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Policy Working Group Agenda

IDOA Network Name: guestnet | Password: sunflower23

9:00 am
Welcome and PWG survey results 
Joan Cox, Illinois Extension & Trevor Sample, Illinois EPA 

9:25 am
Phosphorus Research  
Dr. Andrew Margenot, University of Illinois 

10:25 am 10-minute Break

10:35 am
Fall Covers for Spring Savings 500K 
Kris Reynolds, American Farmland Trust 

11:05 am
Precision Conservation Management  
Megan Dwyer, Illinois Corn Growers Association 

11:25 am
ISAP Resources for NLRS
Jean Brokish, Illinois Sustainable Agriculture Partnership

10:40 am Partner Updates 

Noon Break for Lunch – On Your Own 



PWG survey results 
Joan Cox, Illinois Extension

IDOA Network Name: guestnet | Password: sunflower23



1. DASHBOARD/REPORT

2. STRATEGY UPDATE

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4. WORKING GROUPS 

Members were surveyed March 1-15.

24/29 responded.

Policy Working Group partner 
perspectives on:



Policy Working Group Survey Summary
1. Initiate move to dashboard. Next steps are to seek PWG input on metrics, 

accessibility of data.

2. Do not change the interim goal or set a year for the long-term goal until 
more data is available. More discussion will be needed through the 
Performance Benchmark Committee and PWG.

3. Report future strategy updates separate from the dashboard but much 
abridged from traditional report (~50 pages).

4. Executive summaries should be composed periodically in coordination with 
dashboard update (possibly annually).



Policy Working Group Survey Summary (cont.)

5. Keep PWG proportional representation not open to new membership. 
There may be future conversations about a member inactivity 
protocol and nomination protocol to fill vacancies.

6. Add a Point Source Working Group only if someone is willing to lead it 
(chair), set goals and agendas, and moderate meetings (Steering can 
host on Zoom).

7. Work to showcase flow-normalized WQ data and baseline POTW point 
source data.



Part 1. DASHBOARD/ REPORT



• I like the idea of accessing the NLRS data through an online dashboard using 
the Great Lakes to Gulf platform. (9)

• I prefer to access NLRS data through the traditional biennial report (pdf). (9)

1.a - Indicate your preference for accessing Illinois 
NLRS data. 18 responses

Steering Interpretation 
Dashboard vs Report looks undecided indicating a need for more dialogue. 
4 members that chose traditional report commented support for a dashboard.
2 members who did not make a choice commented support for a dashboard.
Could be interpreted as 15/5 in favor of dashboard. 
Comments indicate certain conditions should be met, namely data 
accessibility, and ability to download of pdfs of the dashboard sections. 

At least 5 members indicate not wanting to switch.



1c comments

x

x

x



1c comments (cont.)

x

x

x



1.c. Comments Summary

• Responses from 6 members could be counted as conditional “yes to dashboard”

• PWG should inform metrics and topics in dashboard

• Dashboard is beneficial to show data if it is user-friendly

• Dashboard should be accessible (able to download of pdfs of the sections) 

• Concerns about cost of switching reporting mechanisms, want the least costly way to 
report

1.c - Is there anything you would like to share regarding an 
online dashboard idea or the traditional report?



1.b

Other (1): semi-annually



Part 2. STRATEGY UPDATE



2.a – Background: 
Updating the Illinois Nutrient Loss Reduction Strategy requires a 
thorough review of the latest scientific assessments, comprehensive 
water quality data, and recent implementation progress across the 
Agriculture, Point Source, and Urban Stormwater sectors.

This process is crucial for summarizing sector progress and 
developing adaptive management strategies. Up to 2023, Illinois has 
released the Biennial Report, in odd years, as an update to the 
Strategy.

2a



2a



2b



2b commentsYes

• Develop new scenarios (1)

• Make it realistic based on data from last 10 years (2)

• 2035 as new interim goal (1)

No

• Stay committed to first meet current interim goals

• Just work toward 2035

Not sure

• Wait for the data to back it up, including legacy nutrient data and 

interpretation (2)

• Reset interim only if we confirm a date for the long-term (1)

• Wait until non-point sector meets the first interim goals before 

setting new ones (1)



2c



2c commentsYes 
• Pick a timeline and be accountable (2)
• Limit the 45% goal year to the point source sector (1)
• First understand all factors that affect the timeline (1)
• Use 2035 like the Hypoxia Task Force (4)
• Set a date then revise as needed (1)

No
• Not enough information currently (4)
• Follow metrics and timelines of HTF (1)

Not Sure
• None (0)



Steering Follow-up Question

Policy Working Group (PWG)
• oversight on identifying adaptive management adjustments and strategy updates.

