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American Farmland Trust’s mission is to save the land that
sustains us

« Protecting farm and ranch land No Farms

= Promoting sound farming practices No FOOd

: _cumtdla®e
= Keeping farmers on the land T G e

American Farmland Trust



Background & Overview of the P-SHEC Tool

« How: AFT & NRCS developed the P-SHEC Tool thru
a Cooperative Agreement:

o NRCS Economists: Julie Suhr Pierce, Bryon Kirwan,
& Lynn Knight

o Soil Health Division: Karl Anderson, Amanda
Branham, Candiss Williams, & Lori Metz

« What: The tool helps farmers & ag advisors predict
the potential 10-year costs & benefits from adopting
cover crops, nutrient management, & no-till

» Goal: Provide unique & value-added information to
help farmers & their ag advisors make more
informed decisions on soil health practices

2l a®r
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Initial AFT-NRCS Collaboration on
oil Health Economic Resources

Soil Health Economic
tudies

Farmers’ Guides to

Soil Health Economics

Summarizes literature from 79
studies for:

American Farmland Trust

SAVING THE LAND THAT SUSTAINS US

Soil Health Case Study A Farmer’s Guide to Soil Health Economics

The Purdy Family, Picabo

Introduction

Three generations of the Purdy
famly—Nick (age 83, Pt (60),
and Nicholas (36) —operste the
135-year-old Plcabo Livestoek

potatoes across 4,800 acres -

ad, . -
of hesvy slt boam and rocky clay riverbed in Blaine

Livestock, ID

refne every year.In

toned from 2 single]
tion o dry blend

b, i

o il cantly

average, the Study

e " I
d 1 don't see runofl* The

‘Area fekds have seen an Lncrease i SOM.
fr0m 2.45% before 2015 o 5% afer 2015,
with some soil samples showing SOM as
bigh s 5.5%

B
costing the e an additional $42/ac/y1.
Finall

haal
USDA COMET-Planner Tool estimates.
har

on SIFIFy and the sdditions] pass required

0
resultedin 4 reluetion of 302 metes tons
Vye. corresponding to

St i yoar

devreases in cost. Frst, by switching 1o

sap amalysis,which s dramatically charg:
i b

oe barey and three passes for alila,

They also began to

ing y
Saae/ye: Second,they ve eiminated the
of insscticides o alifs atogather

Closing Thoughts
The Purdyscredis the suceess of thel sl

this anatyste.

. e
menting where they could aftod o fll, and
acknonledging

Pinaly Piesho
iflerent sl saunplng methods, movi
S idiba A ng about: lesiming o s Pt the gt calegs
" . i prac- B hishas

th 2 S o S vhich Pat calls a "bug magnet.” netting the il der
o thl 180 scr ottt Inchdes 36U gt Sl Ll Arin N hich Pat calls a bug g ng find ST T —
tice 1, over cropping.and utrent manegh: S o fsm ofwhich they are sicwards-Seps Pt

. = g el ", fll sl sampling o one sample e el 3, hel Gat The Purdped . liring bislogcal
et The ranch s 100% irigated and i protected (oo ¢ oy uld 4 s fimbien - rouvi
{rom development by  conservation ssement = i e

Soil Health, Economic, Wa! e E -

‘The Purdy’s initial motivation for transitioning o 3¢ ol Pat, “We just don't see Writers: L Fae &
e s W R L S :

.

Partial

ldsho Constarsly

din th
dredging precious ity opsoilto maintain the

cover-cropping. and nutrient mansgerny

Economic Effects of Soil Health Practice on Picabo Livestock Co, ID (2021 Prices)*

Picsbo Livestock. T

“heartbreaking” [n 2014,
they journey on both barley and

les affected by the doption o these

sl 1 thé scresgs o

they acauired the necessary equipment,a process
which took about fous years.

Prior t thelr adoption of cover crops n 2015 the.
runch's ields would sit bare over the winter, which

soll bealth practices, Piesbo Livestock'
income increased by $65/sc/yr.or by 31
o the 1800-acre study area, achievi
return on investiment.

