.. February 25, 2004

Conservation Security Program Comments.
ATTN: David McKay o
NRCS Conservation Operations Division

- P.O.Box 2890 S
‘Washington, DC 20013

" Dear Mr. McKayQ ‘

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 CSPasa - E
nationwide conservation program focused on working farmlands.. As intended by - -
Congress, the CSP should be open to all farmers in the U.S. practicing effective |
conservation. ..o Tl T e P T

Fi"r'st, USDA should lssue a Sdpp'lét"r'teht tdfhe .fl.ilé; :V‘V_hiC_h."\;\.;O.l.Jldibé-_Opéh::fdf pﬁblic' S

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.: - ool n e
" in addition, -

R P 'USDA;S "préfef:ré'd approach” i“n‘ I‘héfp'r‘dpoéed ru!ewould 'f;eﬁérel'y and .

" unnecessarily prevent most farmers from gaining access to the CSP. USDA - R 03 o
" “must adhere to :tih'e_:;f_aw,"and'.to"thje;:reéeht!y-app'ro‘pri,zit'ed-qu_'_fundin‘g of CSP .~ .« " Fexb03493:069 . .
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 fo a few “selected watersheds” -and-undefined “categories.” " i -

" 2. The USDA’s proposed riiles fail to make anywhere close to adequate
-~ payments for environmental benefits being produced by farmers currently . ;.

- practicing effective conservation. The best way i0'secure the vital -

- .conservation of our soil and other resources is t6 recognize and rewardit 0

‘Food Alliance .
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- Portland, OR 97211~ _
- Phone 503.493.1065 .
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~when and where it is being done.  Paying the best practitioners for results is - 0o E

" sound ecoromics 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: - - o

*_payments should reward the most environmentally-beneficial systems and to -

U the maximum extent possible pay for results. The enhanced payments . -~ = i 0

- exceptional performance.

- should not be treated as cost-share but rather as Teal bonuses fo reward s

3. CSP needs to recognize and reward resource:conserving crop rotations and.- "
" "managed rotational grazing as proven conservation farmiing systems that - . 7
_deliver environmental.benefits to society. Both are specifically mentioned -

- - for enhanced payments in the CSP statute, The final tule should highlight ==
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substantial enhancement payments for these systems, as well as payments for
_ management of eXIStlng practlces - : . :

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 .
'capabrhty classes not current Iand use, ,

5. _'CSP should allow farmers wrth USDA—approved orgamc certrfrcatlon plans
“as well as other nationally recognized sustainable agriculture certification -
~ programs, such as Food Alliance or Protected Harvest to snmultaneously

certify under both the National Organic Program and CSP, if they meet the R

- standards of both, These farmers would not rieed to undergo the self-
assessment process found on page 201. No need to tie farmers up in red
 tape. This would reduce the admrnrstratrve burden for NRCS and reduce L
: p}emork for appllcants T - R S

Smcerely,

" Rebecca S|plak

Addrtlonal Comments L

T "NRCS is. seektng comments on the rdea 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 ali CSP.payments should also be ‘:‘ . S

wa attnbuted to real persons (not various corporate or business en’tltles)? And

.- - doyou agree that the payment. Inmlts ‘set in the Iaw ($20,000 per year for. . iy
. Tier1,7$35,000 per year for Tler 2 and $45 000 per year for Tler 3) should Tl

.'-be mamtalned?

l agree wrth a!l of the above approaches

2 NRCS is proposmg that CