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PA State Technical Committee 
Wednesday, April 18, 2018 

 
 
1:00 Welcome – Denise Coleman, State Conservationist 
 
1:10 CIG Phosphorus Project – Jake Tomlinson and Dr. Bob Hedin, Trout Unlimited 
 
1:40 Helping Farmers Adapt to Storms, Floods, and Droughts – Dan Dostie, PA NRCS 
 
2:10 NRCS Technical Guide Report – Dan Dostie, Pete Vanderstappen 
 
2:20 Easement Programs Update – Hathaway Jones 
 
2:35 Programs Update – Susan Kubo 

• Cancellations, Terminations and Liquidated Damages – Susan Kubo 
• EQIP Update – Ed Sanders 
• CIG and CSP Update – Noel Soto 

 
3:10 Regional Conservation Partnership Program Update – Susan Marquart 
 
3:25  Next State Technical Committee Meeting Wednesday July 19, 2018 
 
 
Committee Input: Do the State Technical Committee members have any suggestions for topics or 
agenda items for future meetings? 
 
 
Dates for 2018 State Technical Committee Meetings: 
Thursday July 19, 2018 
Tuesday October 16, 2018 
 
Listen in/participate by calling: 
Toll free 888-844-9904 
Access Code: 6941559 
 

Helping People Help the Land 
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Pennsylvania State Technical Committee Meeting 

April 18, 2018 

 

Denise Coleman (NRCS) opened the meeting by welcoming all to the 
Pennsylvania State Technical Committee Meeting by introducing all in 
attendance and those participating by tele-conference. 

Denise then recognized and thanked Abigail Appleman, (NRCS) Outreach 
Coordinator, Tim Kinney (NRCS) and Alexis Tirado (FSA) for their efforts in 
producing inroads with the Hispanic Community. Tim and Alexis worked on the 
establishment of the NRCS Spanish Website. She announced that we now 
have twenty Hispanic producers contracted and are expecting more. 
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Jake Tomlinson of Trout Unlimited was introduced, and assisted by Dr. Bob 
Hedin of Hedin Environmental, made a presentation concerning details of their 
CIG Phosphorus Project. (See attached hand-outs.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Utilizing Mine Drainage Residuals to Control Phosphorous from 
Land-Applied Animal Manure 

A  Presentation by Trout Unlimited and Iron Oxide Recovery 
April 18, 2018

This presentation describes progress to date of a Trout Unlimited project that is assessing 
the feasibility of using mine drainage residuals (MDR) as a best management practice 
(BMP) to lessen the environmental mobility of phosphorus in land-applied manure.  
Land applied animal manure from 
farms is a significant source of 
phosphorus to the Chesapeake Bay 
because many farms do not have a 
sufficient area to land-apply manure, 
which then results in an excess of 
nutrients to the streams and eventually 
the Bay. Although no-till practices have 
proven to be effective for lessening the 
runoff of solids and nitrogen from fields, 
no-till manure applications can actually 
result in higher losses of phosphorus, 
specifically water extractable 
phosphorus (WEP), during runoff events than is observed under conventional tillage 
practices.   

No economically viable BMP currently exists that allows small farms to substantially 
decrease WEP in the dairy manure before it is land-applied. Incorporating MDR into 
animal manure prior to land application does not require equipment purchases or long-
term investments that will be problematic for small and mid-sized dairy and swine 
farmers.  This BMP provides a means to continue land application of manure while 
decreasing the risk of phosphorus pollution to receiving streams and ultimately the 
Chesapeake Bay.  

Mine drainage residual (MDR) is the solid 
precipitate that is formed as a result of 
mine drainage treatment. 

The use of MDR to adjust the WEP of land-
applied manure could be a valuable stop-gap 
BMP for controlling phosphorus pollution in 
the Bay watershed. 

MDRs have chemical characteristics 
that make them particularly reactive 
with oxyanions such as phosphate.  
This current project involved the 
collection and characterization of 21 
MDRs collected from a variety of 
mine water and treatment 
environments in Pennsylvania 
(USA).  The chemical composition of 
the MDRs was assessed relative 
EPA’s Part 503 Biosolids Rule 
hazardous metal limits.  Nine of the 
MDRs were found to have elevated 



concentrations of nickel or arsenic.  The chemical characterization of MDRs prior to their 
use in agricultural applications is necessary.   

The effect of MDR additions on the WEP content of dairy manures was evaluated with 
laboratory experiments and field trials.  The effectiveness of MDR for WEP reduction 
was a function of purity and particle size.  Highly impure MDRs, which had low iron and 
aluminum were ineffective.  Particle size was important.  Coarse particle preparations of 
MDRs were less effective at reducing WEP than fine particle preparations.  Reducing the 
particle size of an MDR increased its reactivity.   

One trial tested MDR addition at a 
large concentrated animal feeding 
operation, a second tested at a 100-cow
freestall operation, and a third tested at
an 80-cow operation at which 400,000 
gallons of stored manure was treated 
prior to land application.  All three 
trials decreased WEP similar to 
laboratory testing.  The results 
confirmed that solids produced in mine
drainage treatment can have value for 
decreasing phosphorus pollution 
associated with animal manure 
management.   

This project is being continued with the following objectives: 
• Standardize MDR testing with Pennsylvania State University Agricultural

Analytical Services Lab
• Conduct simulated precipitation events using MDR-amended manure with the

USDA Agricultural Research Service
• Conduct dose-effect test and field trial(s) with swine manure
• Conduct additional field trials to evaluate the economics and develop cost-

effective methods
• Conduct crop yield measurement studies associated with field trials
• Develop into BMP for inclusion in the PA Technical Guide practice standards

listing for NRCS

For more information or to find out how you can become involved in this project, please contact: 

Jake Tomlinson  Dr. Robert Hedin 
Trout Unlimited  Iron Oxide Recovery & Hedin Environmental 
570.772.7969 412.571.2204 
jacob.tomlinson@tu.org bhedin@hedinenv.com 

This project was financed in part by a Growing Greener Grant provided by the Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Protection.  The views expressed herein are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the Department of Environmental Protection. 