» £ death for sol The largest o
tlalrg topsoil” Now, the Purdys plant  fl forage  attrbutes t the orage value of their co
i, s, vech, turnips, This cover crd
A hly half
of their borley acres. This mix plus the volunteer  and planting
barley =3
cstte i the £l before t frostJlls oves the winter per =
yand ot e i iy | )
ton/ac.respd T T

"
g the Purdys besan reworking their nutrient

that the Purdys ttrbute to thelr sol

s heNature (%
B 2w

American Farmlaz)

Features 23 row

o s, g

. roup of prod
an provide a more overarching view. n this section, we wil

51 Rescured
N s scultural

‘The SARE Nationsl Caver Crop Survey is a bisnnul survey
specifcally targeting producers using cover crops across the

the effects they have on u producer’s operstion. The yearly ARM
Survey provides information on producers’ production practices,
i, economic well-being. Within ARMS, there are.

health

health on grazing lands. Grazing practices refer to
King densitios
ock rotation. Improved forage
tion. and adequate forage recavery periods can
eased soil

o ay also inc e
& operations through improved

management-inter
nd g et crops. This second guide
the FORAGE AND SOIL HEALTH BENEFITS.
of intensive grazing

Although ntensive graxing practices can improve pasture and
soil health, loss than half of U5, cow-calf producers have adopted
these methods** Limited adaption may be due t0 an increase

in saBer operations (<20 head), regional varistions ** high
installation costs. labor shortages.land ownership status’ and

isimportant to note that each survey has limitstions. The SARE
clude

o blasing

farm|

crop & 3 almond

“soil health successful” farmers in

12 stat

American Farmland Trust

S

pgetation, and

summarizod 13 studies on the forugs and il health inpacts of
intensive gruzing. Key findings include

even nulrieat distribution, incroased orgaric matter, and weed
control One study i mouthwet Arkaiisas found that rotational
razing with moderate stockin rates decreased stored forugs
requirements and increased faragr availabiliy during the

acing season compared to continuaus grazing Homever

Gurda e ol (2018) noted decreased forage quality due to
trampling in mob grazing systes in the upper Midwest!

+ T stidien i the southesstern US. fouind that soll organie:

to continuous grazing Jobnsn et al (2022) repocted  20%
increase, and Mosier et al (2021) reported 135 Increase:
However. there is inmuffcient vidence of improved SOC in

4 or semi-arid regioes-

locations af waterways.
instes, they often rabse couts wnd op

Tieal rotation froquency and for aach
operation depending on forage availability and quality The table
below highlights a fow i how we

Tom*** Haan, rotator
erating with 10 cm resichun foragn cover reduced phoxphoris

dufine mtation freeuency, stocking rate, and stocking dersity
Healthy soil is vital for o trient

Smlarly, Day ot al (2023) found that phospharus loas
4 d that phosphorus

availability, root growth drought resdlience, and formge supsly. We

‘aaAzwG saTTERN

‘Continuous (Comeetional | No ratation

PI—

Joss tmay be reduoed in rotational grazing systems with

srock

Tr—

et stocking rate and denity

Tracttioral Rotatoral | Set rotaton frequency

Stocking rate and demaity vary

‘Adaptive Ml Packdock

sy,

on.

auanty,

et

et frqurmcy refes 10 the i of raseng et and et prrvde o forage prodiction

Stocking
ocsced e sl

o of e Sching deput tfers st b of s

Am Trust
SAVING TIIE LAND THAT SUSTAINS US

3 Row crop guides:
« Research trials

« National surveys
« Budget analyses

4 Grazing guides:

« Transition from conventional
to intensive grazing

« Seasonal grazing practices

« Cover crop grazing






General Signs of
Poor Solil Health

»

Pondihg, rutting A

Hard soil,
horizontal cracking

American Farmland Trust

4 Soil Health Principles
that Conserve the
Soil Ecosystem
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SOIL HEALTH MAXIMIZE
BIODIVERSITY

MAXIMIZE SOIL COVER



P-SHEC Tool includes
“the Big 3” Soil Health Practices

Conservation Practice

. Conservation Forage & | Pest Mgmt. Residue &
Soil Health |conservation|  Crop Cover Biomass Conservation Nutrient | Prescribed Tillage
Pri l'ICiplE Cover Rotation Crop Planting System Mulching Mgmt. Grazing Mgmt.
(327) (328) (340) (512) (595) (484) (590) (528) (329/345)
Minimize Soil
Disturbance 4 4 4 v 4 4
Maximize Soil v v v v v v
Cover
Maximize v’ v’ v v’ v
Biodiversity
Maximize Ve v v Ve v
Living Roots

Table 1. Conservation practices that can be used in a soil health management system to help achieve the soil health principles.

