MPCA County Feediot Program
Delegation Agreement Work Plan
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Work Plan Years: 2016 - 2017
County: Houston

County Feedlot Officer{s): Aaron Lacher

Primary Contact Person: Aaron Lacher

Telephone Number(s): 507.725.5800

Aaron.lacher@co.houston.mn.us

E-mail Address{es):

Amendment #:

The revised rules adopted on October 23, 2000 and updated in January 2015, require a Delegated
County {County} to prepare a Delegation Agreement that describes the County’s plans/strategies and
goals for administration and implementation of the Feedlot Program. The attached Work Plan satisfies
the Minnesota Rules Chapter 7020 requirement that the Delegation Agreement must be reviewed and

approved by the Delegated County and the Minnesota Poliution Controt Agency (MPCA) annuatly.

Minnesota legislative appropriation language (Minnesota Statutes 116.0711) contains provisions for
reducing grants to Delegated Counties if they do not meet minimum program requirements (MPRs) as
set forth in this document. Counties that fail to meet the 7% inspection rate MPR and/or 90% of non-
inspection MPRs are subject to having base grant reductions and/or loss of eligibifity for a performance

award.

For any feedlot in which a County employee or a member of the County employee's tmmedlate family

has an ownership interest, the County employee will not:

(a} Be involved in making preliminary or finaf decisions to issue a permit, authorization, zoning

approval, or any other governmental approval for the feedlot;
{b} Conduct or review inspections for the feediot.

\m&md

S\g{aature(‘fxgha:r of Board of County Commissmners

Vo
/

Dite

Jh

—

Volo

| 262016



A. Strategies

The strategies component fulfills County rule requirements {7020.1600, Subp. 3a.) that state the County
must develop annual plans and goals in accordance with registration, inspection, compliance and owner

assistance responsibilities.

Registration Strategy

1. Please indicate the method(s) the County will use to provide a feedlot owner with a registration
receipt. For additional methods and requirements see the Annual Report Guidance document.

a. A 30-day Registration Receipt Letter

b. A 30-day Inspection Letter that cantains confirmation of re-registration

c. A permit cover letter or Certificate of Registration that contains confirmation of re-

registration.

d. Verbal notification of re-registration as documented by a log.
In most instances, it is anticipated that registration receipt wilf occur by registration receipt letter or
follow-up inspection reports. However, the County may employ any of the above options to provide

registration receipt.

2. Please Indicate the type of registration form used by the County,

a. MPCA standard registration form
b. County designed form [A copy of the form must be attached to the completed work plan.)

[ MPCA standard registration form

3. please describe how the County will address facilities that upon re-registration show an increase in
animal units, a change or addition to animat types or newly constructed animal holding or manure

storage areas.

The course of action required by state or local rules will be implemented in all applicable situations.
Changes that do not require specific actions under state and local rules may simply result in updates to
records. In instances where the increase exceeds 10% or the change is deemed a significant departure
from past practices, additional information will be sought from the producer.

4. Please describe the strategy and timeline that the County intends to follow to address facilities that
have not met the re-registration deadfine by Januvary 1, 2014 and/or any continuous registration

strategy over the next two years.

The County Is working to identify facilities that failed to re-register as of January of 2014. ltis
anticipated that the number of facilities that do not have a current registration is minimal. Once
identified, non-registered operators will be contacted by mail, telephone, or in-person, and informed
of their obligations. Continued noncompliance will result in follow-up communications; efforts will

gradually escalate as appropriate.

Inspection Strategy For assistance with completing this part of the work plan please see Appendix A. A
County must set inspection plans and goals for the purpose of identifying poflution hazards and
determining compliance with discharge standards, rules and permit conditions.




