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Conservation Security Program Comments

ATTN: David McKay o ‘ . :
NRCS Conservation Operations Division . _ ‘?V 2.--
P.O. Box 2890 : ' ' ’
Washington, DC 20013

I am writing to suggest important changes to the USDA s proposed rules for the operation of the

- Conservation Security Program (CSP). [ 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 éffective 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 tix 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 national entitlement program. '

Int addition,

I. USDA s preferred approach in the proposed rile would severely and unnecessarily prevent ]
most farmers from gaining access to the €SP. USDA must adhere-to the law, 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 to 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 practitioners 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 enwronmental1y-benet1c1al 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 an'd' 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 shouid

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

4. USDA should not penalizé‘farmers for shifting former cropland to pasture as part of a managed
A grazing 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 NRCS land capability classes,
* not current land use, S e ‘

5. CSP should allow tarmers with USDA-approved organic certification plans under the National
Organic Program to snnuizfmeou%ly certify under both the National Organic Pmbram and CSP, if
thev meet the standards of’beth. No need to tie farmers up in red tape. ‘

 Sincerely, ." %fw S A

(Additionat comments on back)
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Additional Comments:

1. NRCS is seeking comments on the idea of a oné-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 Tler 2
and $45,000 per year for Tier 3) should be maintained?
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2. NRCS is proposing that CSP contracts in general ot 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 renewabie; as part of an ongomg prograin, and hot

limited to one-time contracts" % L ‘7@“?4 P Mm.&/w fuum.,—Z/—;/
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© 3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA s'proposed rules:

Name (if not signed on fronty:
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" 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
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 maintained?
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2 NRCS is proposing that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, except
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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 fulfiliing the contract.
Do you agree that CSP contracts should be renewable, as part of an ongoing program, and not

limited to one-time contracts?
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3. Your addmonal comments on CSP and the USDA s proposed rules:
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. Conservation Security Program Comments

ATTN: David McKay

NRCS Conservation Operations Division
“P.O. Box 2890

Washington, DC 20013

[ 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 consetvation 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 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 f1x major problems with the proposed ruies issued on JWL

, _2'004, which are gt consistent with the law authorizing the CSP nor with the funding allocated by
Congress making CSP an uncapped national entitlement program.

In"a'ddition,

1. USDA's preferred approach in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessarily prevent
most farmers from gaining access to the CSP. USDA 1nust adhere to the law, 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 sxgn up
for CSP to a few selected watersheds and undefined categories.

2. The USDA's proposed rules fail to 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 practitioners 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 exsent
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-conserving crop rotations and managod rotational
grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmental benefits 1o 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 exxstmg practices.

4, 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 estabhsh basﬂ payments based on NRC S Land capabnhtz olasscs
not current iand Use. B T

T —

5. CSP should allow farmers with USDA-approved orgvanio certification plans under the National -
Organic Program to simultaneously certify under both the National Organic Program and CSP, if
they meet the standards of both. No need to tie farmers up in red ape.

o, il

Sinceérety,

(Additional comments on back)
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Cdnservation Operations Division
Natural Resources Conservation Service
ATTN: Conservation Security Program
P.0. Box 2890

Washington, DC 20013-2890

- I am writing to suggest important changes to the USDA’s proposed rules for the operation of the
Conservation Security Program (CSP). I 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 effective 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 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 allocated by Congress making CSP an uncapped national entitlement program. - . -

- In addition, .

1. ‘USDA’s “preferred approach” in the proposed rule would seVer_ely' and unnecessarily 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 available nationwide to all farmers-
practicing effective conservation. The USDA needs to eliminate the restrictions on participation . .

in the CSP to a few “selected watersheds” and undefined “categories.” '

‘2. 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 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 resuits. The
enhanced payments should not be treated as cost-share but rather as real bonuses to reward
exceptional performance. C ' I e '

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

managément of existing préctices. ‘

4. USDA should not penalize farmers for shifting former cropland to pasture as part of a managed
grazing 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 NRCS land capability classes,
not current land use. ‘

5. CSP should allow farmers with USDA-approved orgahic ceﬁiﬁcation plans under the Nationz}l' .
Organic Program to simultaneously certify under both the Natignal Organic Program and CSP, if
they meet the standards of both. ‘ C

Sincerely, / .
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- {Additional comments on back)




Additional Comﬁiénts:

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 ail producers and to guard against prcgram
fraud and abuse. Do youw agree with this approach? Do you agree that all CSP payments should

~ also be attributed to real persons (not various corporate or business entmes)? And do you agree
that the payment limits set in the law ($20,000 per year for Tler 1, $35 000 per year for Tier 2,
and $45, 000 per year for Tier 3) shOuld be maintained? .

wa

2. NRCSis proposmg ‘that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, except in. speclal .
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 ﬁllﬁllmg the contract.

‘Do you agree that CSP: contracts should be renewable, as part of an ongomg program, and. not
: l:mlted to one-tune contracts?
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TTN: David McKay
NRCS Conservation Operatxons D1v1sron
P.O. Box 2890 '

¥

At Se%z&un Program-Comments"ﬁ

Washington, DC 20013

I am writing to suggest important changes to the USDA s proposed rules for the operation of the
Conservation Security Program (CSP). I 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-dll farmers in the U.S. practlcmg effectlve 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 wn:h the funding allocated by
- Congress makmg CSP an uncapped natxonal entxtlement program.

In addition,
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2.

USDA s preferred approach in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessarily 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 available nationwidé to all farmers
practicing effective conservation. The USDA. néeds to get rid of the idea of restr:ctmg sign-up
for CSP to a few selected watersheds and undefined categorles

The USDA s proposed_rulés fail to 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 practitioners for results is sound economics and smart
policy, providing both reward and motivation. CSP base payments should be set at the local

, Tental rates based on land capability without the 90% reduction proposed by USDA. Enhanced

- payments should reward the most environmentally-beneficial systéms and to the maximum extent
+ possible pay for results. The enhanced payments should not be. treated as cost-share but rather as
reai bonuses to reward excepnonal performance

3. CS8P needs to recognize 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 enharicement payments’ for these systems, as well as payments for -
management of ex1st1ng practices,

4. USDA should not penahze farmers for shlftmg former cropland 10 pasture as part of a managed

:16’5.”.
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grazing 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 NRCS land capabllity classes
not current land use.

5. CSP should allow farmers with USDA-approved organic certxﬁcaudn plans under the National

Organic Program to simuitaneously certify under both the National Organic Prograim and CSP, if
they meet the standards of both. No need to tie farmers up in red tape,
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(Additional comments on back)




Additional Comments:

1. NRCS is seeking comments on the ideaofa 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 Tlcr 3) should be mamtamed”
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‘2. NRCSis proposmg that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, exccpt in special
circumstances. The law, on the other hand, leaves-it up to the farmer te decide if he or she wants
to renew the contract, and USDA would renew unless the farmer was not fulﬂllmg the contract.
Do you agree that CSP contracts should be rcncwable ag part of an ongomg program, and not -
limited to one-time contracts‘? v >
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© 3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA’s proposed rules: -
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