https://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/44340.wba

American Farmland Trust


https://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/44340.wba

Outcomes of Soil Health Practices

Provides crop yield resistance to drought
(Example from Carroll, Ohio 2012)

Prevents soil, water, & nutrient runoff

American Farmland Trust
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4 yrs No-iII inter >20 yrs Conventional
Cover Crops: Tillage:
144 bu/ac - Dave Brandt 40-80 bu/ac - Neighbor




Soil Health Economics

« Economics is “the study of scarcity, the study of how people
use resources and respond to incentives, or the study of
decision-making” —American Economic Association

Private Costs and Public Costs and

Benefits Benefits
« Changes in input and Cleaner waterways
machinery costs Increased biodiversity
* Changes in yield Changes in federal
» Risk associated with practice expenditures
adoption Changes in pest pressure

American Farmland Trust



“Moving the Needle”

 Decision Support Tool

* Predictive # Prescriptive

o Vari_Ol_JS factor_s influence the
decision-making process

* No single factor or resource
drives adoption

American Farmland Trust



Corn, Soybean and Small Grains

From national surveys, experiments, and budget analyses

« Conservation tillage reduces costs by $40-$90/ac (fuel, labor,
% Costs equipment) (Bowman et al., 2021)

O™o « No-till systems show higher net returns (+$53/ac corn; +$35/ac
soybean) (Bowman et al., 2021)

Production

» Long-term no-till and cover crops maintain or increase yields
gggg Yield Impacts « +0.5-1.5 bu/ac corn (Cai et al., 2019)
Ty P « +3-18 bu/ac soybean (Cai et al., 2019)
« +4% wheat (SARE, 2023)

Short-term returns can be neutral or slightly negative, but tend to
o increase over time (Myers et al., 2019)
m Profitability -$31 (Y1)> $1 (Y3)> +$18/ac (Y5) corn
-$23 (Y1)>$%0 (Y3)> +$10/ac (Y5) soybean
Mixed net income results associated with cover crops

American Farmland Trust



PSHEC: Predictive Soil Health Economic Calculator

To answer farmer questions about costs, benefits, & 10-year net return on soil health practices

Crop list: (
Ba I’| ey Explore the Economics of Sail

Health Practices

Howv 10 years of new practice implementation could change soil organic matter [SOM) (T

gg’;:)n Soil health | ﬂ 015%b "
Tobacco practices: it [haome ]

Sorghum * No-till/Reduced Till | |

Oats » Cover Crops %) I Feap———r
Peanut * Nutrient
Sugar Beet Management

Soybean
Wheat

Total Change: 0.52%

3 # g

Predicted Yisld (Butc)

Yield resitence to extreme
weather:

* Drought (available now)

» Excessive rainfall (coming soon)

» Excessive temperature (coming soon)

Table & SOM Yield Table (D)

Crop Baseline SOM (%) Updated SOM (%) Predicted Yield (Bu/ac) Baseline Yield (Bu/Ac) Yield Revenue Difference [$/Ac)

an Wt~ @
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P-SHEC Coverage:
41 states and 1,962 counties

P-SHEC (county-level)

(Maples et al. 2026)

American Farmland Trust

US cultivated land (30 m)

Ottawa Montreal

Salt Lake

City New York

Philadelphia

Washington

Jacksonville

orlando
Tampa

(Source: NASS National Cultivated Layer 2020-2024)

Boston
Providence.




Questions P-SHEC
Answers

* “How will soil health practices impact
crop yield and farm net income?”

* “What are the recurring and long-
term economic benefits and costs of
adopting soil health practices?”

* “"How can soil health practices help
mitigate the effects of drought?”

American Farmland Trust



Why Soil Organic Matter matters for production and resilience

« SOM is a widely used indicator for soil health
« SOM supports both crop production and climate resilience

Soil Organic Matter (SOM)

N

Compound
ret

Climate
regulation

Erosion Soil
protection biodiversity

Water quality

b b

American Farmland Trust



Why Soil Organic Matter matters for production and resilience

« SOM is a widely used indicator for soil health » Globally, higher SOM is associated with
+ SOM supports both crop production and climate resilience higher yields

15

Soil Organic Matter (SOM)

Erosion Climate

protection regulation Water quality

SOC (%)

Note: SOC shown here; can be converted to SOM

(Oldfield et al., 2019)

American Farmland Trust



How P-SHEC estimates county-level yield changes based
on SOM gains from soil health practices

