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Mr. Mark M. Giese
1520 Bryn Mawr Ave jc/g

Conservation Security Program Comments ' Racine, WT 53403-3606
ATTN: David McKay .

*NRCS Conservation Operations Division M:‘-‘ M Giess ‘
P.O. Box 2890 ‘ i GO

Washington, DC 20013
I am writing to suggest important changes to the USDA s proposed ruies for the operation of the
Conservation Security Program {(CSP). I support the CSP as a nationwide conservation program tocused
on working farmlands and which would reward the best, and motivate the rest. As intended by

" Congress, the CSP should be open to ail farmers in the U.S. practicing effective conservation.

First, USDA should issue a supplement to the rule, which would be open for public comment for 30 days.
This should be done immediately to fix major problems with the proposed rules issued on January 2,
2004, which are not consistent with the law authorizing the CSP nor with the funding atlocated by
Congress making CSP an. uncapped national entitlement program.

In addition,
1. USDA s preferred approach in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessarily prevent’
~ most farmers from gaining access to the CSP. USDA must adhere ta the faw, and to the recently
appropriated full funding of CSP by Congress, and make CSP available nationwide to all farmers
practicing effective conservation. The USDA needs to get rid of the idea of restricting sign-up
for CSP to a few selected watersheds and undefined categories,

2.- The USDA s proposed rules fail o make anywhere close to adequate payments for environmental
benefits being produced by farmers currently practicing effective conservation, The best way to
secure the vital conservation of our soil and other resources is to recognize and reward it when
and where it is being done. Paying the best p_rziétitioners for results is sound economics and smart

. policy, providing both reward and motivation. CSP base payments should be set at the local
rental rates based on land capability without the 90% reduction proposed by USDA. Enhanced

" payments should reward the most environmentally-beneficial systems and to the maximum extent
possible pay for results. The enhanced payments should not be treated as cost- share but rather as
real bonuses to reward exceptional performance.

3. CSP needs to recognize and reward resource- conservmg crop rotations and managed rotational
grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmental benefits to society.
Both are specifically menitioned for enhanced payments in the CSP statute. The final rule should
highlight substantial enhancement payments for these systems, as well as payments for
management of existing practices.

4. USDA should not penalize farmers for shifting former croptand to pasture as part of 4 managed
grazing system. Former or potentiai cropland that is pastured and put into a mandged ratational
grazing system must receive equal paymentrates to other cropland, and not the lower rate of
pasturetand. The rules should eslabhsh base payments based on NRCS land mpablhty classes,
not current land use. : =

5. CSP should allow larmers sith USDA-approved‘organic certification plans under tlie Natjonal
OQrganic Prog'ram to simultaneously certify uirder both the National Organic Program and CSP, if
they meet the standards of both. No need to tie farmers up in red tape,
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Sincerely, : e

(Additional comments on back)




© Name (if not signed on frout):

Additional Comments:

-1. NRCS is seeking comments on the idea of a one-producer, one-contract approach to CSP
contracts, as a way to provide the fairest treatment of all producers and to guard against program
traud and abuse. Do you agree with this approach? Do you agree that ail CSP payments should

. also be attributed to real persons (not various corporate or business entitieé)?_ And do you agree - -
that the payment limits set in the law ($20,000 per year for Tier 1, $35,000 per year for Tier2,” -

“and $45,000 per year for Tier 3) should be maintained?

NRCS is proposing that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, except in special

!_\)

circumstances. The law, on the other hand, leaves it up to the farmer to decide if he or she wants™

to renew the contract, and USDA would renew unless the farmer was not fulfilling the contract.
Do you agree that CSP contracts should be renewablé, as part of an ongoing program, and not
limited to one-time contracts?

3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA s propﬁ_sed rules:

-




Robert S. Warl;inei'
Agawam Farms RD#4
Montrose, PA 18801

- 570-278-1736

" Mr. David McKay :
Conservation Operations Division

NRCS : '

PO Box 2890

. -Washington, DC 20013-2890 '

IR h February 25, 2004

‘Dear Mr, McKay,

‘After carefully perusing the hterature on the Conservatlon Security Program (CSP), I
have a few comments to share with you.

Agawam Farms is‘a steward of environmental conservation, working closely with like
minded groups to use resources wisely. Followmg are some of the programs we have
implemented: :

e Agawam Farm is a third generation farm, in operation since 1926,
Agawam has been a Conservation District cooperator since 1958.
Agawam has used ACP funds form BMP’s until 1995.
Agawam received honorable mention in FARMING IN THE FLYWAYS, 1989
In 1997, the farm was granted an AG easement. _
Effective since March 8, 2001, this farm has worked with the Chesapeake Bay
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Foundation to fence wetlands, stream banks, and lake shore. In addition, we have’ |

built a compost pad for manure and installed two stream crossings to
reduce/eliminate erosion.

The concept of CSP is “Reward the best and motivate the rest.” However it appears that ‘

" CSP is under ﬁ.mded to meet this goal Some suggestions follow:

¢ EQUIP monies appear to reward Tier I and some low Tier II farmers poss1b1y
' EQUIP and CSP should be linked. -
.+ o EQUIP monies could be used to elevate Tier I to Tier II.
: As Tier I farmers become better stewards of their resources, they would receive a
.. larger annual payment and therefore require less EQUIP money.

-» . Many Tier I farmers are not able to implement the multitude of BMP’s required in
an EQUIP contract. They do not have enough management experience and the
contracts aré overwhelming. To be successful, this would need to be addressed. .

e As Tier I and Tier Il farmers advance to the next tier, there would be less need for

"~ EQUIP monies. Their annual payments would increase (CSP) along with
productwlty Long range plannmg suggests that there would be an overalI
savings for the USDA.




- o Annual payments to farmers to care for our soil and water are more cost effective

than the government doing the same.

By doing the above, we would reward the best and truly motivate the rest to become
better stewards of our soil and water. This would be beneficial to all of society,

" ultimately with a lower price tag (win-win scenario).
_Certainly the NCRS would be able to implement such a pian They were formerly known

as the SOIL CONSERVARTION SERVICE.

CSP would then accurately REWARD THE BEST AND MOTIVATE THE REST.

Smcerely ours,

//ULMa

Rdbert_S. Warriner
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» - Conservation Operations Division

Natural Resources Conservation Service
ATTN: Conservation Security Program -
P.0. Box 2890 L

Washington, bBC 20013m2890

I am writing to suggest. important changes to the USDA’s proposed rules for the operation of the
Conservation Security Program (CSP). 1 support the CSP as-a nationwide conservation program focused
- on working farmlands and which would “reward the best, and motivate the rest.” As intended by
Congress, the CSP should be open to all farmers in the U.S. practicing effeetwe conservation.

" As stated in the proposed rule, the USDA must issue a supplement to the rule, which would be open for
public comment for 30 days. This should bé done immediately to fix major problems with the proposed
rules issued on January 2, 2004, which are not consistent with the law authorizing the CSP nor with the
funding allocated by Congress making CSP an uncapped natmnal entitlement program,

In addition,

* most farmers from gaining access to the CSP. USDA must adhere to the law, and to the recently

R i . AR . p T . . e . -
.Smcerely, q\\)p% P {/\ { \\ CUL,B P o N LA ] rl{“.
R

USDA’s “preferred approach™ in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessarily prevent

appropriated full funding of CSP by Congress, and make CSP available nationwide to all farmers
practlcmg effective conservation. The USDA needs to eliminate the restrictions on part1c1pat10n
in the CSP to afew “selected watersheds” and undefined “categories.”

‘The USDA’s proposed rules fail to make adequate payments for farmers currently practicing

effective conservation. The best way to secure the vital conservation of our soil and other
resources is to recognize and reward it when and where it is being done. Paying the best
practitioners for results is sound ecomomics and smart policy, providing both reward and
motivation. CSP base payments. should be set at the local rental rates based on land capability
without the 90% reduction proposed by USDA. Enhanced payments should reward the most
environmentally-beneficial systems and to the maximum extent possible pay for results. The

* .enhanced payments should not be treated as cost-share but rather as real bonuses to reward
: exceptwnal performance .

