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Abstract

This report assesses the participation rates of historically underserved producers in using NRCS conservation programs, and evaluates if NRCS is meeting Section 10708 requirements of the 2002 Farm Bill, which is titled “Transparency and Accountability for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers; Pubic Disclosure Requirements for County Committee Elections”.  The Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2014 (2014 Farm Bill) continues to address the unique circumstances and concerns of traditionally underserved producers, as well as beginning and limited resource producers, and veterans farmers and ranchers. Based on the data analysis, NRCS conservation programs have a good track record in assisting socially disadvantaged farmers and producers, beginner farmers and ranchers, including principal operators and forest landowners to achieve their environmental, cultural, and economic objectives. Three major programs in NRCS show a good record in reaching diverse applicants and eligible producers nation-wide allowing eligible participants to receive assistance from NRCS. Since 2002, NRCS has been challenged to provide program participation data that demonstrate our programs are accessible to all eligible individuals, and while NRCS does a good job of that, continued outreach is needed. The ultimate objectives are to ensure accessibility of program information, providing technical assistance, and improving flexibility in decision making.

Keywords: Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP), Agricultural Management Assistance Program (AMA), Historical Underserved Producers (HUP), Beginning Producers (BP), Socially-disadvantaged Producers (SDP), Limited Resources Producers (LRP), Veteran Producers (VP), Black/African American (BB/AA), Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander (NH/PI), Alaska Native/American Indian (AN/AI). 






[bookmark: _GoBack]Acknowledgements

The author recognizes and thanks Eric Barnes from NRCS-USDA, Resource Economics and Analysis Division, Strategic Information Team, for his diligent effort in compiling data for all major programs using ProTracts in the last two months. His professionalism and technical knowledge is greatly appreciated. Also thanks to Robert Hunt from NASS for his personal assistance with data retrieval using NASS Quick Stat and Cynthia Nickerson from the Economic Research Service for her approval of using her reports as a reference on earlier data research. Finally, thanks all the following NRCS colleagues for their guidance and support: 

David Buland
Leslie Deavers	
Diane Gelburd                      
Barry Hamilton
Ronald Harris                                        
Leonard Jordan  
Dan Mullarkey 
Letitia Toomer-Jones
Kevin Wickey    



Table of Contents


Abstract …………………………………………………………………………………………3

Discussion
I. What is the Issue?..........................................................................................................4
II. Who are the Historical Underserved Producers (HUPs)? ……………………………4
III. What do we know about the HUPs? ………………………………………………….6
IV. What are the Conservation Programs available to HUPs?............................................7
V. To what extent do HUPs participate in the Conservation Programs?..........................21
VI. What are the challenges in meeting Section 10708 of the 2002 Farm Bill requirements?...............................................................................................................24

Recommendations……………………………………………………………………………....26

Conclusion………………………………………………………………………………………26

References……………………………………………………………………………………….27

Appendices:
A. Census Data on Limited Resources Producers
B. Census Data on Socially Disadvantaged Producers
C. FY 2013-2015 Program Data National (EQIP, CSP, AMA)
D. FY 2013-2015 Program Raw Data by State (EQIP, CSP, AMA)
E. FY 2015 Raw Data by County (EQIP)



Discussion

I. What is The Issue?

The Department of Agriculture (herein referred as ‘the Department’) is required to comply with Section 10708 of the 2002 Farm Bill which is titled Transparency and Accountability for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers; Public Disclosure Requirements for County Committee Elections.  The objectives of this Section are to (1) ensure compilation and public disclosure of data to assess and (2) to hold the Department accountable for the nondiscriminatory participation of socially disadvantages farmers and ranchers in programs of the Department. Participation rates are measured based on the number of socially disadvantaged farmers and producers, and the percentage of the total participation of all farmers and ranchers for each program of the Department established for farmers and ranchers.  

This report not only addresses the requirements for socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers, it further broadens the requirement to include all Historically Underserved Producers (HUP) on their participation with the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) programs. It examines participation trends between HUP groups and all producers as evidenced by the number of contracts, the types and costs of conservation practices implemented, and resource challenges facing HUPs in terms of constraints and negative impact. The report helps improve understanding of the participation issues facing HUPs, thus achieving the goals of promoting greater accessibility and increasing more opportunities for HUPs to use NRCS programs.     

II. Who Are the Historically Underserved Producers (HUP)? 

The Farm Bill legislation provides guidelines that ensure accessibility for all eligible farmers and ranchers (producers) to conservation programs. There are favorable provisions offered to reduce unintentional barriers to participation for farmers and ranchers who may face unfavorable or unique circumstances such as beginning farming, limited resources, and limited opportunities. Pursuant to 7 CFR 1465.3, Historically underserved producer means an eligible person, joint operation, or legal entity who is a beginning farmer or rancher, socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher, limited resource farmer or rancher, or nonindustrial private forest landowner who meets the beginning, socially disadvantaged, or limited resource qualifications set forth in this section. 

[bookmark: beginning]Beginning Producers (BP)

In Titles II, VI, IX, and XIV of the 2008 Farm Bill, this term is left to be defined by Secretary of Agriculture. Title VII further specifies the definition to include an individual or an entity who has not operated a farm or ranch or has operated a farm, or ranch for not more than 10 years, as well as "such other criteria as the Secretary may establish." Title V uses a similar definition for "qualified beginning farmer or rancher" for the purposes of credit programs, which also spells out requirements for operations that are organized as cooperatives, corporations, or other entities. To qualify, all members of the entity must be related by blood or marriage and all must be beginning farmers or ranchers. Definitions currently used by USDA's NRCS and Farm Services Agency (FSA) add the requirement that the individual or entity must substantially participate in day-to-day operations of the farm or ranch (definition applies to all members of the entity). In Title XII, no specific reference is made to a definition for beginning farmers and ranchers.
Pursuant to 7 CFR 1465.3, Beginning farmer or rancher means a person or legal entity who 

1) Has not operated a farm or ranch, or who has operated a farm or ranch for not more than 10 consecutive years. This requirement applies to all members of an entity who will materially and substantially participate in the operation of the farm or ranch.
2) In the case of a contract with an individual, individually, or with the immediate family, material and substantial participation requires that the individual provide substantial day-to-day labor and management of the farm or ranch consistent with the practices in the county or State where the farm or ranch is located.
3) In the case of a contract with an entity or joint operation, all members must materially and substantially participate in the operation of the farm or ranch. Material and substantial participation requires that each of the members provide some amount of the management, or labor and management necessary for day-to-day activities, such that if each of the members did not provide these inputs, operation of the farm or ranch would be seriously impaired.
 
