those for any other applicant. A map
of the operation is required.
Q. My agricultural operation consists of five separate parcels? How should I draw them?
A. Draw them as five separate parcels unless they have common boundaries. Those parcels may
be drawn with a common exterior perimeter if you desire.
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Resource Enhancement and
Protection Program

APPLICATION

R

Fiscal Year 2021

D

(July 1, 2021 – June 30, 2022)

State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110
Phone: (717) 787-8821
Fax: (717) 705-3778

REAP APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS
FY 2021
SUBMISSION INFORMATION
The Commission will accept FY 2021 REAP application beginning August 2nd, 2021. Please send
applications to the following address:
State Conservation Commission
REAP Tax Credit Program
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408
Applications must be typed or neatly printed. Emailed applications should be sent to: jsemke@pa.gov
Faxed applications cannot be accepted.
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Applications will be accepted for projects that are proposed or completed (or mixed) at the time of
application. Applications are accepted on a first-come, first-served basis. Completed projects are
eligible for REAP tax credits for 3 years after completion and certification.
Applicant eligibility is determined by answers to the questions on pp 2-3. Please refer to p1 (Sec B.) of
the REAP Guidelines for more information regarding applicant eligibility. Applicant eligibility is verified
on p4 by a qualified individual. All applicants, regardless of the project, must complete pp 2-4.
Please note: Section 2A and Section 2B on p4 must be verified by a qualified individual; even if there is
no livestock present on the operation.

R

Please refer to the REAP Guidelines for additional information regarding eligible projects; and for
information regarding the use of REAP tax credits (pp1-5 of the FY 2021 REAP Guidelines).
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Please refer to p5 of this application for additional instructions on completing the cost summary
table (p6).
Please refer to p5 of this application and/or the REAP Guidelines for information regarding BMPs
that are eligible for a REAP tax credit of 90% of out-of-pocket costs.
For more information on sponsorship of REAP projects, please refer to p3 (Sec D.) of the REAP
Guidelines.
Parts of this Application may require the assistance of your local Conservation District, USDA/NRCS
office, or a qualified private-sector technical service provider. Some sections require a signature of one
of these parties for verification. See Attachment 4 of the Guidelines for a list of organizations who are
qualified under the REAP tax credit program to provide verification signatures.
Remove the cover page and instruction pages before submitting the application.
REMINDERS
Before you submit the REAP Application, make sure you have….

 Provided contact name, mailing address, ag operation address, and one Social Security Number
and/or EIN number for the applicant. Please note that the tax credit will be awarded to the
Social Security Number or EIN number that you submit.
 Answered all eligibility questions on pp 2-3.
 Had your application verified with an appropriate signature of a qualified person on p4.
 Completed the REAP Project Cost/Funding Summary Table (p6). Please refer to the instructions
on p5 before completing p6.
 Signed and dated the application on p7.
 For sponsored applications: Included the addendum page for sponsors and signed the
appropriate sections on p7.
If you are applying for Plans, have you provided the following?
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 For proposed Plans: a cost estimate and a total acreage on p6. Please see below (page iii) for
information regarding the appropriate plan(s) for your operation.
 For completed Plans: copies of receipts that provide date completed, total cost, and acreage
data.
If you are applying for Equipment, have you attached the following?

 For proposed purchases: A cost estimate, price quote, or purchase order.
 For completed (delivered) purchases: the corresponding equipment dealer certification form
(pp 8, 9, 10) and a copy of the dated sales receipt/invoice.
If you are applying for a constructed BMP project, did you include the following?

R

 For proposed projects: cost estimates, estimated other public funding at time of application (if
applicable), estimated project completion date on p6.
 For completed projects: copies of all receipts (including any of your own labor), all records of
other public funding associated with the project, and appropriate certification data (p13).



D

If you are applying for a roofed BMP, did you include the following?
Roofed Waste Storage/Roofed Animal Concentration Area Evaluation Worksheet (p11).

If you are applying for cover crops, did you include the following?
 Cover Crop Job Sheet (p12) and receipts for completed plantings. If applying for proposed
plantings*, estimate future years at the top of p12. When completing p6 (cost summary table),
please complete a separate row for each year of plantings. Please refer to PA Custom Guide
(NASS) to calculate planting costs. When using bin-run seed, please attach a copy of seed test.
*If applying for proposed cover crop plantings, you must send final receipts/invoices and acreage data
upon completion of the planting to have REAP credits officially awarded by PA Department of
Revenue.

If you are applying for riparian buffer installation and/or maintenance costs, did you include the
following?
 Riparian Forest Buffer Maintenance Worksheet (available upon request). The form must be
completed for all projects involving a buffer.

REAP Planning Questionaire
***must be completed with all REAP applications for Nutrient Management Plans and/or Manure Management Plans***

“My operation generates or utilizes manure. What type of manure plan do
I need?”
1. Is your operation a CAO or CAFO?
YES

Your operation needs an approved Act 38 Nutrient Management Plan (NMP).

NO

2. Are you interested in participating in Act 38 as a volunteer (VAO)? VAOs can benefit from the
limited legal protections provided by an approved Act 38 NMP.
YES

Your operation needs an approved Act 38 Nutrient Management Plan (NMP).

AF
T

NO

3. Are you interested in applying for funding from USDA/NRCS to help install ag BMPs?
YES

It could benefit you to have NRCS 590 Standard NMP developed as part of
your NRCS Conservation Plan. NRCS 590 Standard Plans are written to Act
38 standards. NRCS Plans must be approved by NRCS. (see footnote)

NO

D

R

4. Are you interested in the additional crop-year-specific agronomic information that an NMP
contains?
It could benefit your operation to have an NMP developed by an Act 38 certiYES
fied specialist. An NMP written to Act 38 standards will contain more inforNO
mation for your operation than a DEP Manure Management Plan (see below).

A PA DEP Chapter 91 Manure Management Plan (MMP) will meet your needs.
Types of operations best-served by an MMP:
1. Operations with few animals

2. grazing-intensive operations
3. Operations with large acreage available for manure spreading
Footnote: NMPs that do not go through the Act 38 approval process (see questions 3 and 4) do not confer
any of the limited legal protections provided by Act 38.

REAP ID Number 21 For Commission use only

SECTION 1A - APPLICANT INFORMATION
APPLICANT NAME/BUSINESS NAME:
TOTAL REAP REQUEST: (sum p6)

MAILING ADDRESS:
street:

city

state

zip

phone :

email :

CONTACT NAME: (If different than applicant name)
The applicant is:
The owner/operator of the property on which the project will be completed
A sponsor of the project*

Section 1B - TAX INFORMATION

AF
T

*For projects where the applicant is a sponsor, a signed written agreement between the sponsor (applicant) and the owner/operator of the property on
which the project is located must be completed, attesting that the owner/operator will comply with all the requirements associated with the award of
the REAP tax credit, including the obligation to maintain the sponsored BMP(s). A sample agreement is available upon request. Both the sponsor’s
and the property owner’s signature must appear in the appropriate sections of this application (p7 & addendum).

REAP Tax Credits awarded by the Department of Revenue will automatically be issued under the FEIN for the business or pass-through
entity, unless the applicant is a Sole Proprietorship, in which case, the credits will be issued under the SSN.

SSN (If you are applying as an individual and/or do not have a FEIN):
Federal Employer Identification Number(FEIN):
Please check which type of business entity
LLC

S Corp

Bank

Limited Partnership

Partnership

C Corp

Other entity (please list):

R

Individual

PA Revenue ID:

Has this applicant received a REAP tax credit in a previous program year?

Yes

No

phone:

D

Section 1C: OPERATION INFORMATION (if different than Sec 1A)
OPERATOR NAME:

email:

OPERATION ADDRESS:
street
city

state

zip

county:

township:

Section 1D: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
This application is for a project(s) which include(s): (check all that apply)

Planning (Conservation Plan, Ag E&S Plan, Nutrient Management Plan, Manure Management Plan)
Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Purchase of Equipment
for constructed BMP projects*:

Yes

No

Have you applied for funding from any other source? (EQIP, CBP, Growing Greener,etc.)

Yes

No

Are you planning to apply for funding from any other source?(EQIP, CBP, Growing Greener,etc.)

*Answers do not impact the REAP application process and are used solely for record keeping purposes.
1

SECTION 2 - REAP Eligibility
Refer to Attachment 2 &3 of the REAP Guidelines for more information regarding this section.

A. Conservation and Agricultural E&S (Ag E&S) Plans
1. Do you have current and up-to-date Ag E&S Plans or NRCS Conservation Plans for all acres owned or operated that meet the
requirements of DEP regulations found in Chapter 102.4(a) of the PA Clean Streams Law? These requirements are:
٠ Cropland must be treated to eliminate ephemeral or classic gullies
٠ Cropland must be treated to T (tolerable soil loss) over the crop rotation
٠ Cropland with less than 25% cover within 100 feet of rivers and streams must be treated with additional BMPs
٠ Animal Heavy Use Areas (AHUAs) must be treated to minimize accelerated erosion and sedimentation
٠ If you do no plowing or tilling, a Prescribed Grazing (528) Plan (where approprate) or Mushroom Management
Plan (where appropriate) meets the requirements of bullets 1-3 above.
If you answered Yes, proceed to Question A.2

No

If you answered No, you must include the development of Plans in this application for REAP tax credits on
p5; OR use the space provided below to list the entity assisting you with Plan development and an
estimated date of completion of the Plans.
REAP credits may be awarded for Plans prior to implementation of ACA BMPs. However, all ACA-related
BMPs in the new plan must be fully implemented prior to receiving any other REAP credits.

AF
T

Yes

2. If you answered Yes to Question A.1 above, is your plan fully implemented?
Yes

If you answered No, list BMPs yet to be completed and an implementation schedule below:

R

No

D

Please do NOT attach a copy of the plan

B. Nutrient/Manure Management Plans

1. Do you have any livestock, poultry, or equine on your operation; AND/OR import manure?
Yes
No

If you answered Yes, proceed to Question B.2
If you answered No, proceed to page 4 (Verification Page)

2. Is your operation a Concentrated Animal Operation (CAO) or Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO)
Yes

If you answered Yes, proceed to Question B.3

No

If you answered No, proceed to Question B.4

3. Do you have a current Act 38 Nutrient Management Plan (NMP) for your CAO or CAFO operation?
Yes

If you answered Yes, proceed to Question B.5

No

If you answered No to Question B.3, you must include development of the NMP in this application for
REAP tax credits. REAP credits may be awarded for the NMP prior to implementation of ACA BMPs.
However, all ACA-related BMPs in the new plan must be fully implemented prior to receiving any other
REAP credits.

2

4. If your operation is not a CAO or CAFO, do you have a Plan that meets the requirements of the DEP regulations found in
Chapter 91 of the PA Clean Streams Law?
Yes

If you answered Yes, specify which plan below, then proceed to Question B.5
DEP Manure Management Plan

voluntary Act 38 NMP or NRCS 590 Plan
No

If you answered No, you must include the development of Plans in this application for REAP tax credits on
p5; OR use the space provided below to list the entity assisting you with Plan development and an
estimated date of completion of the Plans.

5. If you answered Yes to Question B.3 or B.4, is the Plan fully implemented?
Yes
If you answered No, list the BMPs yet to be completed and an implementation schedule below:

AF
T

No

6. Does this application cover REAP-eligible BMPs necessary to implement the Nutrient/Manure Management/NRCS 590 Plan?
Yes
No

R

Please do NOT attach a copy of the plans.

C. Animal Concentration Areas

7. Does your operation have any Animal Concentration Areas (ACAs) as defined below?

D

٠ Livestock confinement areas other than indoor facilities and true pastures
٠ Barnyards, feedlots, loafing areas, exercise lots and similar animal confinement areas that will not maintain a
growing crop
٠ Heavily stocked livestock areas where nutrients are applied by animals in excess of crop removal rates
٠ Animal congregation areas within pastures that meet the above requirements, i.e.: supplemental feeding
areas, shade and watering areas, congested travel areas
Yes
No
8. Does your operation have any untreated ACAs? Use the evaluation below to determine whether you have an untreated ACA
(there is a negative impact to surface water and groundwater).
٠ Does untreated, unfiltered runoff from area enter the surface water?
٠ Does runoff from the areas present a significant negative impact to groundwater?
٠ Is the areas within 50 feet of an active well, spring or sinkhole?
Yes
No
9. Does this application cover planning costs and/or installation costs for REAP-eligible BMPs to address the ACAs?
Yes
No
3

REAP ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION PAGE
See Attachment 4 of the Guidelines for information on individuals who are qualified to provide this verification

Verifiers are attesting to the accuracy of the answers in Sec 2.
PLEASE NOTE: Sections 2B and 2C must be verified below by a qualified individual, even if there is no
livestock and/or manure handling on the operation.
Sec 2A: Conservation and Agricultural E & S Plans
I affirm that I have reviewed the responses made by the applicant in Section 2A, and after due diligence and
inquiry, I hereby affirm the foregoing to be true and correct to the best of my knowledge. I make these statements
subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.
NAME: (print)

TITLE:

ORGANIZATION OR BUSINESS:

AF
T

PHONE:
DATE:

VERIFICATION SIGNATURE:

Sec 2 B & C: Nutrient/Manure Management Plans and Animal Concentration Areas

R

I affirm that I have reviewed the responses made by the applicant in Section 2B and 2C, and after due
diligence and inquiry, I hereby affirm the foregoing to be true and correct to the best of my knowledge. I make
these statements subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.
NAME: (print)

D

TITLE:

ORGANIZATION OR BUSINESS:

PHONE:

DATE:

VERIFICATION SIGNATURE:

Important Additional Information
1.

Acres operated by the applicant - and therefore covered by the verification
signatures above.

2.

For constructed BMP projects that do not include other public
funding, has the project been included in any reporting to
DEP or NRCS?

4

Yes

No

Section 3: REAP Project Cost Summary Table - Instructions
Please refer to Attachment 1 of the REAP Guidelines for a list of all REAP-eligible BMPs, equipment,
and plans.
Please refer to Attachment 1 of the REAP Guidelines for a list of the units of measurement to use when
completing the "Units Installed or Proposed" column on p6.
The following plans and corresponding costs should be entered in the "Planning BMPs" section: Ag E&S
Plan, Conservation Plan, Nutrient Management Plan, DEP Manure Management Plan.
The following equipment and corresponding costs should be entered in the "Equipment BMPs" section:
No-Till Planters and Drills, Manure Injectors, Precision Nutrient Application components, Cover Crop
Equipment
All other BMPs, cover crops, soil health tests - any project not specifically mentioned above - and
corresponding costs should be entered in the "All other BMPs" section.

AF
T

Please enter the total cost of the project in the "Total Cost" column - prior to accounting for elements of
the projects that were paid for by other grants/funding sources.
Please answer "yes" or "no" as to whether the specific BMP is treating an ACA-related resource
concern. For more information about ACAs and BMPs typically used to treat runoff from ACAs, please
refer to questions 7 & 8 on p3 of this application.
In any watershed with an agriculturally impaired TMDL*, the following BMPs are eligible for a
REAP tax credit of 90% of out-of-pocket implementation costs:
~ Riparian forest buffers that are 50+ ft wide.

~ Multi-species cover crop: please see cover crop job sheet (p11) for more information.

R

Stream crossings and livestock exclusion from streams. BMPs used in conjunction with
~ stream crossings and livestock exclusion are also eligible for 90% REAP tax credit (e.g.
Animal Trails & Walkways, Fence, and off-stream watering facilities)

D

Soil health tests will be reimbursable at 90% when a producer is involved with a partner
~ organization’s soil health program (e.g. PASA’s soil health benchmark study, USDA NRCS
Soil Health Conservation Activity Plan (CAP), etc.)
Cover Crop Roller/Crimpers: please see Attachment 5 of the REAP Guidelines (p18) for
more information.
Please answer "yes" or "no" in the checkboxes regarding "TMDL?" if you are applying for REAP
tax credits for one of the BMPs listed above.
~

Please answer "90%" in the "REAP Rate" column if your operation is located in an ag impaired
TMDL watershed AND the BMP you are applying for is listed above.
For all BMPs not listed in the TMDL section above, the "REAP Rate" column is completed according
to your answers in the preceding checkboxes. You will enter 75% if you answered "yes" to the "ACA?"
question. You will enter 50% if you answered "No" to the "ACA?" question. Please note: Manure
Storages are not considered ACA treatments.
For proposed projects, please provide an estimate of when the project is scheduled to be complete (or
the equipment delivered). An estimated date of completion is not necessary if the project is complete
and the application includes all receipts and appropriate engineer certifications.
*Please contact the Conservation District in your County for more information regarding TMDL watersheds
5

REAP Project Cost Summary Table
***Please refer to Attachment 1 of the REAP Guidelines for the complete list of REAP-eligible BMPs. Please attach duplicate pages, if necessary.***

Eligible BMP

ex: Ag E&S Plan

Units
Installed or
Proposed

Total Cost ($)
300 ac.
4000

Other Public
Funds ($)
1500

Source (NRCS,
CBP, Growing
Greener, etc. )

DEP

Total Cost
ACA
TMDL
Minus Other
Treatment? Watershed REAP
Public Funds($) (check one) (check one) Rate
75%
2400

PLANNING BMPs

75%

ac.

75%

ac.

75%

T

ac.

EQUIPMENT BMPs

no.
no.

ACA?
TMDL?
YES NO YES NO

D

R

ALL OTHER BMPs

AF

no.

TOTAL
6

50%
50%
50%
REAP
Rate

REAP
Request ($)

Complete
(C) or
Proposed
(P)

1800

C

Proposed
Date of
Completion

SECTION 4 - Signature Page
Owner/Operator Signature
I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct. I make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to
unsworn falsification to authorities.
I affirm that I am authorized to legally bind the company, corporation, partnership or other legal entity whose name appears
as the applicant and/or owner/operator (for projects involving a sponsor).
I hereby give permission for the State Conservation Commission, its staff and/or its agents to review my Conservation Plan, Ag E&S
plan and/or my Nutrient/Manure Management Plan, and all relevant records pertaining to these plans, as required as part of the
application review process.
I understand that any project receiving REAP credits is subject to on-site inspection by SCC staff and/or a representative of the SCC.
I agree to permit the State Conservation Commission, its staff and/or its agents to conduct site visits of the project location and to
monitor the project for the lifespan of the project.

AF
T

I understand that if a BMP is not maintained and properly managed for the required lifespan, as defined by the REAP Guidelines, I
will be required to return the full amount of the tax credit originally granted for the BMP. I understand that if I provide prior written
notification to the Commission that I am unable to maintain the BMP due to the sale of the property, cessation of an agricultural
operation, or other factors, the Commission may direct the Department to prorate the amount of tax credit that shall be returned. I
understand these provisions apply to any violations of the of the REAP Program Guidelines.
I understand and acknowledge that approved REAP applications are a “public record” under the Pennsylvania Right-To-Know Law
(65 P.S. §§ 66.1 et seq. , as amended).

Print Name(s) of Project Owner/Operator

Date

R

Project Owner/Operator Signature

Printed Title or Affiliation to a Business (if applicable):

For Projects Involving a Sponsor

I hereby affirm that I am authorized to legally bind the company, corporation, partnership or other legal entity whose name
appears as the applicant and sponsor.

D

I hereby affirm that there is a signed written agreement certifying that the project owner/operator will comply with all of
the requirements associated with the award of the REAP tax credit. I hereby affirm that there is a signed written
agreement between the sponsor and the owner/operator of the project regarding financial details of the sponsorship. I
make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

Print Name(s) of Sponsor

Sponsor Signature

Date

Owner/Operator Signature

Date

If this application is prepared by someone other than the applicant, please provide the following:
NAME:
ORGANIZATION:
PHONE:

EMAIL:
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REAP No-Till Equipment Purchase Certification
***For more information, refer to REAP Guidelines Att 5***

Dealer Certification
I certify that the no-till planting equipment described below is sold under the following conditions:
1. The equipment is capable of placing seeds at the optimum depth for germination and growth in untilled soil with
residue cover.

plant

2. The purchase agreement includes field setup by a qualified representative of the dealership.
3. For used equipment, all wear items meet or exceed manufacturer’s guidelines for replacement parts.
4. I have no conflict of interest as defined by the REAP Guidelines.
Note: Used equipment sold privately must also be certified by a dealer representative or other persons approved by the
Commission.
for
Company Name

Dealer Representative Signature

Phone Number

Equipment Information
Equipment Make, Model and Year:

Planter

Drill

Serial Number:
The equipment is:

AF
T

Dealer Representative Printed Name

Check if serial number is not yet available

New

Purchase Price: $

Used

Applicant Certification

R

Check here if equipment has already been delivered. Date of Delivery/Expected Delivery:

D

I certify that the no-till equipment described above will be:

1. Utilized in untilled soil consistent with the provisions of a current Conservation/Ag E&S plan.
2. Maintained for the designated lifespan of the equipment, which is 7 years for new equipment and 3 years for used
equipment.
3. Utilized on an agricultural operation that is identified in this application.
I agree to allow inspections by the State Conservation Commission, its staff, or agents therof to ensure that my operation is
utilizing this equipment for no till crop production. I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements
subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities. I agree to provide to the SCC the
information requested below concerning my operation.