A finely-milled MDR was tested in field trials 
at three dairy farms.  

mailto:awolfe@tu.org
mailto:bhedin@hedinenv.com


Utilizing Mine Drainage Residuals to Control 
Phosphorus from Land-Applied Animal Manure

Jake Tomlinson
Trout Unlimited, Pennsylvania Coldwater Habitat Restoration Program

Bob Hedin
Hedin Environmental

www.tu.org



Trout Unlimited overview in Pennsylvania

www.tu.org

Mission – To conserve, protect, and restore 
North America’s coldwater fisheries and their 
watersheds
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Abandoned Mine Drainage
• AMD Technical Assistance Program
• On-the-ground AMD remediation
• AMD youth education, outreach, and policy 

work
• Recovery research and monitoring

Coldwater Habitat
• Design and permitting assistance
• Instream habitat improvement
• Dirt and gravel road improvement
• Riparian reforestation
• Aquatic organism passage inventory and training
• Culvert replacement
• Coldwater habitat youth education, outreach, 

and policy work



Two significant sources of pollution to PA’s waterways

www.tu.org 3



Phosphorus pollution

www.tu.org

• Dairy and swine manure contains high content of phosphorous (P)
• Animal manure is often applied based on the N requirements of a 

crop causing increased amounts of P
• Portion of P is water extractable (soluble)  and can be 

environmentally mobile
• Agricultural-based P is a significant contributor to degradation of 

water quality in the Chesapeake Bay

4



Mine drainage residuals (MDR)

www.tu.org

• Solids produced through the treatment of mine drainage
• Fe, Al, and Ca oxides, hydroxides, carbonates
• Considered nonhazardous by PA DEP
• Thousands of tons produced annually at systems operated by 

private companies, PA DEP, and non-profits
• Routinely disposed of through burial or landfilling
• MDR management can be substantial cost of operations of mine 

drainage treatment systems

5



MDR and P management?

www.tu.org

• MDR consists of Fe, Al, and Ca solids that have capacity for 
adsorbing or reacting with phosphate

• Reactions shift P to a solid form that is not water extractable
• Adding MDR with P-sorption capacity to manure should 

decrease water extractable P and decrease environmental 
mobility of P

• Novel means to lower the P Source Coefficient
• Potential new BMP for producers with P concerns
• Win-win for dealing with both AMD and Ag pollution

6



Similar Work and P Removal 

www.tu.org

• Treating point source and ground water flows with bio retention 
basins (bio-filters)

• ARS MAnure PHosphorus EXtraction (MAPHEX) System

7
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Project Partners and Funding 2008-present

www.tu.org

Project Manager:  Trout Unlimited
Principal Investigator:  Hedin Environmental
Funding
Phase I - NRCS Conservation Innovation Grant (NFWF administered)
Phase II & III, - PA Growing Greener Program
Technical Steering Committee

– PA DEP, Office of Water Resources Planning
– USDA Agricultural Research Service, University Park, PA
– Penn State University Department of Ecosystem Science and Management
– USGS Leetown Science Center, Kearneysville, WV

11



Focus on Research and Applicability

www.tu.org

• Do MDRs have chemical components of concern for use in 
agriculture?

• How effective are MDRs for decreasing water extractable P in 
manures?

• Do MDR amendments decrease P mobility in land-applied 
manures? 

• Do MDR additions affect crop yields?
• How would MDR be incorporated into manure management 

practices?

12
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Using BMPs to decrease P Index
Units or 
source

Base-
line

Increase 
buffer

Decrease 
manure

Modify 
spread

Change
PSC

Soil P ppm P 210 210 210 210 210

Fertilizer

Rate lb P2O5/ac 20 20 20 20 20

Method Injected 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Manure

Rate lb P2O5/ac 90 90 45 90 90

Application method Surface Surface Surface Surface Surface

Application time anytime anytime anytime Apr-Oct anytime

PSC From lab 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.30

Transport

Erosion ton/acre/yr 3 3 3 3 3

Sub-drains none none none none none

Distance to Stream feet 150 250 150 150 150

P Index 100 86 75 87 73



MDR testing

Chemical Analysis 
– pH
– Elemental composition
– Neutralization potential

• MDR dosing effect on water extractable P
• Greenhouse crop yield evaluation
• MDR used in field trials

www.tu.org 14

•



Chemical composition of MDRs

www.tu.org

• Collected 21 MDR samples from coal mine drainage treatment systems that 
varied in water chemistry and treatment technology

• Chemical variation: 
– Low pH acidic with Fe,  Al, Mn
– Neutral pH alkaline with Fe

• Treatment Technologies
– Hydrated lime
– Pebble lime
– Hydrogen peroxide
– Limestone (passive)
– Aerobic ponds/wetlands (passive)

15



EPA Part 503 Biosolids Rule Screening

www.tu.org

• Used as guideline; rule is not applicable to manure management 
practices

• Rule contains metal limits for land-applied biosolids
• For21 MDRs analyzed, 3 exceeded the ceiling concentration for 

Ni and 2 exceeded the ceiling concentration for As
• After 99:1 dilution with manure, none of the mixtures exceed 

Part 503 Biosolids Rule standards
• MDRs need screened before being used in manure management

16



Dose-effect lab/field testing results

www.tu.org

• MDR can significantly decrease WEP of manure
• Factors that influence the efficacy of the treatment

- MDR chemistry
- MDR particle size
- Water extractable P content of manure

17



Effect of four particle size preparations of MDR on WEP
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Effect of MDR additions on WEP
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ARS Simulated Precipitation Study
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Greenhouse crop yield evaluation results

www.tu.org

• Manure additions increased ryegrass growth
• No decrease in ryegrass growth at either MDR rate
• Leachates collected from pots of MDR-treatments contained 

less P than leachates from control pots

21



Field trial scenarios

www.tu.org

• Operations ranged from 80 - 3,000 cows
• Manure storage tanks ranged from 100,000 - 400,000 gallons (some 

w/mechanical solids separator); added MDR into sump or tank
• Sawdust bedding in freestall where manure washed/pumped to earthen 

lagoon; bedding amended with MDR 

22



Field trial results to date

www.tu.org

• All scenarios resulted in decreasing water extractable P from 
22% to 66%

• MDR addition decreased WEP similar to bench testing
• Dusty injection method; solved by modifying position of 

supersack in the tank

23



Summary to Date

www.tu.org

• MDR (or any solid material) should be screened for hazardous 
metal contents before consideration for WEP management

• MDR’s ability to decrease manure WEP is directly related to Fe 
and Al content and indirectly related to particle size

• Most common problem in field applications is dust
• No evidence that MDR interferes with crop growth
• Measurements of field runoff confirm that MDR amendments 

decrease in soluble P losses  

24



Plans for 2018/19

www.tu.org

• PSU AASL is standardizing procedures for evaluating a solid’s 
suitability and effectiveness for modifying P solubility in 
manure 

• Field Trials involving 200-400 acres of crop fields in 
Chesapeake Bay watershed

• Crop yield measurements by TeamAg that are coordinated 
with Field Trials

• Develop concept into BMP (PA Technical Guide practices 
list/NRCS)

25



THANK YOU!