Performance Benchmark Committee (PBC)
• subset of PWG members 
• input on adaptive management strategies and implementation reporting metrics 

from all sectors

Can we continue using the PBC for working on strategy update issues?
Anyone is welcome to join the PBC.



Part 3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



3a
3.a - Background: In addition to periodic releases of an 
Updated Illinois Strategy, there is an option to provide an 
executive summary report. The executive summary would not 
alter the strategy itself but would offer a concise overview of 
the key dashboard updates, including:

• 5-year annual average water quality data, including flows and 
nutrient loads

• Highlighted examples of sector-specific implementation efforts 
(Agriculture, Point Source, Urban Stormwater)

• Identified future needs and areas for focus



3a

Comments:
• Detail the WQ data, measurements correlated to dollars spent
• At least one print document is needed, either this executive summary OR a printed 

strategy update described in 2a.



Part 4. Working Groups



4a 

4.a - Background: The current structure of the Policy Working Group 
includes 29 permanent seats representing the three NLRS sectors. 

Requests have been received from additional organizations to join 
the Policy Working Group. To date, all requests have been declined. 
The current membership is shown below.



Policy Working Group 
member list

proportional 
representation

agriculture 13/28 = 46.4%
point source 7/28 = 25%
urban stormwater 1/28 = 3.6%
environmental 8/28 = 28.6%
Note: total is over 100% since Extension is 
ag and environmental



4a



4a comments

Yes
• None (0)

No
• Support new members joining if vetted (3)
• Concern about changing proportional representation balance (4)
• Non-PWG Stakeholders attend meetings and provide input already (2)

Steering Interpretation
Comments indicate 8 “yes”, 11 “no”; majority say no.
Look at vetting suggestions (4b)



4b



4b summary

4 members indicated no support for new organizations on PWG. Their reasons include:

• Having to address criteria for membership

• Good representation of sectors already established, and subgroups allow anyone

7 members have ideas for membership criteria:

New members should:

• Be approved (voted in) by existing members 

• Be considered significant by existing members

• Represent a geographic area that is not already represented

• Have existing NLRS programming

• Have legislative/policy staff in the organization 

• Fill out an application



4c



4c comments

Yes

• It could expand membership and public awareness beyond IAWA 

involvement in NLRS (1)

Not Sure

• Point source is meeting goals and progressing via permits, additional 

time/resources not important (2)

• Watershed groups could send reps, but may not impact point source 

progress in the watershed groups (1)

• Concern about further comparing point to nonpoint source via having a 

new group. Solutions are very different, don’t further accent the 

differences by making a new separate group. (1)



4e



4e4e – Agriculture

Comments:

More AWQPF meetings needed



4e – Urban Stormwater



4f
4.f. Please rate your overall satisfaction with working group 
meeting formats. (17)

Virtual (11 opinions) – 10 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied

In person (12 opinions) – 11 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied

Hybrid (9 opinions) – 8 satisfied or extremely satisfied, 1 unsatisfied

Comments:
• Like hybrid (2)
• Like in person (3), at least once per year
• More time for discussion and tough questions 
• Virtual option is appreciated
• Suggest adding live polling to spark more online 

discussion from a larger hybrid group



Additional comments:

• Continue adaptive management and use of surveys to aid it (1)

• More research needed in several areas, more investment in successful 

actions (1)

• Nutrient loading measures should adopt flow-weighted measures (2)

• Not so much show and tell among partners, more discussion on hard 

questions (1)

• Hear from other HTF states successes/challenges (1)

• NLRS team is appreciated (1)



Policy Working Group Survey Summary
1. Initiate move to dashboard. Next steps are to seek PWG input on metrics, 

accessibility of data.

2. Do not change the interim goal or set a year for the long-term goal until 
more data is available. More discussion will be needed through the 
Performance Benchmark Committee and PWG.

3. Report future strategy updates separate from the dashboard but much 
abridged from traditional report (~50 pages).

4. Executive summaries should be composed periodically in coordination with 
dashboard update (possibly annually).



Policy Working Group Survey Summary (cont.)

5. Keep PWG proportional representation not open to new membership. 
There may be future conversations about a member inactivity 
protocol and nomination protocol to fill vacancies.

6. Add a Point Source Working Group only if someone is willing to lead it 
(chair), set goals and agendas, and moderate meetings (Steering can 
host on Zoom).

7. Work to showcase flow-normalized WQ data and baseline POTW point 
source data.



Questions?