[bookmark: LRP]Limited Resource Producers (LRP)

The term "limited-resource farmer or rancher" means such term as defined by the Secretary. As currently defined by 7 CFR 1465.3, a limited resource farmer or rancher means:
1) A person with direct or indirect gross farm sales of not more than $173,600  (for FY 2016) in each of the previous 2 years (adjusted for inflation using the Prices Paid by Farmer Index as compiled by the National Agricultural Statistics Service), and
2) Has a total household income at or below the national poverty level for a family of four, or less than 50 percent of county median household income in each of the previous 2 years (to be determined annually using Commerce Department data).
3) An entity or joint operation can be a Limited Resource Farmer or Rancher if all individual members independently qualify
[bookmark: SDA]
Socially Disadvantaged Producers (SDP)

According to Section 2501(e) (2) of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 USC 2279(e) (2)), a socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher (SDA) is defined as a farmer or rancher who is a member of a “Socially Disadvantaged Group." Therefore a "Socially Disadvantaged Farmer or Rancher" is defined as: 

Socially disadvantaged group - a group whose members have been subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice because of their identity as members of a group without regard to their individual qualities. The definition that applies to Titles I, V, and VI includes members of a group subject to gender prejudice, while the definition that applies to Titles II, IX, XII, and XV does not. Title XIV and the Education and Risk Management Assistance provision in Title XII do not make specific reference to the statutory definition of socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher. 

Socially disadvantaged Farmer or Rancher - a farmer or rancher who has been subjected to racial or ethnic prejudices because of their identity as a member of a group without regard to their individual qualities. This term means a farmer or rancher who is a member of a socially disadvantaged group. Specifically, a group whose members have been subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice because of their identity as members of a group without regard to their individual qualities. Those groups include:

· Black or African Americans
· American Indians
· Alaskan natives
· Hispanics
· Asians
· Native Hawaii/Pacific Islanders

The definition that applies to Titles I, V, and VI includes members of a group subject to gender prejudice, while the definition that applies to Titles II, IX, XII, and XV does not. Title XIV and the Education and Risk Management Assistance provision in Title XII do not make specific reference to the statutory definition of socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher. This definition  does not include women as SDPs which is consistent with the Conservation Title in the 2008 Farm Act, which excludes women (unless they meet the socially disadvantaged definition some other way). 

Veteran Producers (VP)

A veteran’s farmer or rancher means a producer as defined in Section 2501€ of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990, as amended (7 U.S.C. 2279(e)). The term veteran farmer and rancher means a person who served in the United States Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard, including the serviced components thereof, and who was discharged or released therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable and who also meets the definition of beginning farmer or rancher. The VP must a) not have operated a farm or ranch; or b) not have operated a farm or ranch for more than 10 consecutive years. For a legal entity or joint operation to be considered a VP entity, all members must meet the definition of VP. The Farm Bill of 2014 requires that preference to be given to veteran producers that fall within these categories. It further directs the establishment of a Military Veterans Agricultural Liaison to advocate for veteran producers and provide information to returning veterans about beginning farming training program. This report will not include veteran demographic data since the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) does not maintain data collection on veterans.

III. What Do We Know About HUPs? 

Both the 2002 and 2014 farm bills included provisions that ensure accessibility for all eligible farmers and ranchers to conservation programs. The 2012 census shows that the United States had about 3.2 million farmers operated 2.1 million farms. A total of 66 percent of Principal Operators involved in day-to-day decision making of their farm.   Agricultural products sold and federal government payments received totaled $402 billion, which included: $394 billion in agricultural products sales; $212 billion in agricultural products sales were from crop sales; $182 billion in agricultural product sales were from livestock sales; and $8 billion in federal government payments received. They operated 914 million acres of farmland. They are on average older, more likely to be male, and not more likely to consider farming their primary occupation. Among principal operators, 6 percent are under 35 years old, 61 percent are 35 to 64 years, and 33 percent are 65 and older. The average age of principal operators is 58.3. They work fewer days off the farm than do second and third operators, and in 2012, 78 percent were on their current farm ten or more years. 

In 2012, the number of Historical Underserved Producers (HUP) or Farmers in the United States was 882,054. This was a 41.8 percent of the country’s 2.1 million principal operators.  Of those, the largest group BP which made up of 24.8 percent; followed by LRP, 9.8 percent and SDP, 7.3 percent.

Figure 1. Census Population Data on Historical Underserved v. Total Principal Operators



Beginning Producers (BP)

In 2012, the United States had 522,058 BP (farmers who were on their current operation ten years or less) which accounted for 25 percent of 2.1 million of U.S. principal operators. Of the total BP, 226,670 were on their current farm less than six years, and 295,388 were on their current farm less than ten years. 

The average age of BP was 47 years old for those on their current farm five years or less. The average age of BP was 51 years old for those BP on their current farm six to ten years, and 61 years old for those more than ten years.  BPs show a slightly higher percentage of women (17.5 percent) and minorities (10 percent) compared to the total overall operators or the established producers. Over 77 percent of BPs worked off the farm and two thirds were less likely to consider farming their primary occupation. On average, they had smaller farms, a smaller percentage of net gain from their operation, and a higher average expense-to-sales ratios. 







Table 1. Census Data on Beginner Producers v. Overall Principal Operators
	Census Data of Principal Operators
	All 
	1 – 5 Years on Current Farm
	6 – 10 Years on Current Farm 
	· 10 years on Current Farm

	Number
	2,109,303
	226,670
	295,388
	1,587,245

	Average Age
	58.3
	46.9
	50.8
	61.4

	Male/Female %
	86/14
	82/18
	83/17
	88/12

	Race (White/Minority) %
	92/8
	90/10
	90/10
	93/7

	Primary Occupation/Other %
	48/52
	37/63
	37/63
	51/49

	Worked off the Farm (Yes/No) %
	61/39
	77/23
	73/27
	56/44

	Age %
	
	
	
	

	     < 35 years 
	6
	24
	14
	1

	     35 – 64 years
	61
	64
	70
	59

	      65 years +
	33
	12
	16
	40

	Average expense to sales ratio %
	83
	91
	89
	82


Source: USDA NASS 2012 Census Highlights Titled Beginning Farmers, ACH12-5/June 2014

BP operated 25 percent of U.S. farms, controlled 16 percent of farmland, and produced 15 percent of the value of agricultural products sold. They accounted for 22 percent of product sold directly to consumers and 26 percent of the value of organic sales.  

Figure 2. Census Data on Beginning Producers – Assets and Receipts















The top ten states in percent of principal operators who are BPs:  

Alaska (37%), Rhode Island (33%), Hawaii (33%), Maine (33%), Florida (31%), Vermont (30%), Washington (30%), New Hampshire (30%), California (29%), and Texas (29%).With respect to the farm size for BPs on their current farm six years or less is, 51 percent of BP 
(162,620) operated farms under 50 acres; followed by 50 to 179 acres, 29 percent (66,335); 180 to 999 acres, 16 percent (35,414) ; and only 4 percent operated farms over 1,000 acres. 

   Figure 3. Farm Size on BP                                  Figure 4. Economic Class for BP
















As defined by agriculture sales and government payments in terms of economic class, 83 percent of BPs maintains sales under $50,000; 11 percent for sales from $50,000 to $249,999; 4 percent for sales from $250,000 to $999,999; and 2 percent over $1,000,000. 
















