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Howard County Best Management 
Practice Inventory Project 

Bob Ensor, District Manager, HSCD and  Dana York, Green Earth Connection 
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There are Many Decisions to Make in the 
Implementation of a Successful Data 

Collection System 
Development Decisions: 
•  What to collect 
•  Where to collect 
•  Protocol (how) to collect 
•  Existing System Update or  

   Design a New System? 
•  Training on System Selected 
•  Pilot System 
•  Reliability/Validity Testing 
•  Adjust System/Training 
•  Communication Strategy 
•  Implementation 
•  Reliability/Validity Testing 
•  Future Year Systems? 

5	
  

Success Considerations: 

• Cost of system selected 

• Technical Assistance  requirements 

• People or Technology Intensive 

• Sustainability of System for Future 

Year Collections 

• Landowner Acceptance 

• State Agency Acceptance 

• EPA Acceptance 

• Public Acceptance 

• Culture Change Requirements 





Howard Soil Conservation 
District - TMDL BMP Inventory 



	
  	
  
	
  

1.  Project Introduction 
2.  Project Scope 
3.  Development and Testing of Inventory Tools 
4.  Determine Staffing Needs 
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7.  Data Entry 
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Steps For Implementing  
County BMP Inventory Projects 



Land Cover 2000 
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Tidal Fresh 

(PAXTF) 
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counties 
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Howard County Project Background 
•  Highly	
  urbanizing	
  eastern	
  half	
  of	
  county,	
  Columbia	
  and	
  

EllicoA	
  City	
  
•  High	
  par(cipa(on	
  in	
  agricultural	
  land	
  preserva(on	
  programs	
  

in	
  western	
  half	
  of	
  county.	
  335	
  total	
  farms,	
  230	
  in	
  
preserva(on	
  program.	
  

•  County	
  government	
  realizes	
  benefits	
  of	
  preserving	
  good	
  
quality	
  ag	
  land	
  including	
  the	
  environmental	
  benefits,	
  
opportuni(es	
  for	
  trading	
  between	
  sectors.	
  

•  County	
  under	
  gun	
  to	
  meet	
  TMDL	
  goals	
  for	
  all	
  sectors.	
  
•  Howard	
  SCD	
  proposed	
  project	
  to	
  determine	
  farmer	
  funded	
  

BMP’s	
  on	
  farms,	
  how	
  many	
  ag	
  pres	
  farms	
  meet	
  TMDL	
  using	
  
MD	
  NTT	
  and	
  Bay	
  watershed	
  baseline	
  numbers	
  and	
  
determine	
  opportuni(es	
  for	
  credits.	
  

•  County	
  allocated	
  $80,000	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  project	
  for	
  
assessments.	
  

•  HSCD	
  has	
  leadership	
  using	
  trained	
  private	
  contractors.	
  



Objectives of the HSCD Project 
•  Three (3) separate and distinct objectives.   
 
1.  To determine if the agricultural sector has practices 

already installed to meet Ag’s TMDL goal (focus on 
farmer funded and functional equivalents). 

2.  To determine if an individual farm meets the TMDL 
baseline, or what more needs to be done to meet the 
baseline. 

3.  See if there are tradable credits for nitrogen and 
phosphorus over and above the baseline, or if there 
could be additional practices installed that will produce 
credits. 



HSCD BMP Project 

Was	
  it	
  mandatory	
  for	
  Farmers	
  to	
  par(cipate?	
  
•  No,	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  inventory	
  is	
  voluntary	
  
on	
  the	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  landowner/operator.	
  	
  This	
  
process	
  will	
  help	
  document	
  what	
  conserva@on	
  
prac@ces	
  Howard	
  County	
  farmers	
  have	
  
implemented	
  on	
  a	
  watershed	
  basis.	
  



Key Points in Howard County  
Letter to Landowners 

•  Purely voluntary, 
•  Will determine if their farm meets the TMDL and if 

landowner might have tradable nutrient credits, 
•  No obligation once a determination is made, 
•  Will work with landowner and/or farmer as appropriate, 
•  Private contractors working for the HSCD, gather data 

and will make no judgments on landowner’s operation, 
•  HSCD always available for questions and discussion, 
•  Letter jointly signed by the District and County Ag 

Preservation Program. 



HSCD BMP Project 

	
  
Who	
  collected	
  the	
  Informa(on?	
  