2 April 2024

Illinois Nutrient Loss Reduction Strategy

Springfield, IL

https://margenot.cropsciences.illinois.edu/  

Updates on phosphorus research 

to support Illinois NLRS goals 

Andrew Margenot, Associate Professor 

https://margenot.cropsciences.illinois.edu/


1. Introduction 
• Phosphorus (P) losses in the Mississippi River Basin and Illinois 

• Terminology

2. Non-point source apportionment: the case of streambank erosion

3. The challenge of legacy P (watershed)

4. Residual P (soils)

5. Ongoing work to improve management and monitoring of P and its losses
• Illinois Agronomy Handbook – updates to P recommendations

• Critical values

• Rates 

• P sorption index (PSI) or degree of P saturation (DPS) 

• Run-off losses: quality data to support modeling and BMPs

• Manure management 

Overview



Project team: 
Shengnan Zhou, Ph.D.

Suwei Xu, Ph.D.

Bruce Rhoads, Ph.D.

Amir Sadeghpour, Ph.D.

Sheng Wang, Ph.D.

Award #2021-4-360731-469

Award #2022-3-360731-550

Award #2023-4-360731-642

Award #2023-5-360731-527

Award #2311-212-0101

Kaiyu Guan, Ph.D.

Eric Potash, Ph.D.

Niranga Wickramarathne, Ph.D.

Jeff Strock, Ph.D.

Michael Douglass, B.S.

Katharine Wiley, M.S.

Yuhei Nakayama, M.S.

Carlos Murillo, B.S.

Allison Altschuler, B.S.

Lenarth Ferrari, M.S.

Adriana Reconco, B.S.

Guadalupe Gonzalez, B.S.

Maia Rothman, B.S.
Yawen Deng, M.S.

Award #2125626



The Mississippi River Basin (MRB)
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N and P losses in the 

Mississippi River Basin
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Both legacy P and residual P matter for the Illinois NLRS 

NREC #2021-4-360731-469NREC #2023-4-360731-642

Zhou & Margenot 2023 Environmental Science & Technology 57:21535



On the cover: Streambank erosion contributes 

phosphorus to streams and rivers across the 

Mississippi River basin, as shown here for a loess 

bluff along a tributary of the Embarras River in Illinois. 

However, the majority of basin states do not explicitly 

quantify this non-point, non-agricultural source of 

phosphorus loss. This review synthesizes the next 

steps to do so. See A. Margenot et al., “Streambank 

erosion and phosphorus loading to surface waters: 

Knowns, unknowns, and implications for nutrient loss 

reduction research and policy,” 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jeq2.20514  

Photo by Shengnan Zhou. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jeq2.20514




Streambank erosion: P transfers from land to water

Zhou, Li & Margenot 2022 Geoderma 424: 115989

• Meandering streams in flat topography 

especially prone to erosion

• Loads sediment as streambank soil

• Soils eroded into the stream contain P – 

most of it is native, from parent material 

(i.e., not fertilizer)

Mackinaw River (Illinois) migration from 1939-2015 

identified by rectifying aerial imagery



The form of P is overlooked but entails lag times

• Only a small % of the P eroded with 

streambanks dissolves into stream

• Majority of eroded P may take years 

to decades (or more) to exit the 

stream channel 

Zhou & Margenot 2023 CATENA 231: 107305 

2010

Adapted from David & Gentry 2000 JEQ 29:494

• Illinois farmland has had a negative P 

balance since 1990  

• Yet, +35% P loss as the last 5-year average 



Result? Legacy P in the water systems have lag times 

• Measured N or P export (watershed 

to state) may not reflect when the 

nutrient load was…
• …lost from fields, or 

• …entered waterways

• Confounds attribution of magnitudes 

with sources 

• “how much” by balance cannot 

necessarily tell us “from where” 

Lag times for eroded sediment P to 

manifest as dissolved reactive P (DRP) 

can be substantial 

Jarvie et al 2013 ES&T 47(16): 8997



Review of state nutrient loss reduction strategies (NLRS)



Review of updates to state NLRS



Most states in the MRB do not account for streambank 

erosion in nutrient loss reduction strategies (NLRS)

Margenot et al 2023 JEQ. 52(6): 1063



Why does this matter? 

Consider how non-point source loads are calculated 

• NPS are generally measured indirectly, by difference

• This makes discrimination among or partitioning of multiple NPS challenging – 

many sources are lumped together 

Illinois Nutrient Loss 

Reduction Strategy

• Total P export calculated using 

network of USGS “super gages” 

• Point source P calculated based 

on emissions of ~210 point source 

facilities

Non-point source

 = total export – point source 

Problem: non-point sources are 

not further discriminated 

Non-point 
sources



Not distinguishing streambank erosion within non-point 

source will incorrectly count it as an agricultural source

Contributions of streambank erosion to 

surface water P loads are… 
1. …relatively unquantified

2. …typically unaccounted for in many 

nutrient  loading assessments/policies

Consequences:
1. Agricultural P contributions are 

overestimated

2. Potentially manageable nonpoint source of 

P is missed in strategies to reduce loads

3. Resources may be misdirected

4. Expectations may not be realistic 



Could agriculture influence streambank erosion 

via hydrological effects? 
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• P from eroded streambanks is not due to agriculture directly (e.g., fertilizer)