Please provide the following:
Number of acres planted no-till on my operation annually:

acres

Number of acres of cover crops planted annually:

acres

Acres that receive automated precision application of nutrients annually:

acres

Applicant Name

Signature

8

date

REAP Precision Nutrient Application Equipment Certification
***For more information, refer to REAP Guidelines Att 5***

Dealer Certification
I certify that the precision application equipment described below is sold under the following conditions:
1. The equipment is capable of applying nutrient at variable rates based on automatic data input from maps or optical sensors.
2. The purchased components are necessary for variable rate spreading of nutrients.
3. The purchase agreement includes setup by a qualified representative of the dealership.
4. I have no conflict of interest as defined by the REAP Guidelines.

Equipment Information
Base Equipment Make, Model:
Serial Number(of the base model equipment):

check if not yet available

***Please note: Only the precision ag components are eligible for REAP tax credits. Check all that apply:***

GPS

metering devices

section/swath control
The equipment is:

variable rate drives, hydraulic motors

AF
T

displays, monitors, controllers

nozzle controls

Purchase Price (components): $

Used

New

Check here if equipment has already been delivered. Date of Delivery/Expected Delivery:
***If possible, please itemize receipt***

for

Company Name

R

Dealer Representative Printed Name

Dealer Representative Signature

Phone Number

D

Note: Used equipment sold privately must also be certified by a dealer representative or other persons approved by the Commission.

Applicant Certification

I certify that the precision fertilizer application equipment described above will be:
1. Utilized to apply nutrients at variable rates across crop fields in accordance with data input from maps or optical sensors.
2. Maintained for the designated 3 year REAP lifespan of the equipment,
3. Utilized on an agricultural operation that is identified in this application.
I agree to allow inspections by the State Conservation Commission, its staff, or agents therof to ensure that my operation is
utilizing this equipment for variable rate application of manure or other fertilizers. I agree to report to the Commission on an
annual basis the number of acres on which the above equipment is operated, throughout the designated lifespan of the
equipment. I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A
§4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

Please provide the following information:
Number of acres planted no-till on my operation annually:

acres

Number of acres of cover crops planted annually:

acres

Acres that receive automated precision application of nutrients annually:

acres

Applicant Name

Applicant Signature
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date

Manure Injection Equipment Purchase Certification
***For more information, refer to REAP Guidelines Att 5***

Dealer Certification
A. I certify that the low-disturbance manure injection equipment described below meets the standards set forth in
Attachment 6 of the REAP Guidelines and is sold under the following conditions:
1. The equipment is in good working order and is capable of injecting manure at a shallow depth with minimal soil disturbance.
2. The equipment is capable of injecting manure at a max depth of approximately 4 inches.

B. For used equipment: The equipment meets or exceeds the standards set forth in A.
C. I have no conflict of interest as defined by the REAP Guidelines.
Note: Used equipment sold privately must also be certified by a dealer representative or other persons approved by the
Commission.
for
Company Name

Dealer Representative Signature

Phone Number

Equipment Information
Equipment Make, Model and Year:
Serial Number:

AF
T

Dealer Representative (print)

Check if serial number is not yet available

The equipment is:

New

Order Date:

Used

Purchase Price: $

Expected Delivery Date:

Applicant Certification

R

Check here if equipment has already been delivered. Date of Delivery:

D

I certify that the equipment described above will be:
1. Utilized in a manner consistent with the provisions of a current Conservation/Ag E&S Plan and Nutrient/Manure Management
Plan.
2. Adjusted to leave a minimum of 60% of crop residue on the surface.
3. Not altered in any way that increases soil disturbance beyond the original design of the equipment.
4. Maintained by the applicant for the designated lifespan of the equipment - 7 years for new equipment and 3 years for
used equipment.
5. Utilized by the applicant on an agricultural operation that is identified in this application.
I agree to allow inspections by the State Conservation Commission, its staff, or agents therof to ensure that my operation is utilizing
this equipment for low disturbance manure incorporation. I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and make these statements
subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

acres

Number of acres of manure injection on my operation annually:

Applicant Name (print)

Date

Applicant Signature
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Roofed Waste Storage or Roofed Animal Concentration Area Evaluation Worksheet
The roofed BMP is: Waste Storage Facility

Animal Concentration Area (ACA)

Animal Type: ___________________
Animal Numbers: Current* ___________

Proposed (if part of expansion) __________

*prior to construction of the roofed structure

Roof Evaluation Section
1. Is the roofed BMP checked above listed in the implementation schedule of your Act 38 Nutrient
Management, Manure Management Plan, or Conservation Plan/Ag E&S Plan?
Yes
No

- list plan: __________________________________________________

2. Was the roofed structure designed by an engineer?

No

Telephone: ____________________

AF
T

If yes, Name: ___________________________

Yes

3. Were alternatives to “Roofed Structures” evaluated?
Yes
No
If Yes, list alternatives considered and why those were rejected
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
REAP Intended Purpose - Roofs

D

R

1. I understand that a roofed BMP under the REAP Tax Credit Program may only be used for its intended
purpose as defined by the Commission. It may not be used for long-term storage of hay, feed,
equipment, or other materials; nor may it be converted to any other use for the entire REAP lifespan (10
years) of the practice.
2. I understand that a roofed Animal Concentration Area may only be used as a sacrifice, loafing, or
exercise area. It may not be converted into animal housing (by adding permanent sides, walls, stalls,
etc.) for the entire REAP lifespan (10 years) of the practice.
3. I understand that roofed BMPs are subject to annual inspections for the lifetime (10 years) of the project
to assure that they are being managed for their intended purpose.
4. I understand that if an inspection reveals that BMPs are being misused, the Commission may revoke all
or a portion of the allocated tax credits.
I have read and understand the information on this worksheet. I affirm the foregoing to be true and correct, and
make these statements subject to the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A §4904, relating to unsworn falsification to
authorities.
Applicant Name (Print) _________________________________
Applicant Signature ____________________________________
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Date____________________

REAP Cover Crop Job Sheet
Refer to Attachment 6 of the REAP Guidelines for more information
Single-Species:

Yr 1

ac.

Yr 2

ac

Yr 3

ac.

Multi-Species:

Yr 1

ac.

Yr 2

ac.

Yr 3

ac.

A multi-species cover crop must consist of grass/small grain species and a broadleaf species; in which the grass/small grain
does not exceed 1.5 bu/ac seeding rate.

Termination Method/date

R

Additional Notes (if necessary):

Planting Date

AF
T

Planting Information: (for completed plantings)
Acres
Species
Seeding Rate
planted

Certification: (subject to spot-check by State Conservation Commission)
__________ acres (total) of cover crops were planted on the locations covered by this job sheet.

2.

I certify that no nutrients - manure or fertilizer - have been or will be applied to this cover crop

D

1.

Yes
No

*answer does not impact the REAP application process

3.

I affirm the information provided on this form is true and correct, and make these statements subject to
the penalties of 18 PA.C.S.A 4904, relating to unsworn falsification to authorities

Signature

Date
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REAP Project Completion Certification for BMPs
APPLICANT NAME:

REAP ID #(if applicable) :

Completion: List approved eligible BMP(s) certified as complete for the REAP Program:
For reporting purposes, for each BMP Certified, estimate approximate "units" of measure. (i.e. linear, square, cubic feet,
acres of BMPs installed, etc.)
BMP:
Number/Unit:
BMP:
Number/Unit:
Example:
10,000 cubic feet

AF
T

Waste Storage Facility

List additional BMPs, if necessary, on a separate sheet.

Certification: Complete the appropriate certification below:

Signature

Title/Organization

D

Name (printed)

R

Project Designer/Engineer Certification of BMPs
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the BMP(s) listed above have been installed to meet the requirements of
REAP program guidelines, and that the project design meets or exceeds the design standards and specifications of the
"Pennsylvania Technical Guide." I certify that I have the appropriate job approval authority from NRCS to certify this
project.

Date

~OR~
Registered Professional Engineer Certification
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the BMP(s) listed above have been installed to meet the requirements of
REAP program guidelines, and that the project design meets or exceeds the design standards and specifications of the
"Pennsylvania Technical Guide."
Name (printed)
Title/Organization

Signature

Date
Registered Professional Engineer's Seal
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REAP Project Completion Summary
Name:

Date:
Total Cost minus
Other Funding

D

R

AF

T

List each completed BMPs below. Use additional sheets if necessary. Use REAP ID if known
Other Public
REAP ID#
BMP Name
Total Cost
Contractor Receipt
Funding

Are all invoices/receipt attached?

Yes

No

Is the signed Engineer Certification attached?

Yes

No

Is documentation of all other public funding
attached?

Yes

No
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50% or
75%

REAP Request

Agenda Item B.5

MEMORANDUM
April 27, 2021
TO:

State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Eric Cromer – CEG Program Coordinator

SUBJECT:

Proposed changes to the FY 2021 CEG program

After nearly a year, the Commission reviewed the Conservation Excellence Grant Program (CEG
Program) and solicited input from partners on how to improve the program. The changes call for
minor revisions that are meant to improve the administration of the program.
Listed below are proposed changes for the FY2021 CEG Program Guidelines. Each proposed
revision is subject to legal review and will be presented to the Commission for approval at the
May 11, 2021 Commission meeting.
1. Section 3. Role of Conservation Districts.
Section 3 will be amended to include guidance on activities to be performed by a
conservation district under a delegation agreement with the Commission.
This section will be amended to include;
(ii) Provide general technical assistance in the implementation of nutrient
management, manure management, agricultural erosion and sedimentation
and conservation plans, as resources allow, in accordance with Commission
guidelines.
2. Section 5 - Allocation of Available Funds
The FY 2021 CEG Program Guidelines will be amended to include the approved CEG
Fund Allocation Strategy text approved by the Commission at the March 9, 2021 public
meeting. Section 5 of the CEG Guidelines currently states:
In fiscal year 2019-20, a total of up to $2.5 million is available under the CEG Program.
In fiscal year 2019-20, the Commission will initially advance 50 percent of allocated
funds for the Program, which may be used for grants to eligible applicants and to cover
administrative and technical assistance expenses to delegated conservation districts.
The funds will be divided between Lancaster and York Counties as follows:
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(a) Up to $1 million shall be awarded to Lancaster County; up to $1 million shall be
awarded to York County for grants to eligible applicants with eligible project costs.
(b) Up to. $250,000 shall be awarded to Lancaster County and up to $250,000 shall be
awarded to York County for administrative and technical assistance expenses.
(c) Funds uncommitted or unspent by Tier 1 Counties may be reallocated at the
discretion of the Commission to Tier 2, Tier 3, and other Counties.
(d) In subsequent fiscal years, subject to available funding, the Commission intends to
allocate available funds to Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3, then other Counties.

This section will be amended with the following text:
Where funds are made available annually to the Commission for the CEG Program, the
allocation of funds to conservation districts will be considered in the following manner:
(a) CEG Program funding will continue to be prioritized, consistent with the enabling
legislation, based on the county’s “Tier” classification in the Phase 3 WIP.
(b) As additional state and federal funds become available, priority consideration will be
given to funding participating conservation districts that:
i.

have demonstrated the ability to consistently commitment and expend CEG
Program funds allocated in a timely fashion for eligible CEG Program
applications; and

ii.

can reasonably document a projected commitment of CEG Program funds to
eligible applicants/projects for approval in the next 6 to 12 months.

(c) As state and federal funding allows, the Commission will consider the expansion of
the CEG Program into other counties (Tier 2, 3 and others) based on:
i.
ii.
iii.

the county’s demonstrated need for agricultural BMPs as documented in
their County Action Plan (CAP) or other similar planning document;
other state and federal grant funds currently available within the county;
and
demonstration of agricultural producer interest and readiness (i.e. project
planning and design activities are underway or completed; projects are
ready for construction) for implementation of best management practice
projects on agricultural operations in their counties.

The Commission may initially advance 50 percent of allocated funds to delegated
conservation districts, for the Program, which may be used for grants to eligible
applicants and to cover administrative and technical assistance expenses to delegated
conservation districts.
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3. Section 9-Funding Limitations
Section 9, will be amended to include guidance on the limitations of CEG Program
funding for updated nutrient management, manure management, conservation or
agricultural erosion and sedimentation plans where operations have received funding
from the CEG Program or any other funding source for the indicated plans.
This section will be amended to include:
(e) Updated nutrient management plans, manure management plans, conservation
plans or agricultural erosion and sedimentation plans on operations that have received
prior funding from the Program or any other funding source for the previously stated
plans are not eligible for Program grant funds .

4. Miscellaneous Administrative
Commission staff will revise all pertinent documents, webpages and correspondence to
reflect the changes made to the CEG Program Guidelines once adopted by the
Commission.
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STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Conservation Excellence Grant Program
2021-2022 Program Guidelines

The State Conservation Commission (Commission) announces the program requirements
and application process for grants under the Conservation Excellence Grant Program
(Program). The Program is authorized by the act of July 1, 2019, 3 Pa.C.S. §§ 3101-3110
(CEG Program Act).

1. Program Objective.
The purpose of the Program is to provide financial and technical assistance for the
implementation of best management practices (BMPs) on agricultural operations in high-priority
locations within this Commonwealth through grants, loans and tax credits, or a combination of
all three, as authorized under § 852(7) of the Conservation District Law, 3 P.S. § 852(7).

2. Definitions.
“Accelerated erosion.” The removal of the surface of the land through the combined
action of human activities and the natural processes, at a rate greater than would occur because
of the natural process alone.
“Agricultural Erosion and Sedimentation Plan.” A site-specific plan consisting of both
drawings and a narrative that: (1). identifies best management practices to minimize accelerated
erosion and sediment before, during and after earth disturbance activities when plowing or tilling
activities or animal heavy use areas disturb 5,000 square feet (464.5 square meters) or more of
land, and (2). is in compliance with 25 Pa. Code § 102.4(a).
"Agricultural operation." The management and use of farming resources for the
production of crops, livestock or poultry.
“Agricultural plowing or tilling activity.” Earth disturbance activity involving the
preparation and maintenance of soil for the production of agricultural crops. The term includes
no-till cropping methods, the practice of planting crops with minimal mechanical tillage.
“Animal Heavy Use Area.” Barnyard, feedlot, loafing area, exercise lot, or other similar
area on an agricultural operation where due to the concentration of animals it is not possible to
establish and maintain vegetative cover of a density capable of minimizing acceleration erosion
1
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and sedimentation by usual planting methods. The term does not include entrances, pathways
and walkways between areas where animals are housed or kept in concentration.
"Best management practice." A practice or combination of practices determined by the
State Conservation Commission or United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources
and Conservation Service to be effective and practical, considering technological, economic and
institutional factors, to manage nutrients and sediment to protect surface water and groundwater.
"Commission." The State Conservation Commission established under section 4 of the
act of May 15, 1945 (P.L.547, No.217), known as the Conservation District Law.
“Conservation District.” A county conservation district established under the Act of
May 15, 1945 (P.L. 547, No.217) known as the Conservation District Law.
“Conservation Plan.” A US Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation
Service plan, including a schedule for implementation, that identifies site specific conservation
best management practices on an agricultural operation.
“Earth disturbance activity.” A construction or other human activity which disturbs the
surface of the land, including land clearing and grubbing, grading, excavations, embankments,
land development, agricultural plowing or tilling, operation of animal heavy use areas, timber
harvesting activities, road maintenance activities, oil and gas activities, well drilling, mineral
extraction, and the moving, depositing, stockpiling, or storing of soil, rock or earth materials.
“Eligible Applicant.” Any person, individual, partnership, corporation or legal entity that
engages in an agricultural operation in this Commonwealth and has legal or financial
responsibility for the agricultural operation.
“Eligible Project Costs.” Project design, engineering and associated planning; project
management costs, including contracting, document preparation and applications; project
construction and installation; equipment and materials; post-construction inspections.
“Manure Management Plan.” A written site-specific plan that: (1) Identifies current
standards to manage nutrients for water quality protection from the land application of manure
and agricultural process wastewaters that is acceptable to the Commission; and (2) is developed
to meet the requirements of 25 Pa. Code § 91.36(b)(1)(i) (relating to land application of animal
manure and agricultural process wastewater; setbacks and buffers).
“Nutrient Management Plan.” A written site-specific plan which incorporates best
management practices to manage the use of plant nutrients for crop production and water quality
protection consistent with the criteria established in § 504 (relating to powers and duties of
2
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commission) and § 506 (relating to nutrient management plans).
"Program." The Conservation Excellence Grant Program established and implemented
under the act of July 1, 2019, 3 Pa.C.S. §§ 3101-3110.
“Tier One Chesapeake Bay Counties.” Lancaster and York Counties.
“Tier Two Chesapeake Bay Counties.” Franklin, Lebanon, Cumberland, Centre, and
Bedford Counties.
“Tier Three Chesapeake Bay Counties.” Adams, Northumberland, Perry, Snyder,
Huntingdon, Columbia, Mifflin, Lycoming, Schuylkill, Bradford, Juniata, Clinton, Tioga,
Susquehanna, Clearfield, and Fulton Counties.
“Technical Service Provider.” An individual, entity or public agency certified by the
USDA-NRCS and placed on the approved list to provide technical services to program
participants or to USDA program participants or any other entity approved by the Commission.
"USDA-NRCS." The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources and
Conservation Service.
“Watershed Implementation Plan.” The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s Phase 3
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP), final dated August 2019.
https://www.dep.pa.gov/Business/Water/Pennsylvania%e2%80%99s%20Chesapeake%20Bay%20Progra
m%20Office/WIP3/Pages/Phase-III-WIP-(Watershed-Implementation-Plans).aspx

3. Role of Conservation Districts.
(a) Under § 852(3) of the Conservation District Law, 3 P.S. § 852(3), and § 3109 the
CEG Program Act, the Commission may delegate certain duties and responsibilities under the
Act to conservation districts that are willing to enter into an agreement to carry out these duties
and responsibilities.
(b) Under § 852(7) of the Conservation District Law, 3 P.S. § 852(7), and § 3110 of the
CEG Program Act, the Commission may advance funds to conservation districts for the purposes
of the Act.
(c) Under § 3107 of the CEG Program Act, priority must be given for certain locations in
the Commonwealth when approving applications for eligible projects. The first priority
locations are counties designated by the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) as Tier
1 Chesapeake Bay counties in the Phase 3 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan
(WIP). The next priority locations are counties designated by DEP as Tier 2 and 3 Chesapeake
Bay counties. The last priority locations include all other counties.
3
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(d) To the extent authorized by a delegation agreement, conservation districts shall
review and approve applications for eligible projects under the Program and satisfy other duties
and responsibilities delegated by the Commission, including:
(i) Developing ranking criteria with guidance from the Commission.
(ii) PROVIDING GENERAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT, MANURE
MANAGEMENT, AGRICULTURAL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION
AND CONSERVATION PLANS, AS RESOURCES ALLOW, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH COMMISSION GUIDELINES.
(iii) Coordinating with the Commission on the award of tax credits and/or low
interest loans

4. Delegation Agreement.
The delegation agreement will:
(a) Be for a term of up to five (5) years.
(b) Specify the duties and responsibilities of the delegated conservation districts.
(c) Provide for the commitment of sufficiently trained staff and available resources for
conservation districts to satisfy delegated duties and responsibilities.
(d) Require the conservation district to maintain records of activities performed in
carrying out delegated duties and responsibilities.
(e) Provide for the Commission and conservation districts to work cooperatively in
developing and implementing guidelines and policies related to the CEG Program.
(f) Provide for the Commission to monitor and supervise the conservation district’s
performance of delegated duties and responsibilities.

