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State Technical Committee Meeting 
Thursday, June 27, 2019, at 10 a.m. 

NRCS State Office, Richmond, Virginia 
Large Conference Room 

Those in attendance were: 

Gray Anderson, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) 
Jill Auburn, Virginia Association for Biological Farming (VABF) 
Bryant Bays, Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) 
Nikki Belleza, Fairfax Water 
David Bryan, Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) 
David Byrd, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Seth Coffman, Trout Unlimited (TU) 
Dr. Marcus Comer, Black Family Land Trust 
Dean Cumbia, Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) 
Herman Ellison, National Agriculture Statistics Service (NASS) 
Lauren Fox, Pamunkey Indian Tribe 
Beth Garcia, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Todd Groh, Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) 
Emily Horsley, Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
Kristen Hughes-Evans, Sustainable Chesapeake 
Raven Jarvis, Virginia Department of Health-Office of Drinking Water (VDH-ODW) 
Marilyn Knight, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
Matt Kowalski, Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) 
Sylvia Malm, Groundwater Protection Council (GWPC) 
Mike Nardolilli, Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin (ICPRB) 
Jen Perkins, Virginia Department of Agricultural and Consumer Services (VDACS) 
Marc Puckett, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) 
Jon Roller, Ecosystem Services 
Kristen Saacke Blunk, Headwaters LLC 
Mark Schonbeck, Virginia Association for Biological Farming (VABF) 
Zachary Sheldon, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) 
Gerald Stewart, Eastern Chickahominy Tribe 
Julie Hawkins, NRCS, Assistant State Conservationist-Programs 
Stacey Bradshaw, NRCS, Soil Conservationist 
Diane Dunaway, NRCS, Easement Specialist 
David Kriz, NRCS, Assistant State Conservationist-Water Resource Operations  
Patrick Vincent, NRCS, Farm Bill Program Specialist 
Chad Wentz, NRCS, State Resource Conservationist 
Ron Wood, NRCS, Farm Bill Program Specialist 
Kathleen Anderson, NRCS (Recorder) 
*3 unidentified callers on the conference line 
 

Julie Hawkins, NRCS Assistant State Conservationist-Programs, welcomed everyone to the meeting.  On 
behalf of Jack Bricker, our State Conservationist, we thank you for your time and attendance. 



The new Farm Bill was signed December 20, 2018.  We had hoped to provide additional information on 
the new bill but more guidance has yet to be released.  

We have had much success with the 2014 Farm Bill and want to relish in that a bit. We are eleventh in 
the nation in EQIP (excluding the outliers of Texas and California), and are fourth east of the Mississippi 
River, behind Mississippi, Georgia, and Tennessee in obligations to farmers and private landowners. This 
represents a tremendous amount of work by both our staff and our participants.  More than half of 
livestock applications and cropland / forestry applications were funded.  

Many owners/operators held contracts under the 2014 Farm Bill. There were 2,424 individuals or 
entities, and of this amount, 1,544 (64%) were beginning, limited resource, socially disadvantaged, or 
veteran farmers.  

Top practices were Fence, Access Control, Watering Facility, Nutrient Management, Livestock Pipeline, 
Heavy Use Area Protection, Prescribed Grazing, Forage and Biomass Planting, Cover Crop and 
Conservation Crop Rotation. 

High tunnel was a new practice introduced in 2010, as an “Interim practice.” An interim practice is given 
a three-year period of evaluation. It was deemed successful, and so was fully adopted in the field office 
technical guide during the 2014 Farm Bill.  It was a national priority under the 2014 Farm Bill.  

The new 2018 Farm Bill has designated 10% funding overall to source water protection across the 
country. 
(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Raven Jarvis, Virginia Department of Health-Office of Drinking Water (VDH-ODW) — Ms. Jarvis 
discussed source water programs in Virginia.  

The mission of the Office of Drinking Water is to ensure that Virginians have access to an adequate 
supply of clean, safe drinking water that meets or exceeds the federal and state drinking water 
standards. 

Source water protection basics: Protecting source water benefits public health and confidence, as well as 
the economy and the environment. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) in 1996 required states to create a Source Water Assessment Plan 
(SWAP). By 1999, the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) developed its SWAP. The SWAP brought forth 
the Source Water Protection Plan (SWPP), and next was SWPP implementation. The SWPP program is 
voluntary. There are benefits for utilities to be involved with this, so that they may proactively protect 
their water supplies. Treatments for removing contaminants are expensive and energy intensive. Care 
must be taken when using water treatment disinfectants. Utilities must be vigilant in watching for 
emerging contaminants.   

The price to correct a situation of contamination is often very high. The cost of remediation activities, 
replacing water supplies, and providing alternate water supplies, will vary according to the problem. 
Several examples were given of towns that had contaminants in their water. 



• Perryton, Texas, spent $250,000 to remedy the contaminant carbon tetrachloride found in its 
groundwater.   

• Mililani, Hawaii, needed to build ($2.5 million) and operate ($154,000 annually) a new 
treatment plant because of pesticides and solvents in groundwater. 

• Montgomery County, Maryland, had to install new water lines and provide free water to its 
customers due to solvents and freon in groundwater. This cost $3 million, plus $45,000 per year 
for 50 years. 

• Milwaukee, Wisconsin, spent $89 million because of cryptosporidium in river water. The 
upgrade to the system, along with related costs to the water utility, city, health department, 
and other costs from the disease outbreak, was $89 million.  

Office of Drinking Water Assistance: ODW has some helps for others in achieving and maintaining clean 
drinking water. 

Source Water Assessment maps are updated and provided to waterworks. ODW has shared GIS files 
with NRCS. 

Source Water Protection Plans help identify protection areas, assess potential sources of contamination, 
and discuss implementing a protection strategy for clean water. 

Other ODW assistance and funding includes: 

• SWP contractors  
• Direct technical assistance 
• Wellhead protection implementation grants 

For more information, see the Office of Drinking Water website. 

Other Partners:    

• Rural Water Association  
• EPA Region 3 Source Water Protection Program  
• Shenandoah Watershed 

Spread the word and collaborate to protect Virginia’s drinking water. 
(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Nikki Belleza, Watershed Protection Specialist, Fairfax Water — Ms. Belleza discussed Fairfax Water 
and water protection in the Potomac River watershed. 

Fairfax Water is the largest public water utility in Virginia, and one of the 25 largest in the country. It 
serves nearly 2 million people in Alexandria, Dulles, Fairfax City, Fairfax County, Falls Church, Fort 
Belvoir, Herndon, Loudoun, Prince William, and Vienna. Fairfax Water treats a daily average of 171 
million gallons of water at its two treatment plants, and also purchases water from two plants in the 
Washington, DC, area.  

Fairfax Water has two primary sources: 



The Occoquan Reservoir (from the Occoquan River)  

• The upper dam was constructed in 1957. 
• Dam elevation was increased by two feet in 1982, to increase storage capacity.  
• The reservoir covers 590 square miles, is 15 miles long, is an average depth of 13 feet, and is less 

than 0.2 miles wide. 

The Potomac River (The Potomac River Watershed is part of the Chesapeake Bay Watershed) 

• The Potomac River Watershed covers 11,000 square miles. 
• The Potomac River Watershed encompasses land in Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West 

Virginia, and Washington, D.C. 
• The river is a source for many public drinking water utilities. 

Amendments were made to the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) to require states to have Source Water 
Assessment Programs (SWAP), to collect information on critical areas in a watershed. Fairfax Water 
developed a SWAP of its Potomac and Occoquan areas, including areas slightly outside of the required 
expanses. 

In compiling a SWAP, it is important to complete an inventory and a map of a watershed to assess 
existing and potential contamination. This includes: 

• Wastewater systems: sewers, septic systems (nutrients, bacteria, viruses, pharmaceuticals) 
• Transportation: highways, rail lines, airports, streets (petroleum products, road salts)  
• Commerce/Industrial: gas stations, dry cleaners, mining (petroleum products, chemicals, acid 

mine drainage) 
• Agriculture: feeding operations, crop production, irrigation, chemical application (pesticides, 

nutrients, bacteria, viruses, petroleum products) 
• Residential: septic systems, lawn care, storage tanks (pesticides, nutrients, bacteria, viruses, 

petroleum products) 

After evaluating an area for existing and potential contaminants, a Source Water Protection Strategy 
should be developed with specific plans for that area. An example of this could be the recommendation 
that storage sheds are to be closed, to contain fuels or chemicals; trees can provide a natural buffer for 
water quality, but dead trees to be removed must not to be placed in the reservoir; and down-zoning, to 
reduce the ratio of number of residences to one per five acres. 

Grants, education, monitoring, and shoreline stabilization projects are source protection strategies to 
encourage clean water. 

The Potomac River Drinking Water Source Protections Partnership (DWSPP) is a “coalition of water 
utilities and state, interstate, and federal authorities working together to amplify regional source water 
protection efforts since 2005.” Collaborating on shared partnership goals to identify priorities, 
coordinate efforts, share information (ex.-quarterly meetings) go far towards the aim of protecting 
drinking water sources and providing clean water. The Potomac River DWSPP has been “amplifying 
regional source water protection efforts since 2005.” 



Work groups looked at the source water assessments, to address priority concerns, such as agricultural 
issues, early warning and emergency response, emerging contaminants, urban and industrial issues, and 
water quality data. Emerging contaminants and pathogens are especially high priority (fecal 
contamination, accidental spill locations, and petroleum contamination).   

Agricultural issues workgroup strives to build alliances with academic institutions and agricultural 
agencies. An important goal is to reduce difficult-to-treat contaminants, such as the parasite 
cryptosporidium (Crypto), which is resistant to chlorine, and causes gastrointestinal illness. 

The Crypto Source Tracking Project in Potomac Water Shed in 2008 looked at the DNA in the water. 
Fourteen different species or genotypes were detected. The information was evaluated according to 
genotyping. Some Crypto species affect only cattle, and some only humans. Certain Crypto species are 
present only at specific times of the year. Pursuing best management practices (BMP) was an important 
component in addressing this. 

Working together, we can protect our drinking water. 

The “2018 Farm Bill encourages the protection of drinking water sources has designated 10% of funding 
is towards source water protection.” 

(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Herman Ellison, State Statistician, National Agriculture Statistics Service (NASS) — Mr. Ellison 
discussed the highlights of the 2017 Census of Agriculture. 

The Census of Agriculture takes place every five years. The last one was in 2012.  The census looks at 
farms and ranches, economics, and demographics.  