• Might tile drainage be a means by which agriculture could indirectly influence 

streambank erosion? It depends
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Net effect of tile drainage on stream power or flashiness and thus 

potentially on streambank erosion depends on several factors

• Depth of water 

table

• Slope 

• Soil texture

• Antecedent soil 

moisture



Meta-analysis of stream flashiness and tiling

Zhou & Margenot. In prep. 



Streambank erosion contributes substantial riverine 

suspended sediment and TP export 

Median=33%
Mean=40%

Median=30%
Mean=31%

• Globally, bank erosion accounts for an average of 

• 40% riverine suspended sediment export

• 31% riverine TP export

31%

• Exactly the 31% 

conservative estimate for 

Iowa (Schilling et al., 2021)

Zhou, S. & Margenot, A.J. In prep.



2-44% of P from 

streambank 

erosion 

Wickramarathne, N., Zhou, S. & Margenot, A.J. In prep.

What about streambank erosion in the MRB?
• Only 51 peer-reviewed studies have measured streambank erosion contributions to P loads in the MRB 

• Largely <15 years assessments using erosion pints (41%) or aerial imagery (31%)

• Average TP loads via bank erosion (0.7 lb/ac) align with the average non-point loss in the MRB



Fill the gap on streambank erosion contributions to 

P loading for Illinois (2022 – 2026)

LiDAR scans to reveal channel bank migration

Terrestrial laser scanner

Scaling bank assessments with 

historical aerial imagery using AI 

Erosion pins



Erosion pin installation for recession rate 



Updates on Illinois effort to quantify streambank erosion

• 9x HUC-8 watersheds capturing diversity in 

Major Land Resources Areas (MLRAs) 

• 306 sites monitored by erosion pins to-date 

• At 65 stream reaches, from first-to-sixth order

• Average monthly recession rate of 8 mm (0.3”)

• Bank height averages 2.9 m (9.5’) 



Remote sensing for historical streambank erosion



Using erosion pins to validate remote sensing for upscaling



Scalable assessment of streambank erosion enabled by 
smartphone-based tools, calibrated to field measurements



Mass balances: a critical tool to estimate residual P

Zhou & Margenot 2023 Environmental Science & Technology 57(51): 21535

Margenot et al. In revision at Global Change Biology. 





Legacy P can be built up in a few years or decades

Rothman, M.G., Kasmerchak, C., Margenot, A.J. In prep. 

• Morrow Plots: established 1876
• Large positive P balances accrued over 145 years – majority within 15 years
• Unique opportunity to evaluate the form of legacy or residual soil P

Fertilized

Unfertilized

Soil sampling the Morrow Plots: then and now



Residual P in soils can contribute to non-point P losses   

Soil P hotspots from former barns partly (24-46%) explains higher DRP loads from tiles

House

Barns

Andino et al 2020 JEQ 49(5):1273



M
g

 P
 y

r-
1

Accumulation 
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Riverine export

Large positive balance 

encumbered in ≈ 25 year period

 

Averages 203 lb P/ac across 

Illinois croplands 

21 million ha of cropland

Assume 4500 lb P/ac to 3’ depth

=94.5 billion lbs P 

≈  +5% of soil P stocks

,

,

,

,

,

Modified from David & Gentry 2000 JEQ 29:494

Balances suggest 4.85 billion lbs 
residual P in Illinois cropland soils



Validating balances: how much soil residual P is present in 

Illinois, at the watershed scale?

Sampled 

1861 



Soil sampling in Piatt Co., central Illinois 



Within and across field variation in soil cores (0-120 cm depth)



Soil P stocks to depth: baseline

Baseline: native P 

stocks pre-1965 

residual P
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Status
• 453 locations total 

• 120 of 453 (26%) identified for 

landowner

• 34 of 453 (7.5%) sampled in late 2023

• Need landowner help!

Pedon re-sampling effort



• Soil testing is 80 years old 

• Soil testing for P helps guide 

agricultural P management 

• Critical soil test value (CSTV): soil 

test value above which relative yield 

does not exceed 90-95%, meaning that 

nutrient additions are unlikely to 

increase yields

• Clear need for training and 

education on soil test theory and 

interpretation in Illinois 

Updating P management recommendations

Illinois Agronomy Handbook, Chapter 8



1. Changes in how we test for soil P
• Commercial labs have shifted from Bray for P to 

Mehlich-3 as a universal extractant

• Mehlich-3 ICP values are now the norm for P (and K) 

testing (NCERA-13 recommendations) 

• Measured as mg P per kg soil (mg/kg or “ppm”) not 

lb/ac 

Problem: Soil test P values based on Bray or 

Mehlich-3 colorimetric values do not give the same 

numerical values as Mehlich-3 ICP.

