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Objectives 

 Summarize USDA conservation practice implementation records   

 

 Support states in NEIEN submission 

 

 Resolve issues related to double counting 

 

 Support watershed studies 

 

 

 

 

Data transfer allowed under signed 1619 Conservation Cooperator 

Agreements between USGS and USDA-NRCS, USDA-FSA 

 

 



 

Data management 

 Data are currently available from 2006 – 2011 

 

 For NRCS data, ‘practice applied date’ can be used to segment 

records to match July 1 – June 30 annual reporting periods 
 Dave Butler, NRCS Information Technology Center, Fort Collins, CO 

 

 For FSA data (CRP/CREP), no practice applied date is available, 

and Oct 1 – Sept 30 reporting seems to be necessary.  
 David Parry, Customer Service Supervisor, USDA FSA, Salt Lake City, UT 

 

 To obtain  future data records, an Oct 1 request is most 

effective, because databases are updated particularly well at the 

end of the Federal fiscal year 

 



 

Data Privacy 

 

 To fulfill Sec. 1619 privacy requirements, practices can be 

reported for any area with >=5 farms participating a particular 

practice 

 

 Non-reportable data are rolled up to a larger  scale 

 

 Easiest to report at the county level, or by HUC12, but 

geospatial information can also be used to summarize within 

model segments or watershed boundaries. 

 

 Recently, we have created 2011 county totals, with the 

remainder reported at the state level 



 

 Slide of column headings 







 

 Slide of column headings 



 

 Slide of column headings 



 

Avoiding double counting 

 

 

 Solutions are under development, currently vary by State 

 

 Probably best addressed at the county level, by folks who have 

access to State plus Federal data, as well as knowledge of the 

specific farms and practices 

 

 State – USDA signed 1619 Conservation Cooperator agreements 

are key to full comparison 

 



 

Avoiding double counting 

 

Scenario 1 (MD): 

 

 develop Conservation Tracker system that records co-cost share 

dollar amounts for each practice 

 

 use this system to report both State and Federal data 

 

 do not use USGS summaries 

 

 possible source of error = completeness of data entry 



 

Avoiding double counting 

 

Scenario 2 (VA):  

 

 identify practices that can be co-cost shared by both State 

and Federal programs 

 

 assume NMP is duplicate and remove Federal records, 

assume advanced NMP is Federal only and report that 

 

 for remaining practices (cover crop, pasture management) 

compare NRCS records obtained through 1619 agreement 

with State records, using farm-tract-field, acreage, and 

owner to eliminate duplicate records 

 

 do not use USGS summaries 

 

 drawback = time consuming, ~8000 records to compare 



 

Avoiding double counting 

Scenario 3 (PA):  

 

 Use USGS summaries to report Federal practices 

 

 Examine state data, which includes cost amounts % State 

and % Federal; for any practice that has any Federal cost 

share, assume it is reported by NRCS, and do not report it 

via the State (primarily CBIG and nutrient management) 

 

 Drawback = because no 1619 agreement is in place, it is 

unclear which records are reported by NRCS, and some 

state records are erroneously deleted (e.g., cover crops in 

Lancaster County) 

 

 What is reported in NRCS dataset needs clarification and 

may vary from county to county 
 

 



 

Avoiding double counting 

 

 It would be nice to also get cost information for NRCS records 

via USGS – not currently available 

 

 It would be good to sit down with folks from USDA, USGS, 

States, and counties in each state and discuss what does and 

does not go into the NRCS database.  

 

 We are planning to pursue this in 2012, with a focus on the 

Showcase Watershed counties  



 

Crosswalk 

 USGS data summaries will report FSA and CREP practice 

code 

 

 Crosswalk to NEIEN xml format is best addressed by the 

State NEIEN responsables 

 

 Grouping of practice codes within NEIEN categories will 

increase the number of reportable records at the county or 

subwatershed scale  

 

 We can program a crosswalk, if supplied with instructions 

on how to do so 

 

 



 

Lifespan 

 

 NEIEN reporting does not currently work with practice 

lifespan, only with new implementations. However, the sum 

of functioning practices in the landscape is of interest 

 

 NRCS practice codes contain an associated lifespan 

 

 For NRCS data, practice applied date + lifespan ~ expiration 

date, making it possible to calculate annual totals for each 

practice code broken out as follows: 

 

 Newly implemented practices 

 Cumulative unexpired practices 

 Practices that expired in the past year 

  

 Expiring practices could then be checked by county offices, 

to provide upkeep and retain credit  



 

2012 USGS Activities 

 

 Explain and develop State-specific protocols for resolving 

double counting problems. 