Using the table below, please complete an inspection strategy in accordance with the following factors,
The County’s inspection strategy must include required goals, #s applicabie to the County, for
tonducting inspactions at these sites:

a. Sies proposing construction or expansion

b, Sites with an Interim or Construction Short Form {CSF) permit. A CSF permit applies

to sites with 2300 AU,
c. Sites with signed open lot agreements (O1As) that have never been Inspected
d. Sites required to be registered that have never been Inspected

Required Inspection Strategies

Strategy Goal Inspection Goal inspection Goa)
2016* 2017%
Sites proposing constrisction or expansion | 4 4
Sites with an Interim or CSF permit 9 [
Sites with OLAs that have never been 9 . 9
Inspected '
Sites required to be registered thathave |1 1

never been inspected

Total | 23 23

*If applicable, enter a number or range for the number of sites the County predicts wil be completed for each required

strotegy gool. {f not appliceble, simply enter N/A. There will not be ¢ penatty If the County does not meet strotegy
goul numbers as leng as there is a valid reason ond the County communicotes with the MPCA reglonal staff in o timely

manmner. -

The County’s inspection strategy can also include goals, as applicable, for conducting inspections at high
risk/high priority sites and/or low riskflow priority sites. Examples of these are listed below,
HIGH RISK/HIGH PRIORITY SITES

a)

b}

¢l
d}

e}

Sttes within shoreland and/or a Drinking Water Supply Management Area
{DWSMA), Watershed Restoration and Protection Strotegy (WRAPS) and/or o
TMDL.

Sites that, according to previous Inspections, have not been maintaining
adequate land application records and/or monure manogement pigns,

Sites that have an OLA and/or an open lot without runoff controfs.

Conduct Level 2 or 3 land application inspections within g Jormally designated
area such os o TMDL.

Alterngtive strategy.

LOW RISK/LOW FRIORITY SITES

al
b}
¢}

df

el
7

Sites within a specified size category such as 300~ 499 AU or 500 — 999 AL
Sites within a watershed, township or other SJormally designated area.

Conduct Level 2 or 3 land application Inspections within o watérshed, township
or other formally designated oreq.

tevel 2 or 3 land application inspections as part of a compliance inspection or g
Level 3 land application inspection conducted at non-NFPDES sites >300 Al
Conduct inspections at all sites in the county on d five year or less rotating basfs.
Alternotive strategy.



inspection Strategies
Strategy Goal Inspection Goal 2016% | Inspection Goal 2017*

Sites within shoreland andfor | 6 3
a Drinking Water Supply
Management Area {DWSMA),
| Watershed Restoration and

Protection Strategy (WRAFPS)
and/or a TMDL.

: Total | € g
*Enter the number of Inspectlons the County predicts will be completed for each cutegory.
Note: Numbers entered for Level 3 land applicotion strategy goals must be quantified by feedlot sites and not

Individual form fields. .
inspection Strategy Totals i
Inspection Goal 2016* | Inspection Goal 2017*
Total | 29 29

* *Enter the total inspections from both the Required Inspection Strategles and inspection Strotegles tabfes above.

Compllance Strategy

B a

1. Please state the various method{(s} and practice{s) that the County will use in response to
production site inspections that result in non-compliance, inchiding facilities that have falled to

meet OLA timelines:
a. Include corrective actions In the Inspection results notification letter, where corrective

actions can be completed in 30 days or fess.
b, Issue a Letter of Warning {LOW) or a Notice of Violation (NOV} that will include corrective

actlons and deadlings.
c. Issue an Interim Permit that includes timelines for corective actions.

d. Document in 2 letter fo the owner that indicates another agency (NRCS or SWCD) is working

- to correct identified pollution hazards.
g, Other strategies, as described in the space below.

{  Methods a, b, ¢, d as appropriate.

2. Please Indicate in the space below the verious method(s) and practice(s) that the County will use In
response to land application inspections that result in non-compiiance:
Address nor-compliance at the same time the faclitty non-compliance is addressed. See

above.

b. Inclede corrective actions in the inspection results notification ietter, where corrective
actions can be completed in 30 days or less,

. lssue an LOW or NOV that will include corrective actions and deadlines.

d. Document In a letter to the owner that indicates another agency (NRCS or SWCD) Is working
to correct Identified poliution hazards.

€. Other strategies, as described in the space below.

[ Methods 2, b, ¢, d as appropriate.

a.




3. Please state the timellnes (scheduled compliance goals) that the County intends to meet when using
the methods and practices Identified under item 1 and ltem 2:

a. Notification of inspection resuits informing the producer of non-compliznce Including the
listing of any corrective actlon that can be completed within 30 days. Follow-up
contact/communication to evaluate producer progress,

b. Declsion to escalate compliance action where progress on corrective actions is not
forthcoming. ; .

A. Upon completion of a site inspection, producers will be verbally notifled of areas of
noncompliance, A written notification of Inspection results will follow within 30 days.

B. Follow-up contact and compliance resolution may vary depending on the nature of the
noncompliance. An open channel of communication will be maintained, and the frequency of
communications will be adjusted as necessary to accommodate the schedule for corrective
actions. The sequence for addressing noncompliance will be as follows:

4. informing the feedlot owner of abatement measures avallable and technlcal and
financial assistance programs.

b, Monltoring to verify that agreed upon corrective actions are proceeding according to
schedule. Checking with partner organizations to see if the feedlot owner has
contacted them about technical or financial assistance.

¢. Notlying the owner when a compliance remedy has not been proposed or Is
unsatisfactory. - :

d. Glving written notice when o feedlot owner has not responded adequotely to prior
communications within an acceptable period of time. This may be done with o Letter of
Warning or Notice of Violation stoting that the County or MPCA may initigte
enforcement actions.

Involving an MPCA representative when a feedlot owner falls or refuses to Inftiate

required corrective actions,

I Providing a notification of return to compliance when corrective octions have been
completed and all condltions of noncompiiance hove been resoived.

Owner Assistance Strategy .

1. Please state the number and type of activitles you plan to conduct, {Examples: group education
events; newsletters; newspaper articles; producer surveys; distribution of manure sampie

containers; help with MMP writing )
| Assistance will be provided to individual feedlot owners in a 1-on-1 setting, as needed. |

2. Please state the number of producers you expect will attend training and education activities If any

are proposed. o
[ NA . ]

3. Wil you be keeping track of the number of producer contacts? I so, how will it be tracked?
| Alog will be kept to record interactions with fesdlot owners. ]

B. Delegated County Minimum Program 'Requlrements {MPRs)



MN Stat, 1160711 Subd. 2. {c} states that 25% of the total appropriation must be awarded according to the

terms and conditions of the following MPRs.

i. Inspection MPR

A delegated County must inspect 7% or more of thelr State required registered feedlots annually, as

determined by the table below, to be eligible for the Inspection MPR award, A feedlot inspection and/or a Level
2 or 3 land application inspection may only count once towards the 7% inspection rate. Asecond inspection
done at the same site in the same year would be counted towards performance credlts, At least half of the 7%

inspections should be compliance (on site] inspections. The remaining half can be a combination of
canstruction/Interim permit, Level 2 and Level 3 inspections.

July 1-Dec. 31, | Jan.1-Dec31
) Inspection MPRs 2016 2017
1. Agency-approved number required to be registered by the State.
{Please enter the number that is shown for your County on the 2016 County 414 414
Progrem Base Grant Award Schedule in Appendix 8.)
2. County - Agency agreed upon inspection rate. (Thisis 7% for 2016 7% 2%
ond 2017 unless otherwise negotioted.)
3. County ~ Agency agreed upon inspection humber for the Identiﬂed
29 29
time period. _
2. Other MPRs
Registration MPRs YES | NO

1. The County will register and maintain registration data in the Deita/Tempo database in -
accordance with MN R, Ch. 7020.0350 Subp. 1 and 7020.1600, Subp. 2. C.