5. Allocation of Available Funds.
WHERE FUNDS ARE MADE AVAILABLE ANNUALLY TO THE COMMISSION FOR THE
CEG PROGRAM, THE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO CONSERVATION DISTRICTS WILL

BE CONSIDERED IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER:
(A) CEG PROGRAM FUNDING WILL CONTINUE TO BE PRIORITIZED,
CONSISTENT WITH THE ENABLING LEGISLATION, BASED ON THE COUNTY’S
“TIER” CLASSIFICATION IN THE PHASE 3 WIP.
4
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(B) AS ADDITIONAL STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDS BECOME AVAILABLE,
PRIORITY CONSIDERATION WILL BE GIVEN TO FUNDING PARTICIPATING
CONSERVATION DISTRICTS THAT:
i.

HAVE DEMONSTRATED THE ABILITY TO CONSISTENTLY COMMITMENT
AND EXPEND CEG PROGRAM FUNDS ALLOCATED IN A TIMELY FASHION
FOR ELIGIBLE CEG PROGRAM APPLICATIONS; AND

ii.

CAN REASONABLY DOCUMENT A PROJECTED COMMITMENT OF CEG
PROGRAM FUNDS TO ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS/PROJECTS FOR APPROVAL
IN THE NEXT 6 TO 12 MONTHS.

(C) AS STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING ALLOWS, THE COMMISSION WILL
CONSIDER THE EXPANSION OF THE CEG PROGRAM INTO OTHER COUNTIES (TIER
2, 3 AND OTHERS) BASED ON:
THE COUNTY’S DEMONSTRATED NEED FOR AGRICULTURAL BMPS AS

i.

DOCUMENTED IN THEIR COUNTY ACTION PLAN (CAP) OR OTHER
SIMILAR PLANNING DOCUMENT;
ii.

OTHER STATE AND FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS CURRENTLY AVAILABLE
WITHIN THE COUNTY; AND

iii.

DEMONSTRATION OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCER INTEREST AND
READINESS (I.E. PROJECT PLANNING AND DESIGN ACTIVITIES ARE
UNDERWAY OR COMPLETED; PROJECTS ARE READY FOR
CONSTRUCTION) FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICE PROJECTS ON AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS IN THEIR
COUNTIES.

THE COMMISSION MAY INITIALLY ADVANCE 50 PERCENT OF ALLOCATED
FUNDS TO DELEGATED CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, FOR THE PROGRAM, WHICH
MAY BE USED FOR GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS AND TO COVER
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE EXPENSES TO DELEGATED
CONSERVATION DISTRICTS.

6. Application.
(a) Application process. A person may apply to a delegated conservation district for a
grant for an eligible project under the program with an application created by the Commission.
5
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The application will include all of the following:
(i) The location of the project.
(ii) The type of the project.
(iii) The status of the project.
(iv) The type and combination of funding requested under the Program.
(v) The total cost of the project.
(vi) Verification that an agricultural Erosion and Sedimentation Plan, or a
Conservation Plan, A Manure Management Plan, or a Nutrient Management
Plan has been developed and is available.
(vii) Any other information required by the Commission, including the source and
amount of other funding sources utilized for the project.
(b) Applications shall be submitted to delegated conservation districts.
(c) Application Review--The delegated conservation district shall review complete
applications based upon the criteria established in Section 7 of these Guidelines (relating to
criteria for evaluation of applications) on an ongoing basis and in the order complete applications
are received. In all cases, delegated conservation districts will review complete applications and
approve projects, at a minimum, on a quarterly basis.
7. Application Evaluation Criteria.
In approving applications for eligible projects under the program, priority will be given to
complete applications based upon the following criteria:
(a) Priority locations as follows and in this order:
(i)

Counties designated by the Department of Environmental Protection as Tier 1
Chesapeake Bay counties.

(ii) Counties designated by the Department of Environmental Protection as Tier 2
and 3 Chesapeake Bay counties.
(iii) All other counties.
(iv) Specific watershed locations within a county consistent with a County-Wide
Action Plan developed under the Phase III WIP.
(b) Priority practices as follows, in no particular ranking order:
(i)

Livestock exclusion fencing.

(ii)

Stream-side buffers.

(iii) Streambank restoration.
6
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(iv) Barnyard and feedlot runoff abatement.
(v)

Stream crossings.

(vi) Off-stream watering.
(vii) Manure storage facilities.
(viii) Nutrient management plans and manure management plans.
(ix) Conservation plans or agricultural erosion and sedimentation plans.
(x) Cover crops.
(xi) Any other priority practices approved by the Commission, including any
practices determined by the delegated conservation district and approved by the
Commission to be consistent with a County-wide Action plan under the Phase
III WIP. This may include practices approved under the Resource
Enhancement and Protection (REAP) program.
(c) The level and extent of planning and technical assistance, such as inventory and
evaluation, design work, permits and similar types of assistance, already completed to allow for
accurate estimates of project costs and timely completion of the project.
(d) The extent to which an applicant is willing to accept a reasonable mix of grants, loans
and tax credits or to supply nongovernmental matching funds for the project, except for small
projects with a total project cost under $25,000.
(e) Any other criteria that is consistent with the criteria in (a)-(d) and approved by the
Commission.

8. Project Certification.
(a) If a project's BMPs require review and certification by a registered professional
engineer under the applicable laws or regulations of this Commonwealth, the BMP shall be
certified by a registered professional engineer.
(b) Any other BMP shall be certified by a technical service provider, staff from the
delegated conservation district having the appropriate job approval authority, the USDA-NRCS,
or any other qualified person who has appropriate training and expertise and is approved by the
Commission.
(c) Costs incurred to satisfy the certification requirements of this section are deemed
eligible project costs up to 2% of the total costs of the approved project, unless otherwise
approved by the Commission.
7
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9. Funding Limitations.
(a) A single grant awarded by the delegated district to an eligible applicant may not
exceed $250,000.
(b) The delegated district may award a grant to an eligible applicant for a small project
that is less than $25,000.
(c) A grant amount for an eligible project shall be based on the estimated costs, project
description, level of planning completed, and the type of funding requested in the application, as
determined appropriate by the Commission.
(d) The Commission may choose to reimburse grant recipients based on eligible actual
project costs, incentive payments for completed BMPs or any other method deemed appropriate
by the Commission.
(E) UPDATED NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PLANS, MANURE MANAGEMENT
PLANS, CONSERVATION PLANS OR AGRICULTURAL EROSION AND
SEDIMENTATION PLANS ON OPERATIONS THAT HAVE RECEIVED PRIOR FUNDING
FROM THE PROGRAM OR ANY OTHER FUNDING SOURCE FOR THE PREVIOUSLY
STATED PLANS ARE NOT ELIGIBLE FOR PROGRAM GRANT FUNDS .
10. Notice of Determination.
(a) Within 60 days of receipt of a complete application, the delegated conservation district
shall notify the applicant of all of the following:
(1) Whether the project is approved for funding under the Program.
(2) The total amount of funds approved for the project.
(3) The amount of each type of funding approved for the project.
(b) The district shall notify the applicant of an incomplete application with 10 business
days of receipt of the application.
11. Documentation
Upon approval of an application, the delegated conservation district will enter into a
contract with the applicant for a term not to exceed two (2) years.
12. Notice and Verification of Completion.
Upon completion of a project funded under the Program, the approved applicant shall
notify the delegated conservation district within 30 days that the project has been completed on

8
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forms approved by the Commission. The notice under this Section shall include the required
certification under Section 8 (relating to project certification).
13. Inspection.
Projects funded under this program may be subject to inspection by the Commission or
the Commission's delegated conservation district.
14. Recordkeeping.
All successful applicants are required to maintain on site all records and receipts for all
funded project costs for the longest lifespan of any installed BMP under the CEG Program and
for a minimum of 5 years.
15. Questions and additional information.
Questions on this program may be directed to Eric Cromer, Conservation Program
Specialist, State Conservation Commission @ ecromer@pa.gov.
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Date:

May 3, 2021

To:

State Conservation Commission

From:

Roy Richardson, Dirt and Gravel Roads Program Coordinator

Through:

Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary

RE:

Dirt, Gravel, and Low Volume Roads (DGLVR) Program Allocations

Funding for the DGLVR Program remains the same as last year at $28 million. These proposed
conservation district allocations were developed using the same allocation method as in prior years
(formula driven, $8 million to Low Volume Roads (LVR), $20 million to Dirt and Gravel Roads (DGR)).
Paved Low Volume Road (LVR) Conservation District Allocations (A)
While the allocation method remains the same, many districts will see small LVR fluctuations
from FY 2020-21. Updates by PennDOT to the data layers used in the formula accounted for some minor
changes in some counties. For example: Some counties saw an increase in road mileage due to updates
in the data layers. Others saw a reduction in road mileage due to some roads being changed to an
“unpaved” status. These changes were generally small.
Note that the final LVR allocation for Westmoreland County may be reduced pending the
outcome of a settlement agreement with the SCC. Any funding reductions from Westmoreland County
will be redistributed within the current allocation formula to the remaining allocation-eligible
conservation districts.
Staff recommends approval of the FY 2021-22 conservation district allocations, pending state
budget approval for Low Volume Roads and the outcome of the Westmoreland County settlement
agreement.

Dirt and Gravel Road Conservation District Allocations (A)
Funding for the DGLVR Program remains the same as last year at $28 million. Changes in the Dirt
and Gravel Allocations for 2021-22 are driven by several factors outlined below.
Road Assessments: A few conservation districts continued to do voluntary reassessments of
their unpaved roads. Since last year’s allocation, conservation districts have removed 159 miles of
identified pollution worksites and removed 144 miles of unpaved road statewide. Most of these
mileage reductions have been driven by urbanization and the paving of roads.
Allocation Eligibility: In addition to allocation changes because of changes to road mileages,
many districts will see a small Dirt and Gravel allocation increase for FY 2021-22 because of changes in
district allocation eligibility. For 2020-21, all 65 districts were eligible. This year two (2) counties will not
receive a Dirt and Gravel allocation which will make a small increase for the remaining 63 counties.
Similar to the Low Volume allocations, the final Dirt and Gravel allocation for Westmoreland
county may be reduced pending the outcome of a settlement agreement with the SCC. Any funding
reductions from Westmoreland will be redistributed within the current allocation formula to the
remaining allocation-eligible conservation districts.
Staff recommends approval of the conservation district allocations for Dirt and Gravel Roads,
pending state budget approval and the outcome of the Westmoreland settlement agreement.

PA State Conservation Commission ‐ Dirt, Gravel, and Low‐Volume Road Maintenance Program

DIRT AND GRAVEL Proposed Conservation District FY 21‐22 Allocations
for SCC approval 5/11/2021

County
Adams
Allegheny
Armstrong
Beaver
Bedford
Berks
Blair
Bradford
Bucks
Butler
Cambria
Cameron
Carbon
Centre
Chester
Clarion
Clearfield
Clinton
Columbia
Crawford
Cumberland
Dauphin
Elk
Erie
Fayette
Forest
Franklin
Fulton
Greene
Huntingdon
Indiana
Jefferson
Juniata

for

FOR

comparison
2020‐21
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
783,694
$
100,678
$
245,282
$
100,000
$
100,000
$ 1,375,000
$
100,000
$
151,068
$
114,478
$
134,815
$
100,000
$
145,484
$
100,000
$
356,362
$
471,096
$
176,046
$
352,918
$
740,182
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
227,160
$
497,885
$
231,851
$
153,484
$
100,000
$
165,962
$
430,697
$
307,765
$
571,475
$
496,348
$
114,860

APPROVAL
2021‐22
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
792,448
$
106,574
$
253,528
$
100,000
$
100,000
$ 1,375,000
$
100,000
$
153,537
$
116,417
$
114,690
$
100,000
$
145,421
$
100,000
$
363,729
$
501,484
$
177,431
$
359,410
$
751,828
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
233,604
$
526,568
$
223,850
$
157,101
$
100,000
$
171,358
$
413,078
$
317,538
$
581,087
$
505,259
$
117,983

notes
min
min

min
min
max
min

min

min

min
min

min

County
Lackawanna
Lancaster
Lawrence
Lebanon
Lehigh
Luzerne
Lycoming
McKean
Mercer
Mifflin
Monroe
Montgomery
Montour
Northampton
N'uberland
Perry
Pike
Potter
Schuylkill
Snyder
Somerset
Sullivan
Susquehanna
Tioga
Union
Venango
Warren
Washington
Wayne
Westmoreland
Wyoming
York
TOTAL

for

FOR

comparison
2020‐21
$
108,977
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
129,842
$
170,782
$
423,001
$
228,286
$
169,074
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
196,765
$
150,341
$
100,000
$
825,722
$
173,235
$
126,631
$
452,819
$
284,603
$ 1,221,960
$
976,304
$
100,000
$
511,851
$
490,131
$
368,274
$
468,441
$
138,189
$
316,866
$
343,316

APPROVAL
2021‐22
$
112,905
$
‐
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
114,499
$
195,764
$
432,749
$
236,430
$
171,014
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
‐
$
200,858
$
160,009
$
101,175
$
834,917
$
182,949
$
128,489
$
467,329
$
323,730
$ 1,242,236
$
987,496
$
100,000
$
525,187
$
494,642
$
370,898
$
477,725
$
140,786
$
319,417
$
239,873

$

18,620,000 $

18,620,000

NOTES:
min = minimum DGR allocation ($100,000)
max = maximum DGR allocation ($1,375,000)
1 = ineligible for 2021‐22 DnG Allocation
*** = The final DnG allocation for Westmoreland county will be subject to the outcome of a settlement agreement
with the SCC. Any funding reductions to Westmoreland will be redistributed within the current allocation formula
to the remaining allocation‐eligible conservation districts.

notes

1
min
min

min
min
min
min
1

min

***

Dirt, Gravel, and Low Volume Road Program
FY 2021‐22 Allocation Formula for Low Volume Road Allocations
4/30/2021
Formula is unchanged since previous year

Miles Urban Road > 500' to Stream X 1 = A (urban, no stream)
Miles Urban Road < 500' to Stream X 3 = B (urban, stream)
Miles Non‐Urban Road > 500' to Stream X 3 = C (non‐urban, no stream)
Miles Non‐Urban Road < 500' to Stream X 4 = D (non‐urban, stream)
Miles of road near HQ/EV stream
County
Allocation

= (

A + B + C + D + E for County
A + B + C + D + E for State

X 1 = E (HQ/EV "bonus")

)

X

Total to be distributed
to Counties

How LVR Allocation Formula Works:
Each county receives points for miles of road in the four categories above (A, B, C, and D above
represent these "points"). Points are based on the miles of road in each category, multiplied by the
weighting factor for that category (1, 3, 3, 4 respectively). Miles of roads in any of the four
categories above are given an additional "bonus" weighting of X1 if they are within 1,000' of a High
Quality or Exceptional Value stream. A County’s points are totaled, and divided by the statewide
point total to obtain a percentage for each county. If a county has 2% of the statewide point total,
they would receive 2% of the allocation. A minimum allocation of $40,000 and a maximum
allocation of $550,000 are also in effect.
Definition of GIS Data Used:
• "Miles" of road: data form PennDOT Local Road Data Management System from 2021.
• Includes State roads with less than 500 ADT.
• Includes all paved municipal roads. (ADT counts not available statewide)
• Does not include unpaved roads, Federal roads, or other state roads such as Gamelands or State
Forest.
• "Urban": road classification based on 2018 US Census classification of "urban areas".
• "Streams":
• "blue‐line" channels as defined by USGS in the National Hydrography Dataset in 2021.
• Chapter 93 (High Quality / Exceptional Value) from DEP updated in 2021.

Dirt, Gravel, and Low Volume Road Program
FY 2021‐22 Allocation Formula for Dirt and Gravel Road Allocations
4/30/2021
Formula is unchanged since previous year

Worksites
Factor

50%

=

County Miles of Worksites
State Miles of Worksites

Unpaved Road
Factor

45%

=

Miles of Unpaved Road in
County

5%

=

Stone Cost
Factor

+

Miles of Unpaved Road in County
within 1,000' of HQ/EV stream

Stone Cost in County (minus)‐ Minimum Stone cost in State
Minimum Stone cost in State

How D&G Allocation Formula Works:
"Worksites" are road segments that are causing stream impacts, and have been field verified by
Conservation Districts. Allocations are determined by creating an index value for each county using the
above formula and weighting. Each county’s index value is then compared to the statewide total of index
values to obtain a percentage. A county whose index value is 2% of the statewide total would receive 2% of
the funding. A minimum allocation of $100,000 and a maximum allocation of $1,375,000 are also in effect.
All data deried from Conservation District GIS records.

Date:

May 5, 2021

To:

State Conservation Commission

From:

Roy Richardson, Dirt and Gravel Roads Program Coordinator

Through:

Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary

RE:

Penn State Center for Dirt and Gravel Road Studies (Center): Scope and Budget
for FY 2021-22

Penn State Center for Dirt and Gravel Road Studies (Center): Scope and Budget for FY 2021-22
The Center provides education, outreach, and technical assistance to entities involved in Pennsylvania’s
Dirt, Gravel, and Low Volume Road Maintenance Program. The Center is funded primarily through the
Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission and Pennsylvania Bureau of Forestry through Dirt, Gravel,
and Low Volume Road Maintenance Program funds. FY 2021-22 represents the 3rd year of a five-year
contract between the Center and the SCC established in 2019 to provide these services. The scope of
work and budget for FY 2021-22 remain similar to year 2, with the Center providing a variety of training
and technical assistance events, in addition to maintaining the GIS project tracking system and working
with SCC staff closely on a variety of issues. The Center has worked closely with the SCC over the past
year to modify deliverables and priorities in response to limitations from the Coronavirus pandemic.
This collaboration and flexibility will continue through FY 2021-22.
The FY 2021-22 scope of work and budget remain similar to those from FY 2020-2021.Note that this
budget assumes a return to “business as usual year” and does not attempt to anticipate future impacts
from the Coronavirus shutdown of projects or trainings. Highlights of the scope and budget for FY 202122 include:
- Continuation of established training events such as the two-day ESM training, Boot Camps
for CD, administrative trainings, and new hire trainings.
- Continued support and development of the Customized GIS and financial tracking system
used to track over $26 million in annual spending by Conservation Districts.
- Continues support of Trout Unlimited to provide technical assistance to Conservation
Districts on stream crossing replacements.

-

-

Continuation of other outreach efforts in support of the program including technical
assistance, aggregate testing, webinars, QAQC visits, additional written technical guidance,
and more.
The continuation of the “other tasks as assigned and agreed upon” clause in the scope of
work that provides flexibility in adapting this scope and budget as issues arise, something
that may be particularly needed in FY 2021-22.

The scope of work and summary budget for FY 2021-22 is attached for SCC consideration.

PA State Conservation Commission - Dirt, Gravel, and Low-Volume Road Maintenance Program

Penn State Center for Dirt and Gravel Studies (Center)
Summary Budget for FY 2021-22
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- FY 2021-22 represents year three of an existing five-year contract between the Center and the SCC.
- Projected budget for all FY's are provided below.
- Approval is only being requested for FY 2021-22 budget at this time.
- Future budgets will be brought to the SCC for approval before each FY.
- This is a summary budget only, detailed budget was reviewed with SCC staff.