The presentation conveyed the information visually through maps, charts and tables. In Virginia, 75.2% 
responded to the census, and across the nation, 71.8% responded. The survey was answered by 
respondents in one of four ways: by mail, internet, phone, or field. In comparing data between the 2012 
and 2017 questionnaires, response by using the internet response had increased. 

Farms and ranches: In Virginia, the number of farms and the acreage in farms each lost 6% from the 
previous census. In 2017, there were 43,225 farms and 7.8 million acres of land in farms. However, the 
average farm size remained the same as ten years earlier at 180 acres each. Almost 31% of land in the 
state is considered farmland. The ten Virginia counties with the highest number of farms were 
Rockingham, Augusta, Washington, Bedford, Loudon, Pittsylvania, Fauquier, Scott, Franklin, and 
Shenandoah, ranging from 2,026 to 965 in number for these top ten.  

In 2017 in the United States, the number of farms was 2,042,221, encompassing 7.8 million acres, and 
39.8% of all land was listed as farmland. The type of use includes mostly permanent pasture, cropland, 
and woodland. There was a slight increase in cropland, and a slight decrease in the other two, since 
2012. The number of small farms (1-9 acres) had increased, medium sized farms (10-49 acres) and larger 
farms (50-179 and 180-499 acres) decreased, and very large farms (500-2,000 acres) remained the over 
the past five years. 



Economics: The United States generated $389 billion in total market value (TMV) in 2017. In Virginia, 
agriculture generated $4 billion in TMV. The top ten counties for this type of reckoning were 
Rockingham, Augusta, Accomack, Page, Shenandoah, Orange, Northampton, Amelia, Southampton, and 
Pittsylvania, bringing in from $796 (Rockingham) to $73 million (Pittsylvania).  

The value of products, crops and livestock has increased over the past 20 years. The 2017 numbers show 
that livestock sales still lead the way, making up 66% of the state’s $4 billion TMV. About 85% of our 
farms have sales less that $50,000. Smaller operations contribute a lot to farming. 

In 2017, the ten highest to lowest crops ranked by sales were: poultry and eggs, cattle and calves, grains 
and oilseeds, milk, nursery (including greenhouse, floriculture and sod), other crops and hay, vegetables, 
tobacco, hogs and pigs, and aquaculture. 

Farm expenses were also observed. Feed, fertilizer and fuel outlays decreased. Labor (highest expense), 
supplies and repairs, chemicals, interest, livestock purchases, and seed (lowest expenses) increased. The 
per farm average net income rose 71% over the past five years. 

Demographics: Many things have changed with the farm producers themselves. The average age of 
farmers in Virginia has increased to 58.5 years of age, increasing by 2.8 years since the last agricultural 
census. Young producers (age 35 years or less) make up 8.5% of the state’s total farmers. New and 
beginning farmers (have been farming ten years or less) are 27% of all producers in Virginia. This is the 
same percentage for the U.S. for this category. Producers with military service is 13% of Virginia farmers, 
and 11% for the nation. 

The number of female producers increased by 18% in the past five years, whereas male producers 
decreased by nearly 5%. The average age of each is 57.4 years and 59.1 years, respectively. Virginia’s 
female farmers number 25,509 (36% of total farmers). Males number 45,085. The percentage of female 
producers across the United States is 27% of its total farmers. 

Also addressed in the census is ethnicity/race. Hispanic, Asian, and Native Hawaiian producers have 
gone up, but black and American Indian farmers have decreased statewide. The highest number of 
minority farmers are in the following counties: 

• Black—Halifax, Mecklenburg, Pittsylvania, Fauquier, and Southampton 
• Hispanic—Loudoun, Augusta, Fauquier, Rockingham, and Culpeper 
• American Indians—Franklin, Halifax, Stafford, Gloucester, and Rappahannock 
• Asian—Loudon, Fauquier, Amelia, Accomack, and Fairfax 

The 2017 Census of Agriculture has given an interesting picture of this important segment of Virginia.  
(See also the handout scanned with this report.)  

 

Bryant Bays, Regional Forester, Eastern Region, VDOF—Mr. Bays discussed the VDOF “Forest Action 
Plan of Virginia.” 

The “Forest Action Plan of Virginia” coordinates with outside agencies, addressing the prioritization of 
resources for all forest lands, both public and private. Stakeholders in this important endeavor include 
the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), the State Forest Stewardship 



Coordinating Committee, the State Technical Committee, applicable federal land management agencies, 
and military installations. Input is by review/comments, surveys, and meetings. There are two required 
plans that need to be incorporated into the Forest Action Plan, the Community Wildfire Protection Plan 
and the State Wildlife Action Plan. 

The first FA plan was completed in 2010. A new one is compiled every ten years, with updates every five 
years. The current 10-year plan will go through June of 2020. The goals are to conserve/manage, protect 
from threats, and enhance public benefit.  

The Statewide assessment of forests looks at the condition, trends and threats to the forest lands. 
Priority areas are identified in the in the state and in regions between the states. Certain maps are 
especially helpful to look at risks (of wildfire, insects, diseases), uses, and inventories of forest lands. 

Maps are also used to help assess specific issues with diminished resources. For example, the longleaf 
pine has decreased due to over-harvesting.  By evaluating the tree’s historic and current ranges, a long-
term strategy can be formulated to address this decline. 

There are demographic changes that impact Virginia’s forests.  

• Population is growing in metropolitan areas and near interstate highways, notably the urban 
sprawl in northern Virginia, Richmond, and Virginia Beach. By 2040, it is expected that areas that 
are currently rural, such as Hanover and Charles City, will also experience population growth.  

• With population growth, there is an increased demand for forest materials, both for traditional 
wood and non-traditional wood products. 

• The aging of the state’s population will also affect forest land.  The average age of the forest 
landowner will increase. This raises concerns regarding the land being passed on to the next 
generation.  

• Younger generations may have different views on forestry. Many young people no longer have a 
direct connection with “being in the woods.” Others are interested in more forest-related 
recreation experiences. 

• Demographic changes may result in clashing belief systems regarding different viewpoints of the 
proper use of forests. 

The total number of forest land acreage in Virginia has fluctuated. Looking at the years from 2001 to 
2017, forest land decreased during the economic downturn around 2008. Then the acreage went back 
up due to increased housing construction from 2008-2018. 

Another trend is the net growth of tree removal. Statewide, one unit is removed for every 3.01 
hardwoods. In other words, for every single unit of hardwood that is removed, 3.01 units have grown to 
replace that one unit. 

The types of trees in the forest (forest composition) also vary. In 1940, hardwoods only covered 8.1 
million acres. Right now, stands of oak-hickory and oak-pine cover 12 million acres. This is about 78% of 
forest lands. In looking at composition, upland oaks (such as white oak, chestnut oak) have declined, and 
need to increase. Other diminished species are that need to be restored are longleaf pine, shortleaf pine 
and the American chestnut. We do, however, have a lot of lowland oaks (such as willow oak). 



Virginia forestland ownership has changed. In 1992, the forestland acreage owned by the forest industry 
for was 11%. By 2010, that ownership decreased to 1%. Other owners include national, public, and 
private forests.  

A multi-prong plan of action is essential in conserving the forestland base. Some include reaching out to 
owners (as forest lands are passed down generation-to-generation); promoting large, connected 
forested areas (good for wildlife and timber) and ensuring sustainable usage.  

Of course, forests must be protected from harm. The danger often comes to mind first is wildfire. In 
Virginia, more homes are now located in forested areas, bringing some unique challenges. It is difficult 
to fight a fire in a populated area. VDOF responds to about 800 fires a year, which average 10,000 acres 
per fire. Burning debris is a common cause. Other threats to wooded areas are insects and disease.  

The public benefit is enhanced by addressing various aspects of forest health. Improved water quality 
and quantity, a growing forest economy, and expanding and improving urban and community forests 
result in a win-win situation. 

Since woodlands often are not constrained by state boundary lines, the needs of Virginia forests are also 
the needs of surrounding states.  Multi-state needs are the Chesapeake Bay restoration, diminished 
species restoration (including upland oak initiatives), insect infestation and damage (especially the 
emerald ash borer and the southern pine beetle), wildfire prevention and wildlife urban interface 
mitigation, urban wood utilization, and general land conservation. 

The Forest Action Plan is for other states, too, not just Virginia. Other states are creating their own 
forest action plans. Though the southern region is on this timeline, other states have their own plans on 
a different timeline.  The result will be a comprehensive assessment for the nation. 
(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Julie Hawkins — Virginia was one of the first states in the nation to dedicate EQIP funding for forest land 
when that was first authorized in the former 2002 Farm Bill. 

 

Ron Wood, NRCS Farm Program Specialist — the 2018 Farm Bill Virginia NRCS questionnaire was sent 
out this spring to Local Working Groups, State Technical Committee members and our staff. 

The questionnaire was divided into sections: resource concerns and sub-resource concerns, and the 
programs themselves. The presentation focused on EQIP and CSP portions of the questionnaire. 

SWAPA+H+E are our resource concerns.  Ron discussed the priorities by votes.  Again for EQIP, the 
priorities are water quality first followed by soil erosion and soil quality.  Each of these 3 priority 
resource concerns also have priority sub resource concerns (or causes) and Ron reviewed those. 

Since 2016, we have used screening tools to make use of time in ranking to decide who gets a higher 
priority, who gets funding and who gets lower priority.  The overwhelming response was to keep using 
screening tools. 



Ron reviewed the Fund pools for EQIP and how funds are distributed between earmarked and general 
funds and the statutory requirements that we must follow for EQIP General.   There is not much wiggle 
room and a lot of the pie is already spoken for. 

Many responses to the questionnaire include requests for us to consider adding practices to our 
offerings in EQIP in future signup.  Additionally, the new Farm Bill allows NRCS State Conservationists to 
provide for a 90% cost-share/payment percentage for up to ten priority practices.  Ron reviewed the 
votes for practices in the top 20. 

CSP resource concerns were also ranked and scored. For CSP, the priorities ranked by responses are soil 
erosion, soil quality and water quality.  As a reminder, EQIP is more basic. CSP is for the advance 
user/conservationist. 

The agency is releasing the new CART Tool which stands for Conservation Asssessment and Ranking 
Tool.  CART training in the fall for all states. This will be a big change, probably the biggest since we 
adopted ProTracts in 2004. CART will help with how farmer and landowner applications are ranked. 

Q: STC have subcommittees in other states, does Virginia? Yes, we do have subcommittees of the State 
Technical Committee.  For example, our wildlife subcommittee is led by our state biologist in 
conjunction with the private lands biologist we share with DGIF.  They determine the wildlife priorities 
for what will be done with the 10% statutory requirement of funding wildlife in EQIP.  We do not have 
one for source water and will need to seek people out who want to address this topic and serve in a 
subcommittee capacity.  

