






Table 21.Table 20. 
Nitrogen recommendations by soil productivity Mean 1990 nitrogen and phosphate applications from 

group and crop.acommercial fertilizer and manure on cropland 
in the Northern Neck and Rockingham County. 

Nitrogen Phosphate 
Region (lbs/acre) (Ibs/acre) 

Northern Neck 73.4 35.5 

Rockingham 89.7 103.4 

Recommended nitrogen application rate 
(lbs/ac.) 

Soil productivity group 

Crop I 2 3 4 

162.5 137.5Corn grain/silage 112.5 87.5 

Sorghum silage 70.0 70.070.0 70.0 

Wheat, barley (grain or silage) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Rye (grain or silage) 80.0 80.0 80.0 80.0 

0.0 0.0Soybeans 0.0 0.0 

Alfalfa hay 0.0 0.00.0 0.0 

Other hay 180.0 140.0 100.0 100.0 

Pasture 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Tomatoes 65.0 65.0 65.0 65.0 

Cantaloupe 92.5 92.592.5 92.5 

30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0Apples 

·Source: Donohue and Hawkins (1979) and Donohue (1982). 
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Table 28. Table 29. 
Excess nutrients by operators' opinions about potential Excess nitrogen by leaching potential opinion. 

erosion damage from 'the site. 

Operator's opinion of 
site potential for ero­

sion damage 

Northern Neck 

Low risk 

Moderate risk 

High risk 

Rockingham 

Low risk 

Moderate risk 

High risk 

i!llilill!!llllllil!i!!I!llll~jlI111!llllillllllllllI1111111!!!ii!illlllllillll~III!1111111111111111!1111111Illlj!I/11111~'lliliiliil!IIIII!lill!llljllllillllllll1!~ll!III!ll~lI!illl~lil'jli 

Excess 
nitrogen 

Mean 
(lbs/acre) 

Excess 
phosphate 

Mean 
(lbs/acre) 

Number of 
respondents 

-3.3 0.3 84 

-1.1 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

21 

1 

1IIIIjlj!jllliilllllilili!II!IIII:I~ljlfillllj!lljililj!II!I!II/I!IIIII/!II!II!I!!/II//III!III!!II!!I!!lll!!rllllllfllllllllll/I!//li!lllii!III!!!:llllllll!illlllli!ilillrllliillllllllllllllllll11111111111l'lfj1 
-14.8 

-11.5 

9.3 

55.3 

49.7 

60.7 

88 

12 

7 

Operator's opinion on 
site's potential for leaching 

Mean excess 
nitrogen (lbs/acre) 

No. of 
observations 

Northern Neck iJllflillfllllllllillllllllll!11111111!1I1111!II!illllllIlllllllllllllllllll!IIIIIIII!!I!III!III!IIIIIIIIIIl!!11lril'IIIIIIIIIIII~IIIII~l~lltll~111I 
Low risk -0.2 89 

Moderate risk -20.6 13 

High risk 

Rockingham :~i!lill!!111!!I!II!il!ll1ilillI11Ijl!1!!li!IIIII~llll!11111111111!!II!IIIII!ljll!111111111111111f1111!!!lllill1IIIillllll!!!I!IIIII!I!lllllliilll!!lljljl"11I111~11111111~li 
Low risk -16.9 86 

Moderate risk -1.6 18 

High risk 30.0 3 

80 
81 
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Table 30. Table 31. 
Soil test frequency on sampled sites.a Tests and records for nutrient management maintained 

by farmers in each region. a 

Number of soil tests on 
site in past 5 years 

Northern Neck Rockingham 

Number of 
sites:! 

Number of 
sites 

otimes 12 43 

1-2 times 52 51 

3-4 times 23 12 

5 times or more 17 8 

8Number of sites sums to less than 120 in each region because of 
missing values. 

!)! ... 

.­ ... :' Northern Neck Rockingham -I 

. /x;[!:i·:' <: Number of Number of 
::: '.' 

cases cases,/ .: 

:>::.</ ,: <::r::.:-: 
Tissue tests for ni trogen in past 1 year .:': <."'-::.:-:,:,-,

.'. '.....­ .'<,::':'';'-.::-,::::­

Yes 6 11 

No 99 104 
..:....-:. -

.'\':::]:··:i:I::Manure tests ': .. ­

Yes 0 15 

No 3 57 

Crop yield records '-.'-:: ·):-:-::1:/, 

Not kept 7 45 

Kept 110 73 

·:;\::lj::I.::::['Soil test records .;(>:. 

Not kept 3 12 

Kept 114 108 

Fertilizer records :<fi 

2 12 
: 

Not kept 

Kept 115 108 

8Frequency of response is unweighted. 
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Table 34. Table 35.
Mean excess nitrogen and excess phosphate for sample sites Excess nitrogen and phosphate by farm characteristics and region. 

on dairy and poultry farms in Rockingham County.a 

Farm type 

Excess 
nitrogen mean 

(Ib/ac) 

Excess 
phosphate mean 

(Ib/ac) 
No. 
sites 

Dairy -35.9 93.1 47 

Poultry 48.6 136.9 18 

aMeans are weighted averages based on the weight assigned to 
the site where each application was made. 

Excess Nitrogen Mean Excess Phosphate Mean 
(Ibs/ac.) (lbs/ac.) No. respondents 

Northern Rocking-Rocking- Northern Northern 
hamNeck ham Neck Neck 

....: ..>}/Total acres 

260 acres or less -28.75.3 -.6 57.8 16 

260-999 acres -7.9 -22.2 -1.0 54.5 61 

1000 acres or more -63.2 -4.5 -35.1-1.0 39 
: •.•••.•••.. >:...{.}){Farm sales 

$100,000 or less -45.2 17.7-9.4 -9.8 39 

$100,000-$249,999 -22.1 2.8 82.5 50.4 

$250,000 or more -1.6 -13.7 3.7 84.1 18 

Debt-to-asset ratio 

No debt 14.8 -1.0-.1 -73.6 31 

1-40% -4.9-6.1 20.3 88.5 55 

40% or more -5.9 -37.7 -11.8 99.4 20 
..... 

Percent income from farm 

Less than 10% -2.4-32.3 -5.5 82.1 .9 

10-74% -2.2 -48.3 -6.8 -9.2 56 

75% or more 4.3-.5 -12.5 105.3 39 

Rocking 
ham 

59 

42 

12 

38 

38 

31 

.......... : 

39 

50 

18 

·.i.t '. 

11 

24 

63 

86 
87 



Table 36.
 
Excess nitrogen and phosphate related to socioeconomic
 

variables by region.
 

Mean excess Mean excess 
nitrogen (Ibs/acre) phosphate (Ibs/acre) Number of cases 

Northern Rocking- Northern Rocking- Northern Rocking-
Neck ham Neck ham Neck ham 

Operator age 

Less than 35 years -18.2 -30.0 8.9 93.2 8 18 

35-64 years -5.3 -23.8 .2 50.1 79 80 

Greater than 65 years -2.3 -38.7 -7.5 7.8 29 16 

Operator education 

Less than high school degree -8.6 -40.1 -2.4 21.3 38 37 

High school but less than 
college degree -7.5 4.9 -1.7 85.8 63 56 

College degree or more 12.2 -55.8 -2.1 33.9 15 21 

Operator experience 

Less than 20 years 5.3 -12.3 8.3 53.8 23 47 

20-39 years -6.5 -2104 -5.7 78.4 50 42 

40 years or more -804 -68.6 -3.5 -1504 43 25 

Figures 

i ~ 
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Figure 3.
 
Range of excess nitrogen applied per acre.
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