A County program review should indicate that the County uses the MPCA standard feedlot registration form
or has been approved to use o County-designed registration form and updates Tempo with the registration
Information acquired from registration forms aend/or permit applications. Tempo flelds thot must be updated
continuously Include shorelond status, DWSMA and OLA as agreed tg by FMT-MACFO in 2013,

2. The County issues a registration receipt to the feedlot owner within 30 days of receipt of the

 registration form. (7020.0350, Subp. 5.) 57 ]
A file review should indicate thot the County has fulfilled the registration recelpt requirement as stated in ~
thelr registrotion work plon strategy.
Inspection MPRs YES | NO
3. The County maintains a record of all compliance inspections, including fand application review
results, conducted at feedlots required to be registered. At a minimum, counties must
maintain on file {electronic or paper) a completed copy of the Non-NPDES }nspectlon Checkiist. 53 n
i

{7020,1600, Subp. 2. H.}

A file review should indicate that the County uses and maintains on file inspection documentation in
accordonce with the above reguirement.

L

4, The County completes entry of data from all feedlot compliance inspections, including land

6




application review resuits, at feedlots required to be registered, into Delta and in accordance
with Delta Inspection fields by February 1 of the year following the end of the program year.
(7020.1600, Subp. 2. H.)

A Delta/Tempo databose query should indieate the entry of inspection data into Tempo occurs within required

parameters. e
5. The work plan contains an inspection strategy that has been approved by the-agency.
(7020.1600, Subp. 32.8.{1-2))

The Annugal Inspection Strategy Progress report (located in the Supplemental Informotion Page section of the
Annuol County Feedfot Offiver and Performance Credit Report) should Indicate that the County inftiated
inspection plans and goals os stoted in their Inspectian strotegy,

5

Compliance MPRs

YES

NO

6. The County will notify the producer, In writing, of the results for any compliance inspection
conducted. The notification must include a completed copy of the Non-NPDES Inspection
Checklist. {7020.1600, Subp. 3a.B. {Sa.}}

A file review shauld Indicate that the County has notified the producers of compliance inspection results.
Notification must be in writing either by letter or by a document and slaned by the producer that he/she has
viewed and agree with the completed Inspection report and waives any further notification of results by moil,

7. The County will bring feedlot operations into compliance through the Implementation of
scheduled compliance goals as stated in their comptliance strategy (7020.1600, Subp. 3a.B.(5)).

A file review should indicote that in matters of non-compliance the County followed their complionce

strategles.

8. The County maintains documentation and correspondence for any return to combuance from &
documented non-compliance status. (7020.1600, Subp. 2.H.)

When o County records o corrective action in Defta/T empo the fife should contuin documentation by efther

the County or another party verifying that the cotrective action wos implemented ond/or instolled. (A

sepurate inspection should be entered In Tempo to show return to compliance.) '

Permitting MPRs

NO

8. The County will issue permits within the 60/120 day time period according to Minn, Stat. 15.99,

{7020.0505, Subp. 5.8,)

A file review should indicate that the County date stamps all application components and if applicable uses

letters to notify producers of Incomplete applications. An application component recelved by the county
electronicolly {via e-mafl} does not need a date stormp provided the dated e-mail Is saved with the document,

10. The County will make sure alt permit applications are complete. (7020.1600, Subp. 2.C)
A fiie review should indicate that the County uses an agency approved application checkiist ond that

0

applications are complete, '

11. The County will ensure producer compliance with required notifications. {7020.2000, Subp. 4
and Subp. 5)

Public notifications for new or existing feediots with @ copacfty of 2500 AU proposing to construct or expoand

must include the following Information:

O




Owner’s nomes or legal nome of the facility;

o
b, Location af foclfity - county, township, section, and quorter section;

c.  Species of livestock and total animal units;

d.  Tvpesof confinement buildings, Jots, and areas at the animal feediot; ond
e.  Tvpesof manure storage areas

Public notification is completed by equal or greoter notlfication of one of the following:
a Newspaper (affidavit in file)
b Delivery by mall or in person; or
C. As part of o county/township permitting process (CUP},

12. Appropriate permit issuance after compietion of reguired notifications. {7020.2000, Subp. 5)

A file review should Indicote that permits have been issued after the appropriate number {20) of business days :

following public notffications.