Julie Hawkins addressed one of the comments specific to CSP in the questionnaire.  There is some 
misunderstanding about CSP since the 2017 reinvention of both our staff and farmers.  We developed 
myth busters and example scenarios to our field to help address this. Patrick Vincent is our expert and 
program manager for CSP.  
(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Diane Dunaway, NRCS Easement Specialist — Diane discussed the easement valuation process.  This is 
referred to as the Geographical Area Rate Cap (GARC) Rate and is the process Virginia NRCS uses to 
determine land values to pay landowners for WRE easements.  We pay 95% of the fair market appraised 
value since we are purchasing most, but not all of the land rights.  This land value determine process 
was developed by David Faulkner, our Virginia NRCS Natural Resource Economist with the easement 
program staff.   There were no questions from the members. Diane asked for comments and questions 
to be sent to her  

(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 

 

Mark Schonbeck, Virginia Association for Biological Farming (VABF) — Dr. Schonbeck discussed 
managing risks in organic production through effective soil health practices. 

As NRCS has often stated, there are four principles to soil health: 

• Keep soil covered 



• Diversify the cropping system 
• Maintain living roots 
• Minimize disturbance 

Organic farming focuses on increasing the health of the soil, rather than depending on the use of 
synthetic substances such as herbicides, fertilizers, etc., to produce a crop. There are many good 
reference materials available on this topic. Dr. Schonbeck passed around several guides for the meeting 
attendees to examine. One booklet is a publication that he had produced himself, “Reducing Risk 
through Best Soil Health Management Practices in Organic Crop Production.” Also, the Organic Farming 
Research Foundation (OFRF) from Santa Cruz, California, produced a report in 2016 that emphasized the 
importance of soil health. Importantly, the OFRF tells how good soil health reduces farm risk.  

There are production risks in organic farming. Nitrogen limitation, phosphorus excesses, and weeds, are 
just a few of the concerns that the organic farmer faces as he employs less-conventional techniques in 
production. There are higher costs of using nutrient sources in accordance to National Organic Program 
rules. Organic production is a knowledge intensive system; soil health has been important for organic 
farming since it began. 

But, the risk-mitigating factors in organic farming are long lasting. A few of the many benefits are 
improved water quality, decreased exposure to chemicals, and better drainage. 

There are risk factors when transitioning from conventional agriculture to organic agriculture. The soil 
maybe depleted and compacted, and low on organic matter. Weeds may be a problem when the use of 
herbicides is stopped. There may also be lower crop yields during this time while the soil recuperates 
from the previous practices, taking several years to re-build the soil. This in turn can cause economic 
losses as well as discouragement for the producer.  

Healthy soil reduces risk in organic production. 

Physical properties—soil organisms and organic matter (SOM)  

• Timely planting 
• Better crop emergence 
• Improved tilth (structure) 
• Sustained fertility 
• Less erosion 

 Water relations—absorbs, holds and delivers moisture 

• Crop are more resistant to drought 
• Less irrigation is needed 
• Reduced run-off and erosion 
• Proper drainage 
• Fewer delays in planting 

A notable study has been taking place on the Rodale Institute in eastern Pennsylvania. A 30-
year, long-term systems trial has been comparing, side-by-side, corn grown by conventional 



methods with organic methods. The conventionally-grown corn yielded 31% lower in severe 
drought, compared the acreage using the organic soil-building, restorative method.  

Crop nutrients—from the decomposition of plant residue, manure, and other materials 

• Lower fertilizer costs 
• Improved water quality 
• Appropriate levels of nutrients available 

Diversifying the farming systems 

Incorporating diversity, such as cover crops, cash crops, forage crops, and crop-livestock integration, 
into an agricultural system can be a win-win situation.  

The USDA Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education (SARE) cover crop survey from 2012 to 2016 
illustrated the benefits of healthier soil in growing corn and soybeans. There were higher: yields, water 
retention, soil organic matter; and lower compaction and number of weeds. Rye, crimson clover, and 
radish were the cover crops mainly used in this study. 

In another example, winter rye increased SOM, water content, and yields in growing cotton. 

An organic farm in central Kentucky practices this diversity—rotations of vegetables, cover crops, mob 
grazing, and pasture. The University of Kentucky works with this farm to monitor its soil health. 

Adjusting nutrient inputs 

The amount of nutrients in the soil are needed in a correct balance. More nutrients are not always 
better.  Sometimes ascertaining the soil’s nutrient needs are a little more involved for organic farming, 
when needing to “translate” the results of a soil test (which often recommends conventional fertilizer) 
to apply natural soil amendments. Thoughtful strategies must be employed in determining how best to 
adjust the soil’s nutrients. 

Properly maintaining soil using organic techniques, produces “living soil.”  

(See also the handout scanned with this report.) 
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2018 Farm Bill
• The 2018 Farm Bill was signed 

into law on December 20, 2018

We are excited that the 2018 Farm 
Bill was passed but we’d like to 
take a moment to relish is just a 
couple of our successes in the 
2014 Farm Bill!



EQIP
EQIP Financial Assistance Obligations,
by Fiscal Year
In thousands of dollars

Division 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014 Farm Bill
Total $936,030.70 $906,914.00 $1,083,249.90 $1,253,638.30 $1,395,448.70 $5,575,281.60 
Texas $84,029.90 $75,976.40 $86,003.70 $132,729.60 $144,945.50 $523,685.10 
California $98,863.00 $105,546.90 $93,080.60 $88,012.80 $100,620.00 $486,123.30 
Arkansas $47,128.60 $45,170.10 $44,493.70 $47,348.00 $49,390.10 $233,530.50 
Mississippi $29,885.10 $35,987.00 $39,941.60 $43,663.40 $61,249.60 $210,726.70 
Colorado $27,774.90 $29,975.10 $33,303.00 $35,493.60 $42,069.10 $168,615.70 
Georgia $22,921.40 $22,819.00 $27,599.60 $36,417.70 $49,116.50 $158,874.20 
Missouri $22,212.20 $27,801.10 $28,715.10 $30,444.90 $44,678.70 $153,852.00 
Kansas $18,425.90 $21,228.40 $24,291.80 $37,248.40 $41,076.60 $142,271.10 
New Mexico $20,892.00 $22,785.90 $28,694.90 $23,892.00 $42,783.50 $139,048.30 
Tennessee $19,916.30 $20,746.50 $28,437.20 $35,014.50 $30,164.40 $134,278.90 
Nebraska $26,496.50 $22,875.10 $23,417.40 $28,631.90 $30,687.70 $132,108.60 
Iowa $23,246.90 $17,786.20 $18,423.10 $25,975.50 $35,467.90 $120,899.60 
Virginia $19,226.80 $14,482.90 $22,657.10 $30,297.10 $28,696.20 $115,360.10 



#4 East of the Mississippi…

…behind 
MS
GA
TN 



EQIP Demand

Year Applications 
Received

Financial Assistance 
requested in applications

Number of 
Contracts

Percent of 
applicants funded

Financial Assistance 
Obligated

2014                1,556  $                                  25,500,000                  799 51%  $               19,226,800 
2015                2,196  $                                  58,800,000                  418 19%  $               14,482,900 
2016                2,177  $                                  71,700,000                  499 23%  $               22,657,100 
2017                1,562  $                                  52,300,000                  635 41%  $               30,297,100 
2018                1,208  $                                  38,500,000                  640 53%  $               28,696,200 

TOTAL                8,699  $                               246,800,000              2,991 34%  $             115,360,100 

AVERAGE: 1,740 applications per year
600 contracts per year
50M in FA requested
23M in obligations



Livestock applications

Livestock Type
2014 Farm Bill 

Applications Received 
(CSP, EQIP, RCPP)

2014 Farm Bill Contracts 
Obligated (CSP, EQIP, 

RCPP)
Percent Funded

Alpacas 6 2 33%
Aquaculture 91 55 60%
Beef 2722 1354 50%
Bees 28 17 61%
Dairy 271 149 55%
Fish 3 1 33%
Goats 86 43 50%
Horses 97 46 47%
Llamas 4 2 50%
Other Livestock 23 11 48%
Poultry 263 131 50%
Sheep 106 41 39%
Swine 23 11 48%
Turkeys 16 5 31%
Total Livestock 3739 1868 50%
No Livestock 3751 2141 57%
Grand Total 7490 4009 54%



Cropland/Forestry applications
Predominate Crop Type

2014 Farm Bill 
Applications Received 

(CSP, EQIP, RCPP)

2014 Farm Bill 
Contracts Obligated 

(CSP, EQIP, RCPP)
Percent Funded

Barley 6 2 33%
Berries 26 19 73%
Corn 1040 646 62%
Cotton 107 67 63%
Grapes 1 0 0%
Grass seed 4 3 75%
Hay 2439 1179 48%
No Crops 602 280 47%
Ornamental Plants 16 11 69%
Other 62 30 48%
Peanuts 12 8 67%
Potatoes 4 2 50%
Sod 2 0 0%
Sorghum 7 3 43%
Soybeans 438 252 58%
Tobacco 167 84 50%
Tree Fruits 15 11 73%
Trees 1796 928 52%
Vegetable 716 467 65%
Wheat 30 20 67%
Grand Total 7490 4009 54%



2014 Farm Bill Participant Data
2,424 unique individuals or entities held contracts

1,544 (64%) of those are LRF, BF, SDA or Veterans

Number Applicant Type

1,039 Beginning Farmers

272 Socially Disadvantaged Farmers

195 Veteran Farmers

38 Limited Resource Farmers



Top Practices
Top 10 by Number of times planned and 
applied

Conservation Practice
Count of 

Item 

Fence 2,896 

Access Control 1,678 

Watering Facility 1,648 

Nutrient Management 1,409 

Livestock Pipeline 1,390 

Heavy Use Area Protection 1,303 

Prescribed Grazing 1,262 

Forage and Biomass Planting 1,201 

Cover Crop 1,101 

Conservation Crop Rotation 716 



Top Practices
Top 10 by Amount planned and applied

Conservation Practice
Sum of Amount Unit

Fence 5,197,660 feet

Livestock Pipeline 2,069,995 feet

Heavy Use Area Protection 1,669,598 square feet

High Tunnel System 1,014,395 square feet

Watering Facility 5,645 number

Stream Crossing 4,007 number

Waste Storage Facility 346 number

Nutrient Management 345,094 acres

Cover Crop 139,522 acres

Residue and Tillage Management, Reduced Till 117,268 acres

Prescribed Grazing 99,197 acres



New Practice – High Tunnel System
• Interim Practice in 2010 under the 2008 Farm Bill

• 3 year evaluation period

• Permanent Standard in the eFOTG the year after the 2014 
Farm Bill was signed into law

• Mandatory Offering – National Priority
• FY19 – 245 applications (~100 anticipated)
• FY18 – 144 applications (99 contracts)
• FY17 – 118 applications (110 contracts)

• Recent outreach events have indicated this is the number 
1 practice asked about

Total High Tunnel System Contracts 834

Certified (completed) 639



Source Water Programs in Virginia

NRCS State Technical Committee Meeting
Richmond, VA
June 26, 2019



Today’s Topics

• Source Water Protection Basics
• ODW Assistance
• Other Partners



Our Mission

ODW is committed to protecting 
public health by ensuring Virginians 

have access to an adequate supply of 
clean, safe drinking water that meets 

or exceeds the federal and state 
drinking water standards.



