
State Technical Committee Meeting 
February 11, 2021 

 
Kasey Taylor, NRCS State Conservationist 
Kasey opened the meeting by welcoming everyone to the virtual meeting. There were 
approximately 40 attendees. She reviewed the agenda and started the meeting. 
 

• State Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) Purpose  
o State Technical Committees are a vital part of Farm Bill implementation. The Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) depends on their knowledge and expertise 
to implement Farm Bill programs with a locally led focus.  

o The Food Security Act of 1985 required the formation of the Committee for advice 
on a variety of issues, to provide information, analysis, and recommendations to the 
State Conservationist.  

o The Agricultural Improvement Act of 2018 amended the 1985 statute to include 
identifying additional mandatory members and making sure the areas of expertise 
where the Committee would provide additional input on the locally led focus effort.  

o The Delaware State Technical Committee serves in an advisory capacity within the 
agency as well as other agencies within the Department of Agriculture on the 
implementation of the natural resources, our conservation provisions, and Farm Bill 
legislation. 

o The Committee is intended to include members from a wide variety of natural 
resource and agricultural interests. It will be chaired by the NRCS State 
Conservationist and composed of representatives from our Federal, State, and local 
levels for mission delivery in our State.   

 
• State Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) Roles and Responsibilities   

o To ensure that the mission delivery has been achieved, we will be able to collaborate 
with the committee to make sure that our state program management for our 
policies and procedures has been achieved. This will be outlined in the strategic plan 
for technical assessments and implementation for our conservation practices.   

o Your feedback and input that we receive through the committee will help shape our 
technical programmatic recommendations, identify our prioritized areas for 
statewide natural resource concerns, developing out our ranking criteria, as well as 
looking at our technical guidance for conservation practices and standards.  

o We will also be looking at our financial assistance rates and levels to make sure they 
are equitable, timely, and impactful. 

o As we continue going forward, the coordination within the membership is going to 
be a key focus for our committee to ensure a greater expansion of discussion across 
the state going into our sub-committee discussions.   
 

• State Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) Sub-Committees    
o In some situations, specialized subcommittees composed of State Technical 

Committee members may be needed to analyze and refine specific issues.  The State 



Conservationist may assemble certain committee members, including members of 
local working groups and other experts to discuss, examine, and focus on a 
particular technical or programmatic topic, or combination of such. 

o Delaware has focused on two STAC sub-committees to provide for a continuity of 
services for our funding and education. 
 State Soil Health Sub-Committee 
 State Wildlife Sub-Committee 

o  We started looking at the need for an Urban Agriculture committee. We have been 
working with this through competitive and non-competitive agreements. 

o We have also worked across the federal spheres from Farm Services Agency, Rural 
Development, and our state partnerships; DDA, DNREC, and our conservation 
districts to make sure we’re working within urban ag for collaboration and 
establishment of a uniformed statewide approach 

o Subcommittees will meet on a quarterly basis facilitated by a subcommittee 
chairperson.  
 If you would like to participate on a sub-committee, please contact Kasey.  
 We will not have a standing ad-hoc committee, we will appoint these 

committees as the need arises and we need to move forward. 
 

• Chesapeake Bay Project 
o NRCS, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and United States Geological Survey 

(USGS) have been  working to establish a federally coordinated effort to review and 
assess our programs, efficiencies, funding, and making sure that within the 
Chesapeake Bay, we have a coordinated approach.  

o In August 2020, NRCS and EPA launched a team effort to continue enhancing 
coordination for NRCS, EPA, and ultimately USGS to assess funding in the bay 
focusing on agriculture conservation practice implementation as well as water 
quality monitoring. 
 It was decided to establish sub-teams to focus on ag conservation funding, water 

quality monitoring and our local workshop teams. 
 The ag conservation funding team and the water monitoring team met and have 

developed reports and recommendations that will form the work for the local 
workgroup teams in early spring 2021. 

o With our ag conservation funding, we want to review, identify, and assess the 
current funding levels available for our producers within the watershed to meet our 
quarterly goals. 
 We have a goal set in 2025 to meet our TMDL levels 
 The federal funding allocation allows us a first step to ensure we are meeting the 

thresholds and achieving sustainability.  
 Many federal funding programs that support agricultural conservation practice 

implementation in the Chesapeake Bay watershed.   
 EPA and NRCS have a productive history of coordinating programs that focus on 

the Ag Producers  



 Ag producers play important role in restoring local streams and Bay through 
“voluntary conservation.” 

 States heavily rely on ag to meet 2025 Bay TMDL goals.   
 New federal funding/focus:  EPA Most Effective Basin funding, 2018 Farm Bill 

focus on source water protection areas.  Changes to RCPP.  
o As a result of the important conservation work in the Chesapeake Bay watershed 

and additional federal resources to support conservation measures, EPA and NRCS 
developed recommendations for enhancing federal coordination to get the most out 
of federal resources to support the agricultural community in their conservation 
efforts.  The funding team has broken out into two sub-groups to develop 
recommendations related to grants administration and source water protection. 
They also developed a spreadsheet to compare key components for each of the 
funding programs, an inventory of the last three years of agriculture conservation 
projects that were funded by EPA and NRCS, as well as an analysis of grant program 
safeguards against payment duplications. 

o The following recommendations were provided: 
 Coordinated meeting structure - look at timelines and results.  
 RCPP - the NFWF projects are on path to assist with leveraging funding with a 

match through EPA. 
 Source water protection program - identified opportunities to coordinate on our 

underserved areas.  
  Data Sharing:  inform source water protection priority area selections, priority 

conservation practices, and project ranking criteria.  Explore opportunities to 
assist economically challenged communities where agriculture is the primary 
source of nitrogen to source water. 

 Planning:  EPA to assist with area-wide planning (involve source water 
collaboratives)  

 NRCS and EPA will explore opportunities where EPA has already conducted 
areawide plans to see if they meet the criteria needed to establish an NWQI 
source water area. 

 Education and Outreach:  EPA and NRCS will develop consistent educational 
materials for agricultural partners on funding opportunities and eligibilities for 
implementing agricultural conservation practices in source water protection 
areas (Clean Water State Revolving Funds and EQIP will be featured to highlight 
successful approaches, NRCS Local Working Groups). 

 Duplicate Payments:  Ensure measures are in place and, where necessary, 
institute additional best practices to safeguard against duplicate payments going 
to the same entity for the same work.   

 Diversity in Ag Conservation Grants:  EPA and NRCS will assess opportunities to 
support historically under-served farmers and ranchers through outreach, 
ranking, match adjustment options, and the selection process associated with 
agricultural conservation practice grants in the Chesapeake Bay watershed.   



 Annual Evaluations:  These opportunities for collaboration are contingent upon 
the current goals, directions, resources, and abilities of NRCS and EPA.  These 
goals will be re-evaluated and refined as necessary annually.    

• The Water Quality Monitoring Team focuses on identifying activities and developing 
recommendations on how NRCS, EPA, and USGS could further coordinate our water-
quality monitoring  interpretation and funding to assess the impact for agricultural 
conservation practice implementation on the quality of local streams and rivers within 
the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.  
o They identified the short and long-term recommendations that will enhance 

coordination of water quality monitoring, interpretation, and engaging stakeholders 
to apply results.  

o They conducted a review of the programs pertaining to monitoring water quality of 
rivers and streams within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. Tools for consolidating 
water quality monitoring data for use by partners.  

o They looked at data analysis and interpretation activities to link the ag conservation 
practice implementation to trends in water quality and making sure that in the 
agriculture watersheds and the initiatives effectiveness on agricultural conservation 
practices.   

o They organized the recommendations based on three objectives:  
1. Identifying watersheds and the greatest needs and the opportunities for 

monitoring the impacts of conservation work on the water quality of local 
streams and rivers. 

2. Identifying opportunities to further coordinate the federal and state water 
quality monitoring programs and interpretation of results to better assess the 
impacts of ag conservation practices on the water quality within the Chesapeake 
Watershed.  

3. Identifying the approaches to improve communication of our findings and 
engaging policy makers and stakeholders for implementation decisions. 

o To make sure we can deliver that, we looked at the existing federal and state 
monitoring programs in the bay watershed to monitor nutrient and sediment.  

o Most of the long-term monitoring did not relate to the effects of conservation 
actions in reducing nutrient and sediment contributions to water quality conditions 
in streams and rivers.  

o The Chesapeake Bay Program partners want to enhance monitoring and data 
interpretation to better understand the water quality response, as well as additional 
ecosystem benefits from our ag conservation efforts.   

o The information we will be looking at will be critical since the Chesapeake 
jurisdictions are focusing the majority of these efforts over the next five (5) years of 
employing ag practices to reduce nutrients and sediment delivered to the 
Chesapeake Bay to meet the water quality standards.  

 



• A major challenge identified by the team, was the need for enhanced monitoring of a 
final skills to better connect the implementation of management practices with water 
quality as well as sediment changes. 
o Existing monitoring programs were developed to answer technical questions across 

spatial skills that do not address water quality response to ag conservation practices. 
We established three (3) goals: 
1. Identifying watersheds with the greatest needs and opportunities for monitoring 

the impacts of conservation work on water quality for local streams and rivers. 
• Look at criteria to consider watershed with existing long-term monitoring 

and implementation of the practices planned.  
• We also need to identify watersheds in each state to meet the above criteria. 

2. Coordinate water quality monitoring programs and interpretation of the results 
to assess the impacts of ag conservation practices on water quality. 
• Determine if/how the existing data could be utilized, assessed, and address 

water quality responses to ag conservation practices. 
• Summarize our current interpretation of the effort and how it aligns with the 

watershed identified in the first objective.  
• Develop a multi-partner coordinated effort to enhance monitoring 

interpretation. The results will be identified and options for funding 
provided.  

3. Identify opportunities to improve communication for the findings and to engage 
policy makers and stakeholders to inform them of implementation decisions. 
• Taking stock of information and tools and they will be used to communicate 

the findings.  
• Looking at coordinating agencies for information sharing to audiences and 

stakeholders. 
• Develop communication materials to engage the strategies based on 

provided recommendations. 
 

• Proposed next steps – bring in Agency senior leadership to provide the findings. 
o On January 13, we provided a briefing with our regional conservationists and our 

point of contact at USGS. We provided a walkthrough of the recommendations 
received.   

o A timeline will be established and coordinated with the local workshops. 
o Local workgroups are being held. In the spring, we will regroup for a discussion to 

move these efforts forward.  
o A report has been developed and will be forwarded to the committee. 

 
Jayme Arthurs, State Resource Conservationist 

• Hydrology Indicators for Identification of Farmed Wetlands (FW) 
o In August, the final rule was issued for highly erodible land and wetland 

conservation provisions security act.  



o We needed to identify indicators that would be used at the local level to identify 
farm wetland. A list of common indicators was provided for identification in our local 
area. 
 For the determination process, we have to determine what a wetland is, what 

type of wetland and, the size of the wetland. 
 This process will not change the labels on current farm wetlands.  
 Once the applicable FW indicators are determined, the State Technical 

Committee needs to be consulted for consideration of selected indicators 
comments. 

 Jayme Arthurs and Phil King, Delaware NRCS and Steve Strano, Maryland NRCS 
are working together to determine what indicators would be best used for our 
state for review by the state technical committees prior to submitting to NHQ. 

 Jayme provided the list of proposed FW Hydrology  indicators for determinations 
in Delaware and will forward to the committee for review after the meeting. If 
you have any questions or comments, reach out to Jayme. If there are no 
concerns, they will move forward with the proposed indicators for use in the 
State. They will also be published in our field office technical guide to be used for 
making farm farmed wetland determinations going forward. 

 Richard Wilkins – there is a considerable amount of farmland in Delaware. The 
drainage infrastructure system in place is old and has not had adequate 
maintenance. Will determinations be made on these private lands?  
 Jayme responded that, the amount of water is taken into consideration. 

There are certain criteria that must be followed specific to hydrology during a 
specific timeframe. If necessary, they can delay the determine until there are 
better weather conditions.  

 Determinations can be made based on two of the three hydrology indicators 
when needed. 

 Richard -  for the hydrology, the farmed wetland classification and the prior 
converted, anything already classified as prior converted farmed wetland would 
remain as that or would they be reclassified?  
 Jayme responded, if there has already been a determination done on a piece 

of land and it’s been certified, it will remain that way. This is specifically for 
looking at any new determinations that come in. 
 