Center Budget 5-year Projection Estimates Provided in April 2019

SUMMARY BUDGET
TOTAL PERSONNEL
TOTAL TRAVEL
TOTAL OPPERATIONAL
TOTAL SUB-CONTRACT
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS
Admin Fee (0$)
TOTAL COSTS

projected
Year 1

projected
Year 2

projected
Year 3

projected
Year 4

projected
Year 5

projected
Total

7/1/2019 6/30/2020

7/1/2020 6/30/2021

7/1/2021 6/30/2022

7/1/2022 6/30/2023

7/1/2023 6/30/2024

7/1/2019 6/30/2024

$
891,504 $
912,662
$
213,000 $
213,000
$
137,496 $
116,338
$
130,000 $
130,000
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000
$
$
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000

$
934,348 $
956,577
$
213,000 $
213,000
72,423
$
94,652 $
130,000
$
130,000 $
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000
$
$
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000

$
979,361 $ 4,674,452
$
213,000 $ 1,065,000
470,548
$
49,639 $
650,000
$
130,000 $
$ 1,372,000 $ 6,860,000
$
$
$ 1,372,000 $ 6,860,000

Center Actual Budget for Approval 5/11/21

SUMMARY BUDGET
TOTAL PERSONNEL
TOTAL TRAVEL
TOTAL OPPERATIONAL
TOTAL SUB-CONTRACT
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS
Admin Fee (0$)
TOTAL COSTS

SCC
Approved
Year 1

SCC
Approved
Year 2

FOR SCC
APPROVAL
Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Total

7/1/2019 6/30/2020

7/1/2020 6/30/2021

7/1/2021 6/30/2022

7/1/2022 6/30/2023

7/1/2023 6/30/2024

7/1/2019 6/30/2024

$
891,504 $
902,744
$
213,000 $
213,000
$
137,496 $
71,256
$
130,000 $
185,000
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000
$
$
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000

$
882,034
Future annual budget details will be adjusted
$
223,000
and brought to the SCC for approval on an
$
76,966
annual basis.
$
190,000
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000 $ 6,860,000
$
$
$
$
$ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000 $ 1,372,000 $ 6,860,000
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Scope of Work
(July 1, 2021 – June 30, 2022)
Submitted To:
Dirt, Gravel, and Low-Volume Road Maintenance Program (Program)
Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission (SCC)
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Performing Organization:
Center for Dirt & Gravel Road Studies (Center)
The Pennsylvania State University (Penn State)
201 Transportation Research Building
University Park, PA 16802-4710
Principal Investigator: Steven M. Bloser, 814-865-6967
Administrative/Contractual Contact: Stephanie Rossman, 814-865-1942

FY 2021-22 represents year three of an existing five-year contract between the Center
and the SCC. The Scope of Work below for approval is for FY 2021-22 only. Also included
are estimated Scope of Work plans for the remaining fiscal years of the contract. Before each
successive fiscal year begins, an updated Scope of work will be revised and presented to the
SCC for approval along with a budget.
The Center provides education, outreach, and technical assistance to Conservation Districts
and local road owning entities throughout Pennsylvania as part of the PA Dirt, Gravel, and Low
Volume Road Maintenance Program (Program).
NOTE: The Coronavirus shutdown has impacted deliverables in 2020-21 and may also
impact this scope of work for 2021-22. The Center will continue to work with the SCC to
adjust deliverables as needed to meet changing limitations and Program needs.
1) ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE MAINTENANCE (ESM) TRAINING COURSE
a) Description: The two-day ESM training course focuses on the connection between road
maintenance activities and surface water quality, and covers all of the road maintenance
practices promoted by the Program. It also covers the basics of Program functionality
and how to apply for Program funding. Municipalities or other road-owning entities who
wish to apply for Program funding must have attended the ESM training within the
previous 5 years in order to be eligible for funding.
b) FY 2021-22: The Center will:
(1) Continue to provide ESM trainings throughout the state. The annual number to
be based on requests for trainings by eligible entities and the recommendations
of the SCC. Some of these training may be larger scale “regional” trainings. It is
estimated that 12 ESM trainings will be held in FY 2020-21 for approximately 700
attendees.
(2) Be responsible for training scheduling, logistics, publicity, registration, provision
of continuing education units upon request, and attendee certification tracking
and verification.
(3) Provide at least 2 trainers per session along with all necessary classroom
equipment.
(4) Provide for training facility and necessary meals for attendees.

4/26/21
(5) Provide attendees with printed material related to the ESM training and
instructions on applying for funds
(6) Update ESM training with new material and field project experience.
(7) COVID NOTE: in 2020, the Center shortened the training to one day in length,
and held both in-person and, for the firs time, remote sessions. We will reevaluate this approach with the SCC as COVID conditions and restrictions
evolve.
c) FY 2022-23 through FY 2023-24: The Center plans to:
(1) Provide trainings with similar deliverables described above through FY 2023-24.
(2) The number and size of trainings to be held will be determined based on
(i) demand from local entities.
(ii) the recommendations of the SCC and Program advisory groups
2) ANNUAL MAINTENANCE WORKSHOP
a) Description: Annual conference focusing on current issues and new practices related to
the Program practices, procedure, and projects. This is a 2-3 day event with concurrent
classroom session, invited speakers, and multiple field trips. It is held at a different
location within PA each year.
b) FY 2021-22: The 2021 workshop (like the 2020 workshop last year) will be canceled in
favor of additional field work and other training events due to COVID restrictions on
gathering. Will work with SCC moving forward to determine the best course of action.
c) FY 2022-23 through FY 2023-24: The Center plans to continue to conduct the Annual
Maintenance Workshop at a different region in Pennsylvania in the fall 2022 and 2023.
The Center will make adjustments to the workshop duration and format to accommodate
attendance and subjects to be addressed. It is anticipated that a workshop will continue
to be held every fall at a different location in Pennsylvania. Any potential changes to the
workshop format, timing, etc. will be made through recommendations by the Program’s
advisory groups, in which both SCC and Center staff participate.
3) FIELD OPERATIONS AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
a) Description: The Center provides a wide range of technical assistance education to
Conservation Districts and local public road owners statewide regarding road projects
funded by the Program. Technical assistance on road projects can include, but is not
limited to:
(1) E-mail and phone response to specific project questions with varied levels of
response required.
(2) Walkthrough of potential projects to assist in work plan development.
(3) Review and improvement suggestions for project applications.
(4) Pre, during, and post-project site visits to address specific project issues or
questions.
(5) Detailed project walkthroughs for educational purposes, involving multiple site
visits, especially in cases where there is new staff at the local Conservation
District.
(6) Visits to assess post-project performance issues and remediation actions.
(7) More in-depth project oversight and on-site training in some cases.
b) FY 2021-22 through FY 2023-24: The Center will:
(1) Handle daily support via phone and e-mail regarding project technical assistance
throughout the counties involved in Program.
(2) Handle an estimated 200+ on-site technical assistance visits and at least 20 “indepth” project oversight visits annually. The amount and type of technical
assistance will be based on demand.
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(3) Continue to utilize the tech-assist tracking system that will allow better summary
of technical assistance efforts and direct access by SCC staff.
(a) Staff will document technical assistance visits within two weeks of the date of
visit.
(b) Staff will make a schedule of upcoming tech assists available to the
Commission.
4) PROGRAM TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
a) Description: In addition to technical assistance related to “field operations” described
above, the Center also provides a wide range of other technical assistance to entities
involved in the Program. These services include but are not limited to:
(1) General e-mail and phone support on a wide variety of Program-related
questions (project eligibility, spending issues, Program policy questions, GIS
issues, etc.)
(2) On-site walkthrough of programmatic issues at county offices when issues arise
or when new staff comes on board with the District.
b) FY 2021-22 through FY 2023-24: The Center will continue to serve as the “help desk”
for general program questions and issues from participants. Office visits to
Conservation Districts will be conducted on an as needed basis to address issues or to
assist new District staff.
5) GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS) AND REPORTING
a) Description: Since the Program began, the Center has maintained a customized GIS
system is used by County Conservation Districts throughout Pennsylvania to track
location, project data, and spending information on the inventory of over 17,000
designated project sites currently identified throughout the state. In 2015-16, the Center
developed a new expanded online version of the GIS system that also tracks LVR
projects. The system was expanded in 2018 to include more detailed financial tracking
and quarterly reporting. The system was used to generate the Program’s Annual
Summary Report for calendar years 2016 through 2020.
b) FY 2021-22: The Center will continue to work closely with the SCC to implement
quarterly report and financial tracking. The Center will work with sub-contractors on
maintenance and any changes and upgrades determined necessary. Regular training
and webinars will be available to Conservation District users.
c) FY 2021-22 through FY 2023-24: The Center plans to continue to support the new GIS
and Annual Summary Report process throughout the life of the Program. Advisory
workgroups and SCC involvement will guide the development, upgrades, and trainings
necessary for the GIS system.
6) MISCELLANEOUS (FY 2021-22 through FY 2023-24):
a) Advisory Workgroups: The Center and Program have relied on advisory workgroups to
make programmatic recommendations since before the Program began in 1997. These
workgroups meet on an as needed basis. The Center works closely with Program staff
to schedule and chair workgroup meetings. The Center will continue to coordinate with
SCC staff in order to schedule these workgroup meetings as needed. Currently active
workgroups include:
(1) Policy and Planning: Deals with program policies, allocations, and
administration.
(2) Education and Outreach: Deals with trainings and workshops
(3) Product and Process: Deals with approval of products such as dust
suppressants for the Dirt and Gravel Road Program.
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b) Administrative Manual: The Center worked closely with SCC staff to write the
Program’s Administrative Manual in 2014, and implemented significant edits to the
manual in 2017, 2019, and 2020. The Center will continue to work with SCC staff to on
corrections, additions, and clarifications to the manual as necessary.
c) Stream Crossing Technical Manual: The Center is working closely with the SCC and
Trout Unlimited to develop a technical manual for stream crossing installations. When
completed, this manual will be used by Center and SCC staff, as well as engineers
designing projects for grant recipients.
d) Administrative Training: The Center worked with the SCC to develop a one-day
administrative training directed at Conservation Districts. The Center will continue to
work with SCC staff to schedule additional trainings and edit the training material as
needed.
e) Quality Assurance / Quality Control (QAQC): The QAQC effort visits individual
Conservation Districts to evaluate how they are administering the Program within their
county and make recommendations for improvement. While the QAQC effort is driven
by the SCC, the Center is part of the QAQC team and typically assists with visit data
preparation, evaluation of field sites, and review of the field sites with Conservation
District staff during the visit. The Center will continue to assist the SCC in these QAQC
visits, which are expected to be held in approximately 22-23 counties each year.
f) ESM Boot Camp: Developed in 2018, this “Environmentally Sensitive Road
Maintenance Boot Camp” is a three-day training aimed at new hires at Conservation
Districts. This field-intensive course is designed to “jump start” new technicians into their
role with the DGLVR Program at the district. It is anticipated that 1-2 boot camps will be
held per year moving forward.
g) Research and PSU Class: Working in conjunction with the PA Bureau of Forestry and
other outside contracts, the Center will continue to conduct and promote research that
will be of direct value to participants in the Program. Research findings will be
incorporated into the ESM trainings annually to strengthen the practices promoted by the
Program. The Center will continue to offer, through other funding sources, an
“Environmentally Sensitive Road Maintenance” focused course for graduate and
undergraduate students at Penn State University.
7) COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS:
i) Webinars: The Center will provide a variety of short webinars on various Program
topics for Conservation Districts
ii) Fact Sheets/Technical Bulletins: The Center will continue to revise and publish
new information bulletins on specific maintenance practices.
iii) Website: Continued maintenance and expansion of the Center and Program website
will occur throughout the contract year. The website typically experiences
approximately 650 “hits” per month from all over the world.
iv) Reporting: The Center will submit quarterly activity reports along with invoices.
8) OTHER TASKS AS ASSIGNED AND AGREED UPON
The Center will, on occasion, provide other products and/or services to SCC under this
agreement provided that funds to do so are available. It is expressly understood by both parties
that this section is intended to allow flexibility in carrying out the annual work plan to address
items unexpected or unforeseen at the time of adoption. In all cases, such additional products
and/or services will be undertaken based on mutual agreement of SCC and the Center. This
flexibility has worked well between the SCC and Center over the past decade. Office and field
supplies are required for assigned projects. Purchase of field equipment, including but not
limited to safety equipment, paint, flagging, survey equipment, and testing equipment may be
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required to fulfill contract obligations. Purchase of office equipment including but not limited to
laptops, projectors, screens, cameras, copiers, software, printers, and other office or computer
equipment, may be required to fulfill contract obligations.
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DATE:

May 4, 2021

TO:

Members
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Johan E. Berger, Conservation Program Manager
Financial Administration, Policy, Certification & Conservation District Programs

THROUGH: Karl G. Brown
Executive Secretary
RE:

Authorization of funds to finance an interest rate subsidy to support ‘low interest
loans’ under the Agriculture Linked Investment Program

Action: Approve an amount of funds for transfer from the Nutrient Management Fund to Pa
Treasury Department to finance an interest rate reduction subsidy to support a release of a block
of Agriculture Linked Investment Program ‘low-interest loan’ funds.
Background - History: The Agriculture Linked Investment Program , commonly known as the
AgriLink ‘Low Interest Loan’ Program (AgriLink Program) was enacted December 1994 as a
companion bill to the Pennsylvania Nutrient Management Act (Act 6 of 1993). The AgriLink
Program provides low interest loans to farmers to assist in the implementation of agricultural
BMPs that are a part of an approved nutrient management, manure management, AG E&S or
conservation plan. Under the AgriLink Program, private sector lending institutions (e.g.
commercial banks, the Farm Credit Service, etc.) approves AgriLink loans for eligible borrowers,
the Commission subsidizes the loans at a reduced interest rate below current market rates, and the
PA Treasury provides access to state funds (up to $25 million)through linked deposits with lending
institutions to support the loans.
The benefits/value of the AgriLink Program include the following:
• Another tool in the toolbox to help farmers design and install AG BMPs;
• Often coupled with grant funds (EQIP, GG, CEG, Etc.) to create a complete funding
package;
• Most commonly utilized by, and a benefit to, small and medium-size operations;
• Allow farmers to work with a participating lender of their choice.
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In June of 1998, the AgriLink enabling legislation was amended to create a mechanism to
allow the State Conservation Commission (SCC) to “buy down” interest rates to create a true
“low interest” loan program. Under this revised structure, the SCC bought-down (subsidized)
interest rates by a determined percentage below market rates. The Commission subsidized
AgriLink interest rates by 4 points, facilitating $5.5 million in loans to 147 participants. This
activity occurred between 1999 and 2008. In many cases, AgriLink loans were used in
conjunction with various state and federal grant fund sources to help complete BMP projects,
especially in covering expenses that traditional grant programs would not cover (i.e. required
farmer financial match).
In July 2019, Governor Tom Wolf signed the Pennsylvania Farm Bill while simultaneously
amending the AgriLink Program enabling legislation. While most of the original AgriLink law
was left intact, the amendments increased the loan cap to $250,000 (previously $75,000), and the
maximum loan term to 12 years (previously 7 years)and .provided funds to subsidize loans
through the appropriation to the Nutrient Management Fund.
Proposal - The Commission is currently working with the Pennsylvania Treasury to re-establish
the AgriLink Program. Treasury has developed ‘Interest Subsidy ‘Buy-Down’ tables and is
redrafting agreements and other related documents program agreements between the
Commission and Treasury to begin moving the program forward.
The following table illustrates the cost of the subsidy for blocks of $1 million to $3 million
dollars at various subsidy rates. The cumulative subsidy costs (amortized over a 12-year period,
the maximum loan period under the program) are provided, considering current market interest
rate of 4.0%.
Subsidy Rate Reduction
Loan Block
(per $500K)

$1,000,000
$1,500,000
$2,000,000
$2,500,000
$3,000,000

1%

1.5%

2%

$ 66,059.48
$ 99,089.22
$ 132,118.96
$ 165,148.71
$ 198,178.45

$ 99,089.22
$ 148,633.84
$ 198,178.45
$ 247,723.06
$ 297,267.67

$ 132,118.96
$ 198,178.45
$ 264,237.93
$ 330,297.41
$ 396,356.89

2.5%
$
$
$
$
$

165,148.71
247,723.06
330,297.41
412,871.77
495,446.12

3.00%
$
$
$
$
$

198,178.45
297,267.67
396,356.89
495,446.12
594,535.34

4%
$
$
$
$
$

264,237.93
396,356.89
528,475.86
660,594.82
792,713.79

5%
$
$
$
$
$

330,297.41
495,446.12
660,594.82
825,743.53
990,892.24

Number of
Loans at
Max. ($250k)

4
6
8
10
12

In order to expedite re-establishing and opening the AgriLink Program, program staff proposes
the Commission consider and approve the transfer of funds from the Nutrient Management Fund
to the State Treasury to support the subsidy costs for the $2.5 million block of AgriLink Program
funds in the amount of $495,446.12. These funds will be deposited in a restricted escrow
account with the Nutrient Management Fund as per the Master Agreement. The transfer of funds
to the Treasury Department will be contingent on the final approval of the ‘Agriculture Linked
Investment Program Master Agreement’ and signature from appropriate agencies
Program staff will continue to work with Treasury staff to finalize program agreements between
the Department, the Commission and Treasury, and begin development with Treasury and
stakeholders of a “roll-out strategy for the AgriLink Program.
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May 5, 2021
To:

Members
State Conservation Commission

From: Karl G. Brown
Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission
RE:

Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) REAP Tax Credit Program Audit Report

Action Requested: This is an “update” only. No action is requested at this time.
Background: Act 48 of 2017 requires the Pennsylvania Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) to review various
state tax credit programs over a five-year period. In the third year of program audits, the IFO reviewed
five tax credits, including: Neighborhood Assistance Program, Resource Enhancement and Protection
Program, Entertainment Economic Enhancement Program, Video Game Production, and Keystone Special
Development Zones Tax Credits.
Attached is the IFO audit report for the REAP Tax Credit Program. As a part of this audit, the IFO reviewed
studies on the cost and environmental impact of agricultural best management practices (BMPs) for
reducing water pollution, held discussions with various stakeholders and met with agency staff who
administer the tax credit. Based on that research, the IFO developed and submitted this report to fulfill
the requirements contained in Act 48.
The act requires the IFO to submit tax credit reviews to the Performance-Based Budget Board and the
Chairs of the House and Senate Finance Committees and to make reports available to the public on the
IFO website. The audit report for the REAP Tax Credit Program was presented on April 26, 2021. After
discussions and questions, the Performance-Based Budget Board approved the REAP Tax Credit Program
Audit report.
Based on discussion during the hearing regarding the difficulty of measuring the pollution reductions of
agricultural best management practices (BMPs), the Board directed IFO and agency staff to meet over the
next year to determine what type of an appropriate performance-based management evaluation system
could be used in the REAP Program to document and maximize the pollution reduction benefits of
agricultural BMPs funded by the REAP Program.
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In the final audit report, the IFO recommended the following to enhance the efficiency of the REAP Tax
Credit Program and improve its ability to achieve its goals and purpose.
The SCC should collaborate with DEP to estimate the reduction of nitrogen, phosphorus and
sediment resulting from REAP Tax Credits issued to qualified BMP projects.
It is difficult to measure the pollution reduction attributable to the REAP Tax Credit
Program due to variable factors such as soil composition, geographic location of the BMP
and proximity to a body of water. However, the IFO identified the Chesapeake
Assessment Scenario Tool (CAST) model as one potential tool to evaluate the impact of
BMPs at the program level. It is a web-based, EPA-funded software that allows users to
build scenarios to estimate nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment load reductions.48
An environmental model such as CAST would allow the SCC to award tax credits for BMPs
based on objective data that will allow funds to have the maximum impact and provide
additional data by which policy-makers could evaluate the effectiveness of the REAP Tax
Credit. Additionally, the SCC could utilize the model to provide technical assistance to
applicants trying to identify the most cost-effective BMPs for their farming operation and
location.
The SCC should review the current policy of approving REAP Tax Credit applications for pro-jects
that have been completed.
Credits awarded after the BMP is in place subsidizes existing activity and does not
incentivize new pollution reduction practices.
Convert the existing tax credit to a competitive grant program to enhance the economic impact
of the state spending and assist farmers that may have limited access to capital.
The newly created grant should be available to owners of agricultural lands and sponsors
that invest in BMP projects and target areas or farm operations that likely release high
levels of pollution. Grants also provide up-front funds to cover implementation costs. This
conversion benefits small farms that may lack access to capital and must satisfy the 12month waiting period before selling the tax credit.
If the current tax credit program is retained, the credit should be made fully or partially refundable.
The tax credit is currently sellable and could be made refundable for 95 cents per credit
dollar. Data suggest that 55 percent of REAP Tax Credits are transferred or sold to entities
other than the original recipient. For recent years, sellers received roughly 85 cents per
dollar issued with the remaining 15 cents retained by the purchaser and the third-party
facilitator. These transactions represent leakage that does not incentivize BMP usage.
This change also simplifies administration.
Commission staff will provide an overview of the IFO finding and recommendations at the May
11, 2021 Commission meeting.
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Independent Fiscal Office

Rachel Carson State Office Building
400 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17105
717-230-8293 | contact@ifo.state.pa.us | www.ifo.state.pa.us

Staff Acknowledgements
Michaela Miller, Revenue Analyst I
Rachel Flaugh, Revenue Analyst I
Staff Contact: mmiller@ifo.state.pa.us
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INDEPENDENT FISCAL OFFICE
March 25, 2021
The Honorable Members of the Performance-Based Budget Board and Chairs of the House and Senate
Finance Committees:
Act 48 of 2017 requires the Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) to review various state tax credits over a fiveyear period. For the third year, the IFO reviewed five tax credits: the Neighborhood Assistance Program,
Resource Enhancement and Protection Program, Entertainment Economic Enhancement Program, Video
Game Production and Keystone Special Development Zones Tax Credits. The act requires the IFO to submit
tax credit reviews to the Performance-Based Budget Board and the Chairs of the House and Senate Finance
Committees and to make reports available to the public on the IFO website.
This report contains the tax credit review for the Resource Enhancement and Protection Program (REAP)
Tax Credit. The IFO reviewed studies on the cost and environmental impact of agricultural best management practices (BMPs) for reducing water pollution, held discussions with various stakeholders and met
with agency staff who administer the tax credit. Based on that research, the IFO submits this report to
fulfill the requirements contained in Act 48.
Pennsylvania is one of two states in the Chesapeake Bay watershed to offer a tax credit to agricultural
operations that implement and maintain BMPs, which reduce the amount of nitrogen, phosphorus and
sediment pollution that enters waterways. Most watershed states provide grants or cost-sharing funds to
encourage farmers to adopt these practices. Other states use various oversight measures to increase
usage of BMPs. This analysis examines available data and other issues that determine the effectiveness
of the REAP Tax Credit.
The IFO welcomes all questions and comments on the contents of this report. Questions and comments
can be sent to contact@ifo.state.pa.us.
Sincerely,

Dr. Matthew J. Knittel
Director

Rachel Carson State Office Building, 400 Market Street, Harrisburg PA 17105
www.ifo.state.pa.us | (717) 230-8293 | contact@ifo.state.pa.us
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General Findings and Recommendations
The Resource Enhancement and Protection Program (REAP) Tax Credit created by Act 55 of 2007 is available to eligible farmers/landowners or project sponsors for the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) that reduce the environmental impact of the agricultural industry. The credit is equal to 50 to
75 percent of the BMP-eligible project costs and the BMP must be maintained for a predetermined lifespan
(typically five to ten years). Act 13 of 2019 increased the annual cap on the REAP Tax Credit from $10
million to $13 million.
The general findings of this report are as follows:


Pennsylvania and Virginia are the only states in the Chesapeake Bay watershed that utilize tax
credits to incentivize the implementation of BMPs. Other states rely on grants, loans, technical
assistance programs or the creation and enforcement of land management regulations.