Definitions

SWAP = Source Water Assessment Plan

SWPP = Source Water Protection Plan

SWPP Implementation = Putting Protection Plans 
Into Action





Source Water Protection

Why protect source water? 

– Public Health Protection
– Economic Benefits 

– Environmental Benefits
– Public Confidence 



History, Success and Challenges
of a Voluntary Program

SWAP SWPP SWPP Implementation

Refocused program to target 
implementation



What’s in it for utilities?
• Some contaminants are expensive and energy 

intensive to treat

– Small systems challenged to afford effective 
treatment

• Treatment disinfectants can react with naturally 
occurring materials in water and form 
disinfection byproducts (DBPs) which may pose 
health risks

• ‘Emerging Contaminants’

Source: USEPA Region 3



Location Contaminant Cost (Estimated)

Perryton, TX Carbon Tetrachloride $250,000

Mililani, HI Pesticides and 
Solvents 

Plant Cost -$2.5 million
Annual Operation Costs - $154,000

Montgomery 
County, MD 

Solvents and Freon $3 million, plus $45,000 per year 
for 50 years

Milwaukee, WI Cryptosporidium $89 million

Costs of Remediation



ODW Assistance



Source Water Assessments

Includes:
– Susceptibility determination
– Assessment area delineation
– Potential Sources of 

Contamination
» Map
» Inventory
» Summary

– Land Use map

Have provided GIS files to 
NRCS, willing to work with 
partners to share these areas

Updated and provided by ODW to waterworks



Source Water Protection Plans

1. Identifying protection areas

2. Assessing potential sources of 
contamination within those areas and 
evaluating their risk of entering the public 
water intake

3. Implementing a protection strategy to 
manage these risks and prevent drinking 
water contamination. (Partners like NRCS 
may help accomplish these goals!)



ODW Source Water Protection 
Assistance

ODW Assistance and Funding:

• SWP Contractors 

• Direct Technical Assistance 

• Wellhead Protection 
Implementation Grants

For more information, see:
http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/drinking-water/source-water-programs/

source-water-protection-assistance-funding-opportunities/

http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/drinking-water/source-water-programs/source-water-protection-assistance-funding-opportunities/
http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/drinking-water/source-water-programs/source-water-protection-assistance-funding-opportunities/


ODW SWP Contractors

Assist waterworks in:
• Forming Source Water 

Protection Committees

• Developing SWPPs

• Implementing Protection 
Plans
– Grant Application Writing

– Developing Public 
Education

Free to community waterworks serving less 
than 50,000 customers

Tetra Tech: Aileen.Molloy@tetratech.com
CHA: Swarner@chacompanies.com



Direct Technical Assistance

ODW can provide:
• General guidance
• Updated Source Water 

Assessments
• Source Water Protection 

Plan Forms
• Public education materials
• Funding information

For more information: http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/drinking-
water/source-water-programs/source-water-protection-program/

http://www.vdh.virginia.gov/drinking-water/source-water-programs/source-water-protection-program/


Wellhead Protection 
Implementation Projects Grants

Funds implementation 
activities of community
waterworks with: 

1. Groundwater Sources,

2. Protection Plans, and

3. Active Source Water 
Protection Committees



Our Partners



Rural Water Association
Scott R McNally

Source Water Technician
Virginia Rural Water Association

2138 Sycamore Avenue
Buena Vista, VA 24416

(908)-642-1579
smcnally@vrwa.org

mailto:smcnally@vrwa.org


EPA Region 3 Source Water Protection 
Program

• Supporting Regional Collaboratives and Partnerships 
• Supporting State Source Water Assessment & 

Protection Programs
• Leveraging Partners and Resources to Further SWP 

Efforts
• Improving Sustainability and Resiliency through SWP
• Communicating Best Practices in SWP

2018 - 2019 Priorities

Source: USEPA Region 3



Future Work

• Shenandoah Watershed
• Many utilities qualify for SWP assistance
• Agricultural land use
• Opportunities for collaboration

• Spreading the word
• Find other organizations interested in this 

work – NRCS may have overlapping 
priorities!



Questions?
Raven Jarvis

SourceWater@vdh.virginia.gov



Source Water 
Protection
Nicki Bellezza
Watershed Protection Specialist
June 27, 2019



Maryland

Virginia

Virginia’s Largest Water Utility 

One of 25 Largest Water Utilities in the Country

Nearly 2 Million Retail and Wholesale Customers

Serving Fairfax County, Loudoun, Fairfax City, Falls 
Church, Alexandria, Prince William, Herndon and Vienna

Two Treatment Plants



Occoquan Reservoir
590 sq. miles

51% Forest

22% Agricultural

27% Urban/Developed



Potomac River
11,000 sq. miles

57% Forested

32% Agriculture 

5% Urban/Developed



Potomac River 
Watershed

www.potomacriver.org

http://www.potomacriver.org/


• Potomac River is a 
source for many public 
drinking water utilities 
(blue dots)



MONITORING & 
COMPLIANCE

COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT

SOURCE WATER PROTECTION       
reduce contaminant threats    

TREATMENT

Safe Drinking Water Act    
Multiple-Barrier Approach

“Preference shall be given to the best available sources of supply which present minimal risks of contamination 
from wastewaters and which contain a minimum of impurities that may be hazardous to health……” Virginia 
Waterworks Regulations (12VAC5-590-820)



Source Water Protection
Goal: 
• Protect drinking water sources by preventing existing and 

potential contaminants from reaching the source waters
• Provide clean, safe water that minimizes treatment expenses, 

protects public health, and sustains communities.

• Inventory watershed 
• Protection strategies



• Fairfax Water (Potomac and Occoquan)
• Potomac Intake - Broad and Sugarland Runs

• Zone 1 = 21 sq. miles, Zone 2 = 86 sq. miles

• Occoquan Intake - area draining directly to reservoir
• Zone 1 - 25 sq. miles, Zone 2 = 39 sq. miles

• WSSC and DC SWA (Potomac)
• Entire freshwater Potomac Watershed

Source Water Assessments (2002)



Inventory watershed to assess existing and potential contamination 

Superfund, RCRA and Hazardous Waste Sites
NPDES Discharges and 
Permitted No-discharge Facilities
Open solid waste disposal facilities
Tire piles
Golf courses
Hospitals
Highways
Rail line
Confined animal feeding operations
Agriculture and pastureland
Military bases
Commercial and General Aviation airports
Marinas and Boat Ramps
Major Sewers
Petroleum Pipelines and Storage Facilities
Industry sites



Example Source Protection Strategies: Occoquan Watershed

• Occoquan Policy (1971)– advanced wastewater treatment/indirect potable 
reuse

• Fairfax County Down-Zoning – no more than 1 residence per 5 acres
• Water Supply Overlay District – requires stormwater BMPs & 50% P reduction
• Occoquan Shoreline Easement Policy

Spillway 
at 122 ft 
msl

120 ft 
msl

Fee Simple 
Area

Easement
Area

Easement
Area

130 ft 
msl

Easement 
length varies 
with grade of 
shoreline

Fee 
Simple

Easement

Occoquan algae bloom 1973



Source Protection Strategies:

Water Supply Outreach Grant 
Support community efforts to protect 
our source water and supply

• Education Efforts
• Source-Water Protection Projects
• Water Quality Monitoring 

Projects
• Occoquan Reservoir Shoreline 

Stabilization Projects



Source Protection Strategies:

• Potomac River Drinking Water Source Protection 
Partnership (DWSPP or Partnership)

• Regional organization
• Water Utilities
• State and Federal Agencies

• Focus on protecting Drinking Water



Potomac River 
Basin Drinking 
Water Source 
Protection 
Partnership 
The Partnership is a voluntary 
association of water suppliers and 
government agencies focused on 
protecting sources of drinking water 
in the Potomac River basin. 



Partnership Goals

• Identify regional priorities for source water 
protection

• Coordinate efforts to benefit multiple water systems
• Establish coordinated dialogue between water 

suppliers and government agencies
• Promote information sharing
• Coordinated approaches to water supply protection 

measures in the Potomac basin
• Develop new initiatives within the drinking water 

community



Workgroups: 
Address priority issues from 
Source Water Assessments

• Agricultural Issues
• Early Warning & Emergency 

Response
• Emerging Contaminants
• Reaching Out
• Urban and Industrial Issues
• Water Quality Data



Agricultural Issues Workgroup

• Build alliances with agricultural community to minimize water pollution in 
the region’s sources of drinking water.

• Primarily work with state and local academic institutions, and
• Agencies that can provide technical, extension, and veterinarian support.

• Aim to reduce or prevent other difficult-to-treat drinking water contaminants
• Phosphorus, pesticides, bacteria, viruses, pharmaceuticals

• Cryptosporidium (Crypto), a protozoan parasite of both domestic and wild animals, is 
commonly found in drinking water sources. Identified as priority pollutant of concern.

• Crypto’s high tolerance to chlorine enables the parasite to survive for long periods of time in 
chlorinated drinking and swimming pool water and can cause significant gastrointestinal illness 



• Polymerase chain reaction (PCR) 
methods are more sensitive for 
detecting the presence of Crypto than 
the conventional EPA method 1623. 

• Most frequently detected species 
was Cryptosporidium andersoni

• A species known to infect cattle and 
not to be harmful to humans. 

• 14 other species or genotypes, 
almost all wildlife associated, were 
detected. 

• The two common human-pathogenic 
species, Cryptosporidium hominis and 
Cryptosporidium parvum, were not
detected. 