What are issues with current Illinois recs 

on CTSV that are being addressed? 
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2. Crop-specific needs

3. Changes in crop management
• Plant populations, modern hybrids, 

tillage practices, fertilizer placement 

have all changed

• Current CSTV assume broadcast 

application with conventional tillage 

for full incorporation

4. Changes in how we model the 

CSTV from field trial data

5. Blind to soil types 

6. Transparency & open-access data 

7. Communication of results 

What are issues with current Illinois recs on P & K CSTV? 

…entail 57 soil “associations”Distinct geologies…



• Like MRTN: economic optimum, 

measurable as $ per acre return
• Residuality of P and K 

complicates this! 

• What about P and K stock 

valorization? 

• Unlike MRTN: not about rate 

response so much as longer-term 

maintenance 

• Why not an MRTP?
  

 Profit-maximizing values in 

addition to yield CSTV

8. Does not account for economics

Mallarino, 2019. Integrated Crop Management News, 

and Iowa State University Extension and Outreach.

Example: as grain prices decrease, P applications are 

less profitable and few fields ‘merit’ application 



Concept: P (and K?) beneath top 12” can contribute to crop needs
• Currently, Illinois CSTV for P depend on the “subsoil P-supply power” region 

9. Accuracy of “subsoil P supply power” 

Takeaway:
Lower CSTV in a 

“High” supply power 

region 

25% greater CSTV 

in “Low” supply 

region



Disagreement/agreement of soil P stocks with soil P supply power

High: 4-5’ loess 

high in P content; 

well-drained 

Medium: 3-4’ loess 

with medium to low 

P content; less well-

drained

Low: 2.5-7’ loess 

from sandy deposits 

or older loess 

(Illinoisan) and less 

well drained 

Chapter 8, 

Illinois Agronomy 

Handbook



• Critical soil test values tell us when we 

should fertilizer, but not how much 

• Moving towards maintenance based and away 

from ‘build’ as a blanket recommendation 

P application rates

• Drawdown: how to do so safely?

• Rate and drawdown trials in Illinois 

• Y2 of three years of 4 site P rate trials 

• Y6 of P drawdown trial (static plot) 

• Incorporate +50 short-term (1-2 year) 

drawdown on-farm strips across the state 

75th percentile is 0.37 lb P2O5/bu (corn) 



P sorption indices: developing an Illinois PSI

• Concept: estimate how much of the sol P bindings sites are ‘filled up’ with phosphate-P 

• More binding sites filled = more saturation = higher degree of dissolved P losses 

Degree of P saturation (DPS) was the original 

concept, using pedological tests (oxalate extraction)

P sorption index (PSI) easily measurable from any 

commercial lab using Mehlich-3 extraction
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Updates to Illinois Agronomy Handbook on critical soil test values 

for P will double for developing an Illinois PSI 

• Soil test P is not just for agronomy: also for 

nutrient loss risk estimation 

• PSI highly scalable (data already being collected)

• Calibration with run-off from field and lab 

experiments to establish P loss thresholds 

• Can be used with soil type and slope to 

provide specific recommendations 



Tracking soil test P trends at county level for Illinois (2024-2025)  

• Further validate P balances across 

Illinois 

• Link absolute values and changes 

in soil test P and PSI with HUC-8 P 

load values and changes

• Working with commercial soil 

testing labs to analyze 

(anonymized) soil test P data 

across 98 counties 

Mehlich-3 soil test phosphorus (STP) levels (mg 

kg−1) by individual county in Ohio. Values in 

each county represent 25th (A), 50th (B), 75th 

(C), and 90th (D) percentiles in 2015. Color of 

county denotes STP trend significance from 

1993 to 2015
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Deliverable: online tool for P management 



BMPs for P can provide N loss reductions 

• Much of our MAP and DAP is fall-applied 

• However, considered to be only a P 

source by USDA – and most land grant 

universities, crop advisors, etc

Margenot & Lee 2023 Agric. Environ. Letters 8:e20116



However: little data on N losses from ammonium phosphates 



Application of fall-applied soluble ammonium phosphates is 
likely a major contributor to N losses

MAP DAP TSP

12% N 18% N 0% N

• In particular for fall application, the N of ammonium phosphates presents a nitrate-N loss risk

• Assume that 50% of the 11 million IL acres at the start of a corn-soybean rotation in 2017 
received 200 lb ac-1 of fall-applied DAP

• Entails 198 million lbs N co-applied with P

• = 11% more than the annual reduction target of 178 million lb N from non-point sources

2 peer-reviewed studies in Illinois demonstrate that 60-100% of N of fall-applied MAP 

and DA is lost by planting in the spring 

If 50% loss = 99 million lbs of nitrate-N loss 



Application of fall-applied soluble ammonium phosphates is 
likely a major contributor to N losses

MAP DAP TSP

12% N 18% N 0% N



• How much P is lost via surface run-off? 