151 R
. . . L . « A general positive relationship between SOM and
corn yield across U.S. counties -- aligns with global
a, pattern
‘© i
c
o 10 4 B
= &
© $ s
o | 2
> : I
= . :
o 5- | ’ »
O .
* .. -, -
2 4 6
SOM (%)
e ® (Maples et al., 2026)
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Corn yield (Mg/ha)
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How P-SHEC estimates county-level yield changes based
on SOM gains from soil health practices

L
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.’ I§xample Coun

ty A

inty B

A general positive relationship between SOM and
corn yield across U.S. counties -- aligns with global
pattern

P-SHEC estimates county-specific yield-SOM

curves based on local soil and climate conditions
o Counties respond differently

.y » *
2 4 6
SOM (%)
% o) (Maples et al., 2026)
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How P-SHEC estimates county-level yield changes based
on SOM gains from soil health practices

15
. . ,: .* Example County A general positive relationship between SOM and
corn yield across U.S. counties -- aligns with global
N Y i : ! pattern
© - i 11},
< Hitide . L
o 107 RN - P-SHEC estimates county-specific yield-SOM
S begobe i curves based on local soil and climate conditions
© : s o Counties respond differently
o . §
> : !
-
o 51, . « Use COMET-Planner derived estimates of 10-year
O y : SOM increases from practice adoption
*
*change in SOM

2 4 6
SOM (%)

=

e (Maples et al., 2026)

American Farmland Trust



Corn yield (Mg/ha)
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How P-SHEC estimates county-level yield changes based
on SOM gains from soil health practices
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SOM (
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it ©
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ty

A general positive relationship between SOM and
corn yield across U.S. counties -- aligns with global
pattern

P-SEHC estimates county-specific yield-SOM

curves based on local soil and climate conditions
o Counties respond differently

Use COMET-Planner derived estimates of 10-year
SOM increases from practice adoption

P-SHEC integrates SOM estimates with modeled
county-specific yield-SOM relationships to generate
10-year yield estimates

(Maples et al., 2026)




Corn yield (Mg/ha)

What the modeled yield results look like In practice

Modeled results across counties in
IA, IL, IN, OH (Corn)

One example county

151
. . o+  Example Coynty 12 |
11
| t!) ‘
10 0 H
s 10
: * . T

Predlcted yleld change

Predicted Corn Yield (Ma/ha)

- 9
5
8 |
A OME'[ -Planner predicted 7 -
*change in SOM 2 3 4 5
2 4 6 Note: Each gray line SOM (°/o)
SOM (0/0) represents a county;,
T red dots show baseline SOM.

(Maples et al., 2026)
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Outcomes of Soil Health Practices

Provides crop yield resistance from drought
(Carroll, Ohio 2012)

L VI NG M
\ 4! \ | " f’,' '\1 [ { \L { {'. ’
\ ‘ : N ! A\ K[ .‘,‘\ | ‘ ’ iy 14 , Y 4

S ~‘\‘\ Iy ‘ o (O

40 yrs No-till & Winter Cover Crops: >20 yrs Conventional Tillage:
144 bul/ac - Dave Brandt 40-80 bu/ac - Neighbor

A

APy
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P-SHEC estimates how increased SOM can
reduce DROUGHT vyield loss

0% ....................................................................................... Normal Yield

Higher = less yield loss

» Estimated yield t
loss change

How we estimate drought benefits:

» Focus only on yield changes during
drought years

« Compare yield loss before and after
SOM increases

% Yield Loss During Drought

COMET-Planner predicted
‘ change in SOM

SOM (%)

(Maples et al., 2026)

American Farmland Trust



P-SHEC estimates how increased SOM can
reduce DROUGHT vyield loss

0% ....................................................................................... Normal Yield

Higher = less yield loss

» Estimated yield t
loss change

% Yield Loss During Drought

Probability E.stimated Drpught
of Drought X Yield Loss == Resistance
Change Benefits
COMET-Planner predicted How often Yield loss Avoided |
‘ change in SOM drought before and drought yield
happens in after SOM loss over 10
SOM (%) each county increases years

(Maples et al., 2026)

American Farmland Trust



Variables in the Crop Yield Model

* Crop yield (NASS)

* Soil (gSSURGO)

Soil organic matter
» Available water capacity
« Soil texture
. pH
«  Wilting point
« CEC
» Nitrogen input (Zhang et al., 2021)
« Climate (PRISM, Oregon State U.)
« Growing season cumulative precipitation
« Growing season mean temperature
* Growing degree days
« Additional environmental covariates
* lrrigation area
« Soil drainage class
» Slope

American Farmland Trust



Crops & practices selected based on criteria

Criteria

County-level yield data

Consistent growing counties
e >=15 of 24 years, 2000-2023

Geographically representative crops

e >=50 counties nationwide
e >=1,000 vyield observations

Align with COMET-Planner

* Crops: e.g., rice, have unique cultivation
methods and are not included in COMET-
Planner, and these are not included in P-
SHEC.