Jake Tomlinson
jacob.tomlinson@tu.org

570.772.7969
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Dan Dostie (NRCS) was introduced and provided a very interesting 
presentation concerning climate change.  (See attached hand-outs.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

   April 19, 2018  

Extreme Weather and Climate Variations 
Extreme weather is on the rise across the country. Heavy 
downpours have increased dramatically in some regions while 
others are seeing more intense drought.  Winters have generally 
become warmer, leading to greater weed and pest survival. Shifts 
in seasons increase uncertainty in decision making.  How can 
farms, ranches, and forests be adapted to these changes?  

What is Adaptation?  
Adaptation is a process of natural or human response to 
challenges and opportunities. In this case, the challenges and 
opportunities are created by a wider potential for extreme 
weather, regional changes in temperature or rainfall, and 
increased uncertainty of future climatic conditions. Managers of 
farms, ranches, and forests can be proactive and take adaptive 
actions to respond to disruptions caused by weather or climate 
related stress, disturbance, and disasters or to take advantage of 
potential opportunities from gradual changes. 
Farmers, ranchers, and other private lands managers have always 
adjusted to sustain operations, maintain or improve productivity, 
increase profitability, and provide resource stewardship services 
in face of changes in market conditions, input costs, neighbor 
relations, labor shortages, pest invasions, and adverse weather.  
Such adaptive actions reduce risks from loss as well as enhance 
the resilience of systems to absorb potential disruptions.   

The 5-Step Process of Adapting to Change 

The 5-step process of adapting to changing weather and 
climate conditions is like addressing other threats and 
opportunities. It begins with defining current goals and 
objectives. The next step assesses potential impacts in the 
climate region. These impacts are incorporated as an additional 
“filter” through which to critically evaluate goals and 
objectives. Once appropriate adaptive actions are identified, 
monitoring and evaluation are used to determine if expected 
outcomes are being achieved. This flexible process draws upon 
locally relevant information resources about anticipated 
climate impacts on the farming, ranching, or forestry system.  

Farm, ranch, and forest land managers need more information to co-benefits for multiple goals with little or no risk 
adjust to extreme weather and climate impacts. However, a new • Considering both short- and long-range time frames the 
perspective can be as important as information. The following adjustments to reduce impacts already occurring and 
principles serve as a starting point for this adaptation perspective: strategies for expected larger impacts 
• Setting priorities and taking intentional actions to address the • Considering reductions of greenhouse gas emissions or 

most vulnerable resources  storage of carbon from the atmosphere. These 
• Taking precautionary actions where vulnerability is additional actions help society reduce atmospheric 

high to reduce near-term risk  greenhouse gases causing climate disruptions and the 
cost of adaptation for future generations. 

• Being flexible and creative in developing contingencies and   
options to maintain or transform the operation  

• Continuously learning through an iterative process of adaptive 
management that incorporates new knowledge and experience  

• Looking for feasible, “no-regret” actions that result in 

 

Key Principles for Adapting Farms, Ranches, & 
Forests to Extreme Weather and Variable Climate  

 

A New Perspective: Principles of Adaptation 



INTRODUCING THE ADAPTATION RESOURCES

Some sections are broadly applicable and can be used in any 
region, whereas some sections are specific to the Midwest 
and Northeast United States. 

Broadly applicable: General information on climate 
change adaptation, vulnerability assessments, and the 
Adaptation Workbook.

Midwest/Northeast-specific: Adaptation Strategies & 
Approaches, Adaptation Demonstrations.

The Forest Adaptation Resources and the Adaptation Resources for 
Agriculture were created to help forest managers and agricultural 
producers step through climate change information in a way that 
helps them develop their own, customized adaptation actions based 
on their overall goals. The Adaptation Resources do NOT offer 
specific recommendations on what to do in response to climate 
change. Chapter topics include:

• What is Climate Change Adaptation? 

• A Guide to Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments (forests)

• *Adaptation Strategies and Approaches

• *Adaptation Workbook

• *Adaptation Demonstrations

*Described in more detail below

What are the Adaptation Resources?

Are the Adaptation Resources specific 
to a region?

A 5-step structured process to integrate climate change 
considerations into management and planning. It is one component 
of the Adaptation Resources, and can be completed by filling out a 
series of worksheets found within the publications, or by going 
through the electronic version at www.adaptationworkbook.org

What is the Adaptation Workbook?

1. DEFINE area of 
interest, 

management 
objectives, and 

time frames. 

2. ASSESS climate 
change impacts 

and vulnerabilities 
for the area of 

interest.

3. EVALUATE 
management 

objectives given 
projected impacts 
and vulnerabilities.

4. IDENTIFY and 
implement 
adaptation 

approaches and 
tactics. 

5. MONITOR and 
evaluate 

effectiveness of 
implemented 

actions.

Vulnerability 
assessments, 

scientific 
literature

Adaptation 
Strategies 

and 
Approaches

A “menu” of adaptation actions that managers or producers can 
choose from to help meet their goals under climate change. These 
menus are normally used as a part of the Adaptation Workbook 
process, and can help users connect the dots between an overall 
approach to adaptation and their specific on-the-ground tactics. 
These menus were created by conducting a literature search, 
organizing the results by scale and theme, and putting this through 
extensive review and testing. 

What are the Strategies & Approaches?

How many “menus” of Strategies & 
Approaches are there?
Strategies and Approaches sets, or “menus”, can be specific to 
region or resource type. Currently, menus include:

• Forests (northeast/Midwest)

• Urban Forests (northeast/Midwest)

• Agriculture (northeast/Midwest)

• Water Resources (in development) 

http://www.forestadaptation.org/far
http://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/sites/default/files/adaptation_resources_workbook_ne_mw.pdf
http://www.adaptationworkbook.org/


INTRODUCING THE ADAPTATION RESOURCES

After completing the Workbook, managers or producers will have 
the information needed to create a custom adaptation plan for a 
project or a property. This information can be used independently, 
or combined with other management documents. Some 
demonstrated outcomes of the Workbook include:

What is the outcome of using the 
Adaptation Workbook?