Cryptosporidium Source Tracking in the Potomac 
Watershed (2008)



Cryptosporidium Source Tracking in the Potomac 
Watershed (2008)

• The genotyping results suggest that many of 
the Crypto oocysts in the water treatment 
plant source waters were from older calves 
and adult cattle and might not pose a 
significant risk to human health.

• Since human-infectious Crypto species are known to be prevalent 
among calves, it is possible that  human-infectious species (e.g., C. 
parvum) may be present at certain times of the year (e.g., during 
calving season) that may not have been captured in this study.  

• Crypto from cattle operations is still a concern, and pursuing BMPs 
focused on cattle operations with calves may offer opportunities to 
reduce human health risks from Crypto.

The results of this project are published in Cryptosporidium Source Tracking in the Potomac Watershed, by W. Yang et al., 
Applied and Environmental Microbiology, Vol. 74, No. 21, November 2008.

http://aem.asm.org/content/74/21/6495.full


2018 Farm Bill encourages the protection of 
drinking water sources through conservation 

programs and 10% of funding is to be used for 
source water protection

Collaboration

Explore opportunities to 
partner for source water 
protection

Interested in getting your input 



Nicki Bellezza
703-289-6303

nbellezza@fairfaxwater.org



2017 Census of Agriculture
USDA NRCS
State Technical Committee Meeting

June 27, 2019



Agenda
• Farms and Ranches
• Economics
• Demographics



Response Rate by County, 2017 U.S. Return Rate by Mode, 2012 and 2017 
(percent of returns)

3

U.S. = 71.8% 
Virginia = 75.2% 

0.8%

4.7%

23.8%

68.6%

1.1%

7.0%

13.3%

78.6%

Field

Phone

Internet

Mail

2012 2017

VA

Census Data Collection
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2012 2017
% 

change

Number of Farms
46,030 43,225 -6.1

Land in farms (million acres)
8.3 7.8 -6.1

Average farm size (acres)
180 180 +0.0

Number of Farms

Land in Farms (million acres)

VA

Number of Farms and Land in Farms, 1997-2017



By County Top 10 Counties 2017

Rockingham 2,026

Augusta 1,665

Washington 1,506

Bedford 1,418

Loudoun 1,259

Pittsylvania 1,157

Fauquier 1,154

Scott 1,138

Franklin 1,019

Shenandoah 965

5

U.S. = 2,042,221
Virginia = 43,225

1 dot = 200 farms

VA

Number of Farms, 2017



As a Percent of Total, by County

Type of Use
Acres 

(millions)
2012

Acres 
(millions)

2017

Total 8.3 7.8

Permanent Pasture 2.4 2.1

Cropland 3.0 3.1

Harvested Cropland 2.6 2.6

Woodland 2.5 2.2

Other 0.4 0.4

6

U.S. = 39.8%
Virginia = 30.9%

VA

Land in Farms, 2017



7VA

Number of Farms, by Size Category, 2012 and 2017 (thousands)



Economics
• Market Value of Agricultural Products Sold
• Crop and Livestock Sales
• Farm Income

VA



9VA

Number of Farms, by Sales Category, 2012 and 2017 (thousands)

85%



TVP by County
Top 10 Counties

TVP
($ millions)

Rockingham 796

Augusta 293

Accomack 163

Page 150

Shenandoah 143

Orange 113

Northampton 96

Amelia 87

Southampton 75

Pittsylvania 73
U.S. = $389 billion
Virginia = $4.0 billion

1 dot = $10 million

VA 10

Total Market Value of Agricultural Products Sold by County, 2017



VA 11

Value of Products, Crops and Livestock, 1997 - 2017 ($ billions)



Ranking of Market Value of Ag Products Sold, 2017

12

Item Farms Sales ($1,000) Rank by Sales
Percent of Total 

Sales
Total sales 43,225 3,960,501 (X) (X)

Poultry and eggs 4,752 1,350,654 1 34.1

Cattle and calves 18,729 679,486 2 17.2

Grains and oilseeds 4,239 509,977 3 12.9

Milk 624 334,521 4 8.4

Nursery, greenhouse, 
floriculture, and sod 1,145 328,121 5 8.3

Other crops and hay 14,200 154,906 6 3.9

Vegetables, melons, potatoes, 
and sweet potatoes 1,835 111,330 7 2.8

Tobacco 306 107,620 8 2.7

Hogs and pigs 1,244 96,223 9 2.4

Aquaculture 274 90,226 10 2.3
VA
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Farm Production Expenses, 2017

Farm Expenses 2012                                          2017
($,1000)    

% change

Feed 1,067,299 859,311 -19.5

Livestock purchased 424,722 432,549 1.8

Hired labor 354,999 419,426 18.1

Fertilizer 235,173 217,774 -7.4

Seeds 152,365 154,511 1.4

Supplies and repairs 221,152 245,863 11.2

Chemicals 116,536 126,534 8.6

Fuels 190,119 155,147 -18.4

Interest 128,243 136,217 6.2

VA



2012 2017 % change

Value of ag products sold 3,753 3,961 +6

Government payments 82 61 -26

Farm-related income 179 245 +37

Production expenses 3,495 3,432 -2

Net income 520 835 +60

Per farm average net income
(dollars) $11,300 $19,306 +71

14VA

Farm Income and Expenses, 2012 and 2017 ($ millions)



Demographics of Farm Producers
• Average Age of Producers
• Young Producers
• New and Beginning Producers
• Producers with Military Service
• Farm and Producer Characteristics by 

Sex/Race/Ethnicity

VA



All Producers, by County, 2017
All Producers, 2007 - 2017 

2007 55.7

2012 57.2

2017 58.5

U.S. = 57.5
Virginia = 58.5

VA 16

Average Age of Producers



As a Percent of All, by County

17

Producers 

Young All

Number 5,996 70,594

Average age 29.2 58.5
Farms

Number 4,502 43,225
Average farm 
size (acres) 195 180

Average TVP $171,084 $91,625
U.S. = 9.4%
Virginia = 8.5%

VA

Young Producers (Age 35 years or less), 2017



Producers 
New and 
Beginning All

Number 18,957 70,594

Average age 47.3 58.5
Farms

Number 12,502 43,225
Average farm 
size (acres) 124 180

Average TVP $74,624 $91,625U.S. = 27%
Virginia = 27%

As a Percent of All, by County

18VA

New and Beginning Producers (10 years or less on any farm), 2017



As a Percent of All, by County

19

Producers
With Military 

Service All

Number 9,217 70,594

Average age 67.5 58.5
Farms

Number 8,715 43,225
Average farm 
size (acres) 151 180

Average TVP $51,904 $91,625
U.S. = 11%
Virginia = 13%

VA

Producers with Military Service, 2017



Farms by Number of Producers (thousands) Producers by Sex

2012 2017
% 

change
All producers 68,968 70,594 +2.4
Male producers 47,346 45,085 -4.8
Female producers 21,622 25,509 +18.0

20VA

Farm Structure, 2012 and 2017



Female Producers as a Percent of Total

Producers

Female Male

Number 25,509 45,085

Average age 57.4 59.1
Farms

Number 23,575 39,148
Average farm 
size (acres) 136 189

Average TVP $75,489 $98,594U.S. = 27%
Virginia = 36%

VA 21

Producers by Sex, 2017



Producers

2012 2017

Black 1,865 1,693

Hispanic 755 845

American Indian 265 168

Asian 245 259

Native Hawaiian 12 32

VA 22

Characteristics by Ethnicity and Race, 2017



County

2012 2017 

Halifax 223 207

Mecklenburg 75 78

Pittsylvania 92 68

Fauquier 40 61

Southampton 47 60

VA 23

2017 Top 5 Counties, Ranked by Black Producers



County

2012 2017

Loudoun 59 42

Augusta 8 39

Fauquier 41 38

Rockingham 22 35

Culpeper 33 34

VA 24

2017 Top 5 Counties, Ranked by Hispanic Producers



County

2012 2017

Franklin 2 15

Halifax 6 11

Stafford 11 10

Gloucester 5 8

Rappahannock 2 8

VA 25

2017 Top 5 Counties, Ranked by American Indian Producers



County

2012 2017

Loudoun 12 28

Fauquier 9 23

Amelia - 13

Accomack 18 13

Fairfax 3 13

VA 26

2017 Top 5 Counties, Ranked by Asian Producers
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Thank You!
All Reports Available At 

www.nass.usda.gov 

For Questions 
202-720-2127 
800-727-9540 

nass@nass.usda.gov

VA



Virginia’s Forest Action Plan

Bryant Bays
Regional Forester, Eastern Region
Virginia Department of Forestry

bryant.bays@dof.virginia.gov
540-558-8423



Today…

• State Forest Action plan review

• Schedule for 2020 plan update

• Input on 2020 draft forest 

assessment



Virginia’s Forest Action Plan

• Virginia’s 1st Forest Action Plan completed 
2010

• Plans revised every 10 years (updates every 5).
• Required coordination with outside agencies 

and stakeholders.



Forest Action Plans

• 2008 Farm Bill amended Cooperative Forestry 
Assistance Act of 1978.

• Requires Statewide “Assessment” and 
“Strategies” for forest resources 

• State Forest Action Plans are required for both 
core program and competitive funding



Private Forest Conservation goals:

–Conserve and manage working forest 
landscape for multiple values and uses

–Protect forest from threats
–Enhance public benefits from trees and 

forests



Statewide Forest Assessment: 

• Conditions and trends of forest resources in 
the State

• Threats to forest lands and resources in the 
State consistent with national priorities 

• Identifies priority areas in the state

• Identifies regional priority areas between 
states



Priority Areas

Tools used to create last priority are maps:

• Southern Forest Land Assessment

• Southern Wildfire Risk Assessment

• Forest Inventory and Analysis

• National Insect and Disease Risk Maps





Statewide Forest Strategy:

• Long-term strategies to address threats to 
forest resources in the State Assessment

• Description of resources necessary to address 
the statewide strategy

• Address national priorities for S&PF



Additional Requirements

Plans Required to be incorporated
• Community Wildfire Protection plans
• State Wildlife Action Plan
Required stakeholder groups
• VDGIF
• State Forest Stewardship Coordinating Committee
• State Technical Committee
• Applicable Federal land management agencies
• Military installations



State Forest Action Plan

• Required to be submitted by June 2020
• To include:

– 10 year revised Assessment and Strategy
– SFAP Highlights by National Priorities Report



Opportunities to be involved

• Review & comment on drafts
– Assessment draft  - Summer 2019

• Online survey
– Sent to stakeholders & interested parties

• Stakeholder meeting
– Second half of 2019



Changes impacting Va’s Forests

• Population growth and expanding 
metropolitan areas. 