•  The	
  HSCD	
  contracted	
  with	
  17	
  individuals	
  to:	
  
manage	
  the	
  project;	
  to	
  conduct	
  the	
  inventory	
  
and	
  enter	
  into	
  MDA	
  tracking	
  systems;	
  and	
  
provide	
  verifica@on	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  that	
  is	
  
gathered.	
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HSCD BMP Project 

What	
  happen	
  to	
  the	
  data	
  that	
  was	
  collected?	
  
•  The	
  BMP	
  data	
  was	
  entered	
  into	
  the	
  MDA	
  Conserva@on	
  
Tracker	
  which	
  is	
  the	
  tool	
  that	
  MDA	
  u@lizes	
  to	
  report	
  
BMP	
  implementa@on	
  to	
  the	
  EPA	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay	
  
Model	
  to	
  meet	
  state/county	
  Milestones.	
  

•  The	
  HSCD	
  is	
  responsible	
  for	
  all	
  the	
  informa@on	
  and	
  
data.	
  The	
  HSCD	
  holds	
  all	
  the	
  informa@on	
  in	
  an	
  
aggregated	
  format	
  and	
  keeps	
  individual	
  farm	
  
informa@on	
  confiden@al	
  with	
  the	
  Conserva@on	
  Plan,	
  
which	
  is	
  protected	
  under	
  Maryland’s	
  Freedom	
  of	
  
Informa@on	
  Act.	
  	
  All	
  the	
  data	
  gatherers	
  signed	
  
confiden@ality	
  agreements.	
  



How	
  were	
  Prac@ces	
  Verified?	
  
•  The	
  Project	
  Manager	
  completed	
  a	
  quality	
  review	
  when	
  the	
  

inventory	
  was	
  turned	
  into	
  the	
  District.	
  
•  HSCD	
  hired	
  professionals	
  from	
  adjoining	
  coun@es	
  as	
  

verifiers	
  who	
  were	
  trained	
  SCD	
  staff.	
  	
  
•  Verifiers	
  were	
  trained	
  in	
  the	
  inventory	
  process	
  with	
  the	
  

data	
  inventory	
  specialists.	
  	
  They	
  visited	
  each	
  farm	
  to	
  review	
  
all	
  data	
  entry.	
  The	
  purpose	
  of	
  the	
  verifica@on	
  visit	
  was	
  to	
  
provide	
  an	
  arms-­‐length	
  assurance	
  that	
  BMPs	
  are	
  planned	
  
and	
  installed	
  correctly	
  and	
  meet	
  some	
  established	
  standard	
  
and	
  specifica@on	
  (federal,	
  state,	
  local).	
  

•  Aler	
  the	
  verifica@on	
  visit,	
  they	
  would	
  meet	
  with	
  the	
  data	
  
inventory	
  specialist	
  to	
  agree	
  on	
  prac@ces	
  to	
  be	
  reported.	
  



Verifica@on	
  Knowledge,	
  Skills	
  and	
  
Abili@es	
  Needed	
  

•  Knowledge	
  of	
  BMP’s,	
  the	
  required	
  standards	
  
and	
  specifica@ons	
  and	
  general	
  construc@on	
  
requirements	
  and	
  techniques.	
  Cer@fied	
  with	
  
authority	
  to	
  review	
  the	
  prac@ces.	
  

•  Skill	
  in	
  communica@on	
  with	
  landowners	
  and	
  
agency	
  authori@es.	
  

•  Ability	
  to	
  recognize	
  BMP’s,	
  interpret	
  plans	
  and	
  
designs,	
  note	
  deficiencies	
  and	
  correc@ve	
  
ac@ons	
  needed.	
  



Data	
  Entry	
  In	
  The	
  	
  
MD	
  Nutrient	
  Trading	
  Tool	
  

•  Aler	
  verifica@on,	
  the	
  data	
  was	
  entered	
  into	
  
MDNTT	
  by	
  HSCD	
  staff.	
  

•  Inventory	
  data	
  was	
  therefore	
  reviewed	
  by	
  
three	
  individuals	
  before	
  the	
  data	
  collec@on	
  
and	
  verifica@on	
  process	
  was	
  	
  completed.	
  

•  At	
  each	
  step	
  of	
  the	
  process,	
  if	
  issues	
  were	
  
found,	
  the	
  previous	
  steps	
  were	
  revisited	
  
before	
  the	
  process	
  was	
  complete.	
  