• Working Lands for Wildlife: Northern Bobwhite Quail 
o Recently, there has been a focus on Bobwhite Quail in the Mid-Atlantic Region with 

a targeted approach for certain species. 
o Currently we have a Working Land for Wildlife initiative for Black Duck. We are 

working with Chase Colmorgen, biologist with the Ducks Unlimited on identifying 
habitat for black duck in the State.  

o There is a national initiative for Bobwhite Quail with funds specifically provided to 
the State. There is also a State initiative using our funding.  



o We will be using our program dollars through several programs to focus on 
improving habitat for the Bobwhite Quail in Delaware. 

o We will start looking at a framework to improve the habitat for the Bobwhite Quail 
with a focus on using all of our programs.  

o Over the next few months, there will be a concerted effort on moving this 
conversation throughout the State. There have been discussions with Chris Brosch at 
DDA and Justyn Foth at DNREC on Bobwhite Quail as well as support from others 
within the State. Delaware has opted in and communicated to NHQ our intent to 
participate in this initiative. 

o Over the next few months, we will work on the framework at the local level for what 
they would like to see and the practices for rollout in the State. We will be required 
to provide our feedback at the national level. 

o Brian Jennings stated that Bobwhite Quail at one time was supported through CRP. 
Maybe getting this initiative through the CP-33 practice through CREP with a 
continuous sign up would provide another tool to discuss with farmers to get more 
habitat on the ground. 
 Jayme replied that he has noted this and will include as a discussion item with 

the sub-committee.  
 
Karri Honaker, Assistant State Conservationist, Programs/Field Operations 
FY21 Farm Bill Program Updates 

 
• FY21 Program Implementation  

o we have national mandates that we must abide by, 5% of our funds must be 
allocated to beginning farmers/limited resource farmers and socially disadvantaged 
farmers. Also, 50% must be spent on livestock practices and 10% on wildlife 
practices. 

o The 2018 farm bill for FY21, we have a new EQIP incentive program, EQIP Incentive 
Contracts (EQIP-CIC). We will be required to implement this new program and 
mandated to spend 5% of our general EQIP funds for EQIP incentives. 

o The FY21 spending plan broke down the general EQIP allotments. For FY21, we 
received $5.8M. 
 This year we have 15 ranking pools which includes the EQIP-CIC fund pool. 
 Changes for this year include rotary drums and freezers combined into the 

poultry headquarters fund pools for the respective counties. We have combined 
the high tunnel and cropland irrigation fund pools under the cropland funding 
pool.    

 All practices are available under beginning farmer and socially disadvantaged 
fund pools. 

 The financial assistance (FA) funding for FY21 is about $1M less than what was 
allocated from NHQ last year. 

 We ran numbers from FY20, and we had $7M in unfunded applications. Many of 
these will be deferred to FY21.  



 The spending plan for the Agriculture Management Assistance (AMA) program, 
we initially allocated $92,000 and have broken it down into two funding pools: 
high tunnel and general. 
 We have requested $400,000 additional funds for RMA-AMA but have not 

received the approved amount yet. 
o We are currently in the process of ranking our EQIP and AMA applications; 286 for 

the State. 
 

• Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) 
o We have received one proposal that is now at national headquarters waiting on 

approval. The approval announcement will hopefully be released in April. 
 

• Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP) 
o The FY21 renewals were processed and we are working on obligations. 
o Last Friday was the deadline for making CSP payments. 
o We are looking at wrapping up CSP renewals and look forward to releasing the FY21 

CSP Classic once policy manuals have been updated with statutory requirements. 
 

• Agriculture Conservation Easement Program – John Bushey, Program Manager 
o FY20 Wetland Reserve Easements (WRE) Area Wide Market Analysis (AWMA) is 

currently under review for FY21 Geographic Area Rate Caps. Once the proposals are 
released, they will be provided to the State Technical Committee (STAC) for input. 

o The Wetland Restoration Criteria Guidelines for FY21 is complete and is currently 
available on the Delaware NRCS website. 

o ALE and WRE - the FY21 ranking pools have been created and are currently under 
review to ensure national compliance. Once review has been completed it will be 
provided to the STAC for input and review. 

 
• David Baird, Sussex Conservation District asked if anything was included in the EQIP 

budget on source water protection?  
o Karri replied that the practices designated in the payment schedule for source water 

are available under any of the fund pools.  
 
Jayme Arthurs, State Resource Conservationist 
NRCS Standards and Specifications 

• We have been working with DACD to reach out to farmers over the last few months to 
keep the conservation conversations going especially during this pandemic. There has 
been a series of videos put out to keep the conversation going. Jayme conducted a video 
series discussing conservation practices standards, Soil Testing and Soil Carbon 
Amendment. He is working on getting them posted to the field office tech guide. 
o Soil Testing – specifically designed for soil health testing. The implementation 

requirements (IR) sheet for the design of soil testing has also been developed. There 
are several payment rates set up for soil testing focusing on soil health indicators. 



o Soil Carbon Amendment – interim conservation practice standard that has been 
adopted by 12 states around the country, including Delaware. This standard is being 
tested to see if it should be adopted nationally as a full practice standard throughout 
the entire country 
 We are required to report back to national headquarters on an annual basis as to 

if the practice has been used, the results, and the benefits. Based on the reports 
submitted, they will decide whether to keep it as a regular conservation practice 
or not. 

 This standard has four options for using amendments: composts, biochar, other 
carbon amendments, and whole orchard recycling. 

 The implementation requirements (IR) sheet has also been included for specific 
requirements.  

 One of the additional requirements to be applied is, a soil health card will need 
to be completed for the current conditions on the field. This can also be used to 
document improvements made on the field. 

 Jayme showed an excerpt from the eligible practice guide showing payment rate 
options for carbon amendments. 

 This is taking off slowly, we’ve only had a few small farmers interested this year 
but there is potential for larger farms.  

 Jen Nelson asked if there are specific criteria for selecting eligible labs for testing 
soil amendments and how would the payment rates work. 
 Jayme relied that there is a list of approved labs that can currently do the 

soils test. He will share that information. 
 For the payment rates will depend on how many indicators are being tested 

and if an agronomic soil test will be included. 
 Richard Wilkins asked, on the new (and existing) standards, what is planned to 

interface outreach and available EQIP practices with producers? 
 Jayme replied that unfortunately, COVID has limited farmer interaction and 

that’s one of the reasons they have worked with DACD to provide videos, 
Facebook, etc. for continued conversation. We also make sure everyone has 
a place at the table on any upcoming meetings to include the Ag (Week) 
Month meeting that was held online. They do want to continue making 
efforts to continue the planning processes with farmers. We have been 
working with the District on whole farm plans. We post information to our 
website, the Delmarva Farmer, and other news outlets.  

 Jen posted the link to the video in the meeting chat box:  DACD link :  
https://dacdnet.org/connected-through-conservation/ 

 Karri highlighted one of the agreements we’ve been working on with “Our 
Growers” is a push for increased outreach and assistance for our producers 
related to pollinators to increase our efforts for wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
We will be working with our colleagues under this agreement to do more 
outreach on a local level. 

 
 

https://dacdnet.org/connected-through-conservation/


Ann Baldwin, State Engineer 
 
Nanticoke Watershed Plan Updates 

• In the 2018 Farm Bill, funding was authorized for the watershed program (PL-566). Our 
Districts requested funds for improvements to tax ditch systems beyond normal 
maintenance. 
o We submitted two proposals and one was accepted for the Upper Nanticoke 

Watershed. 
o We worked with Sussex Conservation District, Kent Conservation District, DNREC’s 

drainage section, as well as tax ditch organizations to prepare the project proposal. 
o There are three phases: the planning phase (about 18 months long), the design 

phase, and construction phase. There are a lot of steps to this project and therefore, 
it will take years to complete. 

o The planning phase follows the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and has 
various processes that need to be followed: 
Conduct Resource Inventories and Watershed Assessment 
Conduct Social Assessment 
Conduct Economic Assessment 
Formulate Alternatives 
Evaluate Alternatives 
Hold Public Meetings 

o With funding received, we are able to consult with DDK Engineering, they are very 
experienced with this type of project. They will be doing a bulk of the engineering 
work, analyses, economic evaluations, social resource, as well as prepare the final 
document for our review. 

o To date, we have had two public meetings that were used as opportunities to bring 
our partners into the process and allow them to make comments. We also made 
sure the public in the watershed knew about the project and could provide any 
input/feedback they have about concerns in the watershed. 

o We also sent a survey to all the tax ditch managers asking if there are any areas of 
concern in the tax ditches. We are in the process of collecting information from tax 
ditch managers that consult with consultants to gather information on background 
data. 

• Improvement Recommendations 
o Channel stability/capacity concerns 
 Bank stabilization repair 
 Reduce erosion 
 Downstream sedimentation 
 Structural vegetation practices 
 Restore ditch capacity/channel capacity  

o Drainage Improvements 
 Culverts/bridges 



 Structure repair/replacement 
 Expanded for capacity 
 Hydrology/hydrologic analysis 

o Ecosystem Restoration 
 Restore wetlands  
 Two stage ditches 

o Water Quality Improvements 
 Construct nitrifying bioreactor 
 Treat nutrients 

• Next Steps 
o Complete Field Studies and Investigations 
o Identify and Evaluate Alternatives 
o Coordinate with Various Governing Agencies 
o Finalize Supplemental Watershed Plan and Environmental Document 
 David Baird stated that this will create a lot of opportunities for the tax ditch 

association as well as the adjacent landowners for conservation opportunities. 
 Brian Jennings, Fish and Wildlife Service stated that he has not seen any emails, 

etc. stating that they were involved. They were part of the main project on the 
Nanticoke for channel restoration. He did not see the portion of the work they 
completed on Ann’s presentation and is not if they were aware of this work 
being completed.  
 Ann replied that she will look on the point of contact list and see about 

getting him added. She will also speak with him off-line on his project 
processes. 

 Richard Wilkins asked if there is a contractor doing the assessments and, is there 
plans to communicate to the landowners to make them aware of when the 
contractor will be looking at their land? He feels the landowner will be the most 
familiar with the inadequacies that may exist and bringing them into the process 
would be advantageous to this project.  
 Ann replied that they will get a copy of the schedule from the contractor and 

make sure it is shared with the tax ditch managers and in turn, they can 
inform the landowners. 

 David also stated that the outreach to the tax ditch managers has already 
started. There was a public meeting at the end of January that they were all 
invited to. Also, the Kent and Sussex Districts have been reaching out to the 
managers on the impacted tax ditches asking for input and letting them 
know about the project. The outreach will continue to take place. 

 Richard reiterated to make sure that the tax ditch managers are 
communicating with the landowners. 

 David said they will try to engage as much as possible. 
 



Karri Honaker, Assistant State Conservationist Programs/Field Operations 
State Technical Advisory Committee Input 
 

• State Resource Assessment (SRA) 
o Our target goals submitted for FY21  

EQIP $8 million 
CSP $1.7 million, includes classic and renewals 
ACEP (ALE: $2.6 million, WRE: $384,000) 
AMA $150,000  

o FY21 Funds Received: 
EQIP $5,821,000 
CSP $300,000 Classic and 980,000 Renewals 
ACEP (ALE: $1.89 million, WRE: $438,000) 
AMA $92,000 

o For FY21 financial assistance (FA) funding, we received $9.5 million compared to 
$10.4 in FY20.  

 
• Ranking Input for programs 

o The ranking applications are used for allocating funds. 
o This year, there is a new requirement Conservation Reserve Program - Transition 

Incentives Program (CRP-TIP). This program is administered by USDA’s Farm Service 
Agency (FSA) to assist with expiring CRP land from owner or operator to a beginning, 
veteran, or socially disadvantaged farmer or rancher to return land to production for 
sustainable grazing or crop production. 

o We will be allowing points under the ACEP, EQIP, and CSP programs to provide 
priority points to those involved in the CRP-TIP program. 

o We are proposing in our ranking questions, is the applicant a covered producer 
participating in the CRP-TIP and NRCS evaluating the assessment during the two-
year period covered by CRP-1R. We worked with FSA and have determined that 
since 2014 we have not had any  producers involved in the CRP-TIP program. Due to 
our limited amount of points, we are looking at allocating five (5) points to this 
question.  
 Points were reviewed and committee agreed to allowing 5 points for CRP-TIP 

participants 
o If there are questions specific to this program, you can reach out to FSA or the NRCS 

programs staff. If there are questions for ranking, reach out to the NRCS programs 
staff. 

 
• EQIP Incentives CIC referred to as “Mash Up” 

o The CIC Mash Up is a mix up or hybrid between EQIP and CSP.  
o The contracts under CIC will allow both practices and enhancements. 
o The payments will be the same rates under the current CSP enhancements. 
o We have the option to request new enhancements for future years. 



o For this year, we would like to propose to set the high priority area as the whole 
State, as well as designate land uses for priority resource concerns. 
 Priority area was reviewed, and committee confirmed setting the whole state as 

high priority for FY21 is most beneficial 
 

• FY21 Goals and Timelines 
o We are still working on finalizing ranking pools. 
o The sign-up application period ended in December and we are working through 

those applications. The field offices are working through the assessments and they 
are due on February 26th.  

o The ranking deadline is March 19 and our goal to complete contract obligations is 
June 4th. 
 

• FY22 and FY23 Payment Schedules  
o The process for payment schedules always starts early. We have already had several 

training sessions/meetings to prepare for the FY22 payment schedules. Input is 
taken from the STAC, local work groups, requests for practices and enhancements 
along with payment percentages 

o Local Work Groups are key and should be included in the process for 
recommendations and input for this process.  

o David asked if you will be sharing the payment schedules during the 1st quarter of 
this year with the Districts and other groups so they can review it and provide 
feedback? 
 Karri replied that the payment schedules are available on our website. The FY21 

payment schedule is posted and  will provide the link. She suggested they look at 
the FY21 payment schedule practices listed to make sure they are meeting our 
needs.  