13, The County will ensure that MMP (manure management plan) conditions have been met
according to 7020.2225, Subp. 4., prior to permit issuance (7001.0140).

A flle review should indicote that a MMP ahd a MIMP checklist completed by the County is on file for any
interim permit issued (for a site 2100 AU); that & manure management checklist completed by the CFO is on
file for any CSF permit issued for a feedlot with 2300 AU where manure Is non-transferred; and thot a
completed copy of the document “MMP When Ownership of Manure Is Transferred” is on file for a feedlot

with 2300 AU where manure Is transferred

14, The County will ensure that a producer who submits a permit application that mclades a liguid
manure storage area (LMSA) meets the requirements in 7020.2100.

A file review should indicate that the County uses an agency approved LMSA checklist ond thot plans and
specifications are complete.

15. The County will ensure that any poflution problem existing at a producer’s site will be resolved
before the permit is Issued or Is addressed by the permit. (7020,0500, Subp. 5.8.and
7001.0140)

A file review should indiceute that the County Issues interim permits in oppropriote situations and conducts an

Inspection prior to permit issuance,

Complaint Response MPR

YES

NO

16. The County maintains a record of all complaint correspondence. {7020.1600, Subp. 2.H. and
Subp. 2.J.46}}
The County maintains o complaint Jog and promptly reports to the MPCA any complaints thot represent o
. possible health threat, a significant envirpnmentel impact or indlcate @ flogrant violation,
The complaint fog record inchudes the foflowing Infonnatwn
a. Typeof comploint
b. location of comploint
¢ Dote and time complaint was made
d. Facts and circumstances related to the complaint
e. A stotement describing the resolution of the complaint

Gwner Assistance MPR

YES

NO




17. The work plan contalns owner assistance goals that have been approved by the agency.

{7020.1600, Subp, 2.1.{5) and Subp, 3a.B.{7}} -
’ |
The annual delegation review should Indicate that the County initiated their plons in aceordance with their A D
owner assistance strategy.
Staffing Level and Trzining MPR
g YES | no

18. The CFO (and other feedlot staff) attends training necessary to perform the dutles of the
feedlot program and Is consistent with the agency training recommendations. (7020.1500,

Subp. 2.K.}
The County should complete a minimum of 18 co ntinuing education units (CEUs). Each unit consists ofone
hour of training related to MN Rules Ch, 7020 competency oreas: reguiating new construction; conducting
Inspections end evalugting compliance; handling complaints and reported spitls; responding to oir quolity
complaints, resolving Identified poliution problems, communicating with farmers and the egricuituraf
community. (See Annual CFO Report Form Guidonce document for more Information about Training
Performance credfts.} All training sessfons attended by the County must be submitted using the

Supplementary Report Form.

) Alr Quality MPR YES | NO
19, The County maintains a record of &l notifications recelved from feedlot owners claiming air
guality exemptions including the days exempted and the cumulative days used. (7020.1600,
Subp. 2.1} ‘
The County should maintain @ pumping notification log. The record Includes the following Informotion:
a.  Nomes of the owners/legal facliity name 3] ]
b, Locotion of the facility {county, township, section, quarter)
<. Facility permit number )
g, Start date and number of days to removol
Web Reporting Requirement YEE | NO
20. The County maintains an active website listing detatled Information on the expenditure of
County program grant funds and measureable outcomes as = result of the expenditure of
x| O

funds. {H.F. No. 2123, 86" Legisletive Session, Article 1, Section 3, Subdivision 1]

As of July 1 of the current progrem year the Annual CFO Report and an MPCA finontlal report (yet to be
determined) for the previous program year should be on the County’s website,
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2016 County Feedlot Program Delegation Agreement

and Work Plan Review

&, County Need Requsts piease state any specific resources that you sre requasting the MPCA

provide to help sdminister the County feediot program in your County.