• Changes in forest ownership, particularly 
from one generation to the next.



2006 Urban Sprawl



2040 Urban spread prediction



Aging Population



Virginia’s forest trends
• 16 Million acres of forestland – 62% of Commonwealth.



Growth/drain ratio

• Net growth to removal ratio of 3.01 for 
hardwoods statewide.

• For softwoods (pine), the ratio is also 
positive: 2.34 statewide. 



Forest Composition

• Hardwood & hardwood/pine types – 12 
million acres (78%)





Threats, issues, opportunities

Conserve working forestlands
• Conservation of the forestland base
• Promote larger, connected forest 

landscape
• Ensure the sustainable use of forest 

resources



Protect Forests from harm
• Expanding wildland-urban interface and 

the associated dangers of wildland fire.
• Protect forests from insects & disease.
• Conserve and restore diminished species.



Enhance Public Benefits from Trees & 
Forests
• Enhance role of forest in maintaining 

water quantity and quality.
• Support the forest economy and new 

forest product markets
• Expand and improve urban & community 

forests.



Multi State Issues
• Chesapeake Bay restoration
• Emerald ash borer & Southern pine beetle
• Upland Oak initiatives
• Diminished species restoration
• Land conservation
• Wildfire prevention & WUI mitigation
• Urban wood utilization



Forest Action plan comments or feedback:

Bryant Bays
bryant.bays@dof.virginia.gov

-or-

forestactionplan@dof.virginia.gov



2018 Farm Bill 
Virginia NRCS 

Programs 
Questionnaire

1



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire  
Background

In FY2016, Virginia NRCS Programs conducted a similar survey to more 
efficiently gather input from stakeholders, Local Work Groups 
(LWGs),the State Technical Committee, and our staff. We used the 
results of that survey to guide us with our program priorities –
principally the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), as 
states have the most flexibility with that program. 

With the 2018 Farm Bill enacted into law on December 20, 2018, we 
thought it would be a great time to send out a questionnaire, the results 
of which we could use to guide us for the coming years. 

2



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire  
Background

Task at Hand
As in FY2018, each Service Center was required to convene LWG meetings and 
collect a unified response from each LWG for submission.

Additionally, each NRCS employee was asked to submit personal responses to 
the same questionnaire. Responses were voluntary.

3



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire  
Background

The Questionnaire was divided into the following sections:

Resource Concerns
•Sub-Resource Concerns

Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)
• Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

• Screening Criteria
• Ranking Tools
• Fund Pools

• Mandatory Fund Pools with Nationally-Assigned Funding
• Mandatory Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding
• State Priority Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding

• Available Practices (per Fund Pool)
• Payment Caps (75% or 90%)

Conservation Stewardship Program (CStP)
Conservation Innovation Grants (via EQIP)
Easements (ACEP: ALE and WRE) 
Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP)

4



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
Who Responded?

Affiliation Number of 
Responses

Percentage of the 
Total

Internal NRCS Employee 48 46.7%

Local Working Group 31 30%

State Technical Committee Member 11 9.7%

Non-NRCS Technical Staff 7 6.8%

Landowner/Grower/SWCD Director 5 4.9%

NGO 1 1.9%

From Where Number of 
Responses

Percentage of the 
Total

Area I (Harrisonburg) 21 20%

Area II (Christiansburg) 13 12.6%

Area III (Farmville) 26 25.2%

Area IV (Smithfield) 14 13.6%

State Office (Richmond) 4 3.9%

Did not select an Area 24 23.3%

Other 1 >.1%

NRCS Staff Details 
(Position)

Number of 
Responses

Percenta
ge of the 

Total
District Conservationist 18 37.5

Soil Conservationist 12 25%

Soil Conservation 
Technician

7 14.6%

Civil Engineer 2 4.2%

Farm Bill Specialist 2 4.2%

Program Manager 2 4.2%

ACES 1 2.1%

Assistant State Con – Field 
Ops

1 2.1%

Pathways 1 2.1%

Private Lands Biologist 1 2.1%

Unknown 1 2.1% 
5



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
Resource Concerns

By obtaining feedback on priority Resource Concerns and the Sub-
Resource Concerns within each SWAPA + H+ E category, the Programs 
Team can begin to develop screening and ranking criteria based on 
critical need for conservation.

So…what was the most important Resource Concern?

Soil, Water, Air, Plants, Animal, Human, Energy

6



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP Resource Concerns

Rankings
1 Water Quality Degradation

2 Soil Erosion

3 Soil Quality Degradation

4 Degraded Plant Condition

5 Excess/Insufficient Water

6
Livestock Production 

Limitation

7 Inadequate Habitat for Fish 
and Wildlife

8 Air Quality
9 Energy Inefficient Use

Resource Concern 1st

Place 
Votes

2nd

Place 
Votes

3rd Place 
Votes

Median 
Score (Lower 
Equals a 
Higher 
Priority)

Soil Erosion 33 32 19 2.5

Soil Quality 12 32 31 3.0

Water Quality 42 16 27 2.5

Excess/Insufficient 
Water

4 5 6 5.8

Air Quality 2 3 1 7.5

Degraded Plant 
Condition

1 5 9 4.8

Livestock Production 2 1 4 5.7

Inadequate Habitat for 
Fish & Wildlife

3 7 4 5.5

Energy Inefficient Use 3 1 3 7.7
7



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP Resource Concerns: Top 3 Sub-Resource Concerns

Water Quality Degradation
1. Excess Nutrients in Surface and Ground Waters
2. Excessive Sediments in Surface Waters
3. Excess Pathogens and Chemicals from Manure, Bio-Solids, or Compost Applications

Soil Erosion 
1. Sheet, Rill, and Wind Erosion
2. Excessive Bank Erosion from Streams, Shorelines, or Water Conveyance Channels
3. Concentrated Flow Erosion

Soil Quality Degradation
1. Organic Matter Depletion
2. Compaction

8



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP Resource Concerns: Other Comments

Sample/Other Comments from the Respondents 

Water Quality Degradation
“Stream stabilization and restoration is also important and addresses 
multiple resource concerns”

Soil Erosion “Let’s start working in streams”

Soil Quality Degradation “Soil Quality is very important. Let’s improve it all that we can!”

Degraded Plant Condition
“We like being given the opportunity to convert pasture fields to native 
warm season grasses, and endophyte free fescue. Thank you NRCS.”

Excess/Insufficient Water
“Increasing public, regulatory, and research interest in air emissions from 
poultry houses may point to credible resource concern in the future.”

Livestock Production Limitation
“The LWG wanted to note, they feel the Roofed Winter Feed Structures 
are a great practice in Southwest VA

Inadequate Habitat for Fish and Wildlife
“The LWG here do not feel that we should be putting cost share dollars 
out there for wildlife habitat.” 

Air Quality “Not near as big a concern as in other parts of the country.”

Energy Inefficient Use Consider bringing back energy upgrade financial assistance.
9



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

Screening: For the last Farm Bill, Virginia implemented a general 
application screening process for all EQIP applications. 

We asked if we should continue to use a screening tool for the 2018 
Farm Bill.

Yes No

Continue to use? 80 11

10



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

Screening: Should we continue to use the questions below? (a Yes 
response to the question results in the application being screened as 
a Low Priority)

Continue to use the question? Yes No

Has the applicant had a contract terminated within the last five fiscal 
years? 

92 11

Does the applicant have Active contracts that are behind schedule as of 
October 1st?

88 15

Does the applicant have Active OR Completed contract(s), that used 
Federal funding, where they have not exhibited proper Operation & 
Maintenance for the Practice Lifespan*, and such findings have been 
documented by the field staff in the case file?

93 10

11



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

Ranking-Do you think the EQIP ranking tools should take into 
account

Yes No

Applications that address Resource Concerns that were identified as the 
highest priority in this questionnaire? 

99 4-did not 
answer

Other Suggestions/Comments:
- Provide an opportunity for incremental improvement, e.g. if cattle 
are already excluded, still have EQIP options;
- Encourage proper conservation planning via the ranking tool 

questions;
- Include specific watersheds and endangered ecosystems;
- Provide ranking points for other resource concerns;
- More points for applications that address multiple resource 

concerns. 
- T&E hits should have greater points, e.g. Hellbender;
- Consider points for applications that will assist with the state’s 

Watershed Implementation Plan;
- Consider geology-is the application on/near Karst Topography? 12



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

Fund Pools are separated into 3 categories:
1. Mandatory Fund Pools with Nationally-Assigned Funding
2. Mandatory Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding
3. State Priority Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding

1. States are given *earmarked* funds and those funds must be used only for 
the originally intended purpose. States cannot change the fund amount or 
reallocate the funds to other fund pools.

2. States must offer these fund pools, but the amount allotted is determined by 
the states.

3. States may choose to use remaining funds for state priorities. National 
Headquarters does not mandate these to be offered and does not designate 
funding levels.

13



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Screening Criteria, Ranking Tools, and Fund Pools

Fund Pools are separated into 3 categories:
1. Mandatory Fund Pools with Nationally-Assigned Funding
2. Mandatory Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding
3. State Priority Fund Pools with State-Designated Funding

41%

59%

EQIP Funds – Earmarks vs General

Earmarks/Initiatives

General Funds

50%

10%

5%

5%

25%

5%

EQIP General Funds by Category

Livestock Wildlife BF SDA Everything else mandatory offering

14



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: Practice Availibility

Top 10 Practices Not Offered in EQIP – To consider Adding 
Code Practice Name Add to EQIP Votes 90% “Cost-Share” ? 

