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State Cost Share Scoring Criteria

As the Kentucky State Cost Share Program (KSCS) was being redesigned
approximately 5-6 years ago, the primary objectives were to make the
program easier to navigate and to make transparency a priority. This was
especiallythe focus regarding the scoring and approval of the applications
submitted.

In 416 KAR 1:010 Section 7, there is a basic outline of how to prioritize
applications during the scoring/approval process. During the above referenced
redesignphase, this basic prioritization was considered, and a new scoring
systemwas adopted by the Soil & Water Conservation Commissionbased on
recommendations from DOC.
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Additionally, when reviewing the regulation, there are other items listed for
consideration. With the new online application systemin eForms, the
application reflects if an applicantis part of an Agricultural District, and the GPS
coordinates entered indicate if they are located within a state Priority
Watershed, both of which receive additional points toward the application total.
For livestock practices, there is also a minor point adjustment for the number of
livestock being addressed so that we properly address the mosturgent
resource concerns. This considerationdoes have a cap so that those really
large operations do not automatically outcompete smaller ones. All
applicationsarein competition for approval on a statewide basis, i.e.,
there is one list for the state, and the scoring is done from that one list. There is
no consideration on the number of approvals or funding per county, etc. The
Practice Ranking Priority List on the previous page will assist field staff
determine the likelihood of approval, and possibility of advising the local
producers to apply for higher priority practices in conjunction with others.

Afterthe application deadline has passed, DOC staff pulls the list fromeForms,
and begins the processof approvals. First, the list is cleaned up (i.e., removal
of duplicates, missing information, etc.). Then, the cutoff score forapproval is
calculated. Thisis a moving targetfrom yearto year. There are two primary
factors that affectthat score cutoff: the amount of funding allocated for that
funding year and how many other applications there are in the state/what
practice distribution applied for on those applications consists of. After this list is
completed by DOC staff, the final list is sent to the Commissionfor
considerationand final approval.

From the descriptionabove, this may
answer some common questions on
approvals fromyear to year. For
example, a practice widely approved in
one year may not be approved the next
because one of the factors above
changed. Maybe there is less funding
available, and the cutoff score is simply
higher. Or maybe more people across
the state apply for higher priority
practices from one year to the next,
again raising that average overall cutoff
score.
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In conclusion, from the previous information provided, one example that
occurredin recent years that really made some questionthe scoring
process. The belowexample will use a common practice, the scores and
actual practice are made up forease of explanation.

Example: Predominantly in WestKentucky with large scale row cropping,
many applications are for a single practice with no other variables. In this
example, we will use Cover Crop (340). Let’s say that a county has 30
applications and 24 are solely for Cover Crop. All of those applications will
have the same score. We will assign a score of 50 for this example for the
Cover Crop practice. Inthe previous funding year, the cutoff score forthe
state was 49. So, with all being the same, at least 80% of the applications
for this county were approved last year. But in the following year, we have
less funding available to distribute. In addition, more applicants apply for
livestock waste management practices across the state. So, when matching
the amount of funding with the score cutoff onthe list, that approval score
jumps up a few points to 52. Now, just a year later, this same county that
had 80% of their applications approved the previous year, may drop to
having 20% the following year. This had nothing to do with county
allocations, how much they received previously, etc. It was simply a slight
change in the overall score required during that year to get approval, and
the application pattern in that county.