 

 Work with NRCS and States to identify what practices are 

included in NRCS and FSA records 

 

 Initiate county-level pilot projects in each Bay state to verify 

reporting accuracy and to identify issues 

 

 Produce summary report detailing current data usage 

 

 Develop 2012 dataset and distribute to States before Nov 1 

 



 

Partner Roles 

 

 Identify and describe state-specific reporting nuances 

(States, USGS) 

 

 Identify practices with potential for double counting (States, 

NACD) 

 

 Develop protocols to resolve double-counting (States, 

NACD, FSA, NRCS, USGS) 

 

 Crosswalk practice codes with NEIEN and Watershed Model 

descriptions (States, EPA, UMD) 

 



Site specific watershed studies 



 

Site specific watershed studies 

 

 USGS will use the USDA conservation data in localized 

studies to better understand the impact of land use and 

management practices on water quality 

 

 In support of USGS Chesapeake Bay Science Plan and 

Executive Order for Chesapeake Bay Protection and 

Restoration 

 

 Focus on NRCS Showcase Watersheds and VA toxicology 

sites 

Site specific watershed studies 



Upper Cheste r River Showcase  Watershed

NRCS conserva tion practices va lid be tween Jul 1 2010 and Jun 30 2011

Practice_Code Count Sum Units Practice_Name

340 231 5752 Acres Cover Crop

328 78 3246 Acres Conserva tion Crop Rota tion

412 77 58 Acres Grassed Waterway

590 54 1773 Acres Nutrient Management

595 47 1350 Acres Integra ted Pest Management (IPM)

645 28 312 Acres Upland Wildlife  Habita t Management

345 26 1067 Acres Residue  and T illage  Management, Mulch T ill

313 18 18 Numbers Waste  Storage  Facility

327 18 74 Acres Conserva tion Cover

393 13 46 Acres Filte r Strip

329 12 497 Acres Residue  and T illage  Management, No-T ill/Strip T ill/D irect Seed

441 12 158 Acres Irriga tion System, Microirriga tion

378 11 11 Numbers Pond

633 11 655 Acres Waste  Recycling

410 10 12 Numbers Grade  Stabiliza tion Structure

391 9 19 Acres Riparian Forest Buffe r

646 9 21 Acres Sha llow Water Deve lopment and Management

442 7 437 Acres Irriga tion System, Sprinkle r

512 7 54 Acres Forage  and Biomass Planting

558 7 646 Numbers Roof Runoff Structure

561 7 1 Acres Heavy Use  Area  Protection

386 5 5944 Acres Fie ld Border

 

Site specific watershed studies 



 

Site specific watershed studies 

Site specific watershed studies 



 

Questions? 

 

Dean Hively 

USGS Eastern Geographic Science Center 

Stationed at USDA-ARS, Beltsville 

whively@usgs.gov 

301-504-9031 

 

Peter Claggett 

USGS Eastern Geographic Science Center 

Stationed at CBP, Annapolis 

Pclagget@chesapeakebay.net 

410-267-5771 

 

 

 

 









Nineteen top reportable conservation practices for the Chesapeake Bay HUC 10 watersheds. 

# HUC 10 in Chesapeake Bay watershed: 426

Practice 

Code

# HUC 10 

Reportable

% HUC 10 

Reportable Practice Name

328 342 80% Conservation Crop Rotation

590 321 75% Nutrient Management

329 239 56% Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till/Strip 

340 228 54% Cover Crop

595 184 43% Integrated Pest Management

382 174 41% Fence

528 130 31% Prescribed Grazing

645 125 29% Upland Wildlife Habitat Management

614 106 25% Watering Facility

511 103 24% Forage Harvest Management

516 94 22% Pipeline

512 90 21% Forage and Biomass Planting

327 72 17% Conservation Cover

472 71 17% Access Control

345 62 15% Residue and Tillage Management, Mulch Till

561 58 14% Heavy Use Area Protection

633 58 14% Waste Utilization

391 46 11% Riparian Forest Buffer
314 42 10% Brush Management

If (CustomerID ^ Practice Code) within each HUC > 4 then = reportable for that HUC



Reportable conservation practices for the Chesapeake Bay HUC 12 watersheds. 