Real-world examples of how managers and producers meet 
management goals and adapt to changing conditions. There are 
over 180 projects at various scales, land ownership types, and stages 
of action that have used the Adaptation Workbook to consider 
climate change. To see a map and read about each project in more 
detail, visit www.forestadaptation.org/demonstration-projects. 

What are Adaptation Demonstrations? The Workbook has been used with audiences across the U.S. and is 
not specific to a region. However, it can be helpful to have regional 
vulnerability assessments and sets of adaptation strategies. To work 
with audiences outside the Midwest/Northeast you may consider:
• Using the Workbook with the existing menus of Strategies and 

Approaches as a starting point for generating ideas.
• Using the Workbook alongside other regionally specific 

adaptation resources.
• Creating new menus of Strategies and Approaches that are 

specific to a region or resource of interest.

What if I want to use the Workbook in 
another region?

• Adaptation Resources for Agriculture 
• Forest Adaptation Resources, 2nd edition
• Online Adaptation Workbook (currently for forests; agriculture 

& urban coming in early 2017!)
TRAIN THE TRAINERS …

How do I find out more?

Methods include:
• A coordinator works with an individual or small group to 

complete the Workbook.
• Forest Adaptation Planning and Practices workshops with 5-8 

groups who work on their own projects. A facilitator helps the 
groups complete the Workbook and share information.

• Managers and producers use the Workbook independently.

How have we helped people use the 
Adaptation Workbook?

Climate-informed plans:
• Habitat management
• Forest management
• Tribal adaptation

Climate-informed projects:
• Restoration
• Vegetation management
• Water resources

Explore the network of 

CLIMATE 

ADAPTATION PROJECTS

REAL WORLD

185 DEMONSTRATION SITES 

There may be several ways to get started depending on the specific 
menu you’d like do. For example: 
• Conducting a literature search to collect and organize ideas.
• Obtaining regional input on existing menus from experts.
• Testing menus among key audiences to identify gaps.

How do I create a menu?

CONTACT
Northern Forests Hub, USDA Forest Service, 
Northern Research Station, Houghton, MI. 
Chris Swanston, Director cswanston@fs.fed.us

http://forestadaptation.org/demonstration-projects
http://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/sites/default/files/adaptation_resources_workbook_ne_mw.pdf
http://forestadaptation.org/framework-components/forest-adaptation-resources
https://adaptationworkbook.org/
mailto:cswanston@fs.fed.us


HELPING FARMERS ADAPT

Dan Dostie 
NRCS Pennsylvania

With help from USDA Climate Hubs

Climate Hubs 
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Agriculture Research Service
U.S. Forest Service

April 18, 2018



Helping Farmers Adapt
1. Extreme Storms, Floods, and Droughts – the New Normal 

2. Adapting to Change – Guiding Principles 

3. Resources and Tools for Making Informed Decisions    



Weathering Water Extremes
Anthony Buda

USDA Agricultural Research Service
University Park, PA

The New Normal 
1. Extreme Storms 

2. Floods 

3. Droughts
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Percent change in extreme rainfall (heaviest 1% of daily events)

Karl et al., 2009; US National Climate Assessment, 2017

Extreme rainfalls 
more frequent

especially in the 
Northeast Extreme rainfalls rose 

by 55% from 1958 to 
2016, faster than any 
other region in the US. 

Northeast

>5040 to 49



More frequent 20-year 
storms (∼5 in/day)

with a 3-fold increase 
in frequency expected 

by 2100

Wuebbles et al., 2014 (BAMS); US National Climate Assessment, 2014

Future change multiplier
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

By late century, events 
that recurred once in 20 
years may happen three 
to four times as often. 

Northeast



Mean annual precipitation (2041 to 2070)
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Mid-century increase change in surface soil moisture (%)
-10 0 2.5%

Summer soil moisture is 
projected to decline

Increased need for 
irrigation in summer?
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In summary, our climate is 
changing resulting in more 
storms, floods, & droughts

• Annual average temperatures will continue to warm
The annual average temperature may be 3 – 6 °F higher by mid-century (2041-2070) than it was in the late 20th 
century (1971-2000).

• Heat waves and intensity will continue to increase 
especially in summer.

• Annual precipitation amounts will continue to increase 
especially in winter and spring. 

• Precipitation events will be heavier with longer dry spells

• The growing season will be longer . . . 



Adapting to Change  

A New Perspective: 

Guiding Principles of Adaptation 



Adapting to Change  
Or addressing challenges and opportunities 

(from storms, floods, & droughts and related 

stress, disturbance, & disasters)

means prepare and respond 

to reduce risk of loss and 

enhance resiliency to absorb the disruptions 



Adapting to Change
Guiding Principles:

1. Setting priorities for the most vulnerable
2. Taking precautionary actions
3. Being flexible and creative to maintain 

or transform 
4. Considering co-benefits of planned 

actions



. . . guiding principles cont. 

5. Consider short term adjustments and 
long range strategies 

6. Consider storing carbon and reducing 
GHG emissions to reduce the cost of 
adaptation for future generations

7. Monitoring & adaptive management



Resources and Tools  
for adapting farms, ranches, and forests

5-Step Process of Adapting  

Workbooks 
Risks and Vulnerabilities 

Adaptations and Rationale



17

Adaptation Resources for Agriculture: 
Responding to Climate Variability and Change in the 
Midwest and Northeast 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC, Technical Bulletin 1944, October 2016 



Adapting Farms to Change

• Considerations NOT 
specifications

• Farm or area wide scale, NOT
state or national policy scale  

• Broad ecological site and 
planning considerations, NOT
financial, legal, market, or 
human resource considerations



5-Step Process of Adapting  
- Business/Conservation Plans

- Local Assessments 

- Decision Support Tools 

- Menus of Strategies & 
Approaches, Tactics

- Monitoring Tools



Resources: Workbooks



Weather model

Runoff forecast

Hydrologic model

Runoff Risks  



Easton et al., 2017 (J. Environ. Qual.)

Four runoff forecasting tools 
two other tools provide insight from rainfall forecasts

Washington

Application Risk 
Management System

Missouri

Design Storm 
Notification System

Wisconsin

Runoff Risk 
Advisory Forecast

Pennsylvania

Fertilizer 
Forecaster

New York

Hydrologically
Sensitive Area Tool

Virginia

Saturated Area 
Forecast Model



Cornell’s Water Deficit Calculator

23
http://climatesmartfarming.org/tools/

http://climatesmartfarming.org/tools/


Adaptations and Rationale 



25

The foundation                      
conservation is

of water quality
healthy soil.

