Conservation Security Program Comments R
ATTN: David McKay ) .. .
NRCS Conservation Opcratlons Division : : S e
P.O. Box 2890 730 ‘2

Washmgtqn, DC 20013 : .

[am wntmg to suggest important changes to the USDA s proposed rules for the operation of the
Conservation Security Program (CSP).(] support the CSPlas 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.

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 allocated by
Congress making CSP an uncapped national entitlément 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 to the law, and to the recently
appropriated full funding of CSP by Congress, and make CSP available nationwide to all farmers -
yractlclng 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 o
secure the vital conservation of our soil and other resources is to recogmze 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 results. The enhanced payments should not be treated as cost-share but rather as
real bonuses to reward excepnonal performance.

3. CSP needs to recognize and reward resource—conservmmm managed rotational
: grazmg 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
htghhght substantial enhancement payments for these systems, as well as payments for
management of ex1stmg practices. :

4. USDA should not penallze farmers for shlftmg former cropland to pasture ag part of a managed
grazing system. TFormer or potential cropland that is pastured and put into a managed rotational
grazifig system must receive equal payment rates to other cropland, and not the lower rate of
pastureland. The rules should estahlisﬂase payments based on NRCS land capabﬂlty classes,
not current land use. . .

5. CSP should allow farmers with USDA-a roved organic €ertificatiomplans under the National
Organi¢ Program to simultaneously certify under both the National Organic Program and CSP, if
they meet the standards of Botli. No need to tie farmers up in red tape.

sinceiely,

(=D

(Additional comments on back)




Additional Comments:

RCS 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
ud and abuse. Do you agree with this approach? gree that all CSP payments shou
also be attributed to real persons (not various corporate or business entities)? And do you agree
that the payment limits set in the law (820,000 per year for Tier 1, $35, 000 per year for T1er 2

d $45,000 '—\“5)"“ ?
and § per year for Tier 3) should be mamtamcé /V{' s .

© 2. NRCS is proposing that CSP coh_tfacts 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 shie 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 ar{'ongoing program/and not
limited to one-time contracts? .. -, T
Y . : o

}

3. Your add1t10na1 comments on CSP and the USDA s proposed rules:
ﬁ“o/@@T% ch/oj)/ f evr fr““‘"’“> Vfarur\af'

l'“ASovmc:.e& -

. . ’:, =z -

: d)‘MaMn Rothfusz
1420 10th St E.
Glencoe, MN 55336

Name (if not sigried on front):
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Conservation Security Program Comments

ATTN: David McKay ' ' _ ' gﬁq

 NRCS Conservation Operations Division - - L
P.O.Box 2890. . - "

" * Washington, DC 20013

I am writing to suggest important 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 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 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 makmg CSP an uncapped national entltlement program.

-In addxtlon, .

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 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 restnctmg stgn—up
for CSP to a few selected watersheds and undeﬁned categories.

2. TheUSDAs proposed rules fail to make anywhere close to adequate payments for env1r0nmenta1
benéfits 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
payment$ 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 res'ource-'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.

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 tand capability classes,

_not current land use.

5. CSp should allow farmers with USDA- approved organic 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 tape.

- Sincerely, 9 :
| : ot gm 2-19-04

(Additional comments on back)



Additional Comments:

‘I. NRCSis seekmg comments on the idea of a one-producer, one- contract approach to CSP
Y+ 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 attributéd to real persons (hot various corporate or business entmes)‘? 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’?

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

" circumstances. The law, on the otherhand, 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 ongomg program, and not
limited to one«tlme contracts? )/ I 5 '

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

Name (if not signed on front): -
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Conservatlon Security Program ‘Comments
ATTN: David McKay

NRCS Conservation Qperations Division
P.O. Box 2890

Washmgton, DC 20013 - -~

i

[ am writing to suggest mpoﬁant 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 inthe U.S, practlcmg effective conservation.

First, USDA should issue a supplement to the rule,_.which would be open for public comment for a2
minimum of 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 natlonal entitlement program

Four comments on the proposed rule:

'I.

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

..’ most firmers from gaining access to.the CSP. USDA must adhere to the law, and to the
recently appropriated full funding 6f CSP by Congress, and make CSP avaiiable to all farmers -

- practicing effective conservation. The USDA needs to get rid of the idea of restricting sign-

Smcerely,

up for CSP to-a few “selected watm'sheds” and undefined “categones »

The USDA’s proposed rules fail to make anywhere close to adequate payments for

- environmental benefits being produced by farmers practicing effective conservation. The best

way to secure the vital conservation of our seil 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 rates established in the CSP law 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 exoeptlonal 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 specificaily mentloned for enhanced payments in the CSP statute.

UsDA should not penahze farmers for shifting former cropland to pasture as part ofa
managed grazing system, as the USDA’s proposed rule does. Former or potentxal cropland

 that is pastured and put into a2 managed rotational grazing system must receive equal payment

rates to other cropland, and not thé lower rate of pastureland. The rules should estabhsh base

" payments based on NRCS land capability classes, not current land use.

CSP should allow farmers with USDA-approved organic 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 tape.




o | ~ COMMENT FORM -

This form may be helpful to you in making comments on the pmposed rules forthe Conservation Secunty
Program (CSF). Just circle the response below each statement that best mirrors your thought. Use the space ...
below each statement to add any personal comments, or attach additional sheets of paper. This form is not
intended.to comment on all aspects of the program, but to provide a guideline for you in making comments.