Limited Resource Producers (LRP)

Table 2. Census Data on Characteristics of Principal Farm Operator by LRP
	
	LRP
	Non-LRP
	Total

	Number of Farms
	155,973
	1,945,604
	2,101,577

	Number of Principal Operators
	206,637
(6.9%)
	2,781,694
(93.1%)
	2,988,330

	Mean age of principal operators
	64
	58
	58

	Female Operators 
	22%
	11%
	12%

	Sale Production 
	
	
	

	  < $10,000
	75%
	58%
	59%

	  $10,000 - $249,999
	  25%
	   30%
	30%

	   $250,000 and more
	0%
	12%
	11%

	Total income, median
	10,800
	74,280
	68,294

	Farms receiving gov’t payments
	33,562
	660,733
	694,295

	Race and origin - White 
	93%
	89%
	89%

	Race-origin – non-white
	7%
	11%
	11%

	Distribution by Production Value – Livestock
	47%
	44%
	44%

	Distribution by Production Value – Crop
	53%
	56%
	56%

	Farm Size (mean) by acres
	132
	405
	384

	Net Worth (Median)
	376,377
	788,820
	754,887


Source: 2012 USDA Agricultural Resource Management Survey (Appendix A)

In the 2012 USDA Agricultural Resource Management Survey, 206,637 were identified as LRP or operators which made up of 6.9 percent of the 2.9 million principal operators in the United States. LRPs were, on average, older than non-LRPs. The average age was 64 years old, compared to non-LRP, 58.  LRPs show a slightly higher percentage of women than non-LRPs. Of those, 93 percent were White and non-white made up of 7 percent. Over half of their production is in crop and 47 percent in livestock value of production. 75 percent of their gross value of production is distributed under $10,000 with only 25 percent is distributed between $10,000 and $249,999. The average farm size is 132 acres which only made up of 3 percent of total acres. There were 33,562 received government payments which made up of 4.8 percent of the total farms receiving government payments. The average government payment for LRP is $1,231 which is much lower than Non-LRP who received an average of $4,011. Of the LRP, 17 percent were beginning farmers. On median, the total income of LRP is $10,800, much lower than non-LRP whose median range is $74,280. The median net worth for LRP is $376,377, compared to non-LRP’s net worth median of $788,820.  LRPs are mostly found in Southern States and mid-west. 

Socially Disadvantaged Producers (SDP)

Of the total of 227,426 SDP operators, 153,359 were identified as principal operators which accounted for 7.3 percent of the nation’s 2.1 million principal operators.  Hispanic principal operators had the highest percentage of 3.2 percent, followed by American Indian, 1.8 percent; Black, 1.6 percent; Asian, 0.6 percent; and Pacific Islanders, 0.1 percent. 

Table 3. Census Data on SDP 
[image: ]

The SDPs sold $16 billion in agricultural products, which represented 4.2 percent of the country’s total market value of $402 billion. They operated 58 million acres of farmlands which represented 6.4 percent of the country’s 914 million acres of farmland. Farms with SDP operators tend to be smaller, with few acres and lower sales. Only one third had more than 180 acres and 69 percent had sales of less than $10,000. The SDPs are on average older, 82 percent are male, and 51 percent SDPs consider farming their primary occupation. Among all SDP farmers, 5 percent are under 35 years old, 62 percent are 35 to 64 years, and 33 percent are 65 and older. The average age of SDP principal operators is 58.2. Sixty-five (65) percent work fewer days off, and 54 percent have internet access. In 2012, Four (4) percent were on their farm less than 2 years and 24 percent were on their current farms 3-9 years.  Approximately 72 percent were on their current farm ten or more years. 

A detailed census profile is provided at Appendix B.  

Hispanic Producers: Of total 99,734 Hispanic producers in 2012, 67,000 were principal operators, which represented 3.1 percent of the country’s 2.1 million principal operators.  Of Hispanic Producers, men represented 88 percent and over 65 percent aged between 35 and 65 years old. The average age of Hispanic producers is 57.1 years which is slightly younger than the overall farmers (58.2).  Of those, 47 percent were less likely to consider farming as their primary occupation. Two-third of Hispanic Producers had internet access and were more likely to work some days in off-farm employment.  Majority of Hispanic farmers were on their current farm more than ten years. Hispanic producers sold $8.7 billion in agricultural product sales in 2012, including $5.4 billion in crop sales, $3.2 billion in livestock sales and $104 million in government payments. They operated 21 million acres of farmland. Hispanic sales represented 2.2 percent of total U.S. agricultural sales, and Hispanic-operated farmland accounted for 2.3 percent of U.S. farmland. 

Farms with Hispanic producers tend to be slightly smaller than farms overall, with few acres and lower sales. Eighty percent of farms operated by Hispanic producers had few than 180 acres and 68 percent had sales less than $10,000 in 2012. Hispanic farmers are primarily in southern and western states. Majority lived in Texas (9%), California (12%), New Mexico (36%), Colorado (6%), Florida (9%), Hawaii (5%), Washington (5%), Nevada (4%), and Arizona (4%).
 
Figure 5. Census Data – Farm Size for Hispanic           Figure 6. Census Data – Economic Class on 
							Hispanic Producers


Black Producers: Of 44,629 Black producers in the United States in 2012, 33,371 were Black principal operators, which represented 1.4 percent of the country’s 2.1 million principal operators. Black operators tend to be older than operators overall. Their average age was 61.9 years compared with 58.3 years for all principal operators. Eighty-six (86) percent were male operators. About 55 percent had internet access and over 50 percent were likely to consider farming their primary occupation and most of them worked off farm. About 80 percent operated their current farm over ten years.  

Black producers agricultural product sales and federal government payments received totaled $897 million, which included $846 million in agricultural products, $502 million in crop sales, $344 million in livestock sales and $51 million in government payments.  They operated 3.6 million acres of farmland. Black sales represented 0.2 percent of total U.S. agricultural sales, and black-operated farmland accounted for 0.4 percent of U.S. farmland. Farms with black operators tend to be smaller than farms overall, with fewer acres and lower sales. About 86 percent of farms with a black operator had fewer than 180 acres and 79 percent had sales of less than $10,000. 

Figure 7. Census Data – Economic Class for Black Producers         Figure 8. Census Data – Farm Size for 
									Black  Producers                                                                                                      




Ninety (90) percent of Black producers lived in twelve southern states. Texas has more black farmers than any other state, but they make up only 3 percent of the state’s total farmers. Black farmers make up a large share of total farmers in Mississippi (12%), Louisiana (7%), South Carolina (7%), Alabama (6%), and Georgia (4%).

Asian Producers: In 2012, the number of Asian producers in the United States was 22,140. Nationally Asian principal producers were 13,669, which represented 0.7 percent of the country’s 2.1 million principal operators. The average age of Asian producers was 56.8 years old compared with 58.3 years for all operators. Only 26 percent of Asian principal operators were 65 years or older, compared with 33 percent of all principal operators. Sixty-eight (68) percent of Asian principal operators had internet access; 20 percent were female; 60 percent were likely to consider farming as their primary occupation; and over 67 percent worked off farm. 

Figure 9. Farm Size for Asian Producers        Figure 10. Economic Class for Asian Producers

Asian producers sold $5.2 billion in agricultural products, including $5.2 billion in agricultural products, $3.2 billion in crop sales, $2.0 billion in livestock sales, and $15 million in government payments. Asian sales represented 1.3 percent of total U.S. agricultural sales, and Asian-operated farmland accounted for 0.2 percent of U.S. farmland. They operated 1.5 million acres of farmland. Farms with Asian operators tend to be smaller in size than farms overall, but have higher sales. Ninety (90) percent of farms with Asian principal operators had few than 180 acres. One third had sales of more than $50,000. 

Sixty-four percent lived in four states: California, Hawaii, Florida and Texas. As a proportion of the state’s farmers, Hawaii ranked first; 38 percent of all farmers in Hawaii were Asian.

Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander (NH/PI) Producers: Of 2,448 NH/PI producers in 2012, 1,468 were identified as principal operators, which represented 0.06 percent of the country’s 2.1 million principal operators. The average age of NH/PI producers was 57 years old, compared with 58.3 for all operators.  Sixty-eight (68) percent of NH/PI operators aged between 35 and 64 years, compared with 61 percent of all principal operators. NH/PI principal operators had very little use of internet access. Eighty-one percent were male operators. About 50 percent were likely to consider farming as their primary occupation, and 69 percent worked off farm. 

NH/PI producers sold $129 million including $128 million in agricultural products, $92 million in crop sales, $36 million in livestock sales, and $1.6 million in government payments. They operated 289, 640 acres of farmland. NH/PI sales represented 0.3 percent of total U.S. agricultural sales, and accounted for 0.03 percent of U.S. farmland. Farms with NH/PI operators tend to be smaller in size than farms overall. Eighty seven (86) percent of farms with NH/PI principal operators had few than 180 acres. Sixty-one (61) percent had sales of less than $10,000. 

Figure 11. Farm Size for NH/PI Producers                                Figure 12. Economic Class for NH/PI Producers


American Indian/Alaska Native (AI/AN) Producers:  In 2012, the number of AI/AN farmers in the U.S. was 58,475. Of total AI/AN producers, 37,851 were principal operators, which represented 1.8 percent of all principal operators in U.S. The average age of AI/AN producers was 58.1 years compared with 58.3 years for all principal operators. Two-thirds were under 65 years old and 30 percent were female farmers. About 46 percent of AI/AN had internet access, 55 percent were likely to consider farming as their primary occupation, and 63 percent worked off farm. 

Figure 13. Farm Size for AI/AN Producers                                 Figure 14. Economic Class for AI/AN Producers



AI/AN producers sold $1.8 billion including $1.7 billion in agricultural products, $693 million in crop sales, $1.1 billion in livestock sales, and $51 million in government payments. They operated 51 million acres of farmland which represented 0.5 percent of total U.S. agricultural sales, and AI/AN operated 5.6 percent of U.S. farmland. Farms with AI/AN operators tend to be smaller farms than farms overall, with fewer acres and lower sales.  Seventy-seven (77) percent of farms with an AI/AN principal operator had few than 180 acres, and 78 percent had sales of less than $10,000.  The percent of operators who are of American Indian origin is higher than the national average of 2 percent in eight states: Arizona (56%), Oklahoma (10%), New Mexico (20%), Montana (4%), Nevada (7%), South Dakota (3%), Utah (3%), and Alaska (4%) had more American Indian farmers than any other county.


IV. What Are the NRCS Conservation Programs Available to HUP?

The Agricultural Act of 2014 continues to address the HUP concerns and unique challenges by providing for voluntary participation, offering technical assistance, and ensuring equity in accessing NRCS programs and services for cropland, pastureland, and forest land. There are six active programs in NRCS providing conservation practices to all eligible producers as follows:

Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP)
EQIP promotes agricultural production, forest management, and environmental quality as compatible national goals and optimizes environmental benefits on eligible land with farmers, ranchers, and non-industrial private forest land owners.  It is a voluntary program using partnerships with local, State, Tribal and Federal agencies, producer associations, and nonprofit organizations to provide flexible technical and financial assistance to install and maintain conservation practices include those related to organic production, that sustain food and fiber production.  The purpose of this program is achieved through the implementation of structural, vegetative, and land management practices on eligible land. Funding is through direct payments for a specified use under a contract with the landowner wherein certain activities must be achieved in order to receive payment.
EQIP is carried out in a manner that optimizes conservation benefits.  EQIP provides:

· Technical and financial assistance to farmers and ranchers that face the most serious threats to soil, water, plants, and air, to help them conserve energy and address related natural resources concerns;
· Assistance to farmers and ranchers in complying with Federal, State, and local environmental regulatory requirements;
· Assistance to farmers and ranchers in making beneficial, cost-effective changes to cropping systems; grazing systems; manure, nutrient, pest, or irrigation management systems; or land uses to conserve and improve soil, water, air, and related natural resources; and 
· Consolidated and simplified conservation planning and implementation to reduce the administrative burden on producers.

Revisions to the program have been made in the Agricultural Act of 2014 primarily focused on expanding participation among historically underserved populations, including special priority for beginning producers and socially disadvantaged producers with preference provided under these special priorities for individuals who are veteran farmers and ranchers.  Eligible historically underserved participants (including veterans) in the program may receive advance payment up to 50 percent of the total costs to purchase material or contract services instead of previous 30 percent. HUPs, including tribal members, may be eligible for payment rates up to 90 percent for the estimated incurred costs and 100 percent of income foregone associated with the conservation practice. Contracts have a maximum term of not more than 10 years.  The term itself although legislated could be a barrier due to the length of time as ten years is considered a long term commitment.  Total EQIP conservation payments are limited to $450,000 in financial assistance per person or legal entity for contracts entered into between FY 2014 through 2018, regardless of the number of contracts.  NRCS will also establish a national target to set aside of 5 percent of EQIP funds for socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers (including veterans) and an additional 5 percent of EQIP funds for beginning producers.   

Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP). The CSP helps agricultural producers maintain and improve their existing conservation systems and adopt additional conservation activities to address priority resources concerns.  NRCS will provide financial and technical assistance to eligible producers to conserve and enhance soil, water, air, and related natural resources on their land. Eligible lands are private and tribal land on which agricultural commodities, livestock, or forest-related products are produced and associated land. Through CSP, participants take additional steps to improve the resource conditions on their land—including soil, air and habitat quality, water quality and quantity, and energy conservation.  CSP provides two types of payments through five-year contracts: (1) annual payments for installing new conservation activities and maintaining existing practices; and (2) supplemental payments for adopting a resource-conserving crop rotation. The 2014 Farm Bill Act requires the establishment of a science-based stewardship threshold for each priority resource concern.  The stewardship thresholds are an estimate of the conservation benefit level to be achieved by a producer in implementing conservation activities.  