Trap

Control

Avoid



Adaptation Strategies  
(purposes of adjustments or transformations)

1.Sustain fundamental functions of soil and water.
2.Reduce existing stressors of crops and livestock. 
3.Reduce risks from warmer and drier conditions.
4.Reduce the risk and long-term impacts of extreme weather.
5.Manage farms and fields as part of a larger landscape.
6.Alter management to accommodate expected future conditions.
7.Alter agricultural systems or lands to new climate conditions.
8.Alter infrastructure to match new and expected conditions.



Different Approaches 
for different types of agriculture



This is what we do! 

NRCS Pennsylvania Strategic Plan 2016 to 2020
Newsroom General Conservation Publications

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/pa/newsroom/factsheets/?cid=nrcseprd330233


An example of policy scale application 

Co-benefits of reducing loads to the Chesapeake Bay 

Source: Estimation of Best Management Practice Impact on Chesapeake Bay Program 
Management Strategies (Tetra Tech, 2017)

https://www.chesapeakebay.net/channel_files/25159/draft_bmp_impact_scoring_report_-_20170421.pdf


Dan Dostie daniel.dostie@pa.usda.gov
Joan Howard joan.howard@gnb.usda.gov

https://adaptationworkbook.org/

Questions ? 

mailto:daniel.dostie@pa.usda.gov
mailto:joan.howard@gnb.usda.gov
https://adaptationworkbook.org/
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Pete Vanderstappen (NRCS) and Dan Dostie (NRCS) were introduced and 
provided updated information on the NRCS Technical Guide Report.  

Pete gave a brief update on PA NRCS Technical Guides. He noted that there 
were three Tech Guides currently out for comments:  578 – Stream Crossing; 
587 – Structure for Water Control and 638 – Water and Sediment Control 
Base.  Tech Guide 313, Waste Storage Facilities, is in revision and will be 
going out for comments in the near future. 

Dan provided an update on Ecological Practices indicating there were several 
out for comments. He drew attention to a Fact Sheet, Hedgerow Planting – 
422, Vegetative Environmental Buffers for Poultry Houses dated April 2018.  
A copy of which was provided as a hand-out (See attached). He continued on 
to explain the contents and purpose of the document. 

Hathaway Jones (NRCS) was introduced and provided Easement Programs 
updates. She indicated that progress is being made on finishing up on WRP 
restoration practices which was repealed by Farm Bill 2014.  These contracts 
will be finished up by September 30th as required.  She also noted that NRCS 
is working on a Co-op agreement with RCPP to preserve 6 farms across 
Pennsylvania this year.  NRCS is bringing funding to this project in the 
amount of one million dollars. Denise Coleman added that currently there are 
35 to 40 restoration projects underway across the commonwealth. 
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Hedgerow Planting - 422 
Vegetative Environmental Buffers for Poultry Houses 

C 
 

onservation Practice Information Sheet                                            April 2018 
 

INTRODUCTION 
The NRCS Hedgerow Planting Conservation Practice code 
422 may be used to strategically arrange trees, shrubs and 
grasses around poultry houses to improve the environment for 
birds, producers, and neighbors as well as increase the 
efficiency of producing poultry meat and eggs. Part of a 
system of conservation practices known as Vegetative 
Environmental Buffers (VEBs) for Poultry Farms, certain 
Hedgerow Plantings can be grown for different purposes 
including filtering, buffering, screening, shading, or 
production of biomass (Figure 1).  

Figure 2.  Warm-season grasses planted near the ventilation   
fans, either alone or as an initial barrier in front of trees. 

Figure 1 Vegetative Environmental Buffers around poultry farms 
(Inside Agroforestry Volume 25, Issue 3) 

PURPOSES of VEBs around Poultry Houses 
Trees and shrubs can be planted around poultry houses to 
provide shelter from winter winds; reduce dust and odors 
from exhaust fans; and create visual screens and beautify the 
farm. Tall, stiff-stemmed warm-season grasses can be planted 
near poultry house ventilation fans to help trap finer dust 
particles, reduce the dispersal of ammonia, odors, and even 
viruses, sequester additional carbon, and enhance the visual 
screen. (Figure 2).  

Grasses have a large number of stems and relatively small 
leaves that provide a dense barrier to fan emissions. Warm-
season grasses are more tolerant of heat and drying winds than 
most trees or shrubs. They may be planted alone or in front of 
trees or shrubs to provide an initial filter for ventilation fan 
emissions, slow exhaust air speed, and protect subsequent 
rows of shrubs and trees. 

Certain tree species may be allowed to grow tall and provide 
shade over barns to reduce solar heat loads and lower summer 
cooling expenses. When desired, switchgrass, willows, and 
possibly poplar plantings can be managed as a renewable 
source of shavings for use as bedding. The spent litter can also 
be used as a biofuel replacement for propane as a source of 
heat. Scrubbers and filters can be used to reduce pollution 
emissions from fuel combustion. By growing one’s own 
renewable biofuel, carbon stored on the farm can offset 
carbon escaping the farm during one’s lifetime.   

Plants with best survival results  
Common Name                                    Survival Percentage 

Coastal panicgrass                                                       100 
Switchgrass var. Timber                                             100 
Switchgrass var. Northwind                                       100 
Switchgrass var. Thundercload                                    91 
Prairie Cordgrass var. Southampton                          100 
Chinkapin var. Golden                                              100 
Common Hackberry                                                 100 
Dwarf Hackberry                                                      100 
Eastern Redcedar                                                        75 

Honeylocust                                                              100 

Netleaf Hackberry                                                     100 
Purpleosier Willow (Streamco)             100 
Red Maple                                                                 100 

Land owners and managers please note: If you receive financial assistance for your hedgerow, be sure to check with your 
funding agency/organization for specific management requirements. 



Why is Adapting to Change Important? 
A land manager needs to understand the science-based rationale 
behind their decisions and actions to sustain an operation’s 
production, profits, and stewardship under more extreme 
weather and seasonal climate variations.  The 5-step process 
helps the land manager make climate-informed decisions that 
connect the effects of specific on-farm actions back to broad 
strategies and intent. This way management can overcome 
weather and climate related challenges or take advantage of 
opportunities, meeting the operation’s goals and objectives.   
 