 Link  to payment schedule: 
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/financial/
?cid=nrcseprd1328231 
 

• EQIP High Priority Practices 
o Every State can select up to 10 high priority practices that may receive an increased 

incentive rate. 
o Karri shared the list of FY21 High Priority Practices  

329- Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till  
390- Riparian Herbaceous Cover  
391- Riparian Forest Buffer 
393- Filter Strip 
605- Denitrifying Bioreactor  
604- Saturated Buffer 
620- Underground Outlet, Blind Inlet  
 If you have any recommendations/concerns/comments please contact her. 

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/financial/?cid=nrcseprd1328231
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/programs/financial/?cid=nrcseprd1328231


o A few of these practices have additional requirements that must be met in order to 
be designated, they have to: 
 Address specific causes of impairment relating to excessive nutrients in ground 

or surface water. 
  Address the conservation of water to advance drought mitigation and declining 

aquifers. 
 Meet other environmental priorities and other priority resource concerns 

identified in habitat or other area restoration plans. 
 Geographically targeted to address a natural resource concern in a specific 

watershed. 
 Be under-utilized in the State. 

 
• Local Work Groups (LWG) 

o It is important to start these conversations early and drive the decisions made in the 
State such as the following: 
Do we need additional practices or scenarios for our resource concerns? 
Are those conservation needs being met? 
Do you have input on High Priority Practices or Priority Resource Concerns? 

 
• The next STAC meetings are scheduled as follows: 

May 13, 2021 
July 22, 2021 
 

• For the local work groups, to prepare for FY22 if possible, Karri would like to have them 
convene and establish meeting dates so we can receive their minutes by July 1, 2021. 
o If needed, Karri can provide information to talk about, i.e. practices, cost list, etc. 
o Debbie stated that having the LWGs in May or June to have the minutes in by July 

will be hard on farmers to participate during that time 
 Karri said they understand, and it can possibly be pushed to August 1st. 
 David replied that historically, meetings were held in February/March 

timeframe. Going forward, that may work. Karri replied that timeframe is better 
for us, it gives us more time to bring back to the STAC. 

 
Committee Reports 
Chris Brosch, Delaware Department of Agriculture 

• Nutrient Management – the governor’s budget does include funding for cover crop 
restoration. Last year we took a cut from the ongoing financial issues. 
o The $2.9M was established in FY20 will return in the next fiscal year according to the 

governor’s budget. 
• Environmental questionnaires are being returned from farmers annual report activities 

at about a 50% rate. We think this will help with the goals set for producers in our State 
that have taken on voluntary environmental actions. 



• Jimmy Kroon, Agland Program – they are currently working on closing seven easements 
from the last two years of announcements and are getting ready to announce Round 25. 

• They have received $5M in State funding for Round 25 for FY21. The governors budget 
includes $10M in FY22.    

 
Jenn Volk,  Cooperative Extension, University of Delaware 

• Ag Month (previously Ag Week) was provided through Zoom this year and some of the 
sessions were live streamed. It was highly attended as some sessions had record 
attendance. 
o If there are any thoughts or feedback, please share them with her. 
o All sessions were recorded and can be made available. After videos have been 

refined, they will be available via YouTube or you can go to the 2021 Delaware Ag 
Month website and contact the session coordinator. 

• Tomorrow is the virtual Women in Agriculture conference. There is still time to register. 
Jenn included the link in the chat group: 
https://extension.umd.edu/womeninag/annual-conference/2021-conference 

• Dean Reager from the College of Ag and Natural Resources has stepped down at the end 
of the year, so we have an interim Dean, Calvin Keeler. 

• Dr. Michelle Rogers,  Director of Cooperative Extension will be working on a national 
campaign from the CDC about immunization outreach and cooperative extension will be 
helping out so you’ll be hearing more from them about that; trying to make sure that 
the population, especially in rural areas understand the information and science behind 
immunizations and how they can get access.  

https://extension.umd.edu/womeninag/annual-conference/2021-conference
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SOIL TESTING 
CODE 216 


Delaware Conservation Activity Implementation Requirements and Certification 
**Required Only for Financial Assistance** 


Cooperator Name County Planner Date 


Farm/Tract/Field(s) Program/Contract No. (if applicable) Amount Planned 


EA 


Purpose: Design the installation of planned soil health practices based on results from a soil health test. 


Description of Work 


Individual(s) Collecting Soil Planned Soil Testing Date(s) 


Associated Practices  
Implement soil health testing in combination with the following Delaware conservation practice standards: 


 Conservation Cover (327) 


 Conservation Crop Rotation (328) 


 Cover Crop (340) 


 High Tunnel System (325) 


 Irrigation Water Management (449) 


 Mulching (484) 


 Other practices (specify): 


 Nutrient Management (590) 


 Residue & Tillage Management, No-Till (329) 


 Residue & Tillage Management, Reduced-Till (345) 


 Pasture and Hay Planting (512) 


 Pest Management Conservation System (595) 


 Prescribed Grazing (528) 


 Soil Carbon Amendment (808) 


Soil Collection and Handling 


Timing:  Soil can be collected prior to beginning growing season activities, throughout the growing season or after 
harvest, providing it is done when there is adequate soil moisture and there have not been any recent physical 
disturbances, additions of soil amendments, or other chemical inputs. 


Obtain soil test results prior to practice installation. To monitor practice effects in the future, use the same georeferenced 
locations and sample under similar soil conditions, and if possible, the same time of year. 


Location:  Identify the Conservation Management Unit (CMU) where soil sampling will take place. A CMU can be one or 
more Planning Land Units (PLUs) with similar soil type, land use, and management. A CMU is typically less than 20 
acres but may be larger depending on soil type, topography and cropping system. 


Sample soil from at least 3 representative locations (main locations) within a CMU. At each main location, sample soil 
from the main location and 4 sites around it (total of 5 samples per main location). After sampling at 3 main locations, 
combine all 15 samples to create one composite sample.  
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Identify at least 3 main representative 
sampling locations within a CMU.  


Collect a soil sample from each main 
location and 4 sites around it. Space 
sites 20-50 ft apart. Mix soil from all 5 


samples. After sampling at 3 main 
locations, combine all soil samples (15 
total) to create one composite sample. 


When there is a spatial limitation such 
as a road or property line, select 4 
sites around the main location in a 
more linear, W-shaped, or zig-zag 


pattern.  


Avoid collecting or combining soil samples from: 
• Wheel tracks or drive lanes, field borders, depressions,


or other odd areas within the field.
• Areas with historically lower or higher productivity.
• Different landscape positions.
• Fields with different crops or rotations, or the same


crops with a different management.


• Row vs. inter-row areas.
• Eroded vs. non-eroded areas.
• Saturated soil.


Collection: 
• Ensure all equipment is clean and free from residue prior to collection.
• Remove vegetation or debris on soil surface.
• Use a tile spade or straight shovel and dig a small hole about 8 inches deep.
 A soil probe ≥1-inch diameter may be used in place of a spade, but it is not a preferred tool.
 Use of probes may interfere with aggregate stability results.


• Take a vertical, rectangular slice of soil from one side of the hole, approx. 2 inches thick and 6 inches deep.
 Keep the slice the same width at the top and bottom.
 Ensure the sample does not have more soil from the top or bottom of the slice.
 If needed, remove any extra soil to ensure an even, rectangular sample.


• Place into a relatively clean bucket.
• Repeat the steps above for all 14 of the remaining samples.
• Thoroughly mix all samples together to make one composite sample, then put 4-5 cups of soil into a one-gallon,


re-closable freezer bag.
 Add an additional 1-2 cups for the comprehensive chemical test.


Consider saving additional soil to archive for future analysis (e.g., new molecular techniques). 


Use a tile spade or straight shovel to collect a 2-inch thick slice of soil for soil health testing. 


Photo credit: Kirsten Kurtz 







Soil Testing (216) Implementation Requirements Page 3 


December 2020 


Sample Identification:  Create a sample ID and label re-closable bags prior to going to the field. Use the following format 
for sample ID:  


5 Digit Zip Code – Producers Initials (XX) – Date (MMDDYY)– Soil Map Unit Symbol (MuS) – Sample Number 


Record sample ID, GPS data, and any other observations or internal cross-reference information (PII) on an additional 
document to place in the customer’s NRCS folder.  


Handling and Shipping:  When returning from the field, if samples will not be immediately processed, place them in a 
refrigerator. Split the sample into appropriate amounts for soil health testing, chemical testing, or archiving. 


• Do not freeze or air-dry the soil being sent for soil health and nutrient analyses.
• If archiving, dry the soil and store in a sealed glass container.
• Double-bag the soil to ensure against bag breakage during shipping.
• Do NOT put the submission form in the sample bag.
• Ship soil and submission forms in a tightly-packed cardboard box using 2- or 3-day service.


 Ship on a day that ensures samples do not arrive on the weekend or a holiday.
• Follow all USDA-APHIS regulations for prohibited, regulated, or quarantined soils.


Post Analysis Scoring and Interpretation:  All participants in the NRCS soil health testing program must have their raw 
data scored by NRCS prior to delivering results to producers. It is the responsibility of the laboratory to send the data to 
SoilHealthTest@usda.gov.  Raw data will be transformed using the Soil Health Assessment Protocol and Evaluation 
(SHAPE) procedure, then returned to the lab. The laboratory will deliver final results to the individual(s) who collected the 
sample.  


CERTIFICATION (FOR AGENCY USE ONLY) 
Supporting Documentation (for file) 


 Map showing sampling locations 


Planning Certification 
This activity was planned according to NRCS requirements. 


Implementation Certification 
This activity was applied according to NRCS requirements. 


Amount: _______________ Date: ______________ 


________________________________ ___________ 
Signature by Certified Conservation Planner          Date 


________________________________ ___________ 
Signature by Certified Conservation Planner         Date 


Reporting Checklist 


 CPA-06 Notes 


 File copy of completed IR sheet 


 Report in Conservation Desktop 


 Other reporting tools (optional) 



https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/planthealth/import-information/permits/plant-pests/sa_soil/domestic-soil

mailto:SoilHealthTest@usda.gov
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SOIL TESTING 
CODE 216 


The USDA-NRCS does not recommend one laboratory over another. Laboratories are listed in alphabetical 
order. Contact the laboratory prior to collecting soil to ensure that they continue to offer the soil health test 
and if there are any other lab-specific protocols to follow.  


• Agvise Laboratories. 320-843-4109. https://www.agvise.com/  
• American Agricultural Laboratories, Inc. 308-345-3670. https://www.amaglab.com/soil-health-


assessment/  
• Brookside Laboratories, Inc. 419-977-2766. https://www.blinc.com/services/soil-analysis  
• Cornell University, Ithaca NY. 607-255-1692. https://soilhealth.cals.cornell.edu/  
• Oregon State University, Corvallis OR. 541-737-2187. 


https://cropandsoil.oregonstate.edu/cal/services  
• Soiltest Farm Consultants. 509-765-1622. https://soiltestlab.com/soil-health/  
• SureTech Labs. 317-243-1847. https://www.winfieldunited.com/research-and-innovation/suretech-


laboratories 


 



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.agvise.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682878093%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=d%2BIcVbo5fD%2B42vdYNw%2FvSxwNIZ6wbFu8vkrmoVc4vbI%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.amaglab.com%2Fsoil-health-assessment%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682878093%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=x8kNHP1F2OvagGZ30fRTjwJ%2BcLNB8k3Lt5ksjQdvDTo%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.amaglab.com%2Fsoil-health-assessment%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682878093%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=x8kNHP1F2OvagGZ30fRTjwJ%2BcLNB8k3Lt5ksjQdvDTo%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.blinc.com%2Fservices%2Fsoil-analysis&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682888049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=TOgB%2FeNO39l9vXMliATBwGwqec%2BucdFuHET8DkaCoj4%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsoilhealth.cals.cornell.edu%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682888049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=BUGi%2FlCMP5WP3sR%2Fyf0nyXqHS1%2FXaqrqm3vA7jZTJCc%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcropandsoil.oregonstate.edu%2Fcal%2Fservices&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682898008%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=wfOAYyCztezCkwFfTHbyE27mrglWhLAWnQYvwGDHH38%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsoiltestlab.com%2Fsoil-health%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682898008%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=B%2BHWMz9TSpZC0gNFIKaLA2n9WHCWgVqW46ByYLK2FDk%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.winfieldunited.com%2Fresearch-and-innovation%2Fsuretech-laboratories&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682907971%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=pDPDO0I9%2By7yPqnEIKfR8JgJUP1%2BCzMiEVn6%2FL1INdo%3D&reserved=0

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.winfieldunited.com%2Fresearch-and-innovation%2Fsuretech-laboratories&data=04%7C01%7C%7C6e4bec4925db4aa3887808d8c7d4b505%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C0%7C637479063682907971%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=pDPDO0I9%2By7yPqnEIKfR8JgJUP1%2BCzMiEVn6%2FL1INdo%3D&reserved=0
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NRCS reviews and periodically updates technical requirements. To obtain the current 
version of this activity, contact your Natural Resources Conservation Service State  


office or visit the Field Office Technical Guide.  
USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender. 


NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 


CONSERVATION ACTIVITY  


SOIL TESTING 
CODE 216 


(ea) 


DEFINITION 


Quantitative analysis of the physical, biological, or chemical characteristics of soil using approved laboratory 
methods. Soil test results are used in conservation practice implementation to address the resource concern. 


PURPOSE 


Design the installation of planned soil health practices based on results from a soil health test. 


CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES 


Cropland, pasture, and developed land. 


CRITERIA 


Collect soil and analyze appropriate soil health indicators based on the resource concern and planning 
objective. 


Test soil for indicators referenced in Soil Health Technical Note No. 450-03, Recommended Soil Health 
Indicators and Associated Laboratory Procedures. Use all five of the following indicators/methods below 
unless there is State guidance for the use of just a single indicator recommended in Tech Note 450-03.  


• Soil organic carbon content measured by dry combustion. 
• Wet macro-aggregate stability measured using ARS or NRCS methods or by sprinkle infiltrometer. 
• Respiration using a 4-day incubation. 
• Active carbon measured by permanganate oxidation. 
• Bioavailable nitrogen measured as citrate extractable protein. 


Conduct a complete chemical soil test if the soil was not tested for macro- and micronutrients in the last two 
years. The comprehensive test includes: 


• pH, electroconductivity (EC), phosphorus, potassium, calcium, magnesium, sulfur, iron, manganese, 
copper, and zinc. 


Collect soil in the same locations where in-field assessments were already completed. 


CONSIDERATIONS 


Test for additional analytes as part of the comprehensive chemical test, such as nitrate-nitrogen, total nitrogen, 
boron, or molybdenum.  


 


  



http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/sitenav/national/states/

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/sitenav/national/states/

http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/national/technical/fotg/
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PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 


Plans and specifications for soil testing shall be consistent with this conservation activity and the referenced 
technical notes. 


Soil testing records include: 


• Aerial imagery with sampling locations. 
• Sample ID, GPS data, and other sampling observations. 
• Laboratory test results. 
• Implementation Requirements for this activity and associated planned practices. 
• Schedule of additional testing or monitoring at recommended frequency. 
• Other records as required. 


Supporting Data and Documentation 


The following is a list of the minimum data and documentation to be recorded in the case file: 


• Location of the activity on the conservation plan map. 


• Assistance notes. The notes shall include dates of site visits, name or initials of the person who made 
the visit, specifics as to alternatives discussed, decisions made, and by whom. 


• Completed IR sheet or other specifications. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Retesting for soil health indicators is recommended at least every 3 years during management transition 
periods and at least every 5 years once all new management practices have stabilized, or more frequently if 
management is significantly changed. 


REFERENCES 
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2019. Soil Health Technical Note No. 450-03. 
Recommended Soil Health Indicators and Associated Laboratory Procedures.  https://go.usa.gov/xpxqQ 


USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2019. Soil Health Technical Note No. 450-04.  The Basics of 
Addressing Resource Concerns with Conservation Practices within Integrated Soil Health Management 
Systems on Cropland.  In Press.  Found in Directives at Technical Notes, Title 450 - Technology. 


USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2014.  Kellogg Soil Survey Laboratory Methods Manual.  Soil 
Survey Investigations Report No. 42.  Version 5.0.  



https://go.usa.gov/xpxqQ
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United States Department of Agriculture -CPS-1808


NRCS, DE
September 2020


NRCS reviews and periodically updates conservation practice standards.  To obtain the current 


version of this standard, contact your Natural Resources Conservation Service State office or 


visit the Field Office Technical Guide online by going to the NRCS website at 


https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/ and type FOTG in the search field. 


USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender.


Natural Resources Conservation Service 


CONSERVATION PRACTICE STANDARD 


SOIL CARBON AMENDMENT 


CODE 808 


(ac)


DEFINITION 


Using carbon-based amendments to increase soil carbon and improve the physical, chemical, and 


biological properties of the soil. 


PURPOSE 


This practice is used to accomplish one or more of the following purposes: 


Maintain, increase, or improve soil organic matter quantity and quality•


Maintain or improve soil aggregate stability•


Maintain or improve habitat for soil organisms•


Improve plant productivity and health•


Improve the efficient use of irrigation water•


CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES 


This practice applies to all land uses where organic carbon amendment applications will improve soil 


conditions, with the following exceptions: 


Do not use this practice to apply amendments to native grasslands or other areas where any•


resulting changes in the plant community would be undesirable


Do not apply amendments to fields where nutrients in the amendment will not be utilized•


(e.g. fallow land or fields without an existing or planned cover crop or cash crop)


CRITERIA 


General Criteria Applicable to All Purposes 


Evaluate soils using appropriate planning criteria and assessment tools for the intended land use to 


determine where soil organic carbon amendments will improve the soil condition. 


The term “organic carbon amendments” refers to carbon-containing amendments derived from plant or 


animal residues and is not specifically related to the USDA National Organic Program or organic crop 


production methods. 


Plan, design, and implement carbon amendment applications in compliance with all federal, state, and 


local laws and regulations. The owner or operator is responsible for securing all required permits or 


approvals and for applying the amendment in accordance with such laws and regulations. 


Document physical and chemical amendment analysis. If the supplier does not provide an analysis, test 


the material using an appropriately credentialed laboratory prior to application. 



https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/





For operations following USDA’s National Organic Program, apply and manage amendments according to 


program regulations. 


Calculate total N and P applied with the amendment. Do not apply at rates that exceed the plant total N or 


P removal rates for the next crop. 


On fields adjacent to surface water, follow all setbacks and spreading restrictions referenced in state 


specific NRCS Conservation Practice Standard (CPS) Nutrient Management (Code 590).  Apply at a rate 


that will improve the soil condition and address the resource concerns without creating unacceptable risk 


of N or P loss during a single application. 


Time application of amendments and, where applicable, crop planting dates so that mineralization or 


immobilization of nutrients corresponds to crop nutrient needs. 


Amendments with C:N ratios greater than 30:1 can immobilize nutrients, especially nitrogen, and may 


necessitate supplemental nitrogen applications for plant growth.  Amendments with C:N ratios below 20:1 


are likely to mineralize N and should be used at a time when crop N demand will prevent N leaching or 


denitrification to oxides of nitrogen (NOx). 


Do not mix amendments with uncomposted manure or use amendments that have been pre-blended with 


soil. 


Do not operate heavy equipment on soils during wet conditions. 


Do not apply amendments: 


During high wind events•


To frozen or snow-covered fields, or when the top 2 inches of soil are saturated•


To slopes greater than 8% on rangeland or forestland•


To slopes greater than 15% on cropland or pasture.•


To sensitive areas, such as: wetlands, karst sinkholes, vernal pools, hydric soils, or naturally low•


fertility sites (e.g. serpentine soils, sage steppe, alkali sink or chaparral)


Where the area will not be vegetated for longer than 3 months following application, or where•


nutrients from the amendment will cause leaching or runoff loss and water quality concerns


Compost: Use compost that meets the following criteria as determined by the Test Methods for the 


Examination of Composting and Compost (TMECC), or by Land Grant University (LGU) recognized 


methods: 


Carbon to nitrogen ratio (C:N) greater than 10:1 at maturity•


40-60% moisture (60-40% solids) at maturity•


Compost analyses must also report the carbon and nitrogen content, phosphorus, potassium, pH, soluble 


salts (electroconductivity), organic matter, and bulk density. 


Use laboratories successfully meeting the requirements and performance standards of the US 


Composting Council’s Seal of Testing Assurance Program (STA), or use an alternative NRCS- or State-


approved certification program that considers laboratory performance and proficiency to assure accuracy 


of laboratory analyses. 


Do not apply compost when a phosphorus risk assessment indicates a high or very high risk for 


phosphorus transport. 


Ensure mitigating conservation practices to prevent runoff are in place at the time of application if compost 


is spread on cropland with 8%-15% slopes and within 100 ft of a surface water body, 


-CPS-2808
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Biochar:  Use biochar that is produced by heating biomass to a temperature in excess of 350°C under 


conditions of controlled and limited oxidant concentrations to prevent combustion (pyrolysis or 


gasification). 


Biochar analysis must report: 


Country of origin of biochar and feedstock, and feedstock composition•


Production method (e.g. verification of temperature and limited oxygen conditions)•


Organic carbon, ash, nitrogen, pH, EC, liming equivalent, phosphorus, potassium, and pH of the•


final material.


Use laboratories successfully meeting the requirements and performance standards of the International 


Biochar Institute (IBI) Seal or use an alternative NRCS- or State-approved certification program that 


considers laboratory performance and proficiency to assure accuracy of laboratory analyses. 


Do not use biochar produced from: 


Crop residues that could otherwise be left on the field to provide soil protection and improve soil•


organism habitat, or


Woody residue needed to sustain forest health and wildlife habitat referenced in NRCS CPS Forest•


Stand Improvement (Code 666).


Other Carbon Amendments:  Use regionally appropriate carbon-based materials, such as wood chips, 


pulverized paper, bagasse, coal ash, wood ash, or distillation residue to meet the conservation objective. 


Consult appropriate land-use specialists for assistance to plan for a specific conservation objective using 


alternative carbon amendments. 


Do not use this practice for the application of amendments containing biosolids or sewage sludge, or for 


the application of inorganic amendments such as limestone . 


Ensure that materials are tested to identify any contaminants, and that supplemental N is applied as 


needed to avoid nutrient imbalances that may result from nitrogen immobilization with high C:N 


amendments. 


Whole Orchard Recycling (WOR):  Chip and incorporate orchard trees in place in the field in which they 


were grown. Do not export wood chips off site. 


Distribute wood chips evenly and incorporate into the soil to a depth of at least six inches.  WOR is 


applicable only to orchard trees, not to vineyards or bush crops. Use WOR in orchards where it will not 


pose an increased risk for disease, or where an increased risk of disease is managed by excluding 


diseased biomass or using similar cultural practices. 


Additional Criteria to Improve Aggregate Stability 


Apply amendments with minimal soil disturbance. 


Additional Criteria to Improve Air Quality by Reducing Emissions of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) and 


Particulate Matter (PM) or by Reducing Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 


Utilize whole orchard recycling on orchards greater than 10 years old as an alternative to agricultural 


burning to reduce emissions of NOx, PM, and GHG’s. After incorporating wood chips into the soil, avoid 


creating anaerobic conditions by overwatering or by allowing ponded water, which could result in methane 


emissions. 


To minimize fugitive PM emissions, do not apply soil amendments, operate chipping machinery, or disturb 


the soil during high wind events. 
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Additional Criteria to Improve Moisture Management and the Efficient Use of Irrigation Water 


Ensure amendments will not introduce excessive salts and will not negatively affect soil water dynamics. 


CONSIDERATIONS 


General Considerations 


When applying amendment to cropland where it will also serve as a nutrient source, apply amendments 


with C:N less than 20:1 to optimize nutrient availability for crop uptake. 


Mix biochar and compost together prior to application to supply nutrients to nutrient-poor biochars and 


equilibrate nutrient interactions in the soil. 


Using compost or biochar with the US Composting Council’s Seal of Testing Assurance Program (STA) or 


the International Biochar Institute (IBI) Seal, respectively, may serve as an expedient alternative for 


amendment validation. 


Where Whole Orchard Recycling is applied, large amounts of high C:N material incorporated as wood 


chips may result in nitrogen immobilization and low N availability for a following crop. Soil testing is 


recommended to ensure that adequate N is available for crop planted following WOR. 


Apply biochar that contains more than 60% carbon to reduce nitrogen or phosphorus losses.  Test the 


product on small acreage prior to widespread use. 


Consider using set maintenance application rates that would meet the conservation objective, avoid any 


negative nutrient interactions, and reduce planning time. 


Take appropriate measures to prevent soil erosion and compaction. 


Where material is trucked onto land, timing of traffic must minimize potential soil compaction, and traffic 


routes must be closely examined to ensure that erosion is not caused and that vehicles do not spread 


noxious or invasive seed.  Disturbed areas should be appropriately treated to minimize potential erosion. 


When applying the amendment to the surface on cropland, review NRCS CPS Mulching (Code 484) 


Mulching to ensure the best standard is selected for the intended purpose. 


Where salinity poses soil health issues, ensure that amendments do not contribute further salts. 


Consider using diesel-powered equipment and vehicles powered by Tier 3 or Tier 4 emissions certified 


diesel engines to minimize NOx and PM emissions from diesel exhaust. 