For 2019, the average REAP project totaled $60,400 (includes eligible and non-eligible expenses).
Roughly 42 percent of the cost was reimbursed by the REAP Tax Credit, with the remainder funded
via grants and private investment.



The bulk of REAP Tax Credits are issued to individuals and pass-throughs (84.9 percent) and are
utilized to reduce personal income tax liabilities (79.3 percent). This implies that the REAP Tax
Credit benefits small businesses.



Available research generally concludes that incentives (e.g., tax credits and grants) combined with
regulatory compliance efforts are the most effective way to increase the use of agricultural BMPs
and reduce pollution in waterways.



The State Conservation Commission (SCC) awards tax credits for previously completed BMPs.
These credits do not incentivize new activity. Recent data suggest these credits comprise a significant share of total awards.



Roughly 55 percent of REAP Tax Credits are sold for an average of 85 cents per dollar of credit
issued. The remaining 15 cents is retained by the purchaser and third party facilitator.



It is difficult to measure the pollution reduction attributed to the REAP Tax Credit Program for three
reasons: (1) factors such as soil, geographic location and proximity to a body of water may improve
or reduce the effectiveness of BMPs installed and maintained on the land, (2) there is no costeffective way to measure pollution from nonpoint sources (e.g., agricultural operations) and (3)
the impact of the REAP Tax Credit award on the behavior of the farmer is not easily separated from
that of a grant that may be awarded for the same project.

The final section of this report contains various recommendations. A summary is as follows:


The SCC should collaborate with the Department of Environmental Protection to estimate the pollution reduction resulting from REAP-qualified BMP projects.



The SCC should review the current policy of approving tax credits for previously completed BMPs.



Convert the existing tax credit to a competitive grant program. If the current tax credit program is
retained, the credit should be made fully or partially refundable.
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Section 1: Introduction
Act 48 of 2017 requires the Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) to review various state tax credits over a fiveyear period. 1 For the third year, the IFO reviewed five tax credits: the Neighborhood Assistance Program,
Resource Enhancement and Protection Program, Entertainment Economic Enhancement Program, Video
Game Production and Keystone Special Development Zones Tax Credits. The act requires the IFO to submit
tax credit reviews to the Performance-Based Budget Board and the Chairs of the House and Senate Finance
Committees and to make reports available to the public on the IFO website.
The act specifies that tax credit reviews shall contain the following content:


The purpose for which the tax credit was created.



Whether the tax credit is accomplishing its legislative intent.



Whether the tax credit could be more efficiently implemented through other methods.



Any alternative methods which would make the tax credit more efficient.



The costs to provide the tax credit, including the administrative costs to the Commonwealth and
local government entities within this Commonwealth.

The act also specifies that the IFO shall develop a tax credit plan for all tax credits subject to review. The
plans should include performance measures, and where applicable, the measures should reflect outcomebased measures (including efficiency measures), measures of status improvements of recipient populations,
and economic outcomes or performance benchmarks against similar state programs or similar programs of
other states or jurisdictions. The IFO submits this report to fulfill these requirements.
The remainder of this review contains four sections. Section 2 discusses the administration of the tax
credit and presents historical data. Section 3 presents background on the Pennsylvania agriculture industry
and the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement. It concludes with a summary of various programs that
have been implemented at the state and federal level to reduce agricultural pollution in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed. Section 4 provides relevant research on the cost and environmental impact of agricultural
BMPs. Section 5 concludes with the tax credit plan, as required by Act 48. A complete list of reports and
data sources used for this review can be found in the Appendix. If submitted, written comments provided
by stakeholders and affected agencies are also included in the Appendix.

Act 48 of 2017 is also known as the Performance-Based Budgeting and Tax Credit Efficiency Act. See the Appendix
for the Tax Credit Review Schedule.

1
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Section 2: REAP Tax Credit Overview
Article XVII-E of the Tax Reform Code of 1971 (Act 55 of 2007) created the Resource Enhancement and
Protection Program (REAP) Tax Credit. The REAP Tax Credit is available to eligible farmers/land owners or
project sponsors for the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) that reduce the environmental impact of the agriculture industry. 2 A project sponsor (generally a bank or lending institution but
may also be a business or family trust) provides funding for the implementation of an eligible BMP project
when the farmer/landowner is unable to fund the upfront cost of the project. The REAP Tax Credits are
awarded directly to the farmer or sponsor (if applicable).
The REAP Tax Credit is available for eligible projects meeting the following criteria: (1) the applicant is
subject to tax in Pennsylvania and (2) the agricultural operation is in compliance with the Pennsylvania
Clean Streams Law. 3 If the applicant is not compliant (i.e., does not have the required plans), the application for the REAP Tax Credit must include the development of these plans with the intent to implement. No
credit will be awarded to an applicant until these plans are completed and certified. In addition, an agricultural operation with animal concentration areas (ACAs) must first implement all BMPs necessary to reduce
nutrient, sediment and storm water runoff from the ACAs. 4
The REAP Tax Credit is equal to 50 to 75 percent of eligible project costs. 5 Eligible costs include: construction and installation, equipment and materials, project management, design, engineering and planning.
The amount of the tax credit award depends on the type of agricultural project. 6 The maximum amount of
credit awarded to any applicant for a single project is $250,000 for any seven-year period. Act 13 of 2019
increased the annual program cap from $10.0 to $13.0 million. 7
Applications are accepted for proposed, in-progress or completed projects, but credits are only awarded
upon project completion. An approved BMP project must be maintained for its predetermined lifespan
(generally between five and ten years) as determined by the Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission
(SCC) based on the type of agricultural project. 8 If the applicant fails to maintain the BMP for its full lifespan,
2 A BMP is defined by statute as a practice (or practices) to be effective and practical, considering technological,
economic and institutional factors, to manage nutrients and sediment to protect surface water and ground water.
Practices are designated BMPs by the State Conservation Commission based on guidance from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service.
3 The Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law requires that farmers have (1) a current Agricultural Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan/Conservation Plan and/or (2) a current Nutrient Management/Manure Management Plan.
4 ACAs are outdoor areas of any agricultural operation where vegetation is unable to grow due to the concentration
and frequency of animal traffic. ACAs include barnyards, exercise pens, high traffic areas of a pasture, etc.
5 The State Conservation Commission may establish a list of certain, high-priority BMPs that when implemented within
a watershed covered under a federally-approved total maximum daily load (TMDL) are eligible for a tax credit worth
90 percent of costs.
6 High-priority practices that are eligible for a 75 percent tax credit include: plan writing, animal-related practices and
riparian buffers (50+ feet). Projects that are eligible for a 50 percent tax credit include: no-till planting equipment,
precision nutrient application equipment, cover crop rollers, manure storage systems, composting, pollution runoff
practices in crop fields, cover crops and rotational grazing.
7 The annual program cap has been amended several times since inception, but most recently, the annual cap was
increased from $10.0 million to the current $13.0 million. Up to $3.0 million may be reserved specifically for projects
relating to the Chesapeake Bay watershed.
8 A schedule that lists the lifespan for the most commonly-used BMPs can be found in the REAP Tax Credit guidelines.
See https://www.agriculture.pa.gov/Plants_Land_Water/StateConservationCommission/REAP/Documents/202021%
20REAP%20Guidelines.pdf.

Section 2: REAP Tax Credit Overview | Page 5

Agenda Item B.9

previously issued REAP Tax Credits may be rescinded in full or on a prorated basis by the Pennsylvania
Department of Revenue (DOR). 9
Tax credits may be utilized against Pennsylvania personal income, corporate net income, bank and trust
company shares, title insurance companies shares, insurance premiums and mutual thrift institutions taxes
for the tax year in which the tax credit is issued. Credits not used in the tax year they are issued may be
carried forward for an additional 15 tax years. The credit is non-refundable and may not be carried back to
preceding tax years. The credit may be sold, assigned or transferred but must be used within the year of
sale, assignment or transfer. 10
This section begins with a statement of the goals and purpose of the tax credit. It then discusses the
application process and administration of the tax credit, concluding with a presentation of program data.

Goals and Purpose
Act 48 of 2017 requires that all tax credit reviews published by the IFO shall discuss (1) the purpose for
which the tax credit was created and (2) whether the tax credit is accomplishing its legislative intent. For
this credit, the IFO reviewed the stated intent of the authorizing legislation and documentation provided
by the SCC. For this review, the IFO established the specific and quantifiable goals and general purpose of
the REAP Tax Credit as follows:
Goals


Encourage private investment in the implementation of BMPs on agricultural operations, the planting of riparian forest buffers and the remediation of legacy sediment.



Reduce the financial burden on farmers who implement BMPs in accordance with environmental
regulations.



Increase voluntary compliance with environmental and agricultural management laws.

Purpose


Improve water quality by reducing nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment pollution through BMPs.

Administration
The SCC administers the tax credit and reviews applications. Applicants for the REAP Tax Credit must
provide a complete application package that includes the following:


Completed REAP Tax Credit application with appropriate verifications. 11

If the BMP will not be maintained due to the sale of property, termination of agricultural operations/projects, weather
or other factors outside the applicant’s control, then the recipient may be permitted to keep a portion of the credit if
written notification is provided in advance to the SCC.
10 Recipients must first apply the tax credit against their Pennsylvania liability in the year of issuance. Any unused credit
may be sold or transferred after a 12-month waiting period.
11 Includes a verified current Agricultural Erosion and Sediment Control Plan/Conservation Plan and/or a current Nutrient Management/Manure Management Plan that the applicant has or intends to implement. Plan verification must be
9
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REAP Project Cost/Funding Summary Table.



Map of the agricultural operation (if necessary to illustrate the construction of the BMP).



Application page completed and signed by the sponsor (if applicable).

Additional application materials are required depending on the type of project or agricultural operation and
whether the project will be finished in the near future or is already completed.
Applications for the REAP Tax Credit are accepted for projects that are proposed, in-progress or completed
at the time of application. Applications are accepted annually on a first-come, first-served basis starting in
the late summer/early fall. Projects that include the purchase of equipment or implementation of structural
BMPs approved by the SCC are given a timeframe for completion. If the project is not finished by the
specified time, then the project may be removed from the program. 12
The SCC processes applications within 60 days of receipt and notifies the applicant of approval or denial.
Tax credits are approved upon completion of the project and the submission of (1) receipt evidence for the
project costs and (2) REAP Project Completion Certification for BMPs.
Upon verification of project completion, the SCC will notify DOR of credit eligibility. DOR conducts a compliance check and the SCC issues the tax credit certificate (generally within 10 days). 13 REAP Tax Credits
are submitted to DOR for application against the recipient’s Pennsylvania state tax liability. DOR ensures
that the issued tax credit is applied appropriately.
The administration of the REAP Tax Credit requires roughly 1.4 full-time equivalent (FTE) DOR staff at a
cost of $0.1 million annually. The SCC estimates that the credit requires 1.3 FTE staff at cost of $0.1 million
annually.

Historical Data
Table 2.1 provides detail on REAP Tax Credits issued and project funding for award years 2015 to 2019.
Notable trends include the following:


The annual number of eligible projects that benefit from REAP Tax Credits fluctuates from year to
year. The number increased in 2019 due in part to the higher program cap.



In 2019, total project costs increased dramatically to $25.4 million (also due to the higher cap) and
yielded an average cost per project of $60,400.



The average REAP Tax Credit issued was $25,500 in the most recent year.



Historically, the REAP Tax Credit offsets roughly 40 percent of total BMP project costs. The remaining portion is funded via other public sources (20 percent) and private investment (40 percent).

done by a qualified individual (i.e., a representative from the applicant’s local conservation district, a U.S. Natural
Resource and Conservation Service officer or a qualified private sector technical service provider).
12 Extensions are granted at the discretion of the SCC on a case-by-case basis as long as the applicant notifies the SCC
of circumstances that may affect the ability of the applicant to meet the approved deadlines.
13 Prior to DOR’s tax modernization project in 2019, DOR issued REAP Tax Credit certificates and the turnaround time
was approximately 60 days.
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The tax credit is not oversubscribed. All projects that were issued REAP Tax Credits received the
full amount of the eligible credit and total credits issued are less than the current program cap. 14

Table 2.1
REAP Tax Credit Awards and Project Funding
2015

2016

Award Year
2017

2018

2019

AAGR
15-19

Number of Projects

514

410

424

360

421

-4.9%

Total Project Costs

$19.8

$22.0

$22.8

$19.8

$25.4

6.5

REAP Eligible

16.9

17.1

17.7

16.0

20.3

4.6

85.5%

78.0%

77.8%

80.6%

79.8%

Share
Credits Issued
% of Total Cost
Average Credit
Other Public Funds1
% of Total Cost
Private Investment2
% of Total Cost

$8.6

$8.5

$9.1

$8.1

$10.7

43.4%

38.9%

39.8%

40.7%

42.1%

5.7

$16,700

$20,800

$21,400

$22,400

$25,500

11.2

$2.6

$4.4

$4.5

$2.9

$4.0

11.2

13.3%

20.1%

19.9%

14.9%

15.8%

4.5

$8.6

$9.0

$9.2

$8.8

$10.7

5.7

43.3%

41.1%

40.3%

44.4%

42.0%

-0.7

Note: Dollar amounts in millions, except for Average Credit. AAGR is average annual growth rate. Act 13 of 2019
increased the seven-year project cap from $150,000 to $250,000 and the annual program cap from $10.0
million to $13.0 million.
1 The portion of BMP project costs offset by other sources of public funding (e.g., grants).
2 The residual portion of BMP project costs which must be offset by private investment.
Source: Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission.

BMP projects are classified into four basic categories: (1) constructed, (2) equipment, (3) planning and (4)
grazing. Other projects that do not fit into these categories may also receive credits as long as they are
necessary to reduce runoff pollution into surface waters. These projects are approved by the SCC on a
case-by-case basis.
Constructed BMPs represent the largest category, with 37 practices outlined in the guidelines. These
projects involve the construction, installation and maintenance of structures or improvements to the land
and soil. Examples include the use of cover crops, construction of animal waste storage facilities or development of grassed waterways. In 2019, the average cost per constructed BMP project was $81,500.

The SCC awards all tax credits available for each fiscal year but ultimately issues a lower amount, as applicants
withdraw from the program or are unable to complete their planned BMP. In addition, the SCC reports that some
applications are “rolled” to the next fiscal year because they are submitted after the application deadline or the current
year allocation has been reached. This annual roll could range from $100,000 to $1 million. The IFO does not consider
the program fully or oversubscribed because the annual roll does not grow from year-to-year and the demand for the
credit is generally met by moving applications to subsequent fiscal years.
14
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Seven types of projects fall under equipment BMPs, which include new or used pieces of equipment that
are purchased for use on land. No-till drills and planters are the most common pieces of equipment purchased. The average 2019 project cost of an equipment BMP was $61,000.
Grazing BMPs are implemented to reduce the environmental impact of livestock and improve forage
conditions. These BMPs are constructed, but are only eligible for the REAP Tax Credit when used in conjunction with prescribed grazing practices, such as a livestock transportation management plan. Eight practices are considered grazing BMPs, and in 2019, the average cost per project was $24,500.
There are five types of planning BMPs that are eligible for the REAP Tax Credit. These involve the documentation of the planned use of land based on the identification of specific conditions, such as erosion,
crop nutrient needs and manure output. The costs associated with these BMPs typically reflect only technical consultation, generating a low average project cost of roughly $7,000 for 2019.
Table 2.2 provides detail on the types of projects that received REAP Tax Credits and associated project
costs. Most project costs are for constructed (51.5 percent) or equipment (45.2 percent) BMPs. Planning
BMPs comprise about one percent of all project costs, but are 10 to 15 percent of projects that receive
credits each year.

Table 2.2
Project Costs by Type of BMP
2015

2016

Constructed

$8,076

$11,495

Equipment

10,975

Grazing

Award Year
2017

2018

2019

$13,486

$11,315

$12,228

9,718

8,601

7,965

12,260

297

394

513

341

539

Planning

208

232

165

137

312

Other

233

129

6

33

99

19,788

21,969

22,771

19,791

25,439

Total Project Costs

Note: Dollar amounts in thousands.
Source: Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission.

The portion of BMP project costs offset by other sources of public funding (e.g., grants) are excluded from
reimbursement via the REAP Tax Credit (i.e., deemed ineligible costs). Table 2.3 displays other sources of
funding that credit recipients received over the past five years. The number of projects that benefited from
other public funds declined at an average rate of 13.2 percent per annum (not shown), while the dollar
amount of funds grew at an average rate of 11.2 percent per annum. Federal programs (e.g., Environmental Quality Incentives Program and Conservation Innovation Grants) comprise over three-quarters of public
funds provided. The Pennsylvania Growing Greener program is also a significant source of project funding,
while other state programs and agencies provide occasional, one-time grants to fund specific projects.
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Table 2.3
Other Public Funding Sources for REAP Projects

Federal Program1
State Program

2

Chesapeake Bay
Local Gov./Other
All Sources

3

2015

2016

Award Year
2017

$2,184

$3,565

$3,845

$1,993

$2,855

188

401

433

764

873

43

186

151

178

273

217

255

91

7

27

2,632

4,407

4,521

2,941

4,029

2018

2019

Note: Dollar amounts in thousands.
1 Funds from the Natural Resource Conservation Service or the U.S. Department of Agriculture (e.g.,
Environmental Quality Incentives Program, Conservation Innovation Grants, etc.).
2 Funds from Growing Greener, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and the
Department of Community and Economic Development (includes the Commonwealth Financing Authority).
3 Funds from the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and the Chesapeake Bay Program.
Source: Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission.