• How are losses impacted by tillage, cover crop 

and nutrient practices, and landscape type?

• Trials 2022-2025

72 run-off plot network to test factorials of management practices with replicated run-off plots: tillage, placement, cover 

cropping

Run-off losses of P Determine
• Particulate P vs dissolved (DRP) losses

• Total P run-off and leaching 

Deliver 
• $/lb P loss reduced via BMPs

• Provide data for modeling (e.g., RUSLE)

• Calibration of soil P loss indices



Manure management 

Study 1 (2024 – 2029): P-based manure management

• Orr Agricultural Research & Demonstration Center

• Swine manure trial
• Demonstrate N- vs P-based application for corn production 

• Evaluate soil health and soil test P levels 

• Part of a 10-state consortium with National Pork Board



Study 2 (2022 – 2026): livestock integration 

N
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• Dudley-Smith Farm in Christian Co., central IL 

• 2x cattle grazing × 5x cover crop treatments
• With or without grazing

• Control (no cover crop), cereal rye, triticale, rye+crimson clover, 

triticale+crimson clover

• Strip plot-split block design in a 40-acre field 

• 2020-2021 season: following corn → cover crop → soybean

Christian 

Co.

Plot layout and cover 

crop seeding rates



• Cover crop biomass similar among species and species mixtures

• Consistent with evidence that total biomass, not diversity, of cover crops matter most

• Grazing reduced cover crop biomass by 5x

• Benefits of cover crops achieved at 

~0.5 ton/ac (above ground)

• Minimum 0.5 ton/ac met by grazing

Sampling cereal rye (“rye”) with 0.25 m2 quadrats



• Grazing consistently decreased phosphate-P leaching across treatments, including 

no cover crop treatment (corn residues only)

• Higher but variable P leaching for triticale 

• Higher P leaching without grazing  

could reflect corn P residues

• Based on 200 bu/ac corn, there 

are ≈ 5.2 lb P/ac in residues

• Approximately 2-5 lb P/ac leached 

without grazing

• Magnitude of mitigated P leaching 

with grazing aligns with corn 

residue removal (urine?)

• 5x decrease in nitrate-N leaching 

with cover crops regardless of 

grazing 



Updates to Illinois Agronomy Handbook on soil P testing have 

direct implications for updating manure management 

Bray P1 or Mehlich-3 colorimetric or Mehlich-3 ICP?

Easily 25% different in values 



1. Quantifying legacy and residual P contributions to P losses is needed to refine source apportionment 

and reduction timelines

• Multiple Illinois-wide projects to deliver information on streambank erosion P loads and residual 

soil P at HUC-8 scale 

• Run-off losses as particulate-P vs DRP under BMPs

2. P fertilizer and manure management

• Updates to CSTV and rates for Illinois Agronomy Handbook 

• Online P management tool: mean return to P (MRTP)

• Critical values (CSTV)

• Rates 

• P sorption index (PSI)  

• Manure and residue grazing studies – small but important start 

Summary

In the coming 2-5 years, these research projects will provide tools 

and understanding to manage and monitor P in Illinois to support 

meeting P loss reduction goals of Illinois NLRS



Illinois NLRS 
Policy Working Group 

Meeting

BREAK

Start back at 10:35 am
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Fall Covers for Spring Savings
COVER CROP PREMIUM DISCOUNT PROGRAM

Kris Reynolds, Midwest Director

     



Saving the land that 
sustains us

• Protecting farm and ranch land

• Promoting sound farming practices

• Keeping farmers on the land



Cover Crop Adoption in Illinois
2015 - 2023

 - NRCS
 - FCSS

 - PCCP
 - FSA Certified Acres

 - Ag Census
 - OpTis
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Cover crop adoption necessary to reach NLRS Scenario NP8 

treatment acres by 2035

 - NRCS
 - FCSS

 - PCCP
 - FSA Certified Acres

 - Ag Census
 - OpTis

 - NP8 Scenario - Total CC
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Fall Covers for Spring Savings Goals and Benefits

• Increase Cover Crop Adoption in Illinois! 