When applying amendments that may contain pathogens (e.g. biological soil amendments of animal origin 


including manure, composted manure, composted carcasses, etc.), consider potential contamination 


pathways to produce crops typically consumed raw, food contact surfaces, water distribution systems, and 


other soil amendment sources where it could become a potential source of contamination. 


Soil organic carbon loss is related to the volume of soil disturbed, intensity of the disturbance, and the soil 


moisture content and soil temperature at the time the disturbance occurs. To make this practice more 


effective at reducing carbon loss: 


Perform any deep soil disturbance, such as ripping, subsoiling or fertilizer injection, so the vertical•


slot created by the implements is closed at the surface.


Plant with a single disk or slot opener no-till drill to release less carbon dioxide (CO2) and reduce•


oxidation of organic matter compared to wide-point hoe/chisel opener seeder drill.


Perform soil disturbance when exposed soil carbon is less likely to be oxidized and lost as CO2 (e.g.


when soil temperatures are below 50° For when the soil is dry) 
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PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS 


In the soil carbon amendment plan, document: 


Purpose of practice•


In-field Soil Health Assessment Worksheet completed for each conservation management unit.•


Planned fields receiving amendments and their planned rotations aerial photos, including location•


of sensitive areas and setbacks


Soil maps, including soil type, slope, drainage class•


Amendment analysis•


Application rate, method, timing, and method of incorporation (when applicable)•


Laboratory soil health tests that include at least soil carbon before application•


Evaluation of carbon input effectiveness for the purpose(s) using the In-field Soil Health•


Assessment Worksheet to interpret positive trends.


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Monitor fields following LGU guidance and State law. Take a follow-up soil test that includes soil organic 


carbon at least a year after application to determine the effectiveness of the application for improving soil 


organic carbon. Consider testing at least 3 years after application to evaluate the impact of the 


amendment on other soil health-related resource concerns. 


Inspect and evaluate surface applied applications after the first heavy precipitation event to assure that 


the material is stable and does not impact non-target areas. 


Calibrate application equipment to ensure accurate distribution of material at planned rates. 


Evaluate the effectiveness of the amendment (application, amount of cover provided, durability, etc.) and 


adjust future management or type of amendment to better meet the intended purpose(s). 
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SOIL CARBON AMENDMENT 
CODE 808 


Delaware Conservation Practice Implementation Requirements and Certification


Cooperator Name County Planner Date 


Farm/Tract/Field(s) Program/Contract No. (if applicable) Amount Planned 


AC 


Purpose (check all that apply) 


 Maintain, increase, or improve soil organic matter 
quantity and quality 


 Maintain or improve soil aggregate stability 


 Maintain or improve habitat for soil organisms 


 Improve plant productivity and health 


 Improve the efficient use of irrigation water 


Existing Site Conditions and Brief Description of Work (include existing/planned crop rotation, as applicable) 


Associated Practices 


This practice may be applied alone or in combination with other supporting Delaware conservation practice standards
or activities.   


 The following practices are needed, and have been or will be implemented: (check all that apply) 


   Conservation Cover (327) 


 Conservation Crop Rotation (328) 


 Cover Crop (340) 


 High Tunnel System (325) 


 Irrigation Water Management (449)  


Mulching (484) 


 No associated practices are needed. 


 Nutrient Management (590) 


 Residue & Tillage Management, No-Till (329) 


 Residue & Tillage Management, Reduced-Till (345) 


 Soil Testing (216) 


 Other practices (specify): 


Practice Requirements 


• Delaware Soil Health Card – For each management unit, complete a soil health card to assess soil quality.


• Soil Carbon Amendment(s) – Obtain a physical and chemical analysis of the soil carbon amendment(s) to be used.
If the supplier does not provide an analysis, test the material using an appropriately credentialed laboratory prior to
application.


• Nutrient Management Plan – Apply the soil carbon amendment(s) in accordance with a nutrient management plan,
as required by Delaware state law. Follow all setbacks and spreading restrictions.


• Follow the Specifications as listed on Page 2 of this worksheet or on additional instruction sheet(s), as applicable.
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Specifications for Soil Carbon Amendments 


Field 
No. 


Acres 
Type of 


Amendment 
Application Methods and 


Rates 


Date(s) or 
Timing of 
Activity 


Additional Instructions 


Additional Specifications or Special Requirements (see map for sensitive areas and setbacks) 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


• Calibrate application equipment to ensure accurate distribution of material at planned rates.


• Inspect and evaluate surface applied applications after the first heavy precipitation event to ensure that the material is
stable and does not impact sensitive or non-target areas.


• Take a follow-up soil test that includes soil organic carbon at least a year after application to determine the
effectiveness of the application for improving soil organic carbon. Consider testing at least 3 years after application to
evaluate the impact of the amendment on other soil health-related resource concerns.


• Evaluate the effectiveness of the amendment (application, amount of cover provided, durability, etc.) and adjust future
management or type of amendment to better meet the intended purpose(s).


CERTIFICATION (FOR AGENCY USE ONLY) 


Supporting Documentation (for file) 


 Map showing practice location   Completed Delaware Soil Health Card for each management unit


Planning Certification 


This practice was planned according to NRCS standards and 
specifications.  


Implementation Certification 


This practice was applied according to NRCS standards and 
specifications. 


Job Class: __________________ Amount: _______________ Date: _____________ 


________________________________ ___________ 
Signature by individual with appropriate JAA Date 


________________________________ __________ 
Signature by individual with appropriate JAA Date 


Reporting Checklist 


 CPA-06 Notes 


 File copy of completed IR sheet 


 Report in Conservation Desktop 


 Other reporting tools (optional) 





		Cooperator Name: 

		County: 

		Planner: 

		Date: 

		FarmTractFields: 

		ProgramContract No if applicable: 

		Maintain increase or improve soil organic matter: Off

		Maintain or improve soil aggregate stability: Off

		Maintain or improve habitat for soil organisms: Off

		Improve plant productivity and health: Off

		Improve the efficient use of irrigation water: Off

		Existing Site Conditions and Brief Description of Work include existingplanned crop rotation as applicable: 

		The following practices are needed and have been or will be implemented check all that apply: Off

		No associated practices are needed: Off

		Amending Soil Properties with Gypsum 333: Off

		Conservation Cover 327: Off

		Conservation Crop Rotation 328: Off

		Cover Crop 340: Off

		High Tunnel System 325: Off

		Irrigation Water Management 449: Off

		Mulching 484: Off

		Nutrient Management 590: Off

		Residue  Tillage Management NoTill 329: Off

		Residue  Tillage Management ReducedTill 345: Off

		Soil Testing 216: Off

		Other practices specify: Off

		Type of AmendmentRow1: 

		Application Methods and RatesRow1: 

		Dates or Timing of ActivityRow1: 

		Additional InstructionsRow1: 

		Type of AmendmentRow2: 

		Application Methods and RatesRow2: 

		Dates or Timing of ActivityRow2: 

		Additional InstructionsRow2: 

		Type of AmendmentRow3: 

		Application Methods and RatesRow3: 

		Dates or Timing of ActivityRow3: 

		Additional InstructionsRow3: 

		Additional Specifications or Special Requirements see map for sensitive areas and setbacks_2: 

		Map showing practice location: Off

		Completed Maryland Soil Health Card for each management unit: Off

		Job Class: 

		Amount: 

		Date_2: 

		Date_3: 

		Date_4: 

		CPA06 Notes: Off

		File copy of completed IR sheet: Off

		Report in Conservation Desktop: Off

		Other reporting tools optional: Off

		Text1: 

		Text2: 

		FieldNo1: 

		FieldNo2: 

		FieldNo3: 

		Acres1: 

		Acres2: 

		Acres3: 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicators When Area Is Not a Playa, Pocosin, or Pothole1 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
The controlling regulations to the Wetland Conservation (WC) provisions of the Food Security 
Act of 1985, as amended, are provided in 7 CFR Part 12, “Highly Erodible Land and Wetland 
Conservation.”  These regulations define a FW (in part) as  
 


“a wetland that prior to December 23, 1985, was manipulated and used to produce an 
agricultural commodity at least once before December 23, 1985, and on December 23, 
1985, did not support woody vegetation, and met the following hydrologic criteria: (i) If 
not a playa, pocosin, or pothole, experienced inundation for 15 consecutive days or more 
during the growing season or 10 percent of the growing season, whichever is less, in most 
years (50 percent chance or more), which requisite inundation is determined through:…”  


 
To effectively make the decision if an area supports the required long-term inundation2 for a FW 
that is not identified as a playa, pocosin, or pothole, the regulations then provide three options.  
They are: 
 


A. “Observation of wetland hydrology indicators as identified in the local NRCS Field 
Office Technical Guide; 


B. Procedures identified in State Off-Site Methods for wetland identification set forth in 
the local NRCS Field Office Technical Guide; or 


C. The use of analytic techniques, such as the use of drainage equations or the evaluation 
of monitoring data.” 


 
When Option A is utilized, this document provides indicators of long-term inundation (ponding 
or flooding) to be used by NRCS in the assignment of the FW exemption (or label).   
 
OVERVIEW OF THE NRCS WETLAND DETERMINATION PROCESS  
 
The regulations also explain the three-step wetland determination process used by NRCS: 
 


• Step 1: Wetland Identification 
• Step 2: Determination of Wetland Type, via the assignment of WC labels 
• Step 3: Determination of Size 


Step 1: Wetland Identification.  During this step, NRCS determines if the area under 
consideration, or sampling unit3, supports each of the three wetland diagnostic factors; a 


 
1 For farmed wetlands (FW) that are playas, pocosins or potholes, the regulations provide that their hydrology 
criteria (which includes saturation as well as inundation) are met if they are found to support wetland hydrology 
through Step 1 of the wetland determination process.  The same is true for farmed wetland pasture (FWP). 
2 When referring to farmed wetland hydrology indicators for areas that are not playas, pocosins, or potholes, the 
use of the term “long-term inundation” means inundation that lasts 15 consecutive days or more during the 
growing season or 10 percent of the growing season, whichever is less, in most years. 
3 A sampling unit, as defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures, is the smallest portion of 
the area subject to the wetland determination.  Sampling units are identified based on having (or would have 
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prevalence of hydrophytic vegetation, a predominance of hydric soils, and wetland hydrology 
under normal circumstances (NC).  The consideration of NC, as detailed in the Food Security 
Act Wetland Identification Procedures (FSA Procedures, National Food Security Act Manual 
Part 514.8) paragraphs (3-3) to (3-5), is two-pronged.  The first is disturbance-based and the 
second is climate-based.  Both are critical in the evaluation of wetland hydrology. 
 
Regarding disturbance-based considerations, NRCS must evaluate hydrology (under NC) in the 
context of the drainage history of the site and the best drained condition, if applicable4.  Best 
drained condition is defined in the regulation as “the hydrologic conditions with respect to depth, 
duration, frequency, and timing of soil saturation or inundation resulting from drainage 
manipulations that occurred prior to December 23, 1985, and that exist during the wet portion of 
the growing season during normal climatic conditions.”  In summary: 
   


• If drainage5 occurred prior to December 23, 1985 and the area did not support woody 
vegetation on that date, the NC include the hydrologic conditions (depth, duration, 
frequency and timing of inundation or soil saturation) resulting from the pre-1985 
drainage.  


• If drainage occurred after December 23, 1985, the NC include the hydrologic conditions, 
without the effect of the post-1985 drainage action. 


• If the area is not impacted by drainage, such as areas cleared of woody vegetation but not 
drained, then the NC include the contemporary hydrologic conditions. 


  
Regarding climate-based considerations, NRCS must evaluate hydrology (under NC) in the 
context of normal environmental conditions (NEC).  The FSA Procedures provide that hydrology 
under NEC consists of the hydrologic conditions or characteristics that would exist in a typical 
situation on a site during the wet portion of the growing season in a normal climatic year.  To aid 
in determining what those conditions or characteristics are, the regulations define normal 
climatic conditions as “the normal range of hydrologic inputs on a site as determined by the 
bounds provided in the Climate Analysis for Wetlands Tables or methods posted in the Field 
Office Technical Guide.”6  In summary, NRCS must make a decision on each of the three 
wetland diagnostic factors based on the hydrologic conditions expected to normally occur during 
the wet portion of the growing season when recent weather has not created abnormally wet or 
dry conditions. 
 


 
under normal circumstances) similar plant communities resulting from similar soil properties, hydrologic regimes, 
and landscape positions.  Each sampling unit differs (landscape position, hydrology, soils, and vegetation) from 
other sampling units within the subject area. 
4 The regulations provide that “[w]hen a wetland is affected by drainage manipulations that occurred prior to 
December 23, 1985, and did not support woody vegetation on December 23, 1985, such that production of an 
agricultural commodity on that date was possible, wetland hydrology shall be identified on the basis of the best-
drained condition resulting from such drainage manipulations.” 
5 Drainage is defined in the FSA Procedures as “any human-induced, onsite or offsite, activity that results in an 
altered depth, duration, frequency, or timing of the hydrologic condition (inundation or saturation by surface or 
ground water) of the site.” 
6 The regulations also provide that “[w]hen making a decision on wetland hydrology, NRCS will utilize a fixed 
precipitation date range of 1971-2000 for determining normal climatic conditions.” 



https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=078a79b1de0fdf1e30f483146dd3da45&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:7:Subtitle:A:Part:12:Subpart:A:12.2

https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=1b6d3665407dd9f0b88d844939bc9211&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:7:Subtitle:A:Part:12:Subpart:A:12.2

https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=7fb9fff5064ccb3ebcd4557387153274&term_occur=999&term_src=Title:7:Subtitle:A:Part:12:Subpart:A:12.2
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Preliminary data gathering and synthesis is helpful in determining the conditions that best 
represent NC, and NRCS is required by policy in the FSA Procedures, FSA Variance (5-9), to 
conduct preliminary data gathering and synthesis to determine whether a typical or atypical 
situation exists.      
 