B, Agency Response to County Need Request

€. Décumentstion of Work Plan Revistons andlor Alternate Mathods for Meeﬂng MPRe Any work
plen revisions including alternate methods for meeting MPRs that have been egreed to by hoth
MPCA and the County must be documented In this space.

D, Work Plen Approvel

o~

The 2016 delegation agreement and work plan has ‘p Yes [ INo
been reviewed and setisfactorlly addresses delegation
agrezment requirements. '
The commentsas
‘Vacordéd ir the above : Ao hacher '
parts together with the {County Feedlot Offlcer) _
signatures of represented % B / - /5
parties constitute that :411.* ~f Courty Feadiot Date)
review of the delegation Off[m re ¥ ate
agreement has been cer}
conducted end that MCL{‘ k 6&. ~ne s
' ;E'?:smﬁf: of ‘{30:“1\; {MPCA Regiona) Staff)
uties and goals by the
MPCA and the County for '_WM / =4/ é
the january 1 — December p Reg . {Dave}
31, 2016 period has been Q -
achleved. o QO l ﬁ/
| @ 0 (U
{Signdture of MPCA County (Date)
Development Lead)
Amendment:
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2017 County Feedlot Program Delegation Agreement
and Work Plan Review

. County Need Requests Please state any specific resources that you are requesting the MPCA
provide to heip administer the County feedlot program in your County.

., Agency Response to County Need Reguest

» Documentation of Werk Plan Revislons and/or Alternate Methods for Meeting MPRs Any work
plan revisions including alternate methods for meeting MPRs that have been agreed to by both

MPCA and the County must be documented in this space,

. Waork Plan Approval
The 2017 delegation agreement and work pfan has [(Gves [Ine

been reviewed and satisfactorfly addresses delegation
agreement requirements.

The comments as
recorded in the above

parts together with the {County Feediot Officer)

signatures of represented

parties constitute that -

review of the delegation {Signature of County Feediot {Date)
Officer)

agreement has been
conducted and that

agreement of County {MPCA Regional Staff)

duties and goals by the

MPCA and the County for

the January 1 - December (Signature of MPCA Regional {Date)

31, 2017 period has been Stqﬁ}

achieved.
{MPCA County Development
 Lead) -
{Signature of MPCA County (Date}
Development Lead)
Amendment:

11



Appendix A

2016 - 2017 Work Plan Inspection Strategy Guidance

The Inspection Strategy section of the work plan has been changed for 2016-2017. We have provided
this guidance to ensure that Countles understand the work plan inspection strategy and can prepare
inspection goals in line with applicable requirements,

There will be no penalty if the County does not meet their strategies as long as they have valid reasons
for not meeting it. The MPCA understands this ks only a plan and that things happen. But the
expectation is that the CFO communicates with their regional staff in a timely manner if they feel they

will not be able to meet their goals during the year.

Changes to the work plan Inspection strategy for 2016 —-2017:
1. The production site and land application site inspection strategies have been combined.

Production site inspection. A production site inspection is a full compliance inspection where
al applicable parts of the non-NPDES Inspection checklist must be completed including a Level
1 fand spplication review.