Resources and Tools for Making      
Climate-Informed Decisions   
The Adaptation Workbook is a website 
(https://adaptationworkbook.org/) that can help decision-
makers organize information in a self-guided, step-by-step 
manner. The workbook helps land managers connect monitoring 
data back to planned actions as well as the risks, vulnerabilities, 
or opportunities they address. To facilitate each of the 5 steps, 
land managers gather the following information about their 
operation, climate region, and known adaptation responses: 
 
Step Resource or Tool  
Define  Business and conservation plans  
Assess Local weather and climate impact assessments  

Operation-specific vulnerabilities and risks 
Evaluate  Decision Support Tools 
Identify  A Menu of adaptation strategies and approaches  
  Locally relevant tactics for each broad response 
Monitor  Tools to track effectiveness of actions and adjust 
 

Where Can I Learn About Climate Impacts, 
Vulnerabilities, Risks?   
General climate change effects on agriculture and natural 
resources already observed and anticipated are 
summarized in USDA Technical Bulletin 1935 Climate 
Change and Agriculture in the United States: Effects and 
Adaptation.  Many other resources exist that assess 
impacts, vulnerabilities, and risks at global, national, 
regional, and state scales. To identify locally and industry 
relevant resources, contact your nearest USDA Regional 
Climate Hub.  USDA Climate Hubs not only organize  
 

agency resources, but also provide access to University 
scientists and other partners engaged in providing education 
about climate science, weather variability, and the effects of 
climate change on working lands.  
 

Where Can I Learn About Potential 
Adaptations and Rationale? 
USDA Climate Hubs and their University and other partners 
also provide resources about known adaptive actions.  Several 
resources offer a menu of adaptation options for land 
managers to consider.  Adaptation menus organize on-the-
ground (farm, ranch and landscape scale) example tactics 
under various approaches. These approaches may also consist 
of broad strategies commonly applied across systems and 
landscapes.   
For more information, see the adaptation workbook website or 
these publications:  
“Adaptation Resources for Agriculture: Responding to Climate 
Variability and Change” 
“Forest Adaptation Resources: climate change tools and 
approaches for land managers, 2nd edition” 

Ultimately specific adaptive actions must be developed to meet 
individual needs that consider the crop, livestock, or forestry 
system, site conditions, landowner goals, manager objectives, 
legal, market, and all other factors unique to the operation.  

 

https://adaptationworkbook.org/
https://www.usda.gov/oce/climate_change/effects_2012/CC%20and%20Agriculture%20Report%20(02-04-2013)b.pdf
https://www.usda.gov/oce/climate_change/effects_2012/CC%20and%20Agriculture%20Report%20(02-04-2013)b.pdf
https://www.usda.gov/oce/climate_change/effects_2012/CC%20and%20Agriculture%20Report%20(02-04-2013)b.pdf
https://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/
https://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/
https://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/sites/default/files/adaptation_resources_workbook_ne_mw.pdf
https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/52760
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Acknowledgements  
Due to challenging planting conditions near poultry houses 
and exhaust from fans that can hinder or kill some plants 
while stimulating growth in others, research and outreach on 
VEBs has been carried out by NRCS and partners for over ten 
years:  

USDA’s Agricultural Research Service and the University of 
Delaware and the have worked to quantify VEB effectiveness 
through a NRCS Conservation Innovation Grant (CIG).  

The Penn State University has demonstrated through a NRCS 
Conservation Innovation Grant (CIG) methods of establishing 
and harvesting VEBs for environmental stewardship and 
biomass useful as litter and biofuel needed to provide heat or 
power.  

NRCS offers farmers cost share incentives to plant hedgerow 
(422) VEBs in front of poultry facility exhaust fans, 
shelterbelts (380) around the farmstead, and filter strips (393) 
or forested buffers in riparian areas (391) through the 
Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP).  

NRCS’s Norman A. Berg Plant Materials Center in Beltsville, 
MD has tested the performance of plant tolerance to 
emissions.  

The Delmarva Poultry Industry Association has worked to 
encourage producer adoption of VEBs.   

USDA’s National Agroforestry Center also promotes VEBs 
for Poultry Houses through their Agroforestry Notes.  

 
References:  
Plants Tolerant of Poultry Farm Emissions in the 
Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_PLANTMATERIA
LS/publications/mdpmcsr12671.pdf  
 
NRCS Practice Design Specifications may be found in the 
following documents in the section IV of the NRCS 
Pennsylvania Field Office Technical Guide: 
• Conservation Practice Standard Hedgerow Planting 

(422) 
• Trees and Shrubs for Poultry House Hedgerow Planting 

Fact Sheet 
• Warm Season Grasses for Poultry House Hedgerow 

Planting Fact Sheet 
 

Additional Information: 
Pennsylvania State University Vegetative Buffers 
http://extension.psu.edu/animals/poultry/nutrient-
management/vegetative-buffers 
 

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_PLANTMATERIALS/publications/mdpmcsr12671.pdf
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_PLANTMATERIALS/publications/mdpmcsr12671.pdf
https://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/viewerFS.aspx?hid=39717
https://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/viewerFS.aspx?hid=39717
http://extension.psu.edu/animals/poultry/nutrient-management/vegetative-buffers
http://extension.psu.edu/animals/poultry/nutrient-management/vegetative-buffers


5 | P a g e  
 

Prior to introducing Susan Kubo (NRCS), Denise addressed the current Dairy 
Crisis and the possibility of contract cancellations by producers due to 
economic and financial hardships, and how those will be handled. 

Susan Kubo (NRCS) presented a update concerning cancellations, terminations 
and liquidated damages.  (See attached handout.) Susan provided detailed 
information on contract cancellations and terminations and what procedures  
producers must follow to effectively terminate a contract should a financial 
hardship would arise.  Susan also provided an update on EQIP and CNMP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Cancellations, Terminations 
and Liquidated Damages 

State Technical Committee 
April 18, 2018 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One of the responsibilities of the State Technical Committee, you, is to recommend state program policy based on resource data. In some situations, specialized subcommittees may be used to discuss, examine and focus on a particular topic.  I’d like for you to consider reviewing and assisting us with two issues:  cancellations vs. terminations for economic and personal hardship, and the assessment of liquidated damages.  In order for you to understand the issue, I’m going to have to provide some background on contract management.  Please bear with me. 