328 Conservation Crop Rotation 40 20

576 Livestock Shade Structure 39 9

595 Pest Management Conservation System 35 13

655 Forest Trails and Landings 29 5

511 Forage Harvest Management 29 3

374 Farmstead Energy Improvement 27 7

201 Edge of Field (EOF) Water Quality 
Monitoring – Data Collection

25 5

443 Irrigation System, Surface and 
Subsurface

24 6

202 Edge of Field (EOF) Water Quality 
Monitoring – System Installation

24 4

355 Groundwater Testing 22 7 15



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: 90% Financial Assistance per Practice

Top 20 Practices to Consider offering 90% “Cost-Share”
Rank Code Practice Name 90% “Cost-Share” Votes

1 382 Fence 50

2 391 Riparian Forest Buffer 41

3 340 Cover Crop 35

4 614 Watering Facility 32

5 516 Livestock Pipeline 30

6 528 Prescribed Grazing 28

7 327 Conservation Cover 27

8 512 Forage and Biomass Planting 27

9 392 Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till 25

10 342 Critical Area Planting 24

16



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
EQIP: 90% Financial Assistance per Practice

Top 20 Practices to Consider offering 90% “Cost-Share”
Rank Code Practice Name 90% “Cost-Share” Votes

11 578 Stream Crossing 24

12 642 Water Well 24

13 313 Waste Storage Facility 23

14 533 Pumping Plant 21

15 590 Nutrient Management 21

16 612 Tree/Shrub Establishment 21

17 328 Conservation Crop Rotation 20

18 395 Stream Habitat Improvement and 
Management

20

19 561 Heavy Use Area Protection 20

20 390 Riparian Herbaceous Cover 19

17



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
CSP Resource Concerns

Rankings
1 Soil Erosion

2 Soil Quality Degradation

3 Water Quality Degradation

4 Degraded Plant Condition

5
Inadequate Habitat for Fish 

and Wildlife

6 Excess/Insufficient Water

7
Livestock Production 

Limitation
9 Air Quality

10 Energy Inefficient Use

Resource Concern 1st

Place 
Votes

2nd

Place 
Votes

3rd Place 
Votes

Median 
Score (Lower 
Equals a 
Higher 
Priority)

Soil Erosion 35 33 18 2.4

Soil Quality 27 24 34 2.5

Water Quality 29 26 23 2.6

Excess/Insufficient 
Water

4 2 9 5.7

Air Quality 3 1 1 7.5

Degraded Plant 
Condition

2 10 7 4.7

Livestock Production 3 0 4 5.8

Inadequate Habitat for 
Fish & Wildlife

4 7 4 5.3

Energy Inefficient Use 2 1 0 8.0
18



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
CSP: How to Improve Interest 

Comment Response

Relax Control of Land Requirements This is not an option.  A national requirement for 
operator of record.  We do accept (and grant) 
waivers to this policy.

There are real challenges with getting 5-yr lease agreements since land rental 
is often informal and of shorter duration.  Not sure how to address this.   
Farmers hesitant to engage landowners since they fear rental rate will go up if 
landowner knows farmer is getting assistance.  Perhaps include in outreach the 
value to the landowner if their farmer is under CSP? 

See above. 
Don’t have to enroll what they don’t have lease 
agreements for.  If that changes, then can sign 
those acres up in future CSP applications

Increase knowledge of field staff of the program. Agreed. 

Emphasize that they do not have to meet all or even the majority of resource 
concerns to qualify and meet the minimum threshold criteria. 

Agreed.  Not sure why this is a misunderstanding. 
Must meet two resource concerns. 

Offer more enhancements for Livestock producers. We have added new enhancements for FY20 for 
livestock growers.

Reduce the size and complexity of Job Sheets on Enhancements.  Each 
operation is different need flexibility

Consolidation ongoing by NHQ -
recommendations to reduce enhancements from 
220 to 151; we’ve increased flexibility on many 19



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
General Conclusion

The top 4 Priority Resource Concerns

CSP Resource Concern Rankings
1 Soil Erosion

2 Soil Quality Degradation

3 Water Quality Degradation

4 Degraded Plant Condition

5
Inadequate Habitat for Fish and 

Wildlife

6 Excess/Insufficient Water

7 Livestock Production Limitation
8 Air Quality
9 Energy Inefficient Use

EQIP Resource Concern Rankings
1 Water Quality Degradation
2 Soil Erosion
3 Soil Quality Degradation
4 Degraded Plant Condition
5 Excess/Insufficient Water

6 Livestock Production Limitation

7 Inadequate Habitat for Fish and 
Wildlife

8 Air Quality
9 Energy Inefficient Use 20
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• Streamline, Efficiency & Customer Service
• Streamline Reading the Land 
• Efficient Conservation Planning and Ranking
• Improve Services and Time to Interact with the 

Client

• Program Neutral Planning informs Programs in a 
consistent, integrated process.

• Adaptive Learning Framework

• CART will be fully integrated into Planning and 
Program Policy.  No Duplication of Work

2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire



2018 Farm Bill Programs Questionnaire
Soooooooooo……………..

Any questions?
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Managing Risks in Organic Production 
through Soil Health Practices

Mark Schonbeck
Research Associate, Organic 

Farming Research Foundation

Virginia NRCS – State Technical 
Committee Meeting

Richmond, VA – June 27, 2019



The Journey to Soil Health:
NRCS Four Principles

Keep soil covered Diversify the cropping system

Maintain 
living 
roots

Minimize
disturbance



Production risks in organic farming

• Nitrogen (N) limitation
• Phosphorus (P) excesses
• Weeds
• Cultivation impacts on soil
• Pests, diseases
• Costs of organic inputs
• Lower yields
• Knowledge-intensive 

system

Organic farmers rely on healthy
soil to enhance crop resilience
and reduce risk, but cultivation 
needed for weed control can 
compromise soil health.



Risk mitigating factors 
in organic farming

• Non-use of synthetic inputs:
– Protects soil life and beneficial 

organisms
– Protects water quality 
– Avoids herbicide carryover
– Can save money

• Organic inputs build soil
• Organic price premiums
• Strong market demand

Non-use of herbicides
facilitates diverse cropping
for diverse markets.



Risk factors during organic transition
• Steep learning curve
• Soil health challenges:

– Compacted or eroded
– Depleted organic matter and 

soil life
– Slower nutrient release
– Higher risk of diseases
– Yield dip upon transition

• Weed pressure
• Organic price premiums not 

available for three years.

Newly transitioned fields
with conventional history
often have low SOM, poor
tilth, low inherent fertility,
or high weed populations.



How healthy soil reduces risk 
in organic production



How healthy soil reduces risk:
physical properties

Soil life and soil organic matter (SOM) 
maintain structure (tilth)
• Timely planting
• Better crop emergence
• Easy to work, saves fuel
• Easy cultivation for weed control 
Resists compaction and erosion
• Reduced soil losses
• Sustained fertility

The “crumb structure” 
of healthy topsoil makes 
it less likely to erode or
become compacted.



How healthy soil reduces 
risk: water relations

Absorbs, retains, and delivers 
plant-available moisture
• Drought resilient crops
• Less irrigation needed
• Reduced runoff and erosion
Drains well
• Healthier roots, less disease
• Fewer planting delays

Healthy soil holds more
plant-available water



Drought resilience and yield stability

In Rodale trials, organically managed soil held sufficient moisture to 
sustain corn through drought (left), while conventional corn showed 
severe water stress (right) and 31% lower yields.  



Soil 
Life

Active 
SOM

N-P-S

NH4
+

Ca++

Mg++

K+

How healthy soil reduces risk: 
crop nutrients

Stable
SOM

‒

‒

‒

‒

‒‒

‒

‒

Residues, manure, etc.
Retains and recycles 
nutrients:
• Lower fertilizer 

costs
• Water quality
Delivers sufficient but 
not surplus nutrients 
to crops:
• Yield and quality
• Soil life

Soil Minerals

Soil 
Life



Diversifying the Farming Systems

Cover crops
Cash crops

Forage crops
Crop-livestock Integration



SARE Cover Crop Surveys:  2012 – 2016
• Benefits cited by farmers:

– Healthier soil (85%) 
– Weed management (69%).
– Yield stability (66%).
– Increased net return (33%)

• Corn and soybean yield response to 
cover crops:
– Up 1 – 5%  most years
– Up 9 – 11% in 2012 drought Rye, crimson clover, 

and radish were most 
widely planted.

https://www.sare.org/Learning-Center/Topic-
Rooms/Cover-Crops/Cover-Crop-Surveys

https://www.sare.org/Learning-Center/Topic-Rooms/Cover-Crops/Cover-Crop-Surveys


Example: winter rye improves water 
availability to cotton in coastal plain

Sandy soils with compacted E horizon, 
usually require annual subsoiling.  

Winter rye cover crops (top right):
• Increased SOM by 0.5% and water 

content by 1 – 1.5” in top 18”.
• Relieved compaction, allowing cotton to 

access subsoil moisture.
• Increased no-till cotton yields 38%.
Marshall et al., 2016.  Open Journal of Soil Science 6: 149-
158. http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojss.2016.610015

http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojss.2016.610015


Crop-livestock integration at Elmwood 
Stock Farm, Scott Co, Kentucky

Rotation:
• 3 years vegetables with 

winter cover crops
• 5 years  pasture, mixed 

livestock, mob-grazed
• 3 years feed grains with 

cover crops
• 5 years pasture
Excellent soil health and 
agricultural resilience.



Adjusting Nutrient Inputs

More is not always 
better



The Soil Test Paradox

Why soil labs recommend 
more NPK than needed
• Measure top 6” only.
• Ignore soil life.
• Assume soil is  “leaky”.
• Overlook nutrient 

recovery by crops.

Robin Kloot, 2017 Organic 
Agriculture Research 
Symposium,  Lexington, KY.

Recommendations for tomato:



Harvest removal N P K
Vegetables (avg.) 50 8 64
Grains (avg. yields) 150 25 35
Hay (5 t/ac) 180 30 190
Amendments
Compost (1-1-1), 
5 t/ac 100 44 83
Poultry fertilizer 
(5-4-3), 1 t/a/c 100 35 50

Organic Nutrient Strategies and Risks

“Feed the Soil”
 N limited yields

Input substitution
 High costs

Compost or manure for N.
 P excess

Replenish nutrients 
harvested-off

 Amend for P, fix N, retrieve soil mineral K



“Living soil changes everything”
Robin Kloot, 2017 Organic Agriculture Research Symposium, Lexington, KY

• 5-year trial, corn-soy-wheat with 
cover crops (up to 4.5 t/ac).

• Orangeburg loamy sand.
• Organic practices, no fallow.
• No P or K vs recommended rate.
• N at half of recommended.
Results:
• SOM 1.2  1.7%
• Full crop yield without P or K.
• Soil test pH, P, and K stable.

Southeast coastal plain
soil in good health, with
plant roots accessing
subsurface nutrients
and moisture.



This presentation was 
excerpted from a webinar 
on soil health and risk 
reduction presented on 
February 6, 2019 by OFRF 
via eOrganic.  

This Guide and webinar 
were produced with 
funding from USDA Risk 
Management Agency 
(RMA).

All OFRF Soil Health 
Guides are available at 
https://ofrf.org. 

Reducing Risk through Best Soil
Health Management Practices in
Organic Crop Production

By Mark Schonbeck
& Michael Stein

https://ofrf.org/


Virginia Projects 2014-18 
(Regional Conservation Partnership Program)

 

•	 Inadequate habitat for fish and wildlife  
(and invertebrates)

•	 Air quality impacts
•	 Degraded plant condition (specific to certain  

CCA only)
•	 Energy
•	 Climate change

The 2018 Farm Bill demonstrates strong congressional 
support for private lands conservation. This legislation 
contains improvements to make the program more  
efficient and effective with greater flexibility for NRCS and 
partners to better manage funding for the duration  
of projects (see chart below).