• Improve water quality and meet NLRS goals 

• Lower cost than current cost-share programs 

• Cover crops as a risk reduction tool

• Improved soil health, carbon sequestration 

and climate resiliency 



Crop Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Program Acres 50,000 50,000 100,000 160,000 140,000 

Participating Counties 60 65 81 86 87 

*Outcomes modeled with PCOC, 
using data from the 2019 NLRS 

Science Assessment, geospatial data 
gateway, transect survey and Ag 

Census. 

Acres:

Nitrogen Load Reduction (lbs/yr) 145,045 166,813 281,463 466,900 410,121

Phosphorus Load Reduction (lbs/yr) 13,760 14,769 25,460 42,985 34,652

Sediment Load Reduction (tons/yr) 56,264 52,529 107,237 170,466 148,836

FCSS Outcomes 2020-2024



Crop Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025*

Program Acres 50,000 50,000 100,000 160,000 140,000 500,000*

Participating Counties 60 65 81 86 87 101*

*Outcomes modeled with PCOC, 
using data from the 2019 NLRS 
Science Assessment, geospatial 
data gateway, transect survey 

and Ag Census. 

Acres:

Nitrogen Load Reduction (lbs/yr) 145,045 166,813 281,463 466,900 410,121 1,352,139*

Phosphorus Load Reduction (lbs/yr) 13,760 14,769 25,460 42,985 34,652 147,818*

Sediment Load Reduction (tons/yr) 56,264 52,529 107,237 170,466 148,836 602,229*

FCSS Outcomes 2020 – 2025*



Projected distribution of 500,000 Acres*



NLRS Estimated Costs – Scenario NP8

Scenario NP8: estimates 

the Net Equal 

Annualized Costs for 

Agriculture at $14/acre.

Fall Covers for Spring 
Savings operates at $6 

per acre, less than 40% 

of NEAC!



Co-benefit: Cover 
Crops are a Natural 

Climate Solution 

 U.S. Climate Alliance: cover 
cropping is the natural climate 

solution with the greatest carbon 

gain potential in IL.

 Potential 7.41 Mt C02 per year.

 500,000 acres enrolled in Fall Covers 

for Spring Savings would reduce 

GHGe emissions from working lands 

by 180,000 Mt per year. 

 EPA equivalent of removing 37,830 

cars from the road for a year. 



Co-benefit: Data to inform crop insurance reforms

 AGree Coalition: Across the 6-state region, consistent 
use of cover crops and no-till resulted in a 24% reduction 

in the odds ratio of prevent-plant loss in 2019.

 Increased acres in the Fall Covers for Spring Savings 

program will provide increased exposure to varying 

conditions – weather patterns, topography, crops – 

building necessary datasets. 



Cover Crop adoption necessary to reach Scenario NP8 treatment 

acres by 2135

 - NRCS
 - FCSS

 - PCCP
 - FSA Certified Acres

 - Ag Census
 - OpTis

 - 2135 Pace
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HB5757
Rep. Yang Rohr

Rep. Rosenthal

Rep. Blair-Sherlock

Rep. Kifowit

Rep. Hernandez

Fall Covers for Spring Savings Appropriation

SB3814
Sen. Joyce

Sen. Doris Turner

Sen. Holmes

Sen. Faraci

Sen. Glowiak Hilton

Sen. Anderson

Sen. Jones, III

Sen. Sally Turner

Sen. Curran

Sen. Bennet

Sen. Chesney

Sen Bryant

Sen. Stoller

Sen. Halpin



Supporting Partners: 



Saving the Land that Sustains Us

www.farmland.org

kreynolds@farmland.org

http://www.farmland.org/


April 2024 NLRS Policy Working 

Group Update

Megan Dwyer, CCA- Director of Conservation & Nutrient Stewardship



General IL Corn Updates
• Nitrate Testing Kits

• Lease Addendums

• https://farmdoc.illinois.edu/agricultural-law

• Crop Insurance

• PACE- Post Application Coverage Endorsement

• Continued focus on 508(h) process 

• Cover Crop Coupon

• 24,956 acres

• SAF, 45Z, ESA, LCFS

• Capacity, incentives 

https://farmdoc.illinois.edu/agricultural-law


PCM- Precision Conservation Management

✓ 519 Farmers

✓ 8,573 Fields

✓ 513,893 Acres

2023 Total Impacts in Illinois:

Nitrate-N Loss Reductions      1,154,702  lbs NO3-N loss reductions

Phosphorus Loss Reductions       174,983 lbs P loss reductions

Sediment Loss Reductions           258,963 tons sediment retained

2023 PCM Acres-Illinois:

Reduced Tillage              247,391

Nitrogen Management    257,009   

Cover Crops                    84,614



Recent farmer meetings

• Central IL ~40 attendees 

• NW IL ~200 attendees

Why Boots on the Ground Matter:
*PRILIMINARY PCM SURVEY DATA*

• Top 3 Most Important Conservation Program Factors:

 >Payment Rate

 >Flexibility in Practice Standards

 >Simple Contract

• 92% Agree/Strongly Agree they will apply information from their personalized RAAP within 

the next 12 months

• Of those currently not doing no-till or reduced till on their whole farm, 70% likely to 

adopt based on the information they’ve received

• Of those currently not doing cover crops on their whole farm, 68% are likely to try or 

expand cover crop usage based on the information they’ve received

• Of those not already utilizing MRTN, 65% agree they are likely to switch to using MRTN 

rates based on the information they’ve received 



Questions?