The 2014 Act incorporates features to address potential disparities for producers who are members of a protected group. One of these is the establishment of a national target to set aside of 5 percent of CSP acres for socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers and an additional 5 percent of CSP acres for beginning farmers and ranchers.  This acreage set aside may result in a much higher application approval rate resulting in more conservation payments to HUPs. The 2014 Act added an additional priority to this funding pool in relationship to these farmers who are also veterans.

Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP). NRCS is making $15 million in financial and technical assistance available to help eligible conservation partners leverage local resources to voluntarily protect, restore and enhance critical wetlands on private and tribal agricultural land nationwide. Funding is provided for long-term easements for the restoration and protection of on-farm wetlands and protection of eligible agricultural land from conversation to nonagricultural uses. ACEP consolidates the functions of the Wetlands Reserve Program, the Grassland Reserve Program (easement portion), and the Farmland Protection Program. All land enrolled in these programs on the date of enactment of the 2014 Farm Act will be considered enrolled in ACEP. Annual funding is significantly less than that provided for ACEP predecessor programs in the 2008 Farm Act. To participate in the agricultural land easement component of ACEP, an eligible entity must submit an application to the State Conservationist in the State where parcels are located. Land eligible for agricultural easements includes cropland, rangeland, grassland, pastureland and nonindustrial private forest land. NRCS will prioritize applications that protect agricultural uses and related conservation values of the land and those that maximize the protection of contiguous acres devoted to agricultural use.  Land eligible for wetland reserve easements includes farmed or converted wetland that can be successfully and cost-effectively restored. NRCS will prioritize applications based the easement’s potential for protecting and enhancing habitat for migratory birds and other wildlife.  To enroll land through agricultural land easements, NRCS enters into cooperative agreements with eligible partners. Each easement is required to have an agricultural land easement plan that promotes the long-term viability of the land. To enroll land through wetland reserve easements, NRCS enters into purchase agreements with eligible private landowners or Indian tribes that include the right for NRCS to develop and implement a wetland reserve restoration easement plan. This plan restores, protects, and enhances the wetland’s functions and values.

The Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP). RCPP promotes coordination between NRCS and its partners to deliver conservation assistance to producers and landowners. NRCS provides assistance to producers through partnership agreements and through program contracts or easement agreements. RCPP combines the authorities of four former conservation programs – the Agricultural Water Enhancement Program, the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program, the Cooperative Conservation Partnership Initiative and the Great Lakes Basin Program. Assistance is delivered in accordance with the rules of EQIP, CSP, ACEP and HFRP; and in certain areas the Watershed Operations and Flood Prevention Program. RCPP encourages partners to join in efforts with producers to increase the restoration and sustainable use of soil, water, wildlife and related natural resources on regional or watershed scales.
Through RCPP, NRCS and its partners help producers install and maintain conservation activities in selected project areas.  Partners leverage RCPP funding in project areas and report on the benefits achieved. 

Eligible Partners include Agricultural or silvicultural producer associations, farmer cooperatives or other groups of producers, state or local governments, American Indian tribes, municipal water treatment entities, water and irrigation districts, conservation-driven nongovernmental organizations and institutions of higher education.

Under RCPP, eligible producers and landowners of agricultural land and non-industrial private forestland may enter into conservation program contracts or easement agreements under the framework of a partnership agreement. Funding for RCPP is allocated to projects in three different categories: 

Critical Conservation Areas: 35 percent of funding is given to projects in eight geographic areas chosen by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

National: 40 percent of funding is given to nationwide and multistate projects. 

Eligible partners interested in applying should consult the announcement for program funding which outlines requirements for proposal applications. NRCS will review partnership proposals according to the priorities identified in the announcement and make project selections. Upon selection of a partnership proposal, NRCS and the partner will enter into a partnership agreement through which they will coordinate to provide assistance to producers in the project area. Partnership agreements may be for a period of up to five years. NRCS may extend an agreement one time for an additional 12 months if needed to meet the objectives of the program: 25 percent of funding is given to projects in a single state. 

Agricultural Management Assistance Program (AMA). AMA helps agricultural producers use conservation to manage risk and address natural resource issues through natural resources conservation. NRCS administers the AMA conservation provisions, while the Agricultural Marketing Service and the Risk Management Agency implement other provisions under AMA.
Producers receive conservation technical and financial assistance to construct or improve water management or irrigation structures, plant trees for windbreaks or, in order to improve water quality and mitigate risk, diversify their operation and conservation practices including soil erosion control, integrated pest management or transition to organic farming. AMA is available in 16 states where participation in the Federal Crop Insurance Program is historically low:
	A. Connecticut
B. Delaware
C. Hawaii
D. Maine
E. Maryland
F. 
	· Massachusetts
· New Jersey
· New York
· Pennsylvania
· Rhode Island

	· Nevada
· New Hampshire
· West Virginia
· Wyoming
· Utah 
· Vermont




Persons or legal entities cannot receive more than $50,000 in AMA program payments per fiscal year. Persons and legal entities who receive payments under the AMA program are subject to the Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) limitation provisions.  The new AGI limitation is now set at $900,000. All participants must agree to implement and maintain conservation practices for the life of the practice. Eligible land includes agricultural land, nonindustrial private forest land or other land on which agricultural products, livestock, or forest-related products are produced and where risk may be mitigated by diversifying the operation or adding conservation practices that support soil erosion control, integrated pest management and organic farming.

Healthy Forests Reserve Program (HFRP). The purpose of the Healthy Forests Reserve Program (HFRP) is to assist landowners, on a voluntary basis, in restoring, enhancing and protecting forestland resources on private lands through easements, 30-year contracts and 10-year cost-share agreements. The objectives of HRFP are to: (1) Promote the recovery of endangered and threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA); (2) Improve plant and animal biodiversity; and (3) Enhance carbon sequestration. For acreage owned by an Indian tribe, there is an additional enrollment option of a 30-year contract. Some landowners may avoid regulatory restrictions under the Endangered Species Act by restoring or improving habitat on their land for a specified period of time. Eligible HFRP applicants must provide proof of ownership, or an operator (tenant) must provide written concurrence from the landowner of tenancy for the period of the HFRP restoration agreement in order to be eligible. Land enrolled in HFRP easements must be privately owned or owned by Indian tribes and restore, enhance or measurably increase the recovery of threatened or endangered species, improve biological diversity or increase carbon storage. Land enrolled in HFRP easements - must be privately owned or owned by Indian tribes and restore, enhance or measurably increase the recovery of threatened or endangered species, improve biological diversity or increase carbon storage.