Most REAP Tax Credit recipients are individuals. Table 2.4 shows that 57.2 percent of 2019 credits issued
went to individuals who received 42.6 percent of total credit dollars. Corporations represent 3.1 percent of
projects and received 6.1 percent of tax credit funds. As project sponsorship has grown, the share of banks
and other financial institutions receiving credits has increased. Those entities made up 3.3 percent of projects and 9.0 percent of tax credit dollars issued. These recipients also received the highest average credit
amount, because expensive projects likely require a financial sponsor to bring the project to completion.

Table 2.4
REAP Tax Credit Awards by Entity Type (2019)
Awards
Number
Share

Dollars ($000s)
Amount
Share

Average
Award

Individuals

241

57.2%

Pass-throughs

153

36.3

4,535

42.3

29,600

Banks

14

3.3

964

9.0

68,800

Corporations

13

3.1

658

6.1

50,600

421

100.0

10,720

100.0

25,500

Total

$4,563

Note: The table reflects tax credits issued for the 2019 award year.
Source: Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission.
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Table 2.5 displays credits issued for award years 2015 and 2019. For 2019, less than one-fifth of total
credits issued were to firms that received an award in excess of $100,000. By contrast, firms that received
a credit of less than $50,000 comprised approximately 80 percent of all recipients but less than half of total
credit dollars issued.

Table 2.5
REAP Tax Credits Issued by Size
Credit Award

Number

Award Year 2015
Share Amount

Share

Number

Award Year 2019
Share Amount

Share

$0 to $9,999

261

50.8%

10.2%

178

42.3%

$10,000 to $24,999

141

27.4

2.3

26.6

102

24.2

1.7

15.7

$25,000 to $49,999

73

14.2

2.4

28.2

67

15.9

2.2

20.6

$50,000 to $99,999

32

6.2

2.0

23.8

59

14.0

4.2

38.9

7

1.4

1.0

11.3

15

3.6

1.9

17.9

514

100.0

8.6

100.0

421

100.0

10.7

100.0

$100,000+
Total

$0.9

$0.7

6.9%

Note: Dollar amounts in millions.
Source: Pennsylvania State Conservation Commission.

Table 2.6 displays REAP Tax Credit utilizations by tax type for the most recent five-year period. Most tax
credits (79.3 percent) were used to reduce PIT liabilities. This is consistent with the credit data presented
in Table 2.4 and implies that REAP Tax Credit recipients are primarily small businesses.

Table 2.6
REAP Tax Credit Utilization by Tax Type
2015-16

2016-17

Fiscal Year
2017-18

2018-19

2019-20

Avg.
Share

$4,091

$4,286

$4,286

$4,286

$4,462

Bank Shares

892

934

934

934

973

17.3

CNIT

178

186

186

186

194

3.4

Total

5,160

5,406

5,406

5,406

5,629

100.0

PIT

79.3%

Note: Dollar amounts in thousands. PIT is personal income tax and CNIT is corporate net income tax.
Source: Pennsylvania Department of Revenue.

Individual taxpayers and small farm operations often lack sufficient tax liability to absorb the credit and sell
any unused credit to increase cash flow. Historical data indicate that roughly 55 percent of REAP Tax Credits
are sold after a required 12-month waiting period for an average of 85 cents per dollar of credit issued.
The remaining 15 cents is retained by the purchaser and third party facilitator.
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Section 3: Background and Government Policies
The first part of this section presents background on the agriculture industry and the Chesapeake Bay
Watershed Agreement to provide context for the REAP Tax Credit. The second part describes current state
and federal programs that target improved environmental outcomes for the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

Agriculture in Pennsylvania
The Commonwealth has a rich agricultural history and with roughly 50,000 farms in operation, agriculture
is a significant contributor to the state economy. An understanding of the sector and the environmental
impact of farmland operations provide context for the goals and purpose of the REAP Tax Credit.
Every five years, the U.S. Department of Agriculture's National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) conducts the Census of Agriculture, a complete count of U.S. farms and ranches and the individuals who
operate them. The NASS publishes data on agricultural production and sales, land use, production practices,
finances, farm labor and wages and other industry detail. Because data are collected every five years, the
tables in this section display data for 2007, 2012 and 2017.
Table 3.1 presents sales data for Pennsylvania farms by the type of product sold. For 2017, the state’s
agriculture industry generated approximately $7.76 billion in sales. The Commonwealth is a major dairy
producer, with over a quarter of agricultural sales generated from cow’s milk. However, milk sales have
stagnated over the last ten years, likely due to the increased popularity of non-dairy milk alternatives (e.g.,
almond milk and soy milk). Poultry and egg sales have steadily increased (average growth rate of 5.2
percent per annum over the period) and comprise roughly 20 percent of all agriculture sales.

Table 3.1
Major Categories of Farm Products Sold by Pennsylvania Farms
AAGR
2007-12

AAGR
2012-17

0.8%

0.1%

6.0

4.3

1.2

1.5

981

19.3

-4.1

717
1,199

626
1,473

5.2

-2.7

4.7

4.2

7,401

7,759

5.0

0.9

2007

2012

2017

$1,890

$1,967

$1,979

1,016

1,362

1,685

Nursey-Greenhouse

892

945

1,016

Grains and Oilseeds

500

1,211

Wholesale Cattle

556
954
5,809

Milk from Cows
Poultry and Eggs

All Other
Total Sales

Note: Dollar amounts in millions. AAGR is average annual growth rate. All Other includes products such as
hogs and pigs, hay, melons, potatoes, fruits, berries and tree nuts.
Source: National Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Census of Agriculture.
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Many of the trends in Pennsylvania agricultural production are often tied to broader trends in global agriculture markets. For example, sales of grains and oilseeds, notably corn, soybeans and barley, grew at an
average annual rate of 19.3 percent from 2007 to 2012, due to robust grain prices generated by high
international demand but low supply (due to significant droughts in other countries) during that period. In
more recent years, that trend slowed as markets partially returned to historical levels.
Table 3.1 also highlights the primary uses of Pennsylvania agricultural land, which affects the type and
amount of environmental pollution. Animal operations (e.g., those that produce cow’s milk, eggs, poultry
and beef) produce significant amounts of livestock manure that leeches into the soil and results in water
pollution. Proper land management practices for these operations could result in a notable reduction in
environmental degradation.
Table 3.2 displays sales data by the size of farming operation based on gross sales. 15 Product sales from
all farms except those characterized as “very small” increased from 2007 to 2012, but only “large” farms
increased sales during the subsequent five-year period. Overall, the data reflect a continued shift to largescale agricultural production.

Table 3.2
Pennsylvania Sales of Agricultural Products by Farm Size

Very Small

AAGR
2007-12

AAGR
2012-17

$65

-0.9%

-1.7%

2007

2012

2017

$74

$71

472

591

523

4.6

-2.4

Midsize

1,928

2,153

1,984

2.2

-1.6

Large

3,335

4,586

5,187

6.6

2.5

Total Sales

5,809

7,401

7,759

5.0

0.9

Small

Note: Dollar amounts in millions. AAGR is average annual growth rate. Very Small farms recorded annual
gross sales under $10,000; Small farms recorded $10,000 to $99,999; Midsize farms recorded $100,000 to
$499,999 and Large farms recorded $500,000 or more.
Source: National Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Census of Agriculture.

However, as shown in Table 3.3, very small farms represent more than half of total farm operations in
the state. Although the number of very small farms declined at an average rate of 2.6 percent per annum
from 2012 to 2017, the large number of properties in this category presents challenges with regard to the
implementation of agricultural practices, as small farms are less likely to have sufficient capital to invest in
environmentally-friendly BMPs. In addition, regulatory agents may have more difficulty visiting these locations for the purpose of enforcement.

For the 2017 release, the NASS changed the basis for determining farm size and type from gross sales to gross cash
farm income. This report uses the former convention for 2017 for a consistent comparison to prior years.
15
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Table 3.3
Distribution of Pennsylvania Farms by Size
AAGR
2007-12

AAGR
2012-17

27,000

-4.6%

-2.6%

14,809

4.1

-2.4

1.2

-1.5

5.3

1.3

2007

2012

2017

Very Small

38,850

30,767

Small

13,658

16,728

Midsize

8,413

8,913

8,261

Large

2,242

2,901

3,087

Note: AAGR is average annual growth rate. Very Small farms recorded annual gross sales under $10,000;
Small farms recorded $10,000 to $99,999; Midsize farms recorded $100,000 to $499,999 and Large farms
recorded $500,000 or more.
Source: National Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Census of Agriculture.

Table 3.4 displays Pennsylvania agricultural sales by legal tax status of the farm. Most farm operations
(60 percent) filed as sole proprietors. The remaining farms generally filed as partnerships (19 percent) or
family-held corporations (18 percent) with a small share of sales generated by other types of operations.

Table 3.4
Pennsylvania Sales of Agricultural Products by Business Type
AAGR
2007-12

AAGR
2012-17

4.2%

0.2%

1,492

7.5

1.4

1,208

1,396

5.7

2.9

138
85

183
73

-2.2

5.8

12.8

-3.1

7,401

7,759

5.0

0.9

2007

2012

2017

$3,722

$4,577

$4,615

Partnership

972

1,393

Family-Held Corporations

914

Nonfamily Corporations

154
47
5,809

Sole Proprietorship

Other
Total Farms

Note: Dollar amounts in millions. AAGR is average annual growth rate. Other includes cooperatives, estates
and trusts, etc.
Source: National Agricultural Statistics Service, U.S. Census of Agriculture.

Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement
The Chesapeake Bay, the largest estuary in the U.S., is approximately 200 miles in length and covers
portions of six states (Pennsylvania, New York, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia and West Virginia) and the
District of Columbia. It is home to a diversity of fish, shellfish, bird and aquatic vegetation whose habitats
are threatened by oxygen-depleted waters due to the overgrowth of algae. These algal blooms are primarily
caused by phosphorus and nitrogen pollution from the runoff of residential, farm and industrial waste. The
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runoff often flows into the bay from nonpoint sources (NPS), where contaminants enter the environment
from multiple, unidentifiable locations (e.g., fertilizers from suburban lawns and farms). 16
In the late 1970s, residents and policymakers of the bay area noticed a significant loss of wildlife and
aquatic life from the Chesapeake Bay. Concern over the loss prompted a 1976 Congressionally-funded,
five-year study to identify the cause of this phenomenon. The study published its findings and recommendations in 1983 concluding that excess nutrient pollution, primarily nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment,
was the main cause of the environmental degradation.
In that same year, Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania and the District of Columbia established the Chesapeake Bay Program Executive Council to assess and oversee the implementation of coordinated plans to
improve and protect the bay. 17 The original agreement was a simple pledge that recognized that the pollution problems identified by the study would need to be addressed through regional cooperation. A few
years later, the Chesapeake Bay Commission was established to coordinate policy action in the region.
By 1987, the first formal agreement had been signed by the four jurisdictions, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Chesapeake Bay Commission, collectively referred to as partners. This
agreement established pollution reduction goals. A key goal was a 40-percent reduction target for nitrogen
and phosphorus entering the main stem of the bay. Although a goal to reduce levels of nonpoint sources
of pollution was included in the agreement, the primary focus was on the regulation of point source pollution
sources. 18
In 2000, a 10-year agreement set 102 goals to guide further restoration efforts, reduce pollution and
protect natural resources in the bay. 19 Delaware and New York joined the Chesapeake Bay Program at this
time as two of the three “headwater states” with smaller rivers and streams that ultimately connect to the
larger stem of the Chesapeake Bay watershed. West Virginia, the third headwater state, joined in 2002.
The new agreement laid the groundwork for a second phase of progress and achieved some success,
including land conservation and forest buffer restoration. Little advancement was made in the overall health
of the bay due, in part, to a failure to reduce nutrient pollution from agricultural, nonpoint sources.
The shortcomings of the 2000 agreement spurred the EPA to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
for the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The TMDL is a regulatory term that quantifies the maximum amount
of a pollutant that a body of water can receive while still meeting water quality standards. It is calculated
as the sum of all allowable pollutant loads from all contributing point and nonpoint sources of pollution.
Although the abbreviation stands for “total maximum daily load,” TMDL for purposes of the Chesapeake
Bay Program represents annual limits. Participating state/jurisdiction TMDLs were outlined in the 2010
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement (CBWA), with the intent of establishing a system of accountability.
Although challenged initially, all partners signed the new agreement in 2014.
The CBWA is in use today and sets the bay area TMDL at 185.9 million pounds of nitrogen, 12.5 million
pounds of phosphorus and 6.45 billion pounds of sediment per year by 2025. If this target is achieved, the

Alternatively, point source pollution is when contaminants enter the environment from an identifiable location (e.g.,
a sewage treatment plant).
17 “1983 Chesapeake Bay Agreement,” The Chesapeake Bay Program.
18 “1987 Chesapeake Bay Agreement,” The Chesapeake Bay Program.
19 “Chesapeake 2000,” The Chesapeake Bay Program.
16
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result will be a 25 percent reduction in nitrogen, 24 percent reduction in phosphorus and 20 percent reduction in sediment. These limits are divided by major river basin and then by state and jurisdiction. Each
state and the District of Columbia must develop Watershed Implementation Plans (WIPs) that detail how
they expect to meet pollution allocations within the specified timeframes. 20 Phases I and II of the WIPs
were developed between 2010 and 2012. The current Phase III plans have been in use since 2019. 21

State and Federal Programs
The subsections that follow describe efforts by CBWA states and the federal government to achieve TMDL
targets and improve outcomes for the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

Pennsylvania
The Commonwealth’s TMDL targets for 2025 are 73.5 million pounds of nitrogen, 3.0 million pounds of
phosphorus and 2,161 million pounds of sediment per year. 22 The scale of nonpoint source pollution from
Pennsylvania agricultural- and urban-based runoff is considered the most significant factor in meeting the
program targets.
The state has primarily employed the use of regulations that require certain farms, such as concentrated
animal feeding operations (CAFOs), to obtain permits that require the use of appropriate BMPs. 23 These
permits and other regulations require the inspection of properties by the state Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP). It is estimated that DEP inspects 10 percent of the Pennsylvania farms located in the
Chesapeake Bay watershed annually. 24 The Pennsylvania Infrastructure Investment Authority (PENNVEST)
and Growing Greener programs provide grant and loan funds for environmental improvement projects, but
the REAP Tax Credit is the only program to provide financial assistance in the form of tax credits to farmers
who implement BMPs.
From 2009 to 2019, Pennsylvania reduced its nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment by 3.9 percent, 14.6
percent and 13.7 percent, respectively. However, the state remains furthest of all CBWA partner states
from its phosphorus and sediment targets.

Virginia
Virginia’s TMDL targets for 2025 are 53.0 million pounds of nitrogen, 5.6 million pounds of phosphorus and
6,872 pounds of sediment per year. 25 The state is the only other CBWA partner with tax credit programs
to incentivize the implementation of BMPs. In addition to the credits, the Virginia Agricultural Cost-Share

“Chesapeake Bay TMDL,” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
“Watershed Implementation Plans,” The Chesapeake Bay Program. Link: https://www.chesapeakebay.net/what/programs/watershed_implementation.
22 “Phase 3 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan,” Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(August 2019).
23 The EPA defines a CAFO as (1) an agricultural enterprise where more than 1,000 animal units are confined on site
for more than 45 days during the year or (2) any agricultural enterprise that discharges manure or wastewater into a
natural or manmade ditch, stream or waterway. An animal unit is the equivalent of 1,000 pounds of live animal weight.
24 “Phase 3 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan,” Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(August 2019).
25 “Chesapeake Bay TMDL Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan,” Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
(2019).
20
21
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Program and other grant programs provide technical and financial assistance to farmers who voluntarily
install select BMPs on their land. These programs are funded through federal and state sources. 26
The Conservation Tillage Equipment Credit was enacted in 1985 and allows individuals or corporations to
claim a tax credit equal to 25 percent of expenses incurred in the purchase of conservation tillage equipment that minimizes soil disturbance, thereby reducing runoff into the bay. 27 Applicants may claim up to
$4,000 a year in credits, and if the amount of credit exceeds tax liability, the remaining amount may be
carried forward up to five tax years. There is no cap, and in FY 2019-20, the Virginia Department of Taxation
reported applicants claimed $244,000 in credits. 28
The Agricultural BMP Tax Credit Program began in 1998 to support the voluntary installation of BMPs on
agricultural operations. It allows for a refundable credit equal to 25 percent of the first $70,000 expended.
The amount of credits claimed per applicant cannot exceed $17,500 in the year the project was completed.
For FY 2019-20, $1.1 million in credits were claimed. 29

Maryland
Maryand’s TMDL targets for 2025 are 45.8 pounds of nitrogen, 3.7 million pounds of phosphorus and 8,343
million pounds of sediment per year. 30 Maryland relies on regulatory compliance efforts in combination with
grants and loans to achieve its TMDL goals.
One of the major policies the state implemented to reduce pollution from agriculture was the 2012 Nutrient
Management Law, which requires all farmers with gross incomes exceeding $2,500 or livestock producers
with 8,000 pounds or more of live animal weight on the agricultural operation to follow nutrient management plans developed by certified consultants. 31 To assist farmers in achieving compliance, the Maryland
Agricultural Water Quality Cost-Share Program provides conservation grants and loans that cover up to
87.5 percent of the cost to install BMPs on agricultural operations. For FY 2019-20, the state granted $7.0
million for 359 projects. 32
Maryland credits its success in agriculture-related nutrient and sediment reduction to a combination of
technical assistance and financial incentives. The state emphasized that on-site inspections, reliable data
and outreach to stakeholders were more essential for effective compliance than merely a properly implemented, current nutrient management plan. Since 2009, Maryland has reduced its nitrogen and phosphorus
TMDLs by 11.6 and 2.4 percent, respectively.

Ibid.
“Guidance Document on the Tax Credit for Precision Agriculture Equipment,” Virginia Department of Conservation
and Recreation (August 2018).
28 “Annual Report for Fiscal Year 2019,” Virginia Department of Taxation.
29 Ibid.
30 “Maryland’s Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan to Restore Chesapeake Bay by 2025,” Maryland Department
of the Environment (August 2019).
31 Ibid.
32 “Maryland Agricultural Water Quality Cost-Share Program: Annual Report 2019,” Maryland Department of Agriculture.
26
27
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Headwater States
The TMDLs for New York’s 2025 targets are 11.53 million pounds of nitrogen, 0.59 million pounds of phosphorus and 533 million pounds of sediment per year. 33 The Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation Permit
Program requires a permit for animal operations above a certain size. Those operations must adhere to
state wastewater discharge practices, including the development of certified nutrient management plans.
This also allows for comprehensive compliance monitoring, as individual farms are recorded in a database
and must retain accurate records of land, weather and other operational conditions. 34
The TMDLs for Delaware’s 2025 targets are 4.55 million pounds of nitrogen, 0.11 million pounds of phosphorus and 27 million pounds of sediment per year. 35 Delaware’s programs primarily coordinate with federal-level initiatives, and the state’s 1999 Nutrient Management Law requires every farmer to submit an
annual report on nutrient management activities or face penalties for noncompliance. 36
West Virginia’s 2025 TMDL targets are 8.23 million pounds of nitrogen, 0.43 million pounds of phosphorus
and 609 million pounds of sediment per year. 37 Like Delaware, many programs in West Virginia are derived
from federal initiatives, notably the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP). In 2008, the West
Virginia Agricultural Enhancement Program was developed to encourage voluntary implementation of BMPs
by providing technical and financial assistance to agricultural operations. Local conservation districts determine eligible BMPs, address concerns and develop criteria such as cost-share rates and financial caps. 38

Federal Programs
The federal EQIP provides financial and technical assistance to agricultural producers for the implementation of structural and management conservation practices that improve agricultural production and reduce
environmental harm. Each year, the U.S. National Resource Conservation Service determines the amount
of financial assistance available for each type of practice in each state. For federal FY 2019, Pennsylvania
producers received $29.1 million in direct funding and an additional $7.7 million in technical assistance
from EQIP. That represents roughly 2 percent of the $1,780 million in total EQIP funding distributed to all
U.S. states and territories. 39
The Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grant Program (INSR) is one of the main funding sources
available to support projects that reduce nutrient and sediment pollution to the bay watershed, including
the implementation of BMPs. It is administered by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation in cooperation
with the EPA and the Chesapeake Bay Program. Grants range from $200,000 to $1 million, and for application year 2020 roughly $5 to $7 million in grants were expected to be awarded nationwide. 40
“Final Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan,” New York Department of Environmental Conservation (February
2020).
34 “ECL SPDES General Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs),” New York Department of Environmental Conservation (January 2017).
35 “Delaware’s Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan: Phase III,” Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control (August 2019).
36 Ibid.
37 “West Virginia’s Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan for the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load,” West
Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay Program (August 2019).
38 Ibid.
39 See http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/NRCS_RCA/reports/fb08_cp_eqip.html.
40 See https://www.nfwf.org/programs/chesapeake-bay-stewardship-fund/innovative-nutrient-and-sediment-reduction-grants-2021-request-proposals.
33

Section 3: Background and Government Policies | Page 19

Agenda Item B.9

Progress
Table 3.5 displays the most recent TMDL reduction data for nitrogen (N), phosphorus (P) and sediment
(Sed) pollution in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. These data are produced from the Chesapeake Bay
Program Phase 6 Watershed Model to simulate pollutant loads based on land and environmental factors
that influence the amount of runoff. Historical data suggest states have made progress towards the 2025
targets, with an 8.5 percent reduction in nitrogen, 10.4 percent reduction in phosphorus and 4.0 percent
reduction in sediment since 2009.