Contracts 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When a contract is signed, the participant enters into a binding agreement to implement specific practices as set forth in the schedule of operations on the property as identified on the plan map.If all goes well, contract items are installed as scheduled, to NRCS specifications, practices are certified and payments are made, resource concerns are addressed. Yay!



Contract Modifications 
•Situations arise 
•Minor modifications 
•Prohibited modifications 
•Most modifications 
•Cancellations and Terminations 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the real world, however, things don’t always go as planned.  Situations arise that require changes to the plan or contract requirements.Modifications are specific allowable changes to a contract.  Some may be minor such as a slight increase in funds due to measurements being off because of topography or physical features, delays in installation that are less than a year.Not all changes are allowable – prohibited mods. These are mods that change the scope of the contract (adding land, practices, or adding or changing resource concerns), and changes for the purpose of avoiding violations or payment limits.A lot of mods are related to scheduling, or a change identified during practice design due to site conditions, loss of control of land which may lead to transfersI’m going to talk today about two specific mods, and those are cancellation and termination mods 



   

 

Cancellations 
• Death 
• Major Illness 
• Natural Disasters 
• Bankruptcy 
• Destruction of farm through fire or theft 
• Eminent Domain 
• Military service 
• Other economic or personal hardship 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
A cancellation is an equitable remedy.  They allow the parties to end the contractual relationship.  Recovery of payments may or may not be appropriate, and liquidated damages are not assessed.The state conservationist may only cancel a contract if the participant provides in writing a justifiable reason, and where no successor-in-interest is available.  Our goal is to get conservation on the ground.  Our first option when someone is unable to fulfil their contract obligation, is to see if someone else would be able to assume the contract.Barring that, Justifiable reasons for cancellation include: 



 
 

    
 

Cancellation 
•Must provide an explanation 
•Must substantiate their claim 
•Condition must have materialized since the 
contact was obligated. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When someone requests cancellation, they must…Preexisting conditions will not satisfy this requirement.



 
   

   
   

   

Termination 
• Ineligibility 
•Loss of control of land 
•Violation of the terms of the contract 
•Failing to install, operate or maintain practices 
•Threat to the health and safety of NRCS
employees 
•Misrepresentation, scheme or device, or
fraudulent representation 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Termination, on the other hand, is an adverse decision, and is the result of a material breach of the terms and conditions of the contract.  Reasons for termination include…Prior to termination, NRCS will notify the participant of the non-compliance, and provide an opportunity for the participant to remedy the violation.  Terminations for cause will usually result in the assessment of liquidated damages, as well as recovery of financial assistance payments.



Liquidated Damages 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The assessment of liquidated damages is outlined in the contract appendix.Liquidated damages do not constitute a penalty for the termination.They are a recovery of NRCS administrative and technical costs.  The amount of liquidated damages is 10% of the total financial assistance funds originally obligated to the contract.  



 
  

 
    

     
  

 

Cancellation or Termination? 
•What constitutes economic or personal
hardship? 
• Didn’t realized how much they would have to pay 
• Changed their mind 
• Decided they want to do something different or not

do what is in the contract 
• Fluctuating milk prices 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One of the challenges of my position, is determining whether to cancel or terminate a contract.  To do this, I look at the history of the contract.  Has the participant made a good faith effort to meet the requirements of their contract? We do annual contract reviews that tell me if the participant completed any work, if they’ve they hired a contractor or technical service provider, or have at least tried to?I ask questions to try to find out what has happened since contract obligation that has changed to where the participant is not wanting or able to implement the contract?  I look though the conservation notes and emails to see if there have been discussions about concerns or issues?  Communication is key, and I would expect that well before we get to the point of cancellation or termination, that some discussion about the project has gone on.  Often the reason provided in the request for cancellation is vague –didn’t realized how much they would have to pay, changed their mind, decided they wanted to do something different or not do what is in the contract, and fluctuating milk prices.Currently, none of these reasons are justifiable reasons for contract cancellation.  Why not fluctuating milk prices? Because prices fluctuate.



Fluctuating Milk Prices 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When do fluctuating prices become a hardship.  This graph shows annual milk wholesale prices received by farmers as reported by NASS from 2001 through 2016.We can see that milk price fluctuations are cyclical.  They go down, but they come up again every 3 years or so.
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Fluctuating Milk Prices 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here are monthly prices for the last three years.  2014 is a high year.If a contract was signed in 2015 (contracts are typically obligated from may to june), we really aren’t seeing fluctuations in milk prices that would be causing economic hardship.I’m not saying that dairies aren’t having a hard time, I’m sure production costs are rising even if milk prices aren’t.We asked a focus group of field staff to take a look at policy and the situation, and to come up with a proposal of guidelines for defining and documenting economic hardship.



   
 

   
   

   

Proposals 
1. Producer provides data that show an extended 

downward trend (20% reduction or more) 
ongoing for more than 2 years; or 

2. Producer provides a letter from their ag lender
or accountant showing their Debt Ratio has
dropped below 1. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1.  The debt coverage ratio is a comparison of existing and project debt vs. liquid assets.  An economically healthy operation has a ratio at 1, or ideally 1.5.  If the ratio drops below 1, it indicates that the operator can only pay their bills if they borrow more money.This is in cases where other reasons for cancellation are not present – death, illness, fire or theft, natural disaster, bankruptcy, but also if the spouse whose income is key in supporting the operation loses their job, a significant change in the operation that results in an increase in expenses or a need to reconfigure the business (this cannot be a voluntary change), etc. 



   
 

  
 

Recommendation 
•Provide a guide for Field Staff for discussing 
contract expectations with applicants 
•Recommend participant obtain a cash flow 
analysis or economic evaluation prior to signing 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The group also recommended an internal worksheet to guide Field Staff though preliminary conversation topics prior to contract obligation: cancellation vs. termination, liquidated damages, implementation timeframes and requirements, etc.Recommend to applicants that they work with their lender, bank, extension to complete a cash flow analysis or similar economic evaluation prior to signing the contract.  This would establish a baseline for the operation and provide a valuable point of comparison if there are hardships later in the contract life.