Land application Inspection. Three types of land application inspections can be conducted -
Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3. Remember that all full compliance Inspections includes a Level 1

land application inspection as applicable to the site. The non-NPDES inspection checklist must
be used to document land application Inspection resulis and the results must be entered into
Tempo. None of the three types of land application inspections on their own meet the
definition of a compliance inspection. However, Level 2 and Level 3 Iand application
inspections will count towards the 7% inspectlon rate {Level 2 as 1.0 Inspection ard Level 3 as
% of an Inspection). Credit for a Level 2 land application Inspection will be given only if there
are records avallable and if those records are sufficient to meet the Level inspection

requirement.

2. The production site inspection component has four mandatory inspection strategy requirements:

= Sites proposing construction or expansion.
e Sites recelving an Interim or Construction Short Form (CSF) permit, A CSF

permit applies to sites with 2300 AU,
e Shes with signed open lot agreements (OLAs) that have never been inspected.

= Sites required to be registered that have never been inspected.

3. Compllance and construction inspections conducted at sites required to be State registered count
toward the 7% inspection rate. A Level 2 land application inspection does count toward the 7%
inspection rate as 1.0 inspection. A Level 3 land appiication inspection does count towards the 7%
Inspection rate as 0.5 inspections.

4. The County must write an annual inspection strategy progress report. The inspection strategy
progress report is included in the Supplemental Information Page of the Annual County Feediot
Officer and Performance Credit Report.  The County needs to be realistic in their inspection
strategy because thay will be required to answer if they fail to meet their goals. See MPR No. 5.
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As part of developing a realistic inspection strategy the County needs to consider alt of their strategies
{production site and land application) and the time commitment required, The County should not
design their inspection goals to simply meet the 7% minimum inspection rate. Rather the county is
urged to set inspection goals according to their inspections needs such as feedlots that have never been

inspected or feediots with OLAs that have not been inspected.

Recommended approach for developing inspection goals

Step 1, The first step is to calculate the number of feedlots that the County Intends to inspect annually.
The County needs to set a goal of inspecting at least 7% of the total number of feedlots required to be
registered In the County. Given this formula, a County with 300 feedlots would need to conduct 21
compliance inspections or a combination of 21 compliance, construction, Level 2 or Level 3 inspections
annually. Two Level 3 land application inspections are needed to be counted as 1.0 compliance or

construction inspection.

Step 2. The second step Is to calculate the number of sites in the county that are subject to the four
required inspection strategy categories (see ltem 2 above}. For example a County may estimate that,
based on past experience, they will need to Inspect about 15 sites as a result of permit issuance
requirements; and, they estimate that they have 10 sites with signed OLAs that have never been
inspected; and, they estimate that they have 50 sites required to be registered that have never been
visited, {n this case the total number of sites needing to be Inspected.is 75.

Step 3, The third step is to decide how many inspections the County can conduct in each of the required
categories over the next two years. The County must plan to inspect all sites each year where permits °
are being Issued. However, counties may be able to complete only a fraction of the inspections over the
next two years at feedlots that have never been inspected or with signed OLAs that have never been
inspected. The reason is that some countles still have hundreds of sites that have never been Inspected
or sites with signed OFAs that have never been inspected. n the example used, the County has
determined that they will do a total of 21 inspections annually (see Step 1) and that 15 of them will be
due to permit Issuances (Step 2). This leaves six Inspections avallable for sites that are required to be
registered but have never been inspected and sites with signed OLAs that have never been visited.

Step 4. This step only applles to Counties where the number of planned inspections, as defined by the

- four required inspection strategy categories, is less than 7% of the total number of feedlots in the
County. In that event, the County must choose additional inspection strategies tlisted In the work plan
or proposed by the County as high risk/priority or low risk/priotity) whereby the County wilf be assured

of meeting the 7% minimum Inspection requirement.
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Appendix B
FY 2016 County Program Base Grant Award Schadule
July 1, 2015 - June 30, 2016