# HUC 12 in Chesapeake Bay watershed: 1979

Practice 

Code

# HUC 12 

Reportable

% HUC 12 

Reportable Practice Name

328 219 11.1 Conservation Crop Rotation

340 159 8.0 Cover Crop

590 150 7.6 Nutrient Management

329 85 4.3 Residue and Tillage Management, No-Till/Strip 

595 80 4.0 Integrated Pest Management

645 70 3.5 Upland Wildlife Habitat Management

345 42 2.1 Residue and Tillage Management, Mulch Till

102 31 1.6 Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan - Written

561 30 1.5 Heavy Use Area Protection

382 28 1.4 Fence

511 16 0.8 Forage Harvest Management

516 14 0.7 Pipeline

528 12 0.6 Prescribed Grazing

614 11 0.6 Watering Facility

390 10 0.5 Riparian Herbaceous Cover

412 10 0.5 Grassed Waterway

472 9 0.5 Access Control

103 8 0.4 Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan - Applied

344 7 0.4 Residue Management, Seasonal

512 7 0.4 Forage and Biomass Planting

633 7 0.4 Waste Utilization

313 5 0.3 Waste Storage Facility

449 5 0.3 Irrigation Water Management

620 5 0.3 Underground Outlet

644 5 0.3 Wetland Wildlife Habitat Management

327 4 0.2 Conservation Cover

558 4 0.2 Roof Runoff Structure

606 4 0.2 Subsurface Drain

393 3 0.2 Filter Strip

442 3 0.2 Irrigation System, Sprinkler

612 3 0.2 Tree/Shrub Establishment

330 2 0.1 Contour Farming

391 2 0.1 Riparian Forest Buffer

580 2 0.1 Streambank and Shoreline Protection

314 1 0.1 Brush Management

410 1 0.1 Grade Stabilization Structure

560 1 0.1 Access Road

578 1 0.1 Stream Crossing

585 1 0.1 Stripcropping

587 1 0.1 Structure for Water Control

591 1 0.1 Amendments for the Treatment of Agricultural Waste

600 1 0.1 Terrace

634 1 0.1 Waste Transfer

642 1 0.1 Water Well

657 1 0.1 Wetland Restoration



 

 Slide of output table 



 

 Slide of output table leftovers 



Crosswalk 

to NEIEN 

Eliminate 

double 

counting 
Quality check 

Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed Model 

Input 

 Aggregate 

to 

watersheds 

NRCS data (2006-2010) 

 

- Program codes 

-Implementation records  

FSA data (2006-2010) 

 

- CLU boundaries 

- CREP enrollment records  

Section 1619  

Cooperator 

Agreements 
Compare with MD reporting  

(via Conservation Tracker) 

Public 

usage 



Aggregating Data:  

what is permitted under Section 1619? 
NRCS data (2006-2010) 

- Program codes 

- Implementation records 

 

 

Identifying factors: 

 

Folder_ID  

Conservation_Plan_ID 

Practice_Instance_ID  

Farmer_Name  

Calculate number of 

farmers participating in 

each practice within each 

aggregation unit 

Note: Rare practices 

will not be reportable 

at fine spatial scales. 

Does spatial unit 

(e.g., HUC 12) meet 

aggregation 

standards 

Output  

aggregated 

total 

Reporting and Verification 

Report as 

“Null” 

Increase size of 

aggregation 

units 

Merge with 

adjacent units 

or 

Yes 

No 

Aggregated data products can be released to the public “if five or more 

farm owners or producers participate in the practice in the aggregation 

unit or at least three owners or producers participate in the practice in the 

aggregation unit and no one owner or producer provides 50% or more of 

the variation. “  