The wetland identification decision from Step 1 is documented on the wetland determination 
base map, delineating different areas (sampling units) as either wetland or non-wetland (meeting 
all three wetland diagnostic factors or not). 
 
Step 2: Determination of Wetland Type.  During this step, information discovered during 
preliminary data gathering and synthesis regarding past drainage actions and other land use 
history will also be utilized when assigning the appropriate WC label.  Particularly, the findings 
from the hydrology portion of Step 1 may aid in the Step 2 decision if the area under NC meets 
the specific FW hydrology criteria7.  It is important to note that wetlands, meeting the hydrology 
factor in Step 1 but not supporting long-term inundation, would fail to meet the FW hydrology 
criteria for wetlands that are not a playa, pocosin, or pothole.  These areas would normally 
receive the prior converted cropland (PC) exemption (or label) if all other conditions of the label 
are met. 
 
NRCS must consider the possibility of false positives and false negatives8 when evaluating 
wetland hydrology in both Step 1 and Step 2.  Guidance for identifying false positives and 
negatives is provided for in the user cautions section of each FW hydrology indicator.  Also, care 
should be exercised to ensure that the FW hydrology indicators be applied to the inundation type 
(e.g. ponding of closed depressions9 and surface flooding by out of bank floodwater) described 
in the criteria section of each FW indicator. 
 
Step 3: Determination of Size.  NRCS determines the size of each area delineated as a sampling 
unit on the wetland determination base map.  Those delineations and sizing are then used to 
determine the size of areas with different WC labels identified on the certified wetland 
determination map.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
7 The regulations state that wetland hydrology shall be identified on the basis of the best-drained condition 
resulting from any pre-1985 drainage manipulations.  This includes the wetland hydrology decisions made in both 
Step 1 and Step 2.  
8 False positives and negatives are discussed in the Regional Supplements to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual.  A false positive occurs when an indicator is observed, but it is not indicative of conditions 
under NC.  A false negative occurs when an indicator is not observed, but the area supports wetland hydrology 
under NC.   
9 As used here, the term closed depressions are depressional landscape features that pond water following 
precipitation events, snow melt, or over-bank flooding of a nearby stream or river.  Closed depressions can occur 
in upland landforms and floodplains.  
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FARMED WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
 
When conducting Step 2 on areas not in a playa, pocosin, or pothole landform, and when the area 
meets all other FW label criteria (i.e. was manipulated prior to December 23, 1985, used to 
produce an agricultural commodity at least once before December 23, 1985, and on December 
23, 1985, did not support woody vegetation), NRCS must determine if the sampling unit(s), 
identified as wetland under NC in Step 1, supports long-term inundation.  NRCS in Delaware 
will use the following Farmed Wetland Hydrology Indicators to make or assist in making this 
decision: 
 
FW-N01: Surface Water 
FW-N02: Water Marks 
FW-N03: Sediment Deposits 
FW-N04: Drift Deposits 
FW-N05: Algal Mat or Crust 
FW-N07: Evidence of Long-Term Ponding Visible on Aerial Imagery 
FW-N08: Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surfaces 
FW-N09: Water Stained Leaves 
FW-N10: Aquatic Invertebrates 
FW-N11: Perennial Obligative Plant Species 
 
Adoption Date: 2-10-2021 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N01 Surface Water 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of inundation (flooding or 
ponding). 
 
Criteria: Observation of surface water at a depth of ≥3 inches at the representative observation 
point (ROP) during normal environmental conditions (NEC), or ≥2 inches when the sampling 
unit is experiencing drier conditions than expected under NEC.  This indicator will not be used 
when the sampling unit is experiencing wetter conditions than expected under NEC.  The 
observed surface water indicates the area would experience long-term inundation under NEC as 
defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act 
Manual Part 514.8). 
 
User Notes:  


1) It would be common to find other FW Hydrology Indicators in conjunction with this 
indicator. 


2) Recent precipitation data should be reviewed to support that the observed inundation 
would be expected to occur under NEC.  


3) Observation of out of bank flooding is best supported by flood-gauge data or other 
information to assure the observed flooded conditions indicate long-term inundation 
would occur under NEC.   


 
User Cautions: 


a) Observation of inundation outside of NEC can create false positives.  These can be due to 
frozen soil acting as an aquitard, evaporation/transpiration rates being lower than what 
would occur under NEC, or simply from unusual weather events.  When relying on 
observations made outside of NEC, the landform, soils, and climate should support that 
the observed inundation would be expected to occur under NEC for long durations. 


b) Under traditional row-crop agriculture (e.g. corn, cotton, or soybeans), building of rows 
(hipping) pulls soil from the borrow area between the rows and deposits that soil at the 
row center to create a raised bed.  Ponding observed between the rows can create a false 
positive, and lack of ponding at the row center can create a false negative.  The ROP 
location should consider the borrow and filling associated with hipping. 


c) Surface water may be the result of recent significant precipitation or other climatic events 
that cause conditions wetter than those that occur under NEC.  Caution should be used so 
that such observations are not false positives. 


d) Under traditional row-crop agriculture, natural infiltration can be impaired by 
compaction, resulting in artificial ponding.  Care should be taken in ROP placement and 
that observations of surface water is not a false positive. 


e) Particularly in arid regions, irrigation water can move down gradient for long distances 
increasing the water regime of down gradient depressions.  Observations of surface water 
due to irrigation flow would be considered a false positive. 
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Figure 1  Observation of surface water, such as ponding in this cropped field in Indiana, is often 
observed in conjunction with other indicators of long-term inundation such as sparsely vegetated 


concave surface. 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N02 Water Marks 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of water marks.  Water marks 
are discolorations or stains on the bark of woody vegetation, rocks, bridge supports, buildings, 
fences, or other fixed objects, resulting from long-term ponding or flooding events.  The 
observed water marks indicate the area would experience long-term inundation under normal 
environmental conditions (NEC) as defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification 
Procedures (National Food Security Act Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of water marks within or in areas adjacent to the sampling unit. 
 
User Notes:  


1) If a water mark is from flooding, and not ponding, local stream gauge data may assist in 
the decision that the observed water mark is reflective of long-term flooding under NEC. 


2) Water marks indicate a water-level elevation.  Observation of water marks can be 
extrapolated from objects adjacent to the cropped sampling unit.  Observations from 
adjacent objects must be at an elevation that supports the sampling unit experiences long-
term ponding or flooding. 


3) Water marks should form a level plane that can be viewed from one object to another. 
4) When several water marks are present on an object, the highest water mark reflects the 


maximum extent of inundation.  Only one water mark (elevation) is required for this 
indicator to be met. 


5) Water marks do not include lines caused by ice scour or abrasion, which are indicated by 
bark or tissue damage outside of the growing season. 


 
User Cautions: 


a) Water marks can occur from extreme or infrequent long-term flooding events, or by long-
term inundation outside the growing season.  This would be considered a false positive. 


b) Confidence is increased when water marks result from ponding of a closed depressional 
landform located in upland landscapes or on floodplains. 


c) Do not confuse water marks (staining) with sediment deposition.  Sediment deposition is 
easily removed from the object with light hand rubbing or water rinsing. 
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Figure 2  Water marks (dark stains) on trees in a seasonally flooded wetland.  The top of one 
water mark is indicated by the arrow and is well below sediment deposition and staining.  Photo 
credit: Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic 
and Gulf Coastal Plain Region (Version 2.0). 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N03 Sediment Deposits 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of sediment deposits.  
Sediment deposits are sediment material (e.g., silt and clay) left on vertical structures such as 
woody vegetation, rocks, bridge supports, buildings, fences, or other fixed objects after ponding 
or flooding recedes.  Unlike water marks, sediment deposits are temporary and easily removed 
by gentle hand rubbing or light rinsing with water.  The observed sediment deposits indicate the 
area would experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as 
defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act 
Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of sediment deposits at an elevation at least 3 inches above the soil 
surface of the representative observation point (ROP), within or in areas adjacent to the sampling 
unit. 
 
User Notes:  


1) Observation of sediment deposits can be extrapolated from objects adjacent to the 
cropped sampling unit. 


2) When sediment deposits are observed away from the ROP location, their extrapolated 
elevation must be at least 3 inches above the ROP soil surface. Sediment deposits should 
form a level plane that can be viewed from one object to another. 


3) If a sediment deposit is from flooding, and not ponding, local stream gauge data may 
assist in the decision that the observed sediment deposit is reflective of long-term 
flooding under NEC. 


4) Sediment deposits are often faint.  
5) Sediment deposits are observed on vertical structures, not on the soil surface, duff or dead 


leaves at the soil surface. 
 


User Cautions: 
a) Sediment deposits can be caused by extreme or infrequent flooding or ponding events, or 


by inundation that occurred outside the growing season.  This would be considered a 
false positive. 


b) Sediment deposits indicate a water-level elevation but can establish during shorter 
periods of inundation than water marks.  Observing sediment deposits at a 3 inch or 
higher elevation above the soil surface increases confidence that they are a product of 
long-term inundation.   
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Figure 3  Sediment deposit left after a recent high-water event forms a tan coating on these tree 
trunks (upper edge indicated by the arrow).  Photo credit: Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region (Version 2.0). 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N04 Drift Deposits 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of drift deposits.  Drift 
deposits, as used in this indicator, consist of rafting of loose debris such as crop residue or other 
vegetation, deposited on the edge of a ponded area.  The observed drift deposits indicate the area 
would experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as 
defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act 
Manual Part 514.8).   
 
Criteria: Observation of drift deposits due to ponding, occurring along the leeward edge or at 
the drainage outlet of a closed depression1.  
 
User Notes:  


1) This indicator is limited to closed depressions that pond water and the drift deposits 
should be observed along the edge of the depression. 


2) The most common drift deposit indicative of long-term ponding for depressions in 
cropped fields is crop residue deposited on the leeward (downwind) side of the 
depression. 


3) For closed depressions that are partially drained by a surface ditch or natural outlet, 
residue is often deposited at the drainage outlet on the edge of the ponded depression 
(Figure 1). 


User Cautions: 
a) Drift deposits from overbank flooding are often caused by extreme or infrequent flooding 


events, or by flooding that occurred outside the growing season.  This FW indicator does 
not include drift deposits due to flooding as these may not be indicative of long-term 
inundation or conditions expected to occur under NEC. 


b) Crop residue deposited along an open (free flowing) depressional drainageway (e.g. 
swale) are common in a cropped field.  Such drift deposits do not meet this indicator, as 
they are not indicative of long-term ponding. 


c) Drift deposits can be caused by extreme or infrequent flooding or ponding events, or by 
inundation that occurred outside the growing season.  This would be considered a false 
positive. 


 


 
1 As used in this FW hydrology indicator, the term closed depression is a depressional landscape feature that ponds 
water following precipitation events, snow melt, or over-bank flooding of a nearby stream or river.  Closed 
depressions can occur in upland landforms and floodplains and can have a natural or man-made outlet. 
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Figure 4  Corn stalks deposited in the drainage outlet (road-ditch) at the edge of a closed 


depression. 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N05 Algal Mat or Crust 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of an algal mat or crust.  For 
this indicator, an algal mat consists of an accumulation of most commonly, but not exclusively, 
filamentous algae growing in an inundated wetland.  When the inundated water evaporates, the 
algal mat creates a dried algal crust on the soil surface or suspended from vegetation.  The 
observed algal mat or crust indicates the area would experience long-term inundation under 
normal environmental conditions (NEC) as defined in the Food Security Act Wetland 
Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of an algal mat growing in water, or an algal crust on the soil surface or 
on vegetation.   
 
User Notes:  


1) Observation of an algal mat or crust is a strong indicator the sampling unit is inundated 
for long duration. 


2) The algal mat or crust should be located at the representative observation point (ROP), or 
landscape positions similar to the ROP location and within the sampling unit.  


 
User Cautions: 


a) Algal mats and crust can occur in micro-lows1 and might not represent the hydrology 
(ponding duration) that is typical at the ROP. 


b) Particularly in arid regions, irrigation water can move down gradient for long distances 
increasing the water regime of down gradient depressions.  Observations of algal mats or 
crust due to irrigation water would be considered a false positive. 
 