* Practices are those available in COMET-
Planner.

Examples of crops that do not meet the model’s criteria

County-level  # of consistently # of
Crop yield growing counties observations
(>=50) (>=1000)
Cranberries X NA NA
Sugarcane v X (3 counties) X (57 obs)
Processing v X (7 counties) X (105 obs)
tomatoes

Only crops meeting both yield and practices criteria are
included in P-SHEC. Crops like cranberries, sugarcane, and
processing tomatoes are excluded.

Meng



P-SHEC Tool crop coverage maps

COTTON

SRR R T
e - AR

. P-SHEC covered counties

These ten crops
generate 60% of all crop
cash receipts; 91% of
major row crop cash
r eceipts (Source: ERS 2025)

(Maples et al., 2026)
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Economic Analysis - (1) Recurring Costs

Use Partial Budget Analysis _
Examples of recurring cost

categories:

Equipment changes

Cover crop seed costs

* Cover crop termination costs
« ChangesinN, P, K

« Changes in chemical use

Budget data from University of Georgia, Louisiana State
University, University of Minnesota, University of lllinois,
& Mississippi State University

American Farmland Trust



Economic Analysis - (2) Yield Changes

Corn Yield and SOM Long-Term: Yield Revenue Changes

* |dentify baseline yield
prediction at base SOM

* Identify ending yield prediction
at improved SOM

« Calculate the yield difference

Base SOM Improved

SOM

American Farmland Trust



Key Takeaways

Overview

Results averaged 4.1 out of 5 across all overall useability
questions

12 pilot testers:
Farmers, Researchers, Extension/Outreach,
and Conservation Professionals

9 out of 12 would recommend the tool

Karl Anderson, NRCS Natural Resource
Specialist, conducted pilot testing

User mentioned a desire for more field specific results.
Working on ways to incorporate this in a future version

Process:
1. Each tester was asked to enter 1 of 3

scenarios
2. Karl asked follow-up questions
3. Testers were asked to take a post-test online

survey

Key Tool Changes

Redesigned results section to increase interpretability

Changed general info to have more strict filtering rule

Overall, testers wanted more detailed instructions and
user tips in the tool




P-SHEC Demonstration NI
AT
st L = (e
= . - B ey
‘/r ) —_L_T SALINE COUNTY SEAT
. /) —— 7
Crops: corn —F _[1
- fﬁ\—,u
Transition scenario: = o V4,
Conventional tillage — no-till Nen=E5 5
No cover crops — non-legume cover crop  missour ¢ A ’

\?/\\/

(R
=
To access the tool: https://farmlandinfo.org/predictive-soil-health-economic-calculator/

P-SHEC peer-rewewed journal article: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atech.2026.101834

American Farmland Trust


https://farmlandinfo.org/predictive-soil-health-economic-calculator/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atech.2026.101834

l@in@;ﬁkﬁmple Results back to Literature

Change in Cost
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Change in Cost

Fulure costs will go down
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Net Income Changes ($/Ac)
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N
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Change in Cost
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Fulure cosls will go down
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Base SOM 10-Year SOM
|

Current status (baseline)

o
t
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R
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Yield

Net Income Changes ($/Ac)
Over 10 Years

-400+ . 2 SOM
Q < Q < S "
Oﬁo .§\$@ _§\fb<>-’ O\‘?e 4\?} 0\)&\ Predicted Yield under Yield Difference Due to SOM  Drought Yield Revenue
\\e.* <<®<& < Q\ ) Severe Drought Increase Under Drought Difference ($/Ac)
)
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E 200 Future income is expected to go up
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O « Large $ changes related to
(Categories recurring cost changes