Prac(ce	
  
2013	
  
Milestone	
  

Ini(al	
  
Progress	
  

Progress	
  with	
  
Inventory	
  Data	
  
(Farmer	
  Funded)	
   %	
  Accomplishment	
  

Barnyard	
  Runoff	
  Control	
  (558)	
   2	
   0	
   3	
   150%	
  
Forest	
  Buffers	
  (391,	
  650)	
   1	
   1	
   43.4	
   4340%	
  
Grass	
  Buffers	
  (386,390)	
   18	
   0	
   21	
   116%	
  
Heavy	
  Use	
  Area	
  Protec(on	
  (561)	
   1	
   0	
   1	
   100%	
  
Horse	
  Pasture	
  Mgmt	
  (512)	
   157	
   0	
   184.2	
   117%	
  
Livestock	
  Waste	
  Structures	
  (313)	
   1	
   0	
   3	
   300%	
  
Prescribed	
  Grazing	
  (528)	
   38	
   0	
   36.2	
   97%	
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2013	
  Milestone	
  

Ini@al	
  Progress	
  

Progress	
  with	
  Inventory	
  Data	
  (Farmer	
  Funded)	
  

%	
  Accomplishment	
  

Early	
  BMP	
  Results:	
  



Nitrogen	
  Delivery	
  Ra@o’s	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  Chesapeake	
  Bay	
  Partnership	
  Model	
  

✪	
  



	
  
Early Howard County MDNTT 

Results: 
	
  	
  MDNTT	
  Howard	
  County	
  Results*	
  	
   	
  	
  

Farm	
  	
   Baseline	
  Met?	
   N	
  Red	
  EOS	
   N	
  Red	
  to	
  Bay	
  
Bay	
  N	
  Credits	
  
Generated	
   	
  	
   P	
  Red	
  EOS	
   P	
  Red	
  Bay	
  

P	
  Credits	
  
Generated	
  

Farmer	
  1	
   N	
  Only	
   21.9	
   2.6	
   3	
  	
  	
   0	
   0	
   0	
  

Farmer	
  2	
   Yes	
   42.6	
   35.8	
   36	
  	
  	
   7.5	
   5.4	
   5	
  

Farmer	
  3	
   Yes	
   10.3	
   1.2	
   1	
  	
  	
   4.7	
   3.4	
   3	
  

Farmer	
  4	
   Yes	
   48.1	
   5.8	
   6	
  	
  	
   10.3	
   7.4	
   7	
  

Farmer	
  5	
   N	
  Only	
   9.4	
   7.9	
   8	
  	
  	
   0	
   0	
   0	
  

Farmer	
  6	
   Yes	
   443.1	
   367.8	
   368	
  	
  	
   16.4	
   15.6	
   16	
  

Farmer	
  7	
   Yes	
   42.2	
   35.5	
   35	
  	
  	
   18.2	
   13.1	
   13	
  

Farmer	
  8	
   N	
  Only	
   76.3	
   9.2	
   9	
  	
  	
   0	
   0	
   0	
  

Farmer	
  9	
   Yes	
   304.9	
   36.6	
   37	
  	
  	
   20.3	
   14.6	
   15	
  

Farmer	
  10	
   Yes	
   217.1	
   26.1	
   26	
  	
  	
   2	
   1.4	
   1	
  

Farmer	
  11	
   N	
  Only	
   485	
   58.2	
   58	
  	
  	
   0	
   0	
   0	
  

Farmer	
  12	
   Yes	
   173	
   20.8	
   21	
  	
  	
   7.5	
   5.4	
   5	
  

SUBTOTAL	
   	
  	
   1873.9	
   607.5	
   608	
  	
  	
   86.9	
   66.3	
   65	
  

*Version	
  2	
  MDNTT	
   	
  	
  



Observations From Howard County Project 

•  Project Sponsorship/Funding 
•  Costs (Complete project- tool development, training, inventory, 

data entry-$4/Ac.; Inventory with trained specialist- $2/Ac) 
•  Questions by Landowners/Operators 
•  Hiring 
•  Inventory Tool 
•  Project Management- Roles and Responsibilities 
•  Data Collection Team- How many do you need? 
•  Data Entry in Conservation Tracker and MDNTT 
•  From early Howard County results- most farms meet the TMDL 

and have credits to trade. Up to 50% of the practices on farms 
were “farmer installed and funded” (therefore never recorded in 
any database or the Chesapeake Bay Model.) 

•  Easily transferable to other Counties and States using methods 
and procedures developed by Howard County SCD. 



For Information Contact: 
 
Robert Ensor- HSCD- District Manager-
rensor@howardcountymd.gov, 410-489-7987 
 
 
 
 
 
Dana York- Green Earth Connection- President-
dyork818@yahoo.com, 410-708-6794 