Table 3.5
Chesapeake Bay Program Partner State Pollutant Reductions
% Reduction 2009 to 2019
N
P
Sed
Delaware

-10.7%

Maryland

% Reduction Needed for 2025
N
P
Sed

-19.3%

-41.5%

-29.7%

-11.6

-2.4

-0.3

-9.9

New York

-5.6

-15.4

-7.0

Pennsylvania

-3.9

-14.6

-13.7

-13.8

-9.8

-2.4

-9.7

-3.6

-30.9

-7.9

-8.5

-10.4

-4.0

Virginia
West Virginia
Total1

-3.7%

-11.6%

-6.9

0.0

-15.8

-5.8

-18.2

-32.1

-23.7

-23.9

-11.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

-19.7

-12.2

0.0

Note: N is nitrogen, P is phosphorus and Sed is sediment. A zero under the percent of reduction needed for
2025 indicates the target has been met or exceeded.
1 Includes reduction amounts from the District of Columbia.
Source: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.
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Section 5: National and State Studies
The REAP Tax Credit differs from other state tax credits because program goals do not include increased
economic development or job creation. Instead, the REAP Tax Credit seeks to improve water quality by
reducing nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment pollution through BMPs. Currently, it is not possible to quantify
the impact of the REAP Tax Credit due to lack of data regarding the impact from nonpoint-source pollutants
(e.g., agricultural runoff). To evaluate the impact of BMPs implemented under the REAP Tax Credit, the
IFO reviewed literature on the cost and environmental impact of these practices. This section includes a
brief review of relevant reports and studies to assist in the general assessment of the effectiveness of the
REAP Tax Credit.

Key Findings from National Studies
An Economic Assessment of Policy Options to Reduce Agricultural Pollutants in the Chesapeake Bay (2014)
A report by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service utilized modeling software to
determine that performance-based policies (e.g., emission limits) were the lowest cost policy option to
reach TMDL goals. However, it was noted that these policies are difficult to implement for nonpoint-source
pollutants because pollutant discharge is not easily measured and regulators lack the data necessary to set
optimal performance goals. The report specified design-based policies (e.g., regulations and tax credits for
preferred conservation practices) as reliable alternatives to the optimal scenario. 41

Cost-Effective BMP Placement: Optimization Versus Targeting (2004)
An article published in Transactions of the American Society of Agricultural Engineers found that optimization, where the farmer has the ability to determine the lowest cost BMPs that will achieve the maximum
pollution reduction, is the most effective policy to allocate BMPs on agricultural lands. Targeting plans,
which involve a regulator directing BMPs to lands that release the most pollutants, were found to cost
$48.03 per kilogram ($105.91 per pound) of sediment pollution reduced. By comparison, optimization plans
that allowed for more flexibility of BMPs selected achieved the same pollutant reduction at a cost of $42.86
per kilogram ($94.51 per pound) of sediment reduced. The authors conclude optimization policies offer
flexibility in BMP implementation by providing a number of near-optimal solutions, which offers alternatives
to stakeholders while still meeting pollutant load criterion. Therefore, farms and other agricultural enterprises could choose the most cost-effective BMP and still achieve maximum environmental benefit. 42

Options to Address Nutrient Management Pollution from Agricultural Drainage (2016)
A report by the National Wildlife Federation found that voluntary approaches to address nutrient pollution
(e.g., tax credits) alone are not effective. The scope of the pollution problem and the variability and complexity of farm-to-farm conditions makes it important to consider all policy options with proven efficacy,
such as performance-based incentives, taxes on nutrient pollution and, if necessary, enforceable emission
“An Economic Assessment of Policy Options to Reduce Agricultural Pollutants in the Chesapeake Bay,” Ribaudo,
Savage and Marcel Aillery, U.S. Department of Agriculture Economic Research Report Number 166 (June 2014).
42 “Cost-Effective BMP Placement: Optimization Versus Targeting,” Veith, Wolfe and Conrad D. Heatwole, American
Society of Agricultural Engineers (September 2004).
41
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limits. The report highlights the practice of cover cropping, which involves the planting of certain crops to
manage soil erosion rather than to be harvested, as the most cost-effective option for farms to reduce their
output of nutrient runoff. 43

Evaluating Agricultural Best Management Practices in Tile-Drained Subwatersheds of the Mackinaw River,
Illinois (2011)
A joint study by the American Society of Agronomy, Crop Science Society of America and Soil Science
Society of America in the Journal of Environmental Quality found that when the adoption of BMPs is voluntary, economic incentives are critical, as the profit gain from implementation of the practice may not be
sufficient to incentivize a change in the farmer’s current practices. In those cases, the economic incentive
is necessary to make the project viable. In addition, farmer outreach is essential in ensuring that BMPs are
placed where they will be most effective. 44

Key Findings from Other State Studies
Impacts of Transactions Costs and Differential BMP Adoption Rates on the Cost of Reducing Agricultural
NPS Pollution in Virginia
A case study from the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University found that transaction costs related
to BMP implementation increased total project costs by 44 percent on average, with a range from 19 and
81 percent. These transaction costs, which could include expenses related to land assessment, BMP monitoring and enforcement, are often not reimbursed by public entities. The author recommends that targeted
policies be used to determine areas where BMPs will have the most impact on nutrient reduction to avoid
high costs that return less benefit to the environment. 45

2020 Tax Preference Performance Reviews: Livestock Nutrient Management Equipment
A short study by the Washington Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission on the state sales and use
tax exemption for purchases of certain equipment used exclusively to manage livestock nutrients (i.e.,
manure) stated it is unclear if it improved water quality. Many factors impact water quality and the exemption was one piece of a broad effort to reduce pollution in ground and surface waters. 46

Evaluation of Best Management Practice (BMP) Effectiveness: Final Report (2005)
A research project by the California State Water Resources Control Board assessed water quality in southern
California as it relates to BMPs and BMP technologies. The assessment pointed to several issues that make
the evaluation of BMP effectiveness difficult: (1) BMP effectiveness must be differentiated from variability
in land, pollutant discharge and other conditional factors, (2) the relative level of pollutant reduction due
“Options to Address Nutrient Management Pollution from Agricultural Drainage,” Bryant and Goldman-Carter, National Wildlife Federation (March 2016).
44 “Evaluating Agricultural Best Management Practices in Tile-Drained Subwatersheds of the Mackinaw River, Illinois,”
Lemke et al., American Society of Agronomy, Crop Science Society of America and Soil Science Society of America
(August 2011).
45 “Impacts of Transactions Costs and Differential BMP Adoption Rates on the Cost of Reducing Agricultural NPS Pollution in Virginia,” Rees, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (May 2015).
46 “2020 Tax Preference Performance Reviews: Livestock Nutrient Management Equipment,” Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission (July 2020).
43
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to a BMP may be underestimated if the applicable land already emitted lower amounts of pollution prior to
implementation, (3) large reductions in pollutant levels do not necessarily imply effectiveness if emissions
are still at a high level and (4) approaches to evaluate BMP effectiveness are not consistent across studies. 47

“Evaluation of Best Management Practice (BMP) Effectiveness: Final Report,” Bay and Brown, California State Water
Resources Control Board (December 2005).
47
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Section 6: Tax Credit Plan
Act 48 of 2017 directs the IFO to review tax credits and develop a tax credit plan for all credits subject to
review. The act states that tax credit plans should include performance metrics for each credit. The act
does not specify any other elements of the tax credit plan. For this review, the IFO defined the tax credit
plan more broadly to include the following elements: (1) the general findings of the review, (2) specific
recommendations, including performance metrics and (3) key decision points for policymakers to consider.

General Findings
For the purpose of this report, the IFO reviewed studies on the cost and environmental impact of agricultural BMPs that reduce water pollution and spoke with stakeholders, as well as the agencies that administer
the tax credit. The following bullet points summarize the main findings of this research:


Pennsylvania and Virginia are the only states in the Chesapeake Bay watershed that utilize tax
credits to incentivize the implementation of BMPs. Other states rely on grants, loans, technical
assistance programs or implementation and enforcement of land management regulations.



For 2019, the average REAP project totaled $60,400 (includes eligible and non-eligible expenses).
Roughly 42 percent of the cost was reimbursed by the REAP Tax Credit, with the remainder funded
via grants and private investment.



Most REAP Tax Credits are issued to individuals and pass-throughs (84.9 percent) and are utilized
to reduce personal income tax liability (79.3 percent). This implies that the REAP Tax Credit benefits
small businesses.



Available research generally concludes that incentives (e.g., tax credits and grants) combined with
regulatory compliance efforts are the most effective way to increase the use of agricultural BMPs
to reduce pollution in waterways.



The SCC awards tax credits for previously completed BMPs. These credits do not incentivize new
activity. Recent data suggest these credits comprise a significant share of total awards.



Roughly 55 percent of REAP Tax Credits are sold for an average of 85 cents per dollar of credit
issued. The remaining 15 cents is retained by the purchaser and third party facilitator.



It is difficult to measure the pollution reduction attributable to the REAP Tax Credit Program for
three reasons: (1) factors such as soil, geographic location and proximity to a body of water may
improve or reduce the effectiveness of BMPs installed and maintained on the land, (2) there is no
cost-effective way to measure pollution from nonpoint sources (e.g., agricultural operations) and
(3) the impact of the REAP Tax Credit award on the behavior of the farmer is not easily separated
from a grant that may be awarded for the same project.
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Specific Recommendations
Based on the general findings, the IFO submits the following recommendations to enhance the efficiency
of the tax credit and improve its ability to achieve its goals and purpose.
The SCC should collaborate with DEP to estimate the reduction of nitrogen, phosphorus and
sediment resulting from REAP Tax Credits issued to qualified BMP projects.
It is difficult to measure the pollution reduction attributable to the REAP Tax Credit Program due to variable
factors such as soil composition, geographic location of the BMP and proximity to a body of water. However,
the IFO identified the Chesapeake Assessment Scenario Tool (CAST) model as one potential tool to evaluate
the impact of BMPs at the program level. It is a web-based, EPA-funded software that allows users to build
scenarios to estimate nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment load reductions. 48
An environmental model such as CAST would allow the SCC to award tax credits for BMPs based on objective data that will allow funds to have the maximum impact and provide additional data by which policymakers could evaluate the effectiveness of the REAP Tax Credit. Additionally, the SCC could utilize the
model to provide technical assistance to applicants trying to identify the most cost-effective BMPs for their
farming operation and location.
The SCC should review the current policy of approving REAP Tax Credit applications for projects that have been completed.
Credits awarded after the BMP is in place subsidizes existing activity and does not incentivize new pollution
reduction practices.
Convert the existing tax credit to a competitive grant program to enhance the economic impact of the state spending and assist farmers that may have limited access to capital.
The newly created grant should be available to owners of agricultural lands and sponsors that invest in
BMP projects and target areas or farm operations that likely release high levels of pollution. Grants also
provide up-front funds to cover implementation costs. This conversion benefits small farms that may lack
access to capital and must satisfy the 12-month waiting period before selling the tax credit.
If the current tax credit program is retained, the credit should be made fully or partially refundable.
The tax credit is currently sellable and could be made refundable for 95 cents per credit dollar. Data suggest
that 55 percent of REAP Tax Credits are transferred or sold to entities other than the original recipient. For
recent years, sellers received roughly 85 cents per dollar issued with the remaining 15 cents retained by
the purchaser and the third party facilitator. These transactions represent leakage that does not incentivize
BMP usage. This change also simplifies administration. 49

See https://cast.chesapeakebay.net/.
A refundable tax credit or tax credit that is sold represents taxable income and taxpayers would need to weigh
tradeoffs if opting for that treatment.

48
49
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Key Decision Points
In addition to the specific recommendations above, policymakers should also consider general issues that
merit discussion if the REAP Tax Credit is amended. These issues are strategic and will be related to the
overall goals and purpose of the tax credit as envisioned by policymakers.


Would a grant program better incentivize the use of BMPs in farming? The availability of funds is
often critical to small farms that may lack access to capital.



Does the Commonwealth have an appropriate mix of enforcement (e.g., inspections and regulations), incentives (e.g., tax credits and grants) and technical support (e.g., assistance in the
farmer’s selection of the most cost-effective and efficient BMPs) to incentivize farmer behavior and
generate the maximum reduction in agricultural pollution?



What factors drive the undersubscription or continual roll forward of the tax credit? How can that
be improved?

Conclusion
Act 48 requires that the IFO make a determination regarding whether the tax credit has achieved its goals
and purpose. For this review, the analysis establishes the specific and quantifiable program goals as:
Goals


Encourage private investment in the implementation of BMPs on agricultural operations, the planting of riparian forest buffers and the remediation of legacy sediment.



Reduce the financial burden on farmers who implement practices in accordance with environmental
regulations.



Increase voluntary compliance with environmental and agricultural management laws.

Purpose


Improve water quality by reducing nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment pollution through BMPs.

Although the IFO was unable to determine specific pollution reductions attributable to the REAP Tax Credit,
based on existing research, conversations with stakeholders and reasonable assumptions, this review finds
that the credit does reduce agricultural pollution by making BMPs more affordable.
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Appendix
Performance-Based Budgeting and Tax Credit Review Schedule
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Tax Credit Review Mandate
Act 48 of 2017 is the Performance-Based Budgeting and Tax Credit Efficiency Act. The act requires the
Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) to review tax credits based on a five-year schedule determined jointly by
the Secretary of the Budget and the Director of the IFO. The act specifies that the schedule must ensure
that tax credits are subject to a review by the IFO at least once every five years. The IFO will submit
reviews to the Performance-Based Budgeting (PBB) Board and the Chairs of the House and Senate Finance
Committees and make the report available to the public through its website.
The act specifies that reviews shall contain the following content:


The purpose for which the tax credit was created.



Whether that tax credit is accomplishing the tax credit’s legislative intent.



Whether the tax credit could be more efficiently implemented through alternative methods.



Any alternative methods which will make the tax credit more efficient if necessary.



The costs of providing the tax credit, including the administrative costs to the Commonwealth and
local government entities within this Commonwealth.

The act also specifies that the IFO shall develop a tax credit plan for all tax credits subject to a review. The
plans should include performance measures, and where applicable, the measures should reflect outcomebased measures (including efficiency measures), measures of status improvements of recipient populations,
and economic outcomes or performance benchmarks against similar state programs or similar programs of
other states or jurisdictions.
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“Chesapeake Bay TMDL Document,” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (December 2010).
“Chesapeake Bay TMDL Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan,” Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality (August 2019).
“Cost-Effective BMP Placement: Optimization Versus Targeting,” Veith, Wolfe and Conrad D. Heatwole,
American Society of Agricultural Engineers (September 2004).
“Delaware’s Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan: Phase III,” Delaware Department of Natural
Resources and Environmental Control (August 2019).
“ECL SPDES General Permit for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs),” New York Department
of Environmental Conservation (January 2017).
“Evaluating Agricultural Best Management Practices in Tile-Drained Subwatersheds of the Mackinaw River,
Illinois,” Lemke et al., American Society of Agronomy, Crop Science Society of America and Soil Science
Society of America (August 2011).
“Evaluation of Best Management Practice (BMP) Effectiveness: Final Report,” Bay and Brown, California
State Water Resources Control Board (December 2005).
“Final Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan,” New York Department of Environmental Conservation
(February 2020).
“Guidance Document on the Tax Credit for Precision Agriculture Equipment,” Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (August 2018).
“Impacts of Transactions Costs and Differential BMP Adoption Rates on the Cost of Reducing Agricultural
NPS Pollution in Virginia,” Rees, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (May 2015).
“Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants,” National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (2020).
“Maryland Agricultural Water Quality Cost-Share Program,” Maryland Department of Agriculture (2019).
“Maryland’s Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan to Restore Chesapeake Bay by 2025,” Maryland
Department of the Environment (August 2019).
“Options to Address Nutrient Management Pollution from Agricultural Drainage,” Bryant and GoldmanCarter, National Wildlife Federation (March 2016).
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“Phase 3 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan,” Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (August 2019).
“Reforming Agricultural Nonpoint Pollution Policy in an Increasingly Budget-Constrained Environment,”
Shortle et al., American Chemical Society (January 2012).
“The Chesapeake Bay Agreement of 1983,” The Chesapeake Bay Program (December 1983).
“Virginia Tax Annual Report,” Virginia Department of Taxation (2019).
“West Virginia’s Phase III Watershed Implementation Plan for the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily
Load,” West Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay Program (August 2019).
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DATE:

April 22, 2021

TO:

State Conservation Commission Members

FROM:

Frank X. Schneider, Director
Nutrient and Odor Management Programs

THROUGH:

Karl G. Brown
Executive Secretary

RE:

Nutrient and Odor Management Programs Report

The Nutrient and Odor Management Program Staff of the State Conservation Commission offer the
following report of measurable results for the time-period of March / April 2021.
For the months of March and April 2021, staff and delegated conservation districts have:
1. COVID-19:
a. All staff working remotely and assisting CD and other agencies. Normal work functions
occurring.
2. Odor Management Plans:
a. 7 OMPs in the review process
b. 12 OMPs Approved
c. 1 OMP approvals Rescinded
3. Managing seven (7) ACTIVE enforcement or compliance actions, currently in various stages of
the compliance or enforcement process. Monitoring an additional (7) other cases of enforcement
or compliance of interest.
4. Continue to assist Legal as we work thru two (2) active Environmental Hearing Board appeals for
various plans or permits.
5. Continue to daily answer questions for NMP and OMP writers, NMP reviewers, delegated
Conservation Districts, and others.
6. Assisted DEP with various functions and as workgroup members in Federal and State settings for
the Chesapeake Bay Program.
7. Started a preliminary review of the regulations for:
a. Act 38
b. Act 49
c. NM Certification
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d. OM Certification
8. Started to make edits, off comments received, to the
a. NM Technical Manual;
b. Nutrient Management and Manure Management Administrative Manual;
c. OMP Program Guidance and Technical Manual
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DATE:

April 14, 2021

TO:

Members
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Brady Seeley
Conservation Program Specialist
Frank X. Schneider, Director
Nutrient and Odor Management Programs

THROUGH:

Karl G. Brown
Executive Secretary

SUBJECT:

2021 Odor Management Plan Self Certification

The State Conservation Commission approved the use of an Odor Management Self
Certification process on November 12, 2014.
On January 15, 2021, SCC staff mailed Odor Management Self Certification letters and
forms to the following:
66 – No Odor Best Management Practice (BMP) plans
430 – Level 1 Odor BMP plans that require only the BMP Attestment Statement.
Those that received self-certification letters were given 10 weeks to return the forms.
As of this memo, the SCC has received the following self-certifications:
60 – No Odor BMP plans, an 91% return rate.
364 – Level 1 Odor BMP plans (Attestment Statement), an 84.6% return rate.
Between the two categories of self-certification sent, the following was reported:
396– No significant changes.
4 – Significant changes.
6 – Expect to make significant changes.
18 – Under construction or other.
0 – Plans Rescinded
SCC staff is in the process of contacting those that made significant changes, expect to
make significant changes and others, to develop plans of action to bring those operations
back into compliance.
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
DATE:

April 27, 2021

TO:

Members
State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Karl J. Dymond
State Conservation Commission

SUBJECT:

May 2021 Status Report on Facility Odor Management Plan Reviews
Detailed Report of Recent Odor Management Plan Actions

In accordance with Commission policy, attached is the Odor Management Plans (OMPs) actions report for your
review. No formal action is needed on this report unless the Commission would choose to revise any of the plan
actions shown on this list at this time. This recent plan actions report details the OMPs that have been acted on by
the Commission and the Commission’s Executive Secretary since the last program status report provided to the
Commission at the March 2021 Commission meeting.