VII. To what extent do HUPs participate in the NRCS Programs?

The annual participation rates of each HUP group are computed as a percentage of the total participation of all producers, farmers and ranchers for each program of the Department of Agriculture established for farmers and ranchers. For the purpose of data consistency and availability, we will present the analysis for the three major programs from FY 2013 to FY 2015 at the national level: EQIP, CSP, and AMA. 

i. Participation Rates of Historically Underserved Producers (HUP)

Table 4. Summary of Application v. Participation Rates by Major Programs (FY 2013-FY2015)FY 2013-2015)
Application Rates
EQIP
CSP
AMA
Total
All
322,178
15.27%
66164
3.14%
1411
0.06%
389,753
18.47%
BP (24.8%)
63,973
19.86%
6,515
9.85%
563
39.90%
71,051
18.23%
LRP (9.8%)
10,025
3.11%
773
1.17%
85
6.02%
10,883
2.79%
SDP(7.3%)
31,018
9.63%
2,596
3.92%
97
6.87%
33,711
8.65%
VP
6,541
2.03%
1,151
1.73%
39
2.76%
7,731
1.98%
Total HUP
111,557
34.63%
11,035
16.68%
784
55.56%
123.376
31.65%
FY 2013-2015
Participation Rates
EQIP
CSP
AMA
Total
All
119,875
5.68%
34,561
1.64%
485
0.02%
154,921
7.34%
BP
23,634
19.72%
3549
10.27%
222
45.77%
27,405
17.69%
LRP
3,145
2.62%
388
1.12%
29
5.98%
3,562
2.29%
SDP
10,842
9.04%
1,531
4.43%
34
7.01%
12,407
8.00%
VP
2,367
1.97%
648
1.87%
15
3.09%
3,030
1.96%
Total HUP
39,988
33.36%
6,116
17.70%
300
61.86%
46,404
29.95%
Approval Ratio             37.21%                                       52.23%                         38.26%                       39.75%
Source data: See Appendix C of this report. 


From FY 2013 to FY 2015, the application rate in EQIP accounted for 15.27 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of those, 34.63 percent were HUP applicants, including BP, 19.86 percent; LRP, 3.11 percent; SDP, 9.63 percent; and VP, 2.03 percent. EQIP also has the highest participation rate, 5.68 percent, among all programs in NRCS. There were a total of 119,875 participants: BP accounted for 19.72 percent, LRP accounted for 2.62 percent; SDP accounted for 9.04 percent, and VP accounted for 1.97 percent. The participation rate of HUPs in EQIP is 33.36 percent, which is below the Census population for HUP, 41.8 percent. The ratio between application and participation for approved contracts is 37.21 percent. 

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, the application rate in CSP accounted for 3.14 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of those, HUP applicants accounted for 16.68 percent including BP, 9.85 percent; LRP 1.17 percent; SDP 3.92 percent; and VP 1.73 percent. There were a total of 34,561 participants reported for contracts approved and completed during the period from FY 2013 to FY 2015, which represented 1.64 percent of the total Census population of principal operators. Of those, HUP participants accounted for 17.70 percent which include BP, 10.27 percent; LRP, 1.12 percent; SDP, 4.43 percent; and VP, 1.87 percent. The ratio between application and participation for approved contracts is 52.23 percent.  

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, the application rate in AMA accounted for 0.06 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of those, HUP applicants accounted for 55.56 percent, which exceeded the Census population for HUP, 41.8 percent. There were a total of 1,411 applicants: BP accounted for 39.90 percent; LRP accounted for 6.02 percent; SDP accounted for 6.87 percent and VP accounted for 2.76 percent. There were a total of 485 participants approved for contracts, which make up 0.02 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of all 485 participants, BP accounted for 45.77 percent, followed by LRP, 5.98 percent; SDP, 7.01 percent; and VP, 3.09 percent. The total participation rate of HUPs is 61.86 percent, which is an excellent indicator of high participation rate of HUPs in AMA. The ratio between application and participation is 38.26 percent.  

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, a total of 389,753 applications were reported for all three major programs mentioned above. Overall the application rate accounted for 18.47 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of those, HUP applicants accounted for 31.65 percent, which remain below the Census population of 41.8 percent. BP accounted for 18.23 percent which was the largest group of program applicants among all applicants; followed by SDP, 8.65 percent; LRP 2.79 percent and VP 1.98 percent. There were a total of 154,921 participants approved for contracts, which make up 7.34 percent of the Census population for all principal operators. Of all 154,921 participants, HUP participants accounted for 29.95 percent. BP accounted for 17.69 percent, followed by SDP, 8.00 percent, LRP, 2.29 percent; and VP, 1.96 percent. The ratio between application and participation is 39.75 percent.  

Obviously, the application rates for LRP in all programs are lower than their corresponding population. Continued efforts must be addressed to conduct barrier analysis and expand outreach strategies to improve the application rates of LRP in all programs. 

ii. Participation of Socially Disadvantaged Producers (SDP)

The SDP analysis in this report discovers an issue why the database system contains designation of White SDP. The SDP as defined by the farms bill are producers who have been subjected to racial or ethnical prejudices because of their identify as a meber of a group without regard to their individual qualities. Those groups include Black/AA, AN/AI, Hispanic, Asian, and NH/PI. However, the data table shows there were 3,839 White producers designed as SDP in EQIP; 527 White producers designated as SDP in CSP; and 8 White producers designated as SDP in AMA. Thus the following analysis will focus on the distribtion of SDP based on the defined SDP categories which do not include White and Veteran producers.

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, there were a total of 33,659 SDP applied for EQIP, which accounted for 10.45 percent of the total applications. Of those, Black/AA accounted for 4.0 percent; followed by Hispanic, 2.42 percent; AN/AI, 2.31 percent; Asian, 1.37 percent; and NH/PI, 0.36 percent.  Of 322,178 applications, 36.01 percent of applicants received approval for EQIP contracts. Of 119,875, Black accounted for 3.2 percent; followed by Hispanic, 3.04 percent; AN/AI, 1.95 percent; Asian, 1.47 percent, and NH/PI, 0.4 percent. The total participation rate of SDP in EQIP is 10.05 percent, which is higher than the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent. 

Table 5. Summary of EQIP, CSP, and AMA by Race/Ethnicity (FY 2013-2015)Application
EQIP
CSP
AMA
Total
Total  (Census)
322,178
15.27%
66,164
3.14%
1,411
0.06%
389,753
18.477%
Black/AA (1.58%)
12,890
4.0%
     765
1.16%
12
0.85%
13,667
3.51%
Asian (0.65%)
4,398
1.37%
62
0.09%
46
3.26%
4,501
1.16%
NH/PI (0.07%)
1,156
0.36%
50
    0.08%
14
0.99%
1,220
0.31%
AN/AI(1.44%)
7,429
2.31 %
1,775
2.68%
20
1.42%
9,224
2.37%
Hispanic (3.18%)
7,786
2.42%
500
0.76%
   16 
      1.13%
8,302
2.13%
Total SDP (7.3%)
33,659
10.45%
3,152
4.76%
108
7.65%
36,919
9.47%

Participation
EQIP
CSP
AMA
Total
Total (Census)
119,875
5.68%
34,561
1.64%
485
0.02%
154,921
7.34%
Black/AA (1.58%)
3,836
3.2%
460
1.33%
3
0.62%
4,299
2.77%
Asian (0.65%)
1.757
1.47%
31
0.09%
13
2.68%
1,801
1.16%
NH/PI (0.07%)
474
0.4%
28
0.08%
7
1.44%
509
0.33%
AN/AI (1.44%)
2,343
1.95%
1,101
3.19%
4
0.82%
3,448
2.22%
Hispanic (3.18%)
3,639
3.04%
258
0.75%
4
0.82%
3,901
2.52%
Total SDP (7.3%)
12,049
10.05%
1,878
5.43%
31
6.39%
13,958
9.01%
Approval Ratio
         36.01%                                                  58.6%                                       34.18%                         
37.61%

Source: See Appendix C of this Report. 