  

  

Termination with Liquidated 
Damages 

Issue:  High dollar contracts 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
When cancellation is not an option, liquidated damages can be an issueParticularly for livestock operations with high dollar contracts.Examples:  	digester contracted at $450,000  LD would be $45K	livestock contract with WSF, covered HUA, waste transfer, trails and walkway, fence, NM & PG would be a $275,000 contract  LD would be $27K



   
   

   
 

   
 

    
    

Liquidated Damages 
•The STC is encouraged to waive cost recovery
and liquidated damage assessments that total
$1,000 or less, as being in the public interest. 
• Following consultation with the State Technical
Committee, the STC may supplement this
paragraph to identify additional considerations
for evaluating CPC participant requests for full or
partial waiver of the cost recovery amount. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Policy encourages STC to waive CR and LD < $1,000, in the public interest (i.e., more cost to collect than the recovery amount)Policy also allows, with State Technical Committee consultation, additional considerations. This is the 2nd issue we asked the focus group to look at.



  
  

 

Recommendation 
•Waive liquidated damages > %15,000. 

•State Technical Committee Subcommittee 
•3 month commitment 
• If interested or have insights, please contact 
Susan Kubo before Monday, 5/14 

susan.kubo@pa.usda.gov or (717) 237-2216 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I am asking the State Technical Committee, you, to review what the focus group proposed, and make a recommendation to Denise.I am thinking this would be a  limited time subcommittee, maybe 3 months, with the subcommittee presenting their recommendation to the whole committee at the next State Technical Committee meeting.  If anyone has insights on this issue, or interest, please contact me by the end of the week.  Thank you.

mailto:susan.kubo@pa.usda.gov
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Noel Soto (NRCS) gave an update on CIG funding and CSP. He indicated that 
CSP has 231 obligations for 2018. 
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Susan Marquart (NRCS) reported on the Regional Conservation Partnership 
Program (RCPP).  She reviewed the statistics shown for RCPP in the 
Pennsylvania NRCS FY-2017 Accomplishments report.  (See attached 
handout.)  

Being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned by Denise 
Coleman. She also asked if anyone had ideas of items to discus at our next 
meeting which will be held on July 19th, 2018 at 1 pm. 

NOTE: A recording of this meeting is available upon request. 
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Individuals who were present but didn’t sign the Sign-in Sheet: 

Susan Marquart  NRCS 
Tim Kinney   NRCS 
Dan Dostie   NRCS 
Denise Coleman  NRCS 
Susan Kubo  NRCS 
Peter Hoagland  NRCS 
Jim Gillis   NRCS 
 

 

Individuals who were present via Toll Free Number Conference Call:  

Greg Hostettler  PA Dept of Ag 
Jennifer Farabaugh Western PA Conservancy 
Adam Tarr   Sen. Casey’s Office 
Jared Shippey  NRCS – DuBois, PA 
Amanda Balin  Big Maple Farms 
Mark Dubin  Univ of Maryland 
Joe James   ATP-PA LLC 
Adam Vattick  Western PA Conservancy 
Jack Weaver  Hedden Environmental 
Franklin Egan  Soil Health Benchmarking, PASA 
Eric Jespersen  Hydrography  
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Pennsylvania State Technical Committee Meeting 

April 18, 2018 

 

Denise Coleman (NRCS) opened the meeting by welcoming all to the 
Pennsylvania State Technical Committee Meeting by introducing all in 
attendance and those participating by tele-conference. 

Denise then recognized and thanked Abigail Appleman, (NRCS) Outreach 
Coordinator, Tim Kinney (NRCS) and Alexis Tirado (FSA) for their efforts in 
producing inroads with the Hispanic Community. Tim and Alexis worked on the 
establishment of the NRCS Spanish Website. She announced that we now 
have twenty Hispanic producers contracted and are expecting more. 

00/10/45 - Jake Tomlinson of Trout Unlimited was introduced, and assisted 
by Dr. Bob Hedin of Hedin Environmental, made a presentation concerning 
details of their CIG Phosphorus Project. (See attached hand-outs.) 

00/38/37 - Dan Dostie (NRCS) was introduced and provided a very 
interesting presentation concerning climate change.  (See attached hand-
outs.) 

01/07/36 - Pete Vanderstappen (NRCS) and Dan Dostie (NRCS) were 
introduced and provided updated information on the NRCS Technical Guide 
Report.  

Pete gave a brief update on PA NRCS Technical Guides. He noted that there 
were three Tech Guides currently out for comments:  578 – Stream Crossing; 
587 – Structure for Water Control and 638 – Water and Sediment Control 
Base.  Tech Guide 313, Waste Storage Facilities, is in revision and will be 
going out for comments in the near future. 

Dan provided an update on Ecological Practices indicating there were several 
out for comments. He drew attention to a Fact Sheet, Hedgerow Planting – 
422, Vegetative Environmental Buffers for Poultry Houses dated April 2018.  
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A copy of which was provided as a hand-out (See attached). He continued on 
to explain the contents and purpose of the document. 

01/11/34 - Hathaway Jones (NRCS) was introduced and provided Easement 
Programs updates. She indicated that progress is being made on finishing up 
on WRP restoration practices which was repealed by Farm Bill 2014.  These 
contracts will be finished up by September 30th as required.  She also noted 
that NRCS is working on a Co-op agreement with RCPP to preserve 6 farms 
across Pennsylvania this year.  NRCS is bringing funding to this project in the 
amount of one million dollars. Denise Coleman added that currently there are 
35 to 40 restoration projects underway across the commonwealth. 

Prior to introducing Susan Kubo (NRCS), Denise addressed the current Dairy 
Crisis and the possibility of contract cancellations by producers due to 
economic and financial hardships, and how those will be handled. 

01/14/36 - Susan Kubo (NRCS) presented a update concerning cancellations, 
terminations and liquidated damages.  (See attached handout.) Susan provided 
detailed information on contract cancellations and terminations and what 
procedures  producers must follow to effectively terminate a contract should 
a financial hardship would arise.  Susan also provided an update on EQIP and 
CNMP. 

01/54/20 - Noel Soto (NRCS) gave an update on CIG funding and CSP. He 
indicated that CSP has 231 obligations for 2018. 

01/57/28 - Susan Marquart (NRCS) reported on the Regional Conservation 
Partnership Program (RCPP).  She reviewed the statistics shown for RCPP in 
the Pennsylvania NRCS FY-2017 Accomplishments report.  (See attached 
handout.)  

Being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned by Denise 
Coleman. She also asked if anyone had ideas of items to discus at our next 
meeting which will be held on July 19th, 2018 at 1 pm. 

NOTE: A recording of this meeting is available upon request. 
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