Look inside this booklet to get a closer look at 11 projects  
benefitting Virginia agricultural producers and forest 
landowners (5 CCA, 2 national, and 4 state). 

Overview  
 
The Regional Conservation Partnership Program or RCPP 
encourages partners to collaborate with producers to restore 
and sustainably use soil, water, wildlife and related natural 
resources on regional or watershed scales.

Through the program, 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.

RCPP projects address resource concerns listed below. An 
initiative must address at least one resource concern to  
receive national funding. To receive state funding, a project 
must address either a national resource concern or a  
resource concern identified by the state.

•	 Excess/Insufficient water/drought
•	 Water quality degradation
•	 Soil quality degradation 

 

2014 Farm Bill 2018 Farm Bill
 

NRCS implements RCPP conservation program  
contracts and easement agreements through four  
existing program authorities:

•	 Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP)
•	 Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)
•	 Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) 
•	 Healthy Forests Reserve Program (HFRP)

 

RCPP will be a stand-alone program and simplify funding 
authorities for program implementation. The 2018 Farm 
Bill will also expand the flexibility for alternative funding 
arrangements with partners. 

 

Three Funding Pools:

•	 Critical Conservation Areas (CCA): 35% of Funding
•	 Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
•	 Longleaf Pine Range 

•	 National or multistate projects: 40% of funding
•	 Single State: 25% of funding

 

The 2018 Farm Bill offers two funding pools and will expand 
availability of watershed program authorities to projects 
outside critical conservation areas.



3.	 Accelerating Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
Implementation Plans (MD, DE, VA): $5.5M (CCA) 
Lead partner: Maryland Department of Agriculture 
 
This multi-state project sought to fill an unmet demand 
for conservation programs to reach Chesapeake Bay 
TMDL targets. The team used state implementation 
plans to accelerate targeted, cost-effective 
conservation in the project area. Implementation was 
adapted to each state’s high priorities and opportunities 
for innovation.  

4.	 Comprehensive Watershed Conservation in Dairy 
and Livestock Landscapes of the Chesapeake Bay: 
(VA, WV, PA) $7M (CCA) 
Lead Partner: National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
 

A diverse group of partners used a “raise the bar” 
approach that rewarded agricultural producers for 
implementing higher impact, priority conservation 
practices in targeted sub-watersheds and counties of 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  
 
The approach addressed both water quality 
degradation and inadequate habitat for fish and 
wildlife in the watershed through a combination of 
comprehensive conservation planning, practice 
implementation, and strategic habitat restoration.  
The project also proposed a new concept of 
conservation brokerage in which agency-neutral 
funding was used to best address resource concerns. 
The partners also used cost-benefit targeting to focus 
financial assistance dollars.  

FY 16
5.	 Blue Ridge PRISM Landowner Programs 

Expansion: $894K (State) 
Lead Partner:  Shenandoah National Park Trust 
 
The Blue Ridge PRISM project is the first Cooperative 
Weed Management Area (CWMA) in Virginia to 

FY 14/15
1.	 Delmarva Whole System Conservation  

Partnership – From Field to Stream (MD, DE, VA):  
$5M (Critical Conservation Area or CCA - Chesapeake 
Bay Watershed) 
Lead Partners: The Nature Conservancy and the 
Delaware Maryland Agribusiness Association 
 
This multi-state partnership project focused on: 1) 
improving water quality through advanced nutrient 
management practices and restoring, enhancing, 
and protecting acres of natural filters (wetlands and 
buffers); and 2) expanding wildlife habitat by restoring/
protecting acres of high quality wetlands and buffers.  
 
The partners estimated that these conservation 
systems in priority locations would reduce total 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, and total suspended  
solids delivered to local waterways each year to help 
achieve Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) goals.

2.	 Forests – Fundamental for Conservation in Virginia: 
$1.3M (State) 
Lead partner: Virginia Department of Forestry 
 

The Virginia Department of Forestry leveraged its 
strong partnership with NRCS to help increase 
adoption of forest management planning and practices 
among Virginia’s more than 350,000 forest land owners 
through coordinated outreach, education and  
funding assistance.  
 
Installed practices offered numerous statewide 
conservation benefits from cleaner water in the 
Chesapeake Bay to restoration of declining tree 
species like the Longleaf Pine and re-establishment of 
habitat for bobwhite quail and pollinators. Landowner 
engagement through participation in the Conservation 
Stewardship Program helped ensure that forest stands 
were retained and enhanced for ongoing natural 
resource protection. 



biologically critical areas, and assessing the positive 
impacts of these BMPs on water quality. 

FY 17
7.	 Engaging Small Producers in the Nutrient Manage-

ment Planning Process (MD, VA): $4.57M (CCA)  
Lead Partner:  Sustainable Chesapeake 
Lead State: Virginia  
 
Partners engaged Maryland and Virginia small dairy 
producers in the development and implementation 
of comprehensive nutrient management plans. This 
effort supported producer and state efforts to meet 
Chesapeake Bay and local pollution reduction goals.  

8.	 Oyster Bottom Restoration through Aquaculture: 
$852K (State) 
Lead Partner:  Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
 

Wild oyster populations in the Chesapeake Bay 
watershed have declined dramatically over the  
past 60 years due to over harvesting and habitat  
degradation from human population growth  
and sedimentation from land-based activities.  
As diseases became more entrenched in  
Chesapeake Bay, investment and oyster farming  
on these leases declined and the beds left fallow.  
 
This project seeks to restore degraded oyster habitat 
in Virginia’s tidal tributaries of the Bay through a 
partnership between NRCS, Virginia Marine Resources 
Commission, Virginia Institute of Marine Science, and 
Virginia oyster producers. The program provides oyster 
shell substrate needed to rebuild a suitable habitat for 
oyster survival and growth on privately leased oyster 
bottom. In return, producers privately invest in planting 
the restored area with an adequate volume of spat-on-
shell oysters  
 
These efforts will address two priority natural resource 

address invasive plants. The team identified a 
10-county project area of nearly three million acres 
in the Northern Blue Ridge because invasive species 
control is more effective if a large number of adjacent 
landowners perform the same treatments.  
 
The Blue Ridge PRISM designed an innovative 
grassroots initiative called the Area Stewards 
Program to solve the common challenge of organizing 
contiguous landowners into large blocks and 
coordinating the work. Proactive landowners are 
Area Stewards who treat invasive plants on their own 
properties and enlist their neighbors to do the same.

6.	 Upper Clinch-Powell Watershed Partnership (TN, 
VA): $4.5M (National)  
Lead Partner:  The Nature Conservancy - Clinch 
Valley Program 
Lead State: Virginia  
 

The globally important Upper Clinch-Powell River 
Watershed, located in the Appalachian Mountains of 
Virginia and Tennessee, is a leading national hotspot 
for biodiversity and imperiled species, sustaining over 
40 varieties of rare mussels and supporting at least  
129 native types of fish. A rural landscape with forests, 
coal mining areas, and sensitive caves surrounds the 
rivers. These areas are critical to groundwater, working 
farms, and small Appalachian towns struggling to 
remain economically viable.  
 
To protect and sustain this region, The Nature 
Conservancy and partners formed the Clinch-Powell 
Clean Rivers Initiative (CPCRI) to document and 
address ecosystem stressors, including excess 
sediments and nutrients, metals, dissolved solids, 
pesticides and persistent organics.  
 
This project is designed to improve water quality and 
aquatic habitat by developing a local working group 
for resource identification and Best Management 
Practices (BMP) prioritization, designing a GIS-based 
ranking system to prioritize RCCP project investments, 
implementing agricultural and mining BMPs in 

Photo Courtesy of TNC
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concerns by removing excess nitrogen through filtration 
feeding (water quality) and providing a needed habitat 
for a variety fish, juvenile crabs and other wildlife. 
Increasing the amount of oysters planted on restored 
bottom also helps local governments meet the nutrient 
goals established in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL.  

FY 18
9.	 Working Forests for Wildlife (KY, TN, VA) (FY18);  

$4.99M (National) 
Lead Partner:  The Nature Conservancy, Kentucky 
 
 
Working Forests for Wildlife project seeks to conserve 
25,000 acres of high priority forest in Kentucky, Virginia 
and Tennessee. By connecting forestland owners with 
The Nature Conservancy’s existing carbon markets, 
these forests can be managed to improve biological 
diversity and provide habitat for endangered species.

10.	Franklin County Dairy Ag and Water Protection: 
$850K (State) 
Lead Partner:  Virginia Cooperative Extension 
 

Franklin County is home to 41 dairy farms. Eighty 
percent of these farms are located less than 300 
feet from streams that drain into the Pigg River and 
Blackwater River (two major TMDL waterways). The 
average age of major on-farm structures is 60 years, 
furthering water quality and soil erosion concerns.  
 
Project partners will identify and rank farms based 
on proximity to water sources and water quality, soil 
erosion and health, ag viability, and animal health, 

Virginia

and wildlife protection. Funding will help support the 
relocation and building of manure storage, water runoff 
receptacles, and housing structures to an area outside 
the flood zone and away from stream banks.  

11.	 Chesapeake Bay Farm Stewardship and 
Preservation (DE, MD, VA): $6M (CCA) 
Lead Partner: Sustainable Chesapeake 
Lead State: Virginia  
 
The Chesapeake Bay Farm Stewardship and 
Preservation project supports a diverse three-state 
partnership to accelerate the adoption of precision 
nutrient management and soil health practices.  
Financial and technical assistance will be  
focused where:  
 
1) practices will have the greatest impact on  
    Chesapeake Bay water quality:  
 
2) farmers have demonstrated enthusiasm for  
    these practices;  
 
3) partner outreach and education and technical  
    assistance efforts support financial assistance  
    delivery; and  
 
4) prime farmland are located.   
 
Funds from this project will make significant 
contributions to reducing nitrogen and sediment loading 
to the Chesapeake Bay, helping the agricultural sector 
to meet Chesapeake Bay TMDL milestone goals. 

 
For More Information
Julie Hawkins 
Assistant State Conservationist,  
Financial Assistance and Easement Programs 
PH:(804) 287-1692 
Email: julie.hawkins@usda.gov

Stacey Bradshaw 
RCPP Program Manager 
PH: (804) 287-1673 
Email: stacey.bradshaw@usda.gov 
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