Megan Dwyer, CCA
Director of Conservation & Nutrient Stewardship

mdwyer@ilcorn.org   309-557-3257

mailto:mdwyer@ilcorn.org


Tools to Advance NLRS Policy Working Group 
04.02.2024



ISAP’s PURPOSE

The Illinois Sustainable Ag 
Partnership is a non-profit 
made up of 15 member 
organizations working 
collaboratively to promote 
whole system conservation 
solutions focused on soil 
health and water management 
to reduce nutrient losses and 
meet sustainability goals.







Information = Action

Make my bed 

every day

Information ≠ Action



ISAP’s ROLE

● Coordinating field days and 
other educational events

● Foster peer networks

● Providing expertise through 
our collaborative partnerships

● Platform for disseminating 
science based information & 
relevant resources



ISAP Released NLRS 2-Pager for Farmers

• Key findings from the Biennial 
Report

• Statewide nutrient loads and 
practice adoption

• What can farmers do?



Acknowledge the facts

• Illinois is NOT on track to meet interim (2025) goals for the NLRS.

• Monitoring data illustrate nutrient loads are above baseline values.

• Levels of conservation practice adoption have increased in some 
cases, but not at the pace or scale needed to meet NLRS targets.



What can 
farmers do?

1. Reflect

2. Learn

3. Act



REFLECT – 

Am I:

• Following recommended soil health, tillage, and nutrient 

management guidelines?

• Farming marginal lands that may be better suited for conservation?

Do I have:

• Unbuffered streams or drainage ditches?

• Untreated tile outlets?



LEARN - Information

• Visit ISAP’s website: 
www.ilsustainableag.org

• Subscribe to “The Aggregate” 

• Explore our digital library 

• Attend a field day

http://www.ilsustainableag.org/


LEARN - Networking

Illinois Cover Crop On-Farm Network

• Cover crop enthusiasts from Illinois and 
broader Midwest

• Monthly discussions on cover crop topics

• Recordings posted to YouTube 

• Recap blogs posted at ilsustainableag.org

• Google Group to stay connected



Following each webinar, ISAP publishes 
recap blogs on the ISAP website: 

www.ilsustainableag.org

Recordings are posted on 
YouTube! 

youtube.com/@ilsustainableag

ICCON Resources

Resources summarize 
information gathered through 

discussions



LEARN – Guidebook

Technical Advice - Scientific Research - Farmer Stories 

• Cover crop
• No-till
• Nutrient management

Framed as tools to address agronomic challenges

ilsustainableag.org/soil-health-journey



ACT – Get Advice

ilsustainableag.org/conservation-story-map

Conservation Story Map



Add your pin to the map!

ilsustainableag.org/conservation-story-map



ACT – Get supplies and services

Cover Crop Seed Dealer 
Directory

• 30+ businesses

• Seed sales

• Services – custom 
seeding, termination

• List your business!



ACT – Get financial support

ilsustainableag.org/incentives-directories  

  

 > Expanded online directory coming soon!

Incentives Directories

• Financial incentive opportunities for 
Illinois farmers. 

• Cover Crops - 15 programs

• Edge of Field - 18 programs

• Stacking Matrix for increased ROI



ACT – Become a leader

> Apply at ilsustainableag.org/shlp 

Soil Health Leadership Program

• Become a Soil Health Ambassador

• 18-month advanced training

• Classroom and Field Based

• Enrollment open through May 31



STAY IN TOUCH

ILSUSTAINABLEAG.ORG

HELLO@ILSUSTAINABLEAG.ORG

872-250-8771

Helen VanBeck, ISAP Manager 
• hvanbeck@farmland.org

Jean Brokish
• jbrokish@farmland.org

mailto:hvanbeck@farmland.org


Partner Updates
Raise your hand if you have an update to share

IDOA Network Name: guestnet | Password: sunflower23



Thank you for attending!

Illinois NLRS Policy Working Group Meeting
Tuesday, April 2, 2024

A link to the presentations and minutes from this meeting
will be made available in May.
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