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A. Resource Concerns Requirements


The primary objective is to facilitate the recording of  the effects of conservation systems on resource concerns so they can be used for three purposes:


assisting clients  in making conservation decisions


ranking applications for participation in new Farm Programs such as EQIP and WHIP


accurate performance measurement.


1. Reinforce the tie to the Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG) by revising the Resource Concern naming conventions to align with those in FOTG.  The guiding conventions would be to show the resource category and subcategory as the first part of the resource concern name in upper case followed by the name in mixed case (e.g. SOIL EROSION, Sheet & Rill, RUSLE).  References to numeric or narrative entry would be eliminated since they would not be needed under the new Choice List design (Item #2). 





2. Make the choice list of resource concerns easier to navigate and understand. Change format of choice list by displaying new resource concern names and units (efct_unit) as the selection choice (e.g. SOIL EROSION, Sheet & Rill, RUSLE  Tons/Ac/Yr).  Resource concerns that are “Text” type will show “Narrative” in place of the units. Having the SWAPA category as leading element of name will enable the user to navigate choice list by typing “W” for water, “A” for air, etc.  Also retain the ability to include a search feature (F2 while in the choice list) which, for example, allows users to enter “phosphorus” to quickly find “WATER QUALITY, Surface Water Contaminants, total phosphorus leaving field”.





3. Facilitate accurate performance measurement by adding new national resource concerns and eliminating those that are difficult to measure.


Resource Concerns Proposed for Elimination


Nitrate-N Leaving Bottom of Root Zone


Phosphate-P Leaving Bottom of Root Zone


Groundwater Pollution Sev. (AD-862)


Total Kjeldahl N Leaving Field


Solution-P Leaving Field


Transparency Secchi Disk Reading


Salt Delivery Tool


Fecal Coliform Leaving Field


Fecal Streptococcus Leaving Field


Surface Water Pollution Severity Code


USDA Base Acreage


USDA Program Participation


Client Characteristics


Tenure


Gene Renken will work with sponsor representatives from Conservation Operations Division (COD) and Watersheds and Wetlands Division (WWD) to develop a list of suggested resource concern additions to present to the National Tech Guide Committee for approval.





4. Promote standardization for text (qualitative) resource concerns by restricting entry of Impact (impct_val_tx) to a choice list of “Impact Rating Descriptions” such as significant degradation, no impact, significant improvement with a. corresponding rating  of -5 to +5.  The rating value will be stored as impct_val; the impact description could be stored as impct_val_tx.





4a. Add three new effect categories, State Soil Loss Regulation, State Water Quality Regulation, State Air Quality Regulation that would have a impact values of  “Meets” or “Does Not Meet”  which could be stored as 1 or 0.  Suggest making this a new efct_val_tp of “Boolean”.  This although the impct_val would be stored as 0 or 1, this would be translated to specified text strings for screens and reports.  





5. Reinforce use of the full Planning Process by restricting the ability to enter “before” effect values for resource concerns under Benchmark systems only and not allowing such entry under Alternative and Planned systems.  (This change applies to numeric resource concerns as entry for narrative concerns is already handled this way.)  If a resource concern is selected for land units in an Alternative or Planned system that is not in a Benchmark system allow entry of “after” effect value only and have  “impact” remain NULL. Issue: Keep existing impact and after effect values even if there is no corresponding Benchmark system but no longer allow the before effect value to be edited on the Effects screen of a Planned or Alternative phase system





6.  Improve the manner in which alternative conservation systems and their effects are presented to clients by redesigning the CED Worksheet and renaming it Resource Impact Summary. An example design for the revamped Resource Impact Summary Report is included as page 5





B.  Management System Description Requirements


1.  Reinforce the dynamic nature of the Planning Process by eliminating the Completed Planning Phase.


Action: Suggested rules for converting existing Completed phase systems.


If land units are not contained in Planned system then 


	Completed system  becomes Planned system


If land units are in Planned system but not Benchmark system  then 


	Completed system becomes Benchmark system 


If land units are in Planned and Benchmark  systems then 


	Completed system  is added to Benchmark system as follows


Keep the system narrative for the Completed system rather than the Benchmark.


If there are duplicate practices defined, delete the “earlier” one (i.e. the one with an earlier system date).


When combining Completed and Benchmark systems, if there are duplicate effects defined, delete the “earlier” ones (i.e. earlier date, typically the Benchmark).


When converting, also generate a list of all changes by business, so users can review and edit the systems the next time they access this business.


Issue: Even though  the Completed phase system will be eliminated in FOCD3 there is still a desire to count such systems for performance measurement. 


Action: Suggest keeping the completion date (sys_comp_dt) but do not display on screen.  Automatically populate this element during FOCD3 installation and when Planned phase system is saved using rule that if all scheduled practices for that system have an applied date (instl_dt) then system completion date equals the latest practice applied date





Issue: This process of merging Completed into Benchmark systems for conversion implies a need to have a similar capability for ongoing management of systems.  For example, when a Planned system is replaced by a new Planned system, will the previous Planned system then merge with the existing Benchmark system?  If so, then there must be an additional option in the Conservation Planning application to facilitate this.