The completed form should be mailed to: Conservation Security Program Comments, ATTN: David
. McKay, Operations Division, NRCS, PO Box 2890, Washington, DC 20013 BY MARCH 2, 2004,

- You may access the full text of the propesed mles through the NRCS home: page at "www.nrcs.usda.gov,” then
selecting “Fam BIill.” Or contact your local soil conservation district. _

Please feel free to make copies of this form for your fnends and nelghbors and ask them to comment as well,

1. All CSP contracts should be limited tb fh"/é years‘ihsiength, with annual paymenls. :
Agree : -No Comment

2, Any technical assnstance or monitoring should only be carried out by personnel approved by the Iandowner

Dlsagree No Comment

3. If some of the property under CSP contract changes ownership, the buyer should have the option of continuing
the contract, regardless of the status of the rest of the buyer‘s operation. :

7 Disagree No Comrr_;ent

4. If some of the propeny under CSP contract changes ownership, the seller should be liable for any charges,
_penalties, etc. IF THE BUYER CHOOSES NOT to continue the contract, but such financial penaltles shall not
exceed the totai CSP dollars received under the contract.

Agree Disagreg ~‘ No Comment

5. If an operator with a sngned CsP contract purchases or rents addltional land that does not meet CSP guldelmes.
the operator should not be penalized. - S

Disagree ~~  No Comm'ent‘ -

6. If the property changes hands after the CSP contract has ended, the buyer shall not be requursd to maintain such :
practlces for their lifespan and the buyer shall not be penalized.

: a Dlsagree.r .+ . No Comment

7. Once the CSP cdhtract' has ended, operators should not be required to maintain such praciices for their Iifespan." ‘

Disagree No Comment




* 8. All decisions by the agency should be able to be appe:

.~ Disagree No Comment

%Q’CSP partrcrpants should havera choice between usmg the admmrstratwe review Pmoess an d use of th |
system to satlsfy utgyj g , e

: . dos—co ] S’ 4 R m_,)
Agree . Disagree No Comment ’3 ( T'ﬁ" @- T‘( °©

10. The emphasis of the CSP practrces should be to enhance the agricultura! productlvrty of sont and water resources
rather than for wildlife production.” -g @

- "Agree Dl_sagree No ,Commerit‘

1. Producers should not be requrred to sign any pen'nanent easements on their property in order to enroll in any
portion of the CcsP program ‘

K -

Agree rﬂggl"e? _ No Comment

12. CSP contracts should recognize that some practloes may not be able tobe lmplemented or rnamtamed due to
natural disasters such as fire; flood, tornado, etc. : . A

' Agre' ' Disagree No Comment

13. Other Comments

@ Keco "’l‘e.n- Q@u..\ff% Ocpé :QS IL‘ ug_e_’ /:g,
60&%«9 o !4—(/5 ‘/’l"#ﬁ'c@ﬂ- *'Lp SQ:F-F/‘.& FFOB(L-W%

ae/? PW%W @M&J, &ég‘u ot~

SIGNED: // O»@Q.u‘%; L/&' . (Your signature, please)
NAME: __ Robeyw ~, U f-.ti-‘.d:', el -

ADDRESS: ST 2SS - Gl e S E

AN, oﬁ’ﬂtﬁ STATE: _/‘/_Q_ ZIPCODE: 5 ¥ 7”5/

'_ Please note that UNSIGNED comments are not rated as highly as srgned comments.




© 2151 Folwell Ave.
. Saint Paul, MN 55108
February 18, 2004

Mr. David McKay :

NRCS Conservation Operatrons Division
P.O. Box 2890

Washington, DC 20013

~ Dear Mr. MeKay:

We are writing about the USDAs proposed. rules for the operation of the Conservation
Security Program (CSP). We strongly support a nationwide CSP conservation program.
"* As intended by Congress, the CSP should be open to all U. S. farmers who are wrllmg to
practice effective conservation. . :

We feel that the proposed rules issued on January 2, 2004 are not consistent with either
the law authorizing the CSP or the funding alIocated by Congress makmg CSP an
uncapped national entitlement program '

USDA’s “preferred approach” in the proposed rule would 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 should not restrict sign-up for CSP
to a few selected watersheds and undefined “categorles ?

- The USDA’s p'roposed rules*‘do notprovide adequate payments for environmental benefits

* produced by farmers currently practicing effective conservation. 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 50% 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 exceptlonal performance ' -

CSP needs to recognize and _rev_vra.rd crop rotations and managed rotational grazing-as-
proven conservation farming system. 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 grazing system. Former or potential c_:ropland that is pastured and put irito a
managed rotational grazing systeém should receive payment rates. equal to those for other




cropland, not the lower rate of pastureland. The rules should establish base payments
based on NRCS land capability classes, not current land use. :

CSP should allow farmers with USDA -approved organic certification plans under the
National Organic Program to certify under both the National Organic Program and CSP,
if they meet the standards of both.

NRCS should utilize a one-producer, one-contract approach to CSP contracts, in order to
provide the fairest-treatment of all producers and to guard against program fraud and
abuse. All CSP payments should be attributed to real persons, not corporate or business

~ entities. Payment limits set in the law should be maintained.

: CSP contracts should be renewable as- part of an ongoing program, and not limited to

* one-time contracts. The NRCS proposal that CSP contracts should not be renewable
except in special circumstances confliets with the law, which leaves it up to the farmer to
" decide if he or she wants to renew the contract. NRCS’s proposed restriction to one-time
contracts is contrary to the entire purpose of the CSP to'secure ongoing conservation of
our nation’s natlonal resources.

Very truly yours, -

L?sm G Aubds L/TM’///VW‘

Cynthla and Russell Hobbie