Program Statistics
Below are the overall program statistics relating to the Commission’s Odor Management Program, representing
the activities of the program from its inception in March of 2009, to April 27, 2021.
The table below summarizes approved plans grouped by the Nutrient Management Program Coordinator areas.
Central

NE/NC

SE/SC

West

Totals

2009

7

6

28

1

42

2010

5

7

25

2

39

2011

10

12

15

2

39

2012

9

17

16

2

44

2013

10

11

38

3

62

2014

13

16

44

2

75

2015

15

15

61

2

93

2016

19

16

59

5

99

2017

25

24

44

3

96

2018

14

13

40

1

68

2019

12

11

14

2020

9

11

41

2021

6

8

12

Total

154

167

437

37
1

62
26

24

Grand Total

782

As of April 27, 2021, there are seven hundred and eighty-two approved plans and/or amendments, nine plans
have been denied, twelve plans/ amendments have been withdrawn without action taken, eighty-four plans/
amendments were rescinded, and seven plans/ amendments are going through the plan review process.
PDA Region III Office, PO Box C, S.R. 92 S., Tunkhannock, PA 18657-0318
570-836-2181 (FAX) 570-836-6266
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OMP Actions Status Report
Action

OMP Name

County

Municipality

Species

2/23/2021

Hillandale-Gettysburg, LP – Site 3

Adams

Tyrone Twp

Layers

3/2/2021

M. W. Smith Farms - Dairy Farm

Perry

Buffalo Twp

Cattle

3/9/2021

Zimmerman, Amos

Schuylkill

W Brunswick Twp

3/10/2021

Brubaker, Jonathan

Lancaster

3/10/2021

Kulp Family Dairy, LLC – Farm 1

3/10/2021

AEUs

OSI Status
Score

Amended

2101.00

13.5

Approved

0.00

46.0

Approved

Duck

109.60

147.4

Approved

Brecknock Twp

Turkey

285.70

66.5

Approved

Blair

Woodbury Twp

Cattle

446.60

25.0

Approved

Martin, Leon - Broiler Barns

Northampton

Lewis Twp

Broilers

155.81

42.7

Rescinded

3/10/2021

Renninger, Joshua - Dirty Bird Poultry

Snyder

W Beaver Twp

Turkey

213.79

28.6

Approved

A

3/30/2021

Dotterer, Paul & Sons, Inc – Home Farm Clinton

Porter Twp

Cattle

1038.20

81.6

Approved

D

3/30/2021

Kulp Family Dairy, LLC – Lar-Ann Farm

Blair

N Woodbury Twp

Cattle

168.00

64

Approved

3/30/2021

Roaring Creek Egg Farms LLC - Middle
Road Farm

Columbia

Cleveland Twp

Layers

2747.04

21.8

Approved

3/30/2021

Zugstead Farm, Inc. – Home & Walker
Mansion Farms

Juniata

Walker Twp

Cattle

1583.50

43.5

Approved

4/8/2021

R. W. Sauder Inc – Hegins Valley Layer
Complex

Schuylkill

Hubley Twp

Layers

816.80

31.0

Approved

4/8/2021

S. & A. Kreider & Sons, Inc. –
Hershberger Farm

Lancaster

E Drumore Twp

Cattle

353.65

22.5

Approved

4/20/2021

Pleasant View Farms, Inc – Mowry Farm

Bedford

Bloomfield Twp

Cattle

75.00

72.0

Rescinded

4/20/2021

Sunny Hill Acres

Union

Buffalo Twp & W
Buffalo Twp

Broilers

125.86

62.0

Approved

As of April 27, 2021

A

A

A
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DATE:

May 1, 2021

TO:

State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Johan E. Berger
Financial, Certification and Conservation District Programs

SUBJ:

2020 Program Accomplishments
Resource Protection and Enhancement Program (REAP)

REAP Program Summary
The REAP program allows farmers, businesses, and landowners to earn state tax credits in
exchange for the implementation of conservation Best Management Practices (BMPs) on
Pennsylvania farms. REAP is a “first-come, first-served” program – no rankings. The program is
administered by the State Conservation Commission and the tax credits are awarded by the
Pennsylvania Department of Revenue. Eligible applicants receive between 50% and 75% of
project costs in the form of State tax credits for up to $250,000 per agricultural operation in any
consecutive 7-year period.
Additional provisions grant the Commission the ability to 1) reserve and target up to $3.0
million of the total annual allocation for best management practices for nutrient and sediment
reduction within the Chesapeake Bay watershed and, 2) the option to implement a 90% REAP
tax credit option for certain high-priority BMPs within watersheds covered by an approved
TMDL. Those practices include: riparian forest buffers; livestock exclusion from streams and
supporting practices; stream crossings; cover crops; soil health BMPs; and other BMPs
determined appropriate by the SCC. The FY2020 REAP program now includes the ability for an
eligible applicant to receive a 90% tax credit for eligible BMPS listed above.
Program Accomplishments
The FY2020 REAP application period opened in August 2020. Due to impacts of the state
‘Interim’ FY2020 Executive Budget, the initial annual tax credit allocation for FY2020 was $10
million. An Allocation of an additional $3.0 million in tax credits, allowable under the tax code,
was made available with passage of a final state budget in November 2020.
Below is a summary of the FY2019 and FY2020 rounds of REAP applications, credits
awarded to date, and a summary of REAP credits awarded for specific BMPs of interest. The
FY2020 round of REAP began with approximately $3 million already allocated to approved ‘rollover’ FY2019 applications.
Special note: The summary below for FY 2020 includes applications that were submitted by
farmers after REAP exhausted it’s $13 million allocation (approximately March 1, 2021). These
applications (approx. 77) will be rolled-over to the FY2021 round of REAP (tentatively scheduled to
open August 2021.)
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(1.) Applications Received - FY 2020
Applications

FY2019
FY 2020

348
457

Total Cost

Other Public
Funds

REAP Requests

Credits Granted

$37.6 million
$42.3 million

$5.2 million
$9.7 million

$14.51 million
$17.3 million

$12.8 million
$8.6 million

(2.) Summary of selected BMPs granted REAP tax credits - FY 2019 & FY 2020
REAP Request (project types)
Proposed Projects
Completed Projects
No-Till Equipment, Manure Injectors, Rollers
Structural BMPs and cover crops
Plans (Ag E&S, Conservation, Manure & Nut. Mgt.)
Low Disturbance Residue Mgt. Equipment*
Precision Ag Equipment
Sponsored Applications

FY2019

FY2020

$3.6 million
$10.9 million
$6.6 million
$7.1 million
$397,000
$309,800
$291,000
46

$7.0 million
$10.3 million
$9.3 million
$7.2 million
$169,000
$0
$666,100
56

* Residue Management Equipment is not eligible for REAP tax credits in FY 2020

(3.) Summary of Program Activities - January 01, 2021 – May 01, 2021
The following is a summary of program activities accomplished in calendar year 2021.
Please note that actions (i.e. credits issued) may have been taken on projects or activities
approved in prior fiscal years (i.e. FY2019 and FY2020).
a. Tax Credits issued to applicants for completed, eligible projects
b. Number of BMPs completed associated with issued tax credits
c.

Number of tax credit ‘sales’ completed

d. Total tax credits processed through ‘sales
e. Number of site inspections conducted on completed projects

$1.2 M
31 projects

31 sale transactions
$671,000
0

f. Educational and promotional activities included speaking events and various visits
to conservation districts and NRCS offices across Pennsylvania.
9
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May 1, 2021
To:

From:
RE:

Members
State Conservation Commission

Johan E. Berger, Conservation Program Specialist
Financial Administration, Policy, Certification & Conservation District Programs
Conservation Excellence Grant Program Update

The Conservation Excellence Grant Program (CEG Program),created under the 2019 PA
Farm Bill, has been active since July 2020 beginning with the distribution of $2.5 million in
funding to the Lancaster and York county conservation districts through a delegation
agreement for administration and implementation of the program. Both Lancaster and
York counties are identified as Tier1 counties by DEP in Pennsylvania’s Chesapeake Bay
Phase 3 Watershed Implementation Plan (ChesBay Phase III WIP)and thus were priority
counties for implementation of the CEG Program.
Subsequently, four Tier 2 counties, Bedford, Centre, Cumberland and Franklin counties
have been integrated into the CEG Program as noted in the discussions below:

1. The Commission was awarded a sub-grant of funds ($3.848 million) as part of DEP’s
Chesapeake Bay Implementation Grant Program for expansion of the CEG Program in
Tier 2 counties identified in the ChesBay Phase III WIP. The Commission took action to
expand the CEG Program to Cumberland and Franklin counties in September 2020.
•

•

CEG Expansion – delegation agreements for the administration and implementation
of the CEG Program have been executed with Cumberland and Franklin County
conservation district Board of Directors. Both delegation agreements will provide up
to $1.154 million to each conservation district for CEG Program implementation.
Public-Private Partnership – Lancaster Farmland Trust )LFT) submitted a proposal
and Scope of Work for a project to develop a public-private partnership model that
will utilize CEG’s financial bundling (grants, tax credits and loans) for the
implementation of best management practices mimicking the CEG Program in
Salisbury Township, Lancaster county. An agreement in the amount $1.154 million
has been executed between the Commission and LFT to earmark those funds to LFT.
LFT is currently in conversation, planning and site selection activities with
agricultural operators for BMP implementation under the project.

2. The Commission was appropriated funding to the Nutrient Management Fund under
the FY2020-21 state budget for allocation to the CEG Program ($2.0 million). $1.5
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million was allocated through delegation agreements to Bedford and Centre county
conservation districts. Both delegation agreements will provide up to $750,000 to each
conservation district. $500,000 was allocated to the Lancaster County Conservation
District to support CEG Program grants to agricultural operations. The Commission
took action to expand the CEG Program to Bedford and Centre counties in March 2021.

CEG Program activities - participating conservation districts are actively engaged in
individual contacts with farmers, public outreach through the district websites and
newsletters and press release through local news media, and application acceptance and
review activities in the program.

Table 1- Application and Project data – Conservation Excellence Grant Program illustrates
the status of project applications received by noted districts and the status of projects.
Note: information from several of the conservation districts was not available at the time
of publication of this report.
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Table 1 – Application and Project data – Conservation Excellence Grant Program (as of March 31, 2021)

*Information not available at the time of the report.
County

Number of
approved
applications

Grant
award
totals

Project Descriptions

Franklin

8

$668,433

Lancaster

12

$384,779

York

5

$45,860

Barnyard Runoff; Manure Storage;
Roofed Heavy Use Area Protection
(HUAP) and Manure Stacking areas;
Stream Crossing
Grassed Waterways & Diversions;
Roofed Manure Stacking areas &
HUAP
Grassed Waterway ; Cover Crop
Planting(395+ac.)

Bedford
Centre

Cumberland

TOTAL

*
*
*

25

*
*
*

$1,099,072

Number of
Completed
Projects

*

3
350+ ac

Completed Project
descriptions

Grassed Waterway;
Roofed HUAP; Waste
Storage
Cover Crops

Grant funds
Disbursed to
applicants

*

$117,903
$13,109

$131,012
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

STATE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

DATE:

May 3, 2021

TO:

State Conservation Commission

FROM:

Johan E. Berger
Financial, Certification and Conservation District Programs

SUBJ:

2021 Program Accomplishments: Nutrient and Odor Management Specialist;
Commercial Manure Hauler & Broker Certification programs

Certification Program Summary
State Conservation Commission staff facilitate training and certification programs for
persons interested in ‘commercial’ or ‘public’ certification to develop or review nutrient
management or odor management plans under the Act 38 Nutrient Management and
Facility Odor Management programs. Training is also facilitated for commercial manure
haulers and brokers seeking certification under the Act 49 Commercial Manure Hauler and
Broker Certification program.
Program Accomplishments (January 1, 2021 to April 30, 2021)
1. Due to the necessity to adhere to continued Coronavirus (COVID-19) workplace
closures and meeting recommendations, the Spring 2021 training cycles for the
Nutrient Management Specialist Certification training and Commercial Manure Hauler
and Broker certification training have been reformatted to virtual classroom
instruction and/or modified field instruction where appropriate and feasible.
a. Nutrient Management Specialist Certification training - The Spring 2021 training
cycle began in March 2021 with over 20 individuals in the process of completing
the necessary certification coursework to achieve provisional certification in
commercial and public certification categories. Each cycle includes twelve (12)
days of training in eight (8) courses.
b. Commercial Manure Hauler and Broker certification training – Program staff
conducted an ‘in-person’ certification training on March 23 and 24, 2021 while
following PA Department of Health and federal CDC COVID-19 guidance for group
gatherings. Program staff continue to evaluate and redevelop delivery formats of
regularly offered training events under the program in order to facilitate these
trainings. Each cycle contains two (2) days of coursework . Fifteen (15)
commercial manure haulers and ten (10) brokers completed their required
coursework and certification requirements.

2301 NORTH CAMERON ST., HARRISBURG, PA 17110-9408 717-787-8821 (FAX) 717-705-3778
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2. Program staff performed two reviews of nutrient management plan reviews for
certification requirements. Note: This is an internal review conducted on NMPs under
review by public review specialists seeking final certification. With the completion of
2020 certification cycles and the beginning of the 2021 internal plan review activities
are customarily low until the students have achieved their provisional certification
status.
3. Program staff issued the following licenses to individuals, in 2021 to-date, who
successfully completed ‘final’ certification requirements and/or continuing education
requirements for license renewals:
a. Nutrient Management and Odor Management Specialists ............................................ 19
b. Nutrient Management Specialist (Provisional license) ......................................................... 7
c. Commercial Manure Haulers and Brokers: .............................................................................126
Total .......................................................152
4. Total licenses monitored and maintained by Commission staff on behalf of PDA:
a. Nutrient Management Specialists ..............................................................................................270
b. Commercial Manure Haulers and Brokers ..............................................................................720
c. Odor Management Specialists ........................................................................................................ 37
Total .................................................... 1027
6. Approved credits for eligible continuing education programs scheduled and
conducted up to December 31, 2020:
a. Nutrient Management & Odor Management Specialist certification ........... 16 events
b. Commercial Manure Hauler and Broker certification: ......................................... 2 events
Total ......................................................18

2
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BUILDING BRIDGES
Farmers * Municipalities * Citizens
Conservation Districts * Agribusiness
To:

Members
State Conservation Commission

From:

Shelly Dehoff
Agriculture/Public Liaison

Through:

Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission

Re:

Agricultural Ombudsman Program Update

May 11, 2021

Activities: Since mid-March 2021, I have taken part or assisted in a number of events, including the following:
• Continuing to coordinate details (applications, payments, promotion) of pilot grant held by LCCD to encourage,
manure injection when done in conjunction with Nutrient Mgmt or Manure Mgmt plans
• Received 13 applications from English farmers; finalizing incentive program for Plain Sect
• Watched demo of newly fabricated injection system for Plain Sect farmers
• Coordinating details with Campbell Foundation and Sustainable Chesapeake
• Events as South Central Task Force Agriculture Subcommittee Planning Specialist
• Hosted/facilitated March and April monthly Ag Subcommittee meetings virtually,
• Working with local municipal law enforcement and PA State Police to provide computer based training
about handling aggressive dogs for 9-county region.
• Had visor guides and bi-fold brochures printed and began distribution to 9 county region
• Participated and recorded minutes for March and April Lancaster Co. Agriculture Council meetings (virtually)
• Continued listening to Mushroom Farmers of PA and Phorid Fly Action Committee meetings
• Assisted with Conservation Foundation of Lanc Co meeting, and helping streamline the future meetings
• Listened to 4 webinars from Herbein CPAs and Barley Snyder Law about assorted topics related to ag
• Submitted RFP to Center for Poultry and Livestock Excellence related to getting biosecurity signs printed
• Participating in LCCD Scholarship program (reading applications, selecting interviewees, interviewing/awarding)
Local Government Interaction: I have been asked to provide educational input regarding agriculture:
Cumberland Co—ongoing inquiries from farm landowner about small business restrictions
Moderation or Liaison Activities: I have been asked to provide moderation or liaison assistance with a particular situation:
Berks Co—neighborhood concerns due to improper disposal of butcher waste; PDA and DEP involved
Berks Co—working with PDA State Veterinarian on farm neighbor/neighbor biosecurity concerns; becoming more
familiar with Ag Mediation Program for this situation and any future issues where it is appropriate
Research and Education Activities:
Lancaster Co—co-worker received complicated request from landowner regarding federal programs; helped her sort
out details, provided advice how to respond, and helped coordinate discussions between several federal agencies
Lancaster Co—received inquiry from consulting firm about ag buildings and building code exemptions
Lancaster Co—Lanc EMA requested contact information for Ag and food businesses to help determine numbers of
vaccine to order
Fly Complaint Response Coordination: I have taken complaints or am coordinating fly-related issues in:
Lancaster Co—new complaint
Lebanon Co—requested identification of flies (midges) and provided options for landowners to deal with them (not ag
flies)
Schuylkill Co—fly complaint
Adams Co—new complaint

1383 Arcadia Road Room 200 Lancaster, PA 17601
Phone: 717-880-0848
Fax: 717-299-9459
Email: shellydehoff@lancasterconservation.org
Website: www.agombudsman.com
Funded through the Lancaster Co. Conservation District and the PA Department of Agriculture
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BUILDING BRIDGES
Farmers*Municipalities*Citizens
Conservation Districts*Agribusiness
_____________________________________________________________________________
To:
From:
Through:
Re:

Members
State Conservation Commission
Beth Futrick
Agriculture/Public Liaison
Karl G. Brown, Executive Secretary
State Conservation Commission
Ombudsman Program Update – Southern Alleghenies Region

April 28, 2021

Activities: March-April
• Prepare a proposal for the 2021 NFWF - Chesapeake Bay Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction (INSR)
Grants program to address non-point source pollution issues in the Upper Juniata watershed.
o Meet with partners, develop budget, and complete the application.
• Hosted multi-functional riparian buffer planting for spring of 2021 at Blair CD’s NatureWorksPark
• Participate in Blair County’s CAP meetings to develop a local WIP.
• Develop signage w/ QR coding to deliver educational videos at NatureWorksPark Multifunctional Riparian Buffer
• Prepare a PDA- Urban Ag Infrastructure Grant proposal
o To assist partners with school gardens and develop a DYI Hoop House training.
• Southern Alleghenies Planning/Development Commission - Comprehensive Economic Development committee
review RFP of upcoming Recovery and Resilience grant proposals
Conflict Issues/Municipal Assistance
• Three separate fly complaints in various locations of Lycoming County
Meetings/Trainings/Events
CAP meetings
Meeting with Blair Public Works to coordinate riparian buffer planting
DCNR and Blair Master Gardener meetings to develop videos for the multifunctional buffer
Meeting w/The Food Trust to plan the PDA urban ag grant goals
DEP meeting with Doug Orr – overview of the Black Fly Program
Meeting with Huntingdon and Fulton CD and NFWF to discuss potential grant projects
Meeting with Huntingdon and PA Soil Health Coalition to discuss developing soil heath workshops
Meeting with Lycoming Co neighbors (call in fly complaints)
Meeting with Commissioner Erb – discuss urban ag projects and partners
Meeting with farmer-teacher Lisa Helm – to plan DIY hoop house workshop
Southern Alleghenies Planning and Development Commission CEDs committee meeting
Assist with BCCD’s tree sale
Reports & Grant Applications
--BCCD Board Report
--BCCD Quarterly Report
--Prepare for upcoming NFWF grant proposals
--Prepare PDA – Urban Ag Infrastructure grant proposal

Blair County Conservation District
1407 Blair Street, Hollidaysburg, PA 16648
Phone: 814-696-0877x113 Fax: 814-696-9981
Email: bfutrick@blairconservationdistric.org
Web-site: www.paagombudsman.com
Funded through the Blair County Conservation District and the PA Department of Agriculture