Action:  Automatically merge Planned system data with existing Benchmark system when the Planned system is changed to a Benchmark system.  For the effects in the system that would create duplicates, retain the one from the system with the latest date.  For practices, save all of them, but if the land unit, practice version, and scheduled date are the same, combine the planned amounts (but limit to land unit size when practice units are in acres).  Have a warning message so that user is aware that changing the phase from P to B will have implications that cannot be undone by changing the phase back to P.





2.  Enforce greater flexibility in development of management systems by allowing selection of level 2 (field or equivalent) and/or level 1 (subfield or equivalent) land units when a system is defined.  


Action: Expand the land unit selection choice list on management system description screen to allow selection of subfields as well as fields subject to the rule that if a subfield is selected for a system, the parent field cannot be selected for another system.  Basically systems must be developed for the field as a whole or for the subfields however if a field is selected then the ability to schedule practices on the subfield in that system is retained. For Example:


A business has a field 2 with subfields 2A, 2B and a field 3 with subfields 3A, 3B and two Planned Systems, SYS1 and SYS2


SYS1 includes	SYS2 includes		Comments  


2A, 3		2B			Valid 


2A, 3		2			Invalid as SYS1 has set subfield as the level 


3, 3A		2, 2A, 2B		Valid as the subfields are with fields 





Issues: How should the rule be applied to Alternative systems?  Conversion of existing systems needs to enforce the new rule.  Should the option to remove the restriction  that a land unit can only be in one planned system (PLAN_P_RESTRICT) be discontinued? Eliminate the environmental variable (PLAN_P_RESTRICT) as the business rules are changed for Planned Phase Systems; however the treatment of Alternative Phase systems should remain the way it currently is.





3.  Provide greater flexibility in scheduling practices by  changing business rule that a practice can only be scheduled once for a land unit, practice version, and date.  This will allow defining multiple practice schedule records for the same land unit and date so separate contract items can be defined.  This will support changes in the Conservation Contracts business rules that will allow portions of a practice to be cost shared from different sources.  Also need to require month (schd_mo) entry for all scheduled practices (not just those that are FSA required as is currently the case) to allow printing of cost-share estimates by appropriate fiscal year on the revised Contract Support Document.  There is no need to convert existing null values as logic in Conservation Contracts will be developed to handle these cases. 





4.  Enhance the ability to produce a quality conservation plan containing the detailed information the client needs.


Action: Provide option of printing job sheets for plans with a “Y/N” selection on the Plan Report Screen.  Use the job sheet id to locate the corresponding PostScript file (or possibly text file also) to print following the plan. Print a particular job sheet only once even if scheduled multiple times.





5. Provide greater flexibility in printing management system reports.


Action: Provide option of printing a Benchmark System Report displaying System Narrative, Applied Practices, and Year Applied.





6.  Eliminate the Plan Revision option.





7.  The new Program Application Evaluation Worksheet will use impact value (impct_val) to calculate points for system.  For most numeric Resource Concerns a positive impact value translates to a positive effect but for some that is not the case as shown in the following example:


Resource Concern         Units    Before	After       Impact 


Sheet & Rill Erosion      tn/a/y        10	3	      7	


Wildlife Habitat            acres           3	10	     -7


In both cases the impact has a positive effect as far as the rating goes but the sign must be interpreted.  To make it easier for users setting up the PAEW Resource Concern Scoring, find a way of identifying those concerns where a negative impact value is to be viewed as a positive effect
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RESOURCE IMPACT SUMMARY


FOR


Teague’s Top Place





		                                      		      Tract      Field      Subfld	Acres


                  				 		    -------  -------  -------	--------


                            			Back Forty           	      201         1 		40.0              


                                                 				      201        2  		20.0             








   Benchmark SYSTEM				      	Alternative SYSTEM


    Continuous Corn Grain					Corn - alfalfa rotation with ressidue management


   ------------------------------------------------------------------         -------------------------------------------------------------


   Continuous corn with fall inversion tillage      	                        	Corn grain - alfalfa rotation with corn grain residue equal to or	


                                          			                        	exceeding 50  percent at planting                        		


                                                                                           					








   Benchmark PRACTICES 		             		    	Alternative PRACTICES


   ------------------------------------------------------------------         -------------------------------------------------------------


                                              		            		   	CONSERVATION CROP ROTATION              


                                             		            		   	RESIDUE MANAGEMENT, MULCH TILL          








RESOURCE CONCERN		EFFECTS				EFFECTS			   IMPACTS


Category                              		Benchmark	           	  	 Alternative 	                      (Difference/Change)


                                 -----------------------------------------	-----------------------------------------     ----------------------------


SOIL EROSION, Sheet & Rill Erosion, RUSLE    


   Tract      Field       Subfld 	Tons/Ac/Yr			    Tons/Ac/Yr			         Tons/Ac/Yr


   201         1                              9			  		3 	            		                      6 reduced        	


   201         2                              7		           		  	3 			                      4 reduced       	





SOIL EROSION, Ephemeral Gully-Concentrated Flow                 


 Tract      Field       Subfld


   201         1 	             Ephemeral gullies are evident at spring      	Few ephemeral gullies are evident in the          Significantly Improved 


		             planting time.                              		spring                                      		 





























Notes:


Column headings for land units are tied to the Land Unit Family, the example used is for Compliance Land Unit Family


Column headings for SYSTEM, PRACTICE, and EFFECTS are tied to system phase (sys_phase) of the systems selected for comparison.


Resource Concerns would be listed in SWAPA order rather than alphabetical order.
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