From FY 2013 to FY 2015, there were a total of 3,152 SDP applied for CSP, which accounted for 4.76 percent of the total applications.  Of those, AN/AI accounted for 2.68 percent; followed by Black/AA, 1.16 percent; Hispanic, 0.76 percent; Asian, 0.09 percent; and NH/PI, 0.08 percent.  Of 66,164 applicants, 58.6 percent received approval for CSP contracts. Of 34,561, AN/AI accounted for 3.19 percent, followed by Black/AA 1.33 percent; Hispanic 0.75 percent; Asian, 0.09 percent, and NH/PI, 0.08 percent. In total, the participation rate of SDP in CSP is 5.43 percent, which is below the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent. 

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, there were a total of 108 SDP participants applied for AMA, which accounted for 7.65 percent of the total AMA applications. Of those, Asian accounted for 3.26 percent; followed by An/AI, 1.42 percent; NH/PI, 0.99 percent; and Hispanic 1.13 percent. Of 1,411 applicants, 34.18 percent received approval for AMA contracts. Of 485 participants, Asian accounted for 2.68 percent; followed by NH/PI, 1.44 percent; Hispanic, 0.82 percent; AN/AI, 0.82 percent; and, Black, 0.62 percent.  The total participation rate of SDP in AMA is 6.39 percent, which is slightly below the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent. 

In total, there were 36,919 SDP applied for the above three major programs, which accounted for 9.47 percent of all applications for EQIP, CSP and AMA from FY 2013 to FY 2015. Of those, Black/AA accounted for 3.51 percent; followed by AN/AI, 2.37 percent; Hispanic, 2.13 percent; Asian, 1.16 percent, NH/PI, 0.31 percent. Of 389,753 applicants, 37.61 percent received approval for EQIP, CSP and AMA. Of 154,921 participants, Black accounted for 2.77 percent; followed by AN/AI, 2.22 percent; Hispanic, 2.52 percent; Asian, 1.16 percent; and NH/PI, 0.33 percent. The total participation rate of SDP in all three major programs is 9.01 percent, which is above the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent.

As a whole, the participation rate of SDP in EQIP, CSP and AMA is 9.47 percent and their participation rate of SDP is 9.01 percent. Both achieve higher than the Census population for SDP of 7.3 percent. Individually, continued outreach effort should be developed to increase Hispanic applicants in all programs; Black/AA and Asian applicants in CSP and AMA, and AN/AI participants in AMA. 

 VIII. What are the challenges in meeting Section 10708 of the 2002 Farm Bill requirements?

The purpose of Section 10708 of the Farm Bill is to ensure compilation and public disclosure of data to assess and hold the agency accountable for the nondiscriminatory participation of socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers in programs of the Department. This section requires the agency annually compile program application and participation data regarding socially disadvantaged producers by competing for each program the raw numbers of applicants and participants by race, ethnicity and gender and the application and participation rate, by race, ethnicity and gender, as a percentage of the total participation rate of all agricultural producers and landowners. 

In meeting this challenge, the author visited the National Agricultural Statistics Services (NASS) and worked with Mr. Robert Hunt to obtain the national Census data which reflected the 2012 Ag Census. The author also worked with Mr. Eric Barnes from NRCS Resource Economics and Analysis Division who spent a lot of time to help identify the required data elements, design the spreadsheet format, collect data for the last three years,  and compute the data by percentage and by race, ethnicity and gender.  Within the last three months, we were able to retrieve FY 2013-2015 data for EQIP, CSP, and AMA at the national level and provided comparison analysis according to Section 10708 requirements.  Although the raw data by state is available for public review (see Appendix D), further analysis will be required as soon as the technical solutions are provided. In addition, Mr. Barnes, upon completion of the data requests, provided his perspectives on future challenges:

· The NRCS Easement Programs Division has provided state level data only for FY 2014 and FY 2015 enrollment.  The largest participation of SDP will likely come from the financial assistance programs, as more than 90 percent of the Agency’s program activity takes place with these suite of programs.  In addition, SDP producers in the easement programs are more likely to be lower than White producers because minority producers tend to own and operate less acreage compared to White landowners; making it less likely that these minority landowners have ‘spare’ acreage to remove from agricultural production and enter into an easement which limits or eliminates agricultural activity.

· Providing county level program (especially ACEP and HFRP) data for public disclosure can be a challenge for NRCS Resource Economics and Analysis Division (READ). See Appendix E for EQIP data for FY 2015 by county. Providing data at the county level may tend to publicly display any problems the Agency is experiencing with a wide range of issues such as:

1. Problems with entering data into the business tools on a timely basis, as a considerable amount of NRCS’ contracting is completed in the fourth quarter of the fiscal year.  Considering the fact that NRCS programs may receive a budget months or multiple months late, this may be a considerable issue in specific years.
1. Once the county level application, contract, and participant data is widely available; the next probable request from various customers would be to provide initiative data.  This request will display incorrect labeling or no labeling of initiative contracts, and inconsistent initiative labeling between business tools.  
1. Once the county level application, contract, and participant data is widely available; the next probable request from various customers would be to provide the practice data at the county level.  This may reveal considerable errors with practice units.  For example, reporting 300,000 acres, when it should be reported as 300,000 feet.  Also, it will reveal how an individual practice code is used to represent completely different non-related practices over a period of years.
1. The potential of external audits increasing, as the general public has access to county level data; compared to a few groups receiving a massive amount of county level data such as the USDA-Economic Research Service, Environmental Working Group (non-profit consumer advocate group), etc.
1. Certain groups, associations, partners may be irritated because a particular county, state, initiative, or demographic group received what the opposing individual or group determines to be too much customer service based on applications, contracts, acres, and dollars.
1. Although some issues discussed are not directly related to the farm bill reporting requirement for demographic data, NRCS needs to think about the next round of questions that the public will ask once a massive amount of county data is provided, and how NRCS will respond to the next round of questions, concerns, comments, and suggestions.

We thank Mr. Barnes for his hard work and insightful comments. As we move forward, we will rely on NRCS READ solutions to further collect and analyze data by county and by state. 
 


Recommendations

Despite the technical challenge in collecting data, NRCS met its obligation to fulfill the requirements of Section 10708 of the Farm Bill. To ensure consistency and continuation of this effort, the following actions are recommended:

1. Appoint a lead office to monitor the compilation of program data each year and perform civil rights analysis and review. 
2. Set up a reporting system to capture the application data and participation rates for HUPs and annually perform data analysis based on the Farm Bills requirements.  
3. Apply project management skill by ensuring continuing effort in performing annual data analysis for each program.
4. Address the required format for reporting and resolve missing data from past years. 
5. Work with NASS to refine the census data for each HUP category, including veterans and work to identify the data validation procedures for limited resources and socially disadvantaged producers.  NASS does allow a public comment period, where Ag. Census questionnaire recommendations can be submitted from the general public.   
6. Frequently review the trends of participation and application rates to determine the opportunity for program outreach and work to develop strategies that will help increase the overall application and participation rates of HUPs in all NRCS programs.
7. Develop vigorous outreach strategies with the goal to increase the application rates of all HUP categories. 
8. Continue outreach strategies to increase the participation rates of all HUP categories.
9. Conduct barrier analysis to explore the root causes for low acceptance of contract approval. 