CSP needs to recogmze and reward resource-conserving crop rotations and managed rotational
grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmental benefits to society.
Both are specifically mentioned for enhanced payments in the CSP statute. The final rule should
highlight substantial enhancement payments for these systems, as well as payments for
management of existing practices.

USDA should not penalize farmers for shifting former cropland to pasture as part of a managed
grazmg system. Former or potential cropland that is pastured and put into a managed rotational
grazing system must receive equal payment rates to other cropland, and not the lower rate of
pastureland. The rules should establish base payments based on \IRCS land capability classes,

not current land use.

CSP should- allow farmers with ‘U'SDA-approved organic certification plans under the National

. Organic Program to s1mu1taneousiy certify under both the National Or{aamc Program and CSP if

they meet the standards of both.
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Additional Comments:

1. NRCS is seeking comments on the idea of a one-producer, one-contract approach to CSP

. contracts, as a way to provide the fairest freatment of all producers and to guard against program
fraud and abuse. Do youagree with this approach? Do you agree that all CSP payments should
~ also be attributed to real persons (not various corporate or business entities)? And do you agree

that the payment limits set in the law (320,000 per year for Tier 1 $35,000 per year for Tier 2,
-and $45,000 per year for Tier 3) should be mamtamed‘?
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2.” NRCS is proposing that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, except in special
circumstances. The law, on'the other hand, leaves it up to the farmer to decide if he or she wants
to renew the contract, and USDA would renew unless the farmer was not fulfilling the contract.

Do you agree that CSP contracts should be renewable, as part of an ongoing program, and not
hmlted to one-time contracts?

3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA’s proposed rules:

-Name (if not signcd on tront):




THE KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF CONSERVAT]ON DISTRICTS

522 Winn Road

Salina, Kansas 67401
Tefephone (785) 827-2547
Fax (785) 827-7784

Board of Directors

DON M. REZAC
President .
12350 Ranch Road
Emmett, Kansas 66422
Phone (785) 535-2961

JOM STARNS -
Vice President
443 County Road 1
Brewster, Kansas 67732
Phone (785) 694-2734

CARLJORDAN
Secretary-Treasurer
Route 1, Box 110

Glen Elder, Kansas 67446

Phone (785) 545-3361

DENNIS YOUK
Director
519 Locust
Marion, Kansas 66861
- Phone (620) 382-3873

LAVERN WETZEL
Director
909 S, Colony Ave.
Kinsley, Kansas 67547
Phone (620) 659-2546

RICHARD G. JONES
Executive Director

‘Don M. Rezac : :6

Presrdent

346

February 19, 2004

Mr. David MeKay B
Attention: Conservation Security Program

'Conservation Planning Team Leader -
- Conservation Operations Division-

UJSDA Natural Resources Conservatlon Servrce

‘P.-O.Box 2890 -
Washmgton DC 20013-2890

Déear Mr. McKay: -

The Conservation Districts in Kansas appreciate the opportunity to comment on the
proposed rule to implement the 2002 Farm Bill Conservation Security Program
We commend your Agency for developmg the proposed rule and inviting review
and comment ﬁ'om conservationists..

;W_e do have some concerns relative to the proposed rule. We understand that the

statute was changed from an uncapped entitlement program to a capped entitlement
to be funded at approximately $3.8 billion over a 10 year period. Your proposed
rule puts further limits on the program by making it available to only a relatively
small number of producers in highly targeted watersheds. The proposed rule also
placed significantly lower limits for cost share and base payments than allowed in

‘-the statute. It also restncts the number and type of pracnces eligible for payment.

The 2004 Consohdated Appropnatlons Bill restored the CSP to an uncapped

“entitlement as it was originally written. We strongly urge NRCS to revise the
" proposed rule and implement the program as intendéd. The principal issues that

need to be addressed to properly implement CSP mclude

. Allowmg open enroliment to all eligible producers with no preference for
producers i targeted watersheds;

-~ e Providing the fisll cost share, maintenance and base payments as provrded i

the statute;
Removing the limitation on the types of practices eligible for payment and
. e Making the CSP a rewards program by allowing producers to use CSP to
~ address resource concerns after enrollment.