« Relatively lower yield gains

American Farmland Trust



Where P-SHEC fits in conservation planning
process

The NineQStep Conservation Planning Process

HOW CONSERVATION PLANT/ |
A NINE-STEP PROCESS

1 2 3 < 8

Identify Determine Inventory Analyze Formulate Evaluate Make Implement
Problems and Objectives Resources Resource Data Alternatives Alternatives Decisions the Plan
Opportunities
Initial opportunities The customer Natural resource, The planner Alternatives are Alternatives are The customer The customer The planner
and problems are Identities thelr economic, and studies the formulated that evaluated to selects their implements the evaluates the
first identified objectives, while social information resource data and achieve the determine their preferred selected effectiveness of the
while working with the pianner guides for the planning defines existing customer's effectiveness in alternatives and alternatives. The ptan in solving the
the customer. the process so that area is collected to conditions for all objectives, solve addressing the works with the planner provides resource concems
it includes the further define the identified identified concems, customer’s planner on practice the land manager and works with the
customer's needs problems and natural resources, and take problems, implementation with detailed customer to
and values, the opportunities, including advantage of opportunities, practice make adjustments
resource uses, and develop limitations and opportunities to and objectives implementation as needed
on-site and off-site alternatives, and potentials for the improve or protect information
ecological evaluate the plan desired use resource conditions.
protection

American Farmland Trust




P'SH EC Uses Economic Analysis

« Use PSHEC projections to investigate and
understand the financial viability of various
conservation efforts

Decision-Making Facilitation

« PSHEC simplifies economic and agronomic
modelling into user-friendly outputs meant to
support decision-making.

« Empowers professionals to guide farmers through
scenario planning of necessary changes and
potential outcomes associated with soil health
practice implementation.

Stakeholder Engagement

* QOutputs from PSHEC can be used in
presentations, workshops, and consultations to
increase knowledge and build trust and
transparency.

American Farmland Trust



Use P-SHEC in conjunction with
other economic resources

NACD Soil Health Champions Network @
NACD & Datu Case Studies

\
-
L P

‘—.,‘

dsgo Nl

Mational Association of

U. of Minnesota Extension Soil Health Case Conservation Districts

L

wn
=
&
S -
] )

Studies featuring 9 farms

USDA Northeast Climate Hub Soil Health
Economic projects page

~

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Soil Health Nexus EXTENSION

; : i THE ECONOMICS OF
EDF-UMN FB: The economics of cover crops COVER CROPS ON

on 41 Minnesota Farms over 3 years (2022 to MINNESOTA FARMS

2022-2024

2 4 t Three-year trend analysis report
3 5. :

USDA
i



https://www.nacdnet.org/get-involved/soil-health-champions-network/
https://www.nacdnet.org/soil-health-research/
https://conservancy.umn.edu/items/43d67ea3-f69a-4ff8-9848-10ce91ec9c82
https://www.climatehubs.usda.gov/hubs/northeast/project/economics-long-term-soil-health-practices
https://business.edf.org/insights/financial-impacts-of-cover-crops-in-the-upper-midwest/
https://business.edf.org/insights/financial-impacts-of-cover-crops-in-the-upper-midwest/

Next steps

had

x

A
More in depth Troubleshooting Interpretation of
training desired? support? results support?

American Farmland Trust



Thank You!

Dr. Michelle Perez, Senior Liaison
between Research & On the Ground
Practice (former Water Initiative
Director)

MPerez@Farmland.org

Ben Wiercinski, Senior Agricultural
Economist, Research Team

BWiercinski@Farmland.org

Dr. Meng Li, Senior Soil Health
Scientist, Research Team

MLi@Farmland.org

Dr. Chellie Maples, Agricultural
Economist, Research Team

Cmaples@Farmland.org

Please
reach out!
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Soil Health Practices

Predictive Soil Health Economic Calculator (P-SHEC)

Cover Crops

* Legume/non-legume
Tillage changes

* Notill/reduced till
Nutrient management

* Reduce synthetic

fertilizers
* Manure/compost

What is it? A web-based decision-aid tool that generates 10-year Net Present
Value (NPV) of soil health practice adoption at the county scale.

Recurring Budget

Changes

Machinery costs
Input costs
Learning costs

State production budgets

Combined Results

* Netlncome
* County Scale

Modelled Effects .

Long-term Changes -
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Carbon and greenhouse gas evaluation for NRCS conservation practice planning
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PSHEC - “Under the Hood”

Phase 1: Data Processing Phase 2: Yield x SOM Modelling Phase 3: Economic Analysis
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