* -’ Conservation Security pfogram (CSP), I was excited to see the.CSP incorporated ‘into the fast Farm Bill as-a way to

. 1) USDA has decided to promote the CSP only in selected watersheds and categories of farmland. This tuns

.. sign-up should be eliminated.

Roald Evensen ;
| N87?? 109Qth Street, River Falls Wisconsm 54022 (71 5)-425- 8427 _ | |

~ March 22, 2004

Conservation Security Program Comments
_ATTN: Mr, David McKay .
- NRCS Conservation Operations Division .
P.O. Box 2890 .
. Washington, DC .20013

Dear Mr. McKay,
Iam writing to offer comuments about the pmposed rules promulgated by the USDA for the implementation of the

provide important incentives to farmers for protecting the irreplaceable soil resources of agncultural 1ands 8CTOSS
the nation. However, I have two major objections to the rules as proposed: :

-~ counter to the intent of the Congress to make CSP benefits available to all farmers across the nation. 'I‘I'us restricted

2) Many farmers are currently using enwronmentaily sound practices and should be rewarded for theu' efforts The
_ proposed rule prioritize “additional effort” over the existing delivery of conservation benefits. The CSP shouid re-
‘ward the farmers and their practices that produce the most environmentally positive benefits, irregardless. of
“whether they are new projects or exmng outstanding conservation examples. :

" There are also three existing farmmg pract:ces that should be recognized but are, in fact, ignored by the CSP rules:

=1} Managed rotational grazing: The CSP statute states that a farmer will receive an enhanced CSP-pay for prac-
tices that include managed rotational grazing, but the proposed rules would actually penalize farmers who

. have put former row-crop land into pasture as part of a mariaged grazmg program.

- 2) Resource conserving crop rotations: The CSP statute indicates that “a crop rotation that mcludes at least one

: TeSoUrce-conserving crop reduces s0il erosion, improves soil fertility and tilth, interrupts pest ¢ycles, and re-

duces depletion of soil moisture”, and that such rotations should qualify for enhanced payments. Under the

: proposed rules, they do not, and tl'us oversight should be fixed in the final rules.”

- 3) Organic Production: 'The benefits of certified organic productron are-not recognized in the proposed rules.
Farmers with USDA-approved organic certification plans under the National Qrganic Program (NOPO should
have the optlon of simultaneously certify under both the NOP and the CSP.if they meet the standards of both.

Al three of these practices make substantial contributions to  the protection of our soﬂ and water resources, and
shouid be recogmzed for payment enhancements under CSP rules.

I hope your Division will issue a supplement to the ruies lssued onl anuary 2nd, and then provrde another penod
for public review and comment. Thank you for your review of these comments, - _

Z%% /%’JW/

cc: - Senators Herb Kohl and Russell Feingold
Representative Ron Kind -

Smcerely, L P
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NRCS Conservation Operations Division. -
P.O. Box 2890
Washington, DC 20013

Conservation Sectiity Program Comments e ﬁ Gty 774/&’“" <
ATTN: David McKay - ) Pl 23, Zpagz .

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 praetlcmg 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 €SP nor with the fundmg alIocated by -
Congress makmg CSP an uncapped nanona] entitlement program : .

In addztlon : :_‘_j-._»' o o i

o 1,

Coeatl

USDA.s preferred approach 'in':tﬁe;‘proposed rule would severely and nnnecessarily prevent' o

* 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 restricting slgn-up
for CSP to a few. selected watersheds and undeﬁned categones

The USDA s proposed rules faﬂ to make anywhere close to adequate payments for envn'onmental
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. Payirig the best practitioners for results is sound economics and smart

_ policy, providing both reward and motivation. CSP base payments shouid be set at the localr
" 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 1o reward exeepuonal performance

CSP needs to récognize and rew-ard resource-conserving crop rotations and managed rotational
grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmental benefits to soviety. -
Both are specifically mentioned for enhanced payrnents in the CSP statute. The final rule should
highlight substantial enhancement. payments for these systems, as well as payments for
management of ex1st1ng praotlces

USDA should not penalize fanners 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 estabhsh base payments based on NRCS land eapabllity elasses
not current land use. :

CSP should allow farmers with USDA approved orgamc cert1ﬁcat1on plans under the National:
Organic Program to smultaneously certify under both the National Organic Program and CSP, 1f
they meet the standards of both. No need to tie farmers up in red tape. .

Sincerely, ¢,Zéﬁ4/ ; W

4570/ & alafy 702
2% W/?V],gmwédﬁyﬁ

(Additional comments on oack)




- Additional Comments:

1. NRCS is seeking comments on the idea of a ong-producer, one-contract approach to CSP
contracts, as a way to provide the fairest trgatment‘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 ($20, 000 per year for Tier 1, $35 000 per year for Tier 2,

and $45 000 per year for thr 3) should be mamtamed° % M ww%}

2, NRCS is proposing that CSP contracts in general not be renewable, except in spec1a1 _
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: nngomg program and not
lumted to one-time contracts? W .