Conclusion

In addressing Section 10708 requirements, we are pleased to learn that the total participation rate of SDP (10.05 percent) is above the Census population for SDP (7.3 percent). However, we know that we will continue to address vigorous outreach effort to increase applicants identified as Beginning Producers and Limited Resource Producers which individually remain below their corresponding Census population. 

With respect to EQIP, the participation rate of SDP is above the Corresponding Census population. However, the participation rate of Historically Underserved Producers (HUP) in EQIP on average for the last 3 years is 33.36 percent, which remains below the Census population for HUP, 41.8 percent.

With respect to CSP, the participation rate of HUP on average for the last 3 years is 17.70 percent, which is below the Census population for HUP, 41.8 percent. Individually, application and participation rates of Beginning, Limited Resources, and Socially Disadvantaged Producers (SDP) are below their responding Census population. The total participation rate of SDP in CSP is 5.43 percent, which is significantly below the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent. Within the SDP in CSP, vigorous outreach should be continued to increase producers identified themselves as BP, LRP, and also SDP identified as Black/AA, Asian and Hispanic producers. 

With respect to AMA, the participation rate of HUP on average for the last three years is 61.86 percent, which is an excellent indicator of high participation rate of HUP in the AMA program.  The application rate of LRPs in AMA is below its corresponding Census population.  The total participation rate of SDP in AMA is 7.01 percent, which is slightly below the Census population for SDP, 7.3 percent. Within the SDP in AMA, continued outreach should be addressed for Black/AA, AN/AI, and Hispanic producers. 

With respect to the application rates, based on EQIP, CSP, and AMA data from the last three years, the overall application rate of all three programs accounted for 18.5 percent of the Census Population for all principal operators. This signals a challenging opportunity for NRCS to expand the agency’s outreach effort making all potential eligible producers aware of the NRCS programs.  Of all applications stated above, only one-third is HUP applicants. Strategic outreach should be continued to increase BP and LRP.   

With respect to the approval rates between application and participation based on the above three programs, the average approval rate is 39.75 percent. That means nearly 60 percent of applications do not receive contract approval. We questioned the common reasons for the rejection of applications. We also wanted to know the causes of the low participation rate of LRP (2.29 percent) when compared to the Census population of 9.8 percent. Further research and analysis may be needed to address these concerns.

In conclusion, understanding patterns of participation nation-wide in all programs is important. Not only should we conduct review and analysis nationally, we should also do so with an eye on exploring the root causes why approval rates are low in program applications, especially by state.  Encouraging HUPs to apply in state and county where relationships hold could increase the participation rates in receiving benefits from NRCS programs. Ultimately our goal is to design programs to be broadly accessible and provide public disclosure that will ensure equal opportunity for all farmer, ranchers and producers. 
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# of PO	100%
24.8%
9.8%
7.3%

# of PO	BP	LRP	SDP	2109303	522058	206637	153359	Cemsus 2012


#




BEginning producers
AsseTs and Receipts, 2012


Number of Farms	Land in Farms	Cropland Havrested	Land and Buildings	Agricultural Sales	Organic Sales	Direct-to-Consumer Sales	Gov't Payments	
Number of Farms	Land in Farms	Cropland Havrested	Land and Buildings	Agricultural Sales	Organic Sales	Direct-to-Consumer Sales	Gov't Payments	%	
Number of Farms	Land in Farms	Cropland Havrested	Land and Buildings	Agricultural Sales	Organic Sales	Direct-to-Consumer Sales	Gov't Payments	25	16	11	15	15	26	22	14	
Percentage




Economic Class  for BPs on Current Farm Five years or Less, 2012


<	$50,000	$50,000 to $249,999	$250,000 to $999,999	$1,000,000+	188725	24727	9586	3632	

Farm Size for BPs on Current Farm Less than Five Years or Less,  2012


 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-499 acres	500 acres or more	116562	66335	35414	8359	

Hispanic Producers
Economic Class 2012


<	$10,000	$10,000 to $49,999	$50,000 to 249,000	$250000-999,000	$1000,000 or more	0.68	0.17	0.09	0.04	0.02	

Hispanic Producers 
Farm Size 2012


 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-999	1000 or more	0.57999999999999996	0.22	0.15	0.05	

Black Producers Economic Class, 2012

79%
6%

  	<	 $10,000	 $10,000 to $49,999	$50,000 or more	29152	5631	3068	

Black Producers Farm Size, 2012

49%
37%
13%	
1%

 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-999 acres	1000 or more	0.49	0.37	0.13	0.01	

Asian Producers Economic Class 2012


<	$10,000	$10,000 to $49,999	$50,000 to 249,000	$250000-999,000	$1000,000 or more	0.43	0.22	0.16	0.1	0.09	

Asian Producers 
Farm Size, 2012 



 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-999	1000 or more	0.71	0.19	0.08	0.02	

Native Hawaii and Pacific Islander Producers Economic Class 2012


<	$10,000	$10,000 to $49,999	$50,000 to 249,000	 	0.61	0.24	0.15	0	

Native Hawaii and Pacific Islander Producers
Farm Size 2012


 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-999	0.71	0.15	0.14000000000000001	

American Indian/Alaskan Native Producers 
Economic Class 2012


<	$10,000	$10,000 to $49,999	$50,000 to 249,000	$250000-999,000	$1000,000 or more	0.78	0.14000000000000001	0.05	0.02	0.01	

American Indian/Alaska Native Producers 
Farm Size, 2012 



 	<	50 acres	 50-179 acres	180-999	1000 or more	0.56999999999999995	0.2	0.15	0.08	
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All Hispanic Black Asian

Native Hawaii 

or Other 

Pacific 

Islander

American 

Indian or 

Alaska 

NativeSDP Subtotal

Farm Operators # 3,262,839 99,734 44,629 22,140 2,448 58,475 227,426

(See Table 63) % 3.1% 1.4% 0.7% 0.1% 1.8% 7.0%

Principal Operators  # 2,109,303 67,000 33,371 13,669 1,468 37,851 153,359

(See Table 60) % 3.2% 1.6% 0.6% 0.1% 1.8% 7.3%

Land in Farms  (acres) # 914,527,657 2,108,041 3,645,289 1,453,328 289,640 50,859,898 58,356,196

% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 5.6% 6.4%

Total $ (per $1000) 

Market Value  $ $402,697,828 $8,717,913 $897,996 $5,251,079 $129,793 $1,832,288 $16,829,069

Products Sold and 

Government Payments % 2.2% 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 0.5% 4.2%