 
 


 
1 Micro-low is a common term used by wetland scientists and practitioners to describe small depressional (micro 
depressional) features commonly formed from wind-throw (uprooted trees), gilgai soil feature formation, frost 
heaving, and mammal activity.   
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Figure 5  Algal crust observed on the soil surface. The rolled edges of the crust are a common 


feature.  Photo credit: Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual: Midwest Region (Version 2.0). 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-07 Evidence of Long-Term Ponding 


Visible on Aerial Imagery 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of ponding observed on aerial imagery taken 
during the growing season.  The imagery indicates the area would experience long-term 
inundation (ponding) under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as defined in the Food 
Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of ponding on two or more years of aerial imagery taken during the 
growing season, where conditions are determined to be reflective of normal or drier than normal 
climatic conditions.   
 
User Notes:  


1) Procedures found in Title 210, Part 650, Engineering Field Handbook, Chapter 19, can be 
used to evaluate normal climatic conditions prior to the photo date. 


2) This indicator will not be applied to flood irrigated fields, as such observations are likely 
to be false positives. 


3) This indicator will not be applied with the use of aerial photography taken during the 
dormant season, as such observations are likely to be false positives. 


 
User Cautions: 


a) Care must be used in applying this indicator because short-term ponding may be present 
on a wetland immediately after a heavy rain or during periods of unusually high 
precipitation, runoff, or river stages. 


b) Long-term ponding normally present under NEC may be absent from a wetland during 
the normal dry season or during extended periods of drought.  


c) Shallow ponding, particularly in semi-arid and arid regions can be short-lived during the 
growing season.  Consideration of hydrologic inputs (watershed size, groundwater 
influence, frequency and amount of normal precipitation events), evaporation-
transpiration rates, and depth of ponding observed in the field can assist with the 
application of this indicator. 


 







Hydrology Indicators for the Identification of Farmed Wetlands as Defined in 7 CFR 12.2: Delaware 


 pg. 16 


 
Figure 6  An aerial image showing ponded areas during the growing season on a field that was 


manipulated and converted to cropland prior to 1985. 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N08 Sparsely Vegetated Concave 
Surface 


 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of a sparsely vegetated 
concave surface.  The observed sparsely vegetated concave surface indicates the area would 
experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as defined in the 
Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act Manual Part 
514.8).   
 
Criteria: Observation of a sparsely vegetated (less than 25 percent ground cover) concave 
surface.  Crop failure constitutes a condition that is considered sparsely vegetated.   
 
User Notes:  


1) This indicator will not be used in areas planted to winter wheat or other crops growing 
during the dormant season. 


2) This indicator will not be used in flood irrigated fields as the observation of a sparsely 
vegetated area due to excess irrigation water would be a false positive. 


 
User Cautions: 


a) Shallow ponding creating drown-out of crops and annual weeds common to cropland 
fields, particularly in semi-arid and arid regions, can be short-lived during the growing 
season.  Consideration of hydrologic inputs (watershed size, groundwater influence, 
frequency and amount of normal precipitation events), evaporation-transpiration rates, 
and predicted depth of ponding can assist with the application of this indicator. 


b) In arid regions, concentration of salts leading to salinity and/or sodicity can result in 
sparsely vegetated areas in crop fields and provide a false positive for this indicator. 


c) Recent abnormal rainfall can create sparsely vegetated conditions in areas that would not 
normally (50 percent or greater probability) experience crop failure due to long-term 
ponding.   


 


 
Figure 7  A closed depression with a sparsely vegetated surface due to long-term ponding early 
in the growing season. 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N09 Water Stained Leaves 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of water stained leaves.  
Water-stained leaves are fallen or recumbent dead leaves that have turned grayish or blackish in 
color due to inundation for long periods.  The observed water stained leaves indicate the area 
would experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as 
defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act 
Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of water stained leaves.   
 
User Notes:  


1) The water stained leaves should be located at the representative observation point (ROP), 
or landscape positions similar to the ROP location and within the sampling unit. 


2) This indicator is more commonly found in shrub-dominated or forested settings but can 
be found in herbaceous plant communities common to some farmed wetlands. 


3) In irrigated regions, the influence of irrigation shall be considered.  
 
User Cautions: 


a) Water stained leaves are flattened and have a blackish or grayish color. Their color and 
appearance should sharply contrast with leaves occurring on nearby non-wetland areas. 


b) Water-stained leaves maintain their blackish or grayish colors when dry. 
c) Water stained leaves commonly occur in micro-lows1, which may not represent 


hydrology at the ROP. 
 


 
Figure 8  Water-stained leaves in a seasonally ponded depression, with an unstained leaf (right 
center) for comparison.  Photo credit: Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 


Delineation Manual: Northcentral and Northeast Region (Version 2.0). 


 
 


 
1 Micro-low is a common term used by wetland scientists and practitioners to describe small depressional (micro 
depressional) features commonly formed from wind-throw (uprooted trees), gilgai soil feature formation, frost 
heave, and mammal activity. 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-N10 Aquatic Invertebrates 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of living aquatic 
invertebrates such as diapausing insect eggs, crustacean cysts, clams, snails, insects, ostracods, 
shrimp, and other crustaceans, or their remains.  The observed aquatic invertebrates indicate the 
area would experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions (NEC) as 
defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food Security Act 
Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of numerous live individuals or their remains in closed depressions1, 
either on the soil surface or clinging to plants or other emergent objects. 
 
User Notes:  


1) The aquatic invertebrates should be located at the representative observation point (ROP), 
or landscape positions similar to the ROP location and within the sampling unit. 


2) Application of this indicator shall be limited to closed depressions in upland landscapes 
or floodplains that would pond water. 


3) The presence of mature living aquatic invertebrates in ponded water adds confidence that 
the ponding is of long duration.   


4) In irrigated regions, the influence of irrigation shall be considered.  
5) Observance of aquatic invertebrates or their remains should be commonly occurring near 


the ROP, or landscape positions similar to the ROP location and within the sampling unit. 
 
User Cautions: 


a) Shells or exoskeletons can be moved by flowing water, wildlife, and farm equipment or 
may be indicators of relic hydrologic conditions.  To address the high potential for false 
positives due to observation of aquatic invertebrates that may have been moved by 
flowing water, this indicator is limited to closed depressions. 


b) Terrestrial invertebrates can also leave exoskeletons, including shells.  Including their 
observation in meeting this indicator would be a false positive.  Local knowledge and 
expertise should be used to identify whether individuals or their remains are from aquatic 
or terrestrial species. 


 


 
1 As used in this FW hydrology indicator, the term closed depression is a depressional landscape feature that ponds 
water following precipitation events, snow melt, or over-bank flooding of a nearby stream or river.  Closed 
depressions can occur in upland landforms and floodplains and can have a natural or man-made outlet. 
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Figure 9  Bivalve shell in a seasonally inundated area.  Photo credit: Regional Supplement to the 


Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (Version 2.0). 
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Farmed Wetland (FW) Hydrology Indicator: FW-11 Perennial Obligative Plant Species 
 
General Description: This indicator consists of onsite observation of perennial emergent 
obligative plant species from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers National Wetland Plant List 
(NWPL) for the applicable region.  The observed perennial emergent obligative plant species 
indicate the area would experience long-term inundation under normal environmental conditions 
(NEC) as defined in the Food Security Act Wetland Identification Procedures (National Food 
Security Act Manual Part 514.8). 
 
Criteria: Observation of a plant community dominated by herbaceous perennial emergent 
obligate (OBL) plant species.  Greater than fifty percent of the dominant perennial species in the 
herbaceous stratum must be emergent OBL plant species.  Dominants are the most abundant 
species that individually or collectively account for more than 50 percent of the total coverage of 
herbaceous plants, plus any other species that, by itself, accounts for at least 20 percent of the 
total coverage. 
 
User Notes:  


1) Only perennial species are used to determine if the criteria is met, including the 
determination of dominance.   


2) Only perennial species known to grow in water (emergent) are allowable for this 
indicator as they are more indicative of long-term inundation. 


3) Observation of multiple perennial emergent OBL species increases confidence that the 
area supports long-term inundation. 


4) Surface water need not be present at the time of observation. 
5) This indicator shall not be used for irrigated fields, as such observations are commonly 


false positives. 
 
User Cautions: 


a) The vast majority of species identified on the NWPL as OBL are emergent species (grow 
in ponded or flooded conditions).  However, a few OBL species are not emergent, rather 
are common in wetlands that are saturated to the surface (e.g. seeps).  Local knowledge 
of plant species behavior must be used to ensure that observed OBL species are emergent 
and that inclusion of non-emergent species does not constitute a false positive. 


b) Particularly in arid regions, irrigation water can move down gradient for long distances 
increasing the water regime of down gradient depressions.  Observations of OBL species 
due to irrigation water would be considered a false positive. 
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Figure 10  A plant community dominated by herbaceous perennial emergent OBL plant species. 
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Delaware State Technical Advisory Committee


Purpose:


The State Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) is a group composed of 


agricultural producers, owners/operators of nonindustrial private forest land, 


federal and state agency representatives, and other professionals who provide 


information, analysis, and recommendations to officials of the United States 


Department of Agriculture (USDA) on implementing and establishing priorities and 


criteria for natural resources conservation activities and programs. The STAC has 


no implementation or enforcement authority, but USDA gives strong consideration 


to the STAC’s recommendations.







Delaware State Technical Advisory Committee


Roles and Responsibilities:


1. Provide information, analysis, and recommendations to USDA on conservation 
priorities and criteria for natural resources conservation activities and programs, 
including application and funding criteria, recommended practices, and program 
payment percentages.


2. Identify emerging natural resource concerns and program needs.


3. Recommend conservation practice standards and specifications.


4. Recommend State and national program policy based on resource data.


5. Review activities of the local working groups to ensure State priorities are being 
addressed locally.


6. Make recommendations to the State Conservationist on requests and 
recommendations from local working groups.


7. Assist NRCS with public outreach and informational efforts and identifying 
educational and producers’ training needs.







Delaware State Technical Advisory Committee


Specialized Sub-Committees 


• Focused specialized sub-committees in the State


• Delaware has two (2) sub-committees to date:
o State Soil health Sub-Committee 


o State Wildlife Sub-Committee 


• Urban Agriculture has been identified as a needed sub-
committee 







NRCS-EPA Federal Coordination Teams


To enhance coordination and communication of agricultural 
practice and WQ monitoring activities and funding in the 


Chesapeake Bay Watershed







NRCS-EPA Ag Conservation Funding Team


Enhance ag 


conservation 


funding efforts.


Ensure no 


unnecessary 


duplication of 


efforts.







Ag Conservation Funding Team 


Analysis and Products


• Review of Funding Programs


• Comparative Analysis of Program Elements


• Funding levels


• Timing of solicitation


• Priorities – geographic, practices


• Match requirements


• Inventory of Projects Funded


• Analysis of Safeguards in Place to Avoid 
Duplication


• List of Successful Approaches to EPA-NRCS 
Funding Coordination







Ag Conservation Funding Team -


Recommendations


• Coordination Meetings – quarterly


• Joint “Match” Memo – EPA CB Grants/RCPP


• Ag Practice Standards


• CWSRF/EQIP Coordination – Outreach


• Source Water Protection


• Data sharing – inform SWP area selections, 
priority practices, ranking criteria


• Planning – EPA & SW Collaboratives support 
for Area-Wide Plans


• Education & Outreach on SWP Funding 
Opportunities (CWSRF, Local Working Groups)


• Duplication of Payments


• Diversity – Historically Under-Served Farmers







NRCS-EPA-USGS WQ Monitoring Team


• Further coordinate 


water-quality 


monitoring, 


interpretation, and 


funding 


• To assess the impact of 


agricultural 


conservation practice 


implementation on the 


quality of local streams, 


rivers, and the tidal 


Chesapeake Bay. 







WQ Monitoring Team Analysis & Findings


• Review of monitoring and analysis activities 


(R3 and US)


• Findings:  


• Strong CB Non-Tidal Monitoring Network + 


Others.


• On-line tools to compile WQ Data. (How’s 


my Watershed)


• Studies to assess impacts of practices on 


WQ.  


• Challenge:  Need enhanced monitoring at finer 


scale to connect practices with WQ changes.







WQ Monitoring Team Recommendations


• Identify Watersheds with greatest needs and 
opportunities for monitoring impacts of practices on 
WQ.


• Develop criteria for selecting watersheds (extent of 
practices, monitoring)


• Chose watersheds in each state


• Identify Opportunities to further coordinate WQ 
monitoring programs and interpretation of results.


• Evaluate data & current interpretation, identify gaps, 
enhance monitoring and interpretation (may take 
additional resources)


• Improve Communication to engage decision makers.







Next Steps - Proposed
• Senior Executive Briefing – January 13, 2021


• Present Recommendations - Ag Conservation 
Funding & WQ Monitoring Teams


• Request concurrence for listed 


recommendations (January 13, 2021)


• Develop a timeline for implementation of 


approved recommendations (January 31, 2021)


• Local Workshops Team Activities Commence 
(February)







Hydrology Indicators for 


the Identification of 


Farmed Wetlands







On August 28, 2020, USDA issued a final rule for the Highly Erodible Land and 


Wetland Conservation provisions of the Food Security Act of 1985, as 


amended. 