-‘Agam we apprecrate the opportumty to prov1de you our concerns with the

proposed CSP rule.”

Smcerely,




. Conservation Operations Division
Natural Resouirces Conservation Service
ATTN: Conservation Security Program
P.O. Box 2890

-Washington, DC 20013-2890

I am writing to suggest 1mportant changes to the USDA’s proposed rules for the operatlon of the
Conservation Security Program (CSP). I support the CSP as a nationwide conservation program focused

.-on working farmiands and which--would “reward the best, and motivate the rest.” ~As- mtended by

Congress, the CSP should be open to all farmers in the U.S. practicing effectwe conservat:on

" As stated in the proposed rule the USDA must issue a supplcment to the ruie which would be open for
~-public comment for 30 days. . This-should be done immediately to fix major problems with the propesed

rules issued on January 2, 2004, which are not consistent with the law authorizing the CSP nor with the

_ funding allocated by Congress making CSP an uncapped national entitlement program.

..

In addition,

1.

USDA s “preferred approach” in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessarlly prevent

- most farmers from gaining access to the CSP. ' USDA must adhere to the law, and to the recently
appropriated full funding of CSP by Congress; and make CSP availabie nationwide to.all farmers
practlcmg effective conservation. The USDA tieeds to eliminate the restnctlons on partxcxpatlon'

in the CSP to a few “selected watersheds” and undeﬁned “categorles i

2. 5The USDA’s proposed rules fail to make adequate payments for farmers currently practlcmg

© Sincerely,

“effective conservation. The best way to secure the vital conservation of our soil and other

resources is to recognize and reward it when and where it is being done. Paying the best
practltroners for results is sound economics and smart policy, providing both reward and
motivation. CSP base payments should be set at the local rental rates based on land capability

without the 90% reduction proposed by USDA. Enhanced payments should reward the most.

environmentally-beneficial systems and to the maximum extent possible pay for results. The

enhanced payments should not be treated as cost-share but rather as real bonuses to reward

exceptxonal performance.

CSP needs to recognizé and reward resource-conserving crop rotations and managed rotational

. -grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmental benefits to society.

Both are specifically mentioned for enhanced payments in the CSP statute. The final rule should

highlight substantial enhancement payments for these systems as well as payments for -
' management of existing practices. ,

USDA should not penalize farmers for shiﬁihg former cropland to pasture as part of a managed
grazmg system. Former or potential cropland that is pastured and put into a managed rotational

grazing system must receive equal payment rates to other cropland and not the lower rate of

pastureland. The rules should establish base payrnents based on NRCS land capability classes,
not current land use,

CSP should allow farmers with USDA- anproved organic cettification plans under- the National

Organic Program to simultaneously certn‘y under both the Natlonal Orgamc Program and CSP, if
they meet the standards of both. ' .
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Ad’diﬁonal Comments:

. 1. NRCS is seeking comments on thc idea of a one-producer, one-contract approach to CSP
contracts, as a way to provide the fairest treatment of'all producers and to guard against program
fraud and abuse. Do you agree with this approach? Do you agree that all CSP payments should

 also be attributed to real persons (not various corporate or business entities)? And do you'agree
that the payment limits set in the law (320,000 per year for Tier 1, $35,000 per year for Tier 2,
and $45 000 per year for Tier 3) should be mamtamed?
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o2, NRCS is proposmg that CSP confracts in general not be renewable, except in special
" circumstances.” The law, on the other hand, leaves it up to the farmer to decide if he or she wants
* to renew the contract, and USDA would renew unless the farmer was not. fulfi lling the contract.
‘Do you agree that CSP contracts should be renewable, as part of an ongomg program, and not
'hrmtcd to onentzme contracts? T

3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA’s proposed rules: .

Namé (if not signed on fron):