$1,958,600 Appropriation

1. The funding rate for 2016 is $88.72feediot for Part B and $30.17 for Pari C.

2. Data from the Janvary 1, 2014 Registration Update Is used for the Feedlots Eligible-for-
Funding column,

3. Eight countles receive the minimum funding of $7,500 as provided by statute.

& 2 ﬁé‘ § L =it Lb Rl b LA SR e b L) PR N A WV AT
Big Stone 40 $7,500 $5,250 $7,500
Blue Earth 363 $24 945 $24,945 $10,052 $35,897
Brown 386 $26.528 $26,526 $11,646 $38,172
Carver 238 $16,356 $16,355 . $7,180 $23,536
Clay 108 $7,216 $7.2168 $3,168 $10,383
Cattonwood 257 $17.661 $17.661 $7,754 $26,415
Dakota 161 $11,064 $11,084 $4.857 $15,921
Dodge 237 $16,287 $16,287 $7,150 - $23437
Douglas 420 528,862 $28,862 $12,871 $41,534
Faribauit 362 $24,877 $24,877 $10,922 $35,798
Fillmore - 737 $50,647 $50,647 $22,235 $72,882
Freeborn 285 $19,585 $19,585 $8,508 $28,184
Goodhue ) 885 347,073 $47,073 $20,868 $67,740
oaEnn e AR
Jackson 330 $22,678 $22,678 $0,056 $32,694
Kandiyohi 445 $30,580 $30,580 $13,426 $44,608
Kittson 18 $7,500 $5,260 $7,500
Lat Qui Parle 194 $13,332 $13,332 $5,853 $19,185
Lake of the Woods 25 $7,500 $5,250 $7,500
Le Susur 172 $41,820 $11,820 $65,188 $17,009
Lincoin 414 $28,450 $28,450 $12.490 $40,040
Lyon 282 $19,379 $18,379 $8,508 $27 887
Ml eod 329 $22,808 $22,600 $3.926 $32,535
Marshall 41 $7,500 $5,250 §7,500
Martin 474 $£32 873 $32,673 $14,301 $48.874
Meeker 253 $17,386 $17,386 $7,633 $25,019
Morrison €618 $42,459 $42,469 $18,645 361,114
Mower ‘ 381 $26,182 $26,182 $11,495 $ar.e77
Murray 425 $20,208 $29,206 - $12,822 $42,028
Nicollet 318 $21,716 $21,716 $9,634 $31,24¢
Nobles 432 $20,687 $29,687 $13,083 $42,720
Norman 48 $7,500 $6,250 $7,500
Otter Tail 0 $o $0 $0 $0
Pennington ag $7,500 $6,250 $7.500
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451 $30,993 $30,983 $13,607 $44,599

Fipestone
Polk 77 $5,201 $5,201 $2,323 $7.615
Fope 204 $20,204 $20,204 $8.870 $28,074
Red Lake 38 $7,500 $5.250 $7,500
Renville 288 $19,791 $19,701 $8,680 $28,480
Rice 287 $19,723 $19,723 $8.650 $28,381
Rock 512 $35,185 $35,185 $15.447 $50,632
Sibley 1233 $19,860 $19,860 $8,719 $28,579
Stearns 1 $102,462 $102,462 $44,983 $147,445
Steele 251 $17,249 517,249 $7.673 $24,821
Stevens 130 $8.034 $8,034 $3,022 $12,856
Swift 157 $10,789 $i0,789 $4,737 $15,526
Todd 682 $46,867 $46,867 $20,576 $67,443
Traverse 34 $7.500 $5,280 $7.500
Wadena gg 36,803 $6,803 $2,087 $9,790
Waseca 234 $16,080 $16,080 $7,060 $23,140
Watonwan 184 $12,644 $12.644 $5.551 $18,198
Wingna 555 $38,140 $38,140 $16.744 $54,884
Wright 263 $18,073 $18,073 87,035 $26,008
Yellow Medicine 271 $18,623 _$18,623 $8,176 $26,759
“TOTAL 16,509 $1,175,326 $1,157,326 $480,650  $1,664,985
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