This final rule clarified how NRCS identifies hydrology criteria for Farmed 


Wetlands (FW). To decide if an area supports the required long-term 


inundation for a FW that is not identified as a playa, pocosin, or pothole, the 


final rule provides three options:


A. Observation of wetland hydrology indicators as identified in the local NRCS 


Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG);


B. Procedures identified in State Off-Site Methods for wetland identification set 


forth in the local NRCS Field Office Technical Guide; or


C. The use of analytic techniques, such as the use of drainage equations or 


the evaluation of monitoring data.







514.31 Farmed Wetlands (FW)


A. Definition


(1) FWs are wetlands that were drained, dredged, filled, leveled, or 


otherwise manipulated and used for producing an agricultural 


commodity before December 23, 1985, and that meet all of the 


following criteria:


(i) If the area is not a pothole, playa or pocosin, it is inundated for 


at least 15 consecutive days during the growing season or 10 


percent of the growing season, whichever is less, in most years 


(50 percent chance or more).


(ii) If the area is a pothole, playa, or pocosin, it is inundated for at 


least 7 consecutive days or saturated for at least 14 consecutive 


days during the growing season in most years (50 percent chance 


or more). 


(iii) Production was made possible or enhanced by the 


manipulation. 


(iv) The area has not been abandoned (Section 514.33).







OVERVIEW OF THE NRCS WETLAND DETERMINATION PROCESS


Step 1: Wetland Identification ( is it a wetland?)


Step 2: Determination of Wetland Type, via the assignment of WC labels


Step 3: Determination of Size


Notes: 


We are not changing labels on current FW. This process is to be used when 


making a determination on land that was not previously determined.


If determined to be FW or was labeled as FW producer/owner can maintain 


existing drainage but cannot improve drainage beyond condition that existed 


on December 23, 1985.







The preamble to the final rule also provides that “[t]he 


identification of hydrology indicators in the local NRCS 


FOTG will provide local input, through consultation with the 


NRCS State technical committee, transparency to the 


public, and allow the indicators to be reflective of local 


conditions which meet the required inundation for 15 


consecutive days or more during the growing season or 10 


percent of the growing season, whichever is less, in most 


years.” 


We have reviewed indicators with Maryland NRCS and got 


input from State Soil Scientist for which indicators to use.







PROPOSED FARMED WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS FOR 


DELAWARE


FW-N01: Surface Water


FW-N02: Water Marks


FW-N03: Sediment Deposits


FW-N04: Drift Deposits


FW-N05: Algal Mat or Crust


FW-N07: Evidence of Long-Term Ponding Visible on Aerial 


Imagery


FW-N08: Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surfaces


FW-N09: Water Stained Leaves


FW-N10: Aquatic Invertebrates


FW-N11: Perennial Obligative Plant Species















Working Lands for Wildlife: 


Northern Bobwhite 


Initiative







WLFW is a win-win approach NRCS uses to target conservation efforts that both 


improve agricultural and forest productivity and enhance wildlife habitat on working 


landscapes. 


NRCS has had two basic approaches for delivering WLFW: national and state. 


The original iteration of WLFW was developed around target species identified at 


the national level. For these, special allocations of financial assistance funding are 


provided to STCs for implementation. 


The state WLFW approach relies on STCs to identify target species or landscapes 


and allocate funding from their general financial assistance allocations. 


In both national and state WLFW initiatives, STCs make critical programmatic 


decisions including inviting and interacting with partners, identifying priority areas 


for delivery, setting statewide goals, requesting and allocating financial assistance 


funds, providing technical assistance, reporting outputs, and coordinating delivery 


across state boundaries where appropriate







NRCS has been a strong partner and critical contributor to on-


the-ground conservation for bobwhite for decades. State 


WLFW efforts are in place for bobwhite, with a focus on 


grasslands and pine/mixed oak savannas. To date, a combined 


18 STCs have opted to participate in these WLFW efforts. 


A diverse group of stakeholders led by Pheasants 


Forever/Quail Forever has proposed strengthening WFLW 


Northern bobwhite.


NRCS leadership has committed to improving the agency’s 


bobwhite efforts by leveraging local leadership from STCs, 


State Technical Committees, and local workgroups across the 


bobwhite range through additional national support of the state 


WLFW model. 







The agency has newly committed to the following enhancements to bolster NRCS’ 


support for bobwhite conservation nationally.


• Commence development of a national bobwhite framework for conservation 


action with annual goals and reporting from NHQ to reduce state 


workload and improve partnership information exchange.


• Take an “all programs” approach to provide expanded opportunity for habitat 


improvements (e.g. EQIP, CSP, ACEP, CRP, etc.).


• Improve information sharing and coordinated delivery.


• Instruct staff and partners doing conservation planning to immediately 


commence “tagging” all projects benefiting northern bobwhite in 


Conservation Desktop by selecting the “bobwhite” feature from the drop-


down menu for state WLFW initiatives.







NRCS will take the following actions during fiscal year 2021 to launch these 


enhancements:


• In February, the WLFW team will coordinate a working meeting of NRCS staff 


from states where the STC has opted into participation in this effort. Delaware has 


opted in to participate in this effort.


• In March and April, NRCS state staff will work with partners, with support from the 


WLFW team, to develop input for range-wide conservation needs and goals.


• By May, the WLFW team will consolidate state input into a national framework for 


conservation action for bobwhite.







Programs
Karri Honaker


10:45 am-11:00 am 







FY21 Program 
Implementation


Financial Assistance Programs 


Updates







Nationally Mandated Funding


Nationally mandated to spend 5% of our funds in:


– Beginning Farmer/Limited Resource Farmer


– Socially Disadvantaged


Nationally mandated to spend 50% of our funds on livestock 


practices


Nationally mandated to spend 10% of our allocation on wildlife 


practices







**New** EQIP Incentive Contracts


Starting in FY21 we are required to 


allocate 5% of our general EQIP 


funds for “Incentive Contracts” 


(aka EQIP CIC)















Current EQIP/AMA Applications in 


Process


Total in Process: 286


Kent: 75


New Castle: 38


Georgetown: 173







-RCPP
-CSP
-ACEP


Additional Program 
Updates







BREAK
5 minutes


11:00 am-11:05 am







Conservation Practice 


Standards Update















Payment rates vary 


based on who takes the 


sample, how many Soil 


Health Indicators are 


tested for and if other 


tests have been 


completed.







Soil Carbon Amendment


Interim Conservation 


Practice Standard























S:\PUB\Office To Office\NRCS\SOIL 


HEALTH\Soil Health Card







Soil Carbon Amendment 


Scenarios







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


Update on the


Watershed Project Plan and 


Environmental Document


for the 


Upper Nanticoke River 


Watershed Improvements
Kent and Sussex Counties, DE







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


BACKGROUND


In 2019, the Sussex 


Conservation District 


requested funding through the 


NRCS Watershed & Flood 


Prevention Operations 


Program to address the aging 


tax ditches in the Upper 


Nanticoke River Watershed 







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


LOCAL SPONSORS


• Sussex Conservation District (SCD)


• Kent Conservation District (KCD) 


• DE Department of Natural Resources and Environmental 


Control (DNREC) Drainage Section


• Tax Ditch Organizations







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


The Upper 


Nanticoke River 


Watershed


Georgetown







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


THE NEPA PROCESS


• Conduct Resource Inventories 


and Watershed Assessment


• Conduct Social Assessment


• Conduct Economic Assessment


• Formulate Alternatives


• Evaluate Alternatives


• Hold Public Meetings


Click to add text







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


ENGINEERING CONSULTANT


DDK Engineering – Joint Venture
• Conducts Field Reconnaissance and Gathers Background Data


• Completes Engineering Analyses to Characterize Watershed


• Develops and Evaluates Potential Flood Prevention, Water 


Management and Water Quality Strategies


• Prepares Final Project Documents including Watershed Plan 


and Environmental Document







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


CHANNEL STABILITY/CAPACITY 


• Identify and correct bank stability 


issues


• Purpose to reduce bank erosion 


and extend the life of the channel


• Reduce loss of farmland and 


property


• May use structural or vegetative 


practices or a combination of both


• Maintaining or restoring channel 


capacity







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS


Culverts
• Evaluate Capacity


• Restore Capacity By Removing 


Obstructions and/or Sediment


• Replace Damaged Pipes


• Increase Capacity of Drainage Structures 


to Lower Flood Levels







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION


• Identify opportunities for 


ecosystem restoration such as 


wetlands and stream restoration


• Practices may include two 


stage ditches, floodplain 


reconnection by breaching 


berms, in-channel stream 


restoration or other practices







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS


• Identify opportunities for water 


quality practices to treat 


polluted runoff before 


transporting nutrients 


downstream


• Practices may include water 


control structures in ditches, 


denitrifying bioreactors adjacent 


to ditches or other practices 


which treat excess nutrients







Natural Resources Conservation Service


Delaware


NEXT STEPS


• Complete Field Studies and Investigations


• Identify and Evaluate Alternatives


• Coordinate with Various Governing Agencies


• Finalize Supplemental Watershed Plan and 


Environmental Document







STAC INPUT
Karri Honaker


11:30am-11:50am







SRA Info


State Resource Assessment “SRA”


• This year a new tool was presented to input data- one stop shop 


for data entry


• Delaware has established goals for increasing conservation 


applied on the landscape


Target goals were submitted as follows:


• EQIP $8 million


• CSP $1.7 million


• ACEP (ALE: $2.6 million, WRE: $384,000)


• AMA $150,000 







SRA Info


Target goals were submitted as follows:


• EQIP $8 million


• CSP $1.7 million


• ACEP (ALE: $2.6 million, WRE: $384,000)


• AMA $150,000 


FY21 Funds Received:


• EQIP $5,821,000


• CSP $300,000 Classic


• 980,000 Renewals


• ACEP (ALE: $1.89 million, WRE: ~ $438,000)


• AMA $92,000







Ranking Input


• NRCS uses a ranking process to approve 


applications for funding


• Every year ranking pools are assessed, and ranking 


questions reviewed


• *NEW* Conservation Reserve Program- Transition 


Incentives Program (CRP-TIP)


• We must include a question in our ranking for EQIP, 


ACEP and CSP to provide priority points for those 


also involved in the CRP-TIP Program.







Ranking Input


FY21 Ranking Question:


Points: 5 points







EQIP Incentives (CIC)


- “Mash Up” between EQIP and CSP


- Contracts will allow both practices and 


enhancements


- Payments will be the same rates


- This year we’ll use current CSP Enhancements


- Option to request new enhancements


- Actions:


- Set High Priority Areas


- Land uses







FY21 Goals and Timelines


• Team will work to finalize and publicize deadlines for 


program opportunities for FY21


• Goal to have contracting completed earlier in FY21 


(June 4) in order to expend farm bill dollars 


efficiently and effectively


• Internal milestones to be set at the state and local 


level to support accountability in program activities


- Applications 12/4/20


- Assessments 


2/26/21


- Ranking 3/19/20


- Contract obligation 


June 4,  2021


Timelines







FY22 Payment 
Schedule







FY22 Payment Schedules


• Process


• Planning for payment schedules happens a year in advance


• Going into first quarter of FY21, we will be planning for the FY22 


payment schedule


• STC should consider available practices and enhancements along with 


payment percentages for input


• Local Work Groups should include recommendations and input into 


local work group meetings and document in LWG minutes 







EQIP High 
Priority 
Practices


States have the 


opportunity to select up 


to 10 “High Priority” 


practices that may 


received an increased 


incentive rate 







FY21 High Priority Practices


• 329- Residue and Tillage 


Management, No-Till 


• 390- Riparian 


Herbaceous Cover 


• 391- Riparian Forest 


Buffer 


• 393- Filter Strip 


• 605- Denitrifying Bioreactor 


• 604- Saturated Buffer


• 620- Underground Outlet, 


Blind Inlet 







Local Work Group 
FY21 Process & 
Timelines







Local Work 
Groups


• Important to start conversations 
early


• Information gathered from local 
level (Local Work Groups)


• Do we need additional 
practices or scenarios?


• Are the conservation needs 
being met?


• Do you have input on High 
Priority Practices or Priority 
Resource Concerns?







Thank you to the Districts for 
holding LWG meetings in the Fall 


on a short turnaround!







State Technical Advisory and Local Work Group 


Meetings


For FY21 we will meet quarterly with the STAC.


Dates are as follows:


• 2/11/21


• 5/13/21


• 7/22/21


Local Work Groups


- Minutes submitted by 7/1/21







Committee 
Reports







Guest Reports







Wrap-up


Questions/Discussion







The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits 
discrimination in all of its programs and activities on the basis 


of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, 


religion, sexual orientation, political beliefs, genetic 
information, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual's 
income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 


all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with 
disabilities who require alternative means for communication 
of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) 


should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 
(voice and TDD)."