3. Your additional commc_nté on CSP and the"LTS_DA.:é proposed ruies: B e -

M/Myt

0/%% WWWWMA,(-«/B

Name {if not signed on frorit):




© Conservation Security Program Comments
ATTN: David McKay :

NRCS Conservation Operations D1v1$1on
P.0. Box 2890 o
Washington, DC 200__l3_

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 anationwide 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 farmer-s in the U.S. «practicing effective eonsérvation

First, USDA should issue a supplement to the rule which would be open for publtc comment for 30 days
This should be done immediately to fix major problems with the proposed rules issued on J anuary 2;
2004, which are not consistent with the law authorizing the CSP nor with the fundmg allocated by
Congress making CSP an uncapped national entttlement program :

1.

‘ In addltron

Ly

. R N . d;_;_ I,'"g; v
USDA s preferred approach in the proposed rule would severely and unnecessartly prevent o
most farmers frofir gaining access tothe CSP. USDA miust 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 etgn-up
for CSP toa few selected watersheds and undeﬁned categortes

The USDA s proposed rules fail to make anywhere close to adequate payments for env1romnental |

~ 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: sm_art
7 policy, providing both reward and motivation. CSP base payments should be set at the Tocal

. rental rates based on land capability without the 90% reéduction proposed.by USDA. Enhanced -

payments should reward the most environmentally-beneficial systems and to the maximum extent
possible pay for results. The enhanced payments shou!d not be treated as cost—share but rather as

-~ real bonuses to reward exceptronal performance

+CSP needs to recognlze and reward Tesource- conservmg crop rotations and managed rotattonal
‘grazing as proven conservation farming systems that deliver environmerital benefits to society.
" Both are specifically mentioned for enhanced payments in the CSP statute. The final rule shonld

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

USDA should not penalize fatmers for shifting former cr0pland o pasture as part of a managed
grazmg system. Former or potential cropland that is pastured and put into a managed rotatronal
grazing system must receive equal payment rates to other cropland, and not the lower rate of  ~
pastureland. The rules should establish base paymentabased 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 CSPyif
. they meet the standards of both. No need to tie farmers up in red tape.

"Sl.n‘?,erely, W 2{ / O‘f

-dnl. //%e o Q/ﬁ/a;/ - |
P {Additional comments on back)




Additional Commen‘t’_s';. .

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 ($20,000 per year for Tier 1, 335,000 per year for Tier 2,
-and $45,000 per year for Tier 3) should be maintained? =~

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
- limited to one-time contracts" .

3. Your additional comments on CSP and the USDA s proposcq-i't;iles:

Name (if not signed on front}:




' ~Conservatlon Secunty Program Comments
_ATTN: David McKay -

NRCS Conservation Operations Dmsron

P.O. Box 2890 .

Washington, DC 2001 3

Q)J};
‘V/}’U'

- Lam writing to suggest 1mportant 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, aind motivate the rest. As intended by

"~ Congress, the CSP should be open to all: farmers in the U.S: practicing effectrve conservatron

Frrst USDA should issue a supplement to the rule, which would be open for publrc 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 fundmg allocated. by
Congress makmg CSP an uncapped natronal entitlement program

_ In-addrtron,

1. USDA $ preferred approach in the proposed rule: woitld severely and unnecessarily prevent
most farmers from gaining accessto the CSP. USDA must adhere to the law, and to the recently
appropnated full funding of CSP by Congress and make CSP available nationwide to all farmers
practicing efféctive conservation: The USDA needs to get rid of the idea of restricting srgn-up
for CSPtoa few selected watersheds and undeﬁned categories.

2. The USDA 8 proposed ruies fail to make anywhere ciose to adequate payments for envrronmental
S benefits being produced by farmers currently practicing effective conservation. The best way to
» secure the vrtal 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 pay1 for results. The enhanced payments should not be treated as’ cost—share but rather as
real bonuses to-reward exceptronal performance.
3. CSP 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 enhancement Dpayments for these systems as well as payments for
management Qf ex1st1ng practrces :

w4, USDA shouid 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 base payments based on NRCS’ 1and 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 tte farmers up in red tape: - :

-Siricerely,

b« /
,-a,i( e

1
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(AdditiOnal comments on back)




'-'-‘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
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 ($20,000 per year for Tler 1 $35 000 per year for Tier 2,
and 545,000 per year for. Tler 3) should be mamtamed"

1P i d fae py

— /’C-m//w“?v—

2. NRCSii 1s proposing that CSP contracts in general itot be renewable, except in special
circumsténces. 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 youl agree that CSP contracts should be renewable as part of an ongomg program and not
limited to one-time contracts’) S

-

3. Your additional cornmer_x_t§ oﬁ CSP and the USDA § proposéd rul_es-:"' ‘

o

flied o T el Py i

Name (if not signed on front): ___ [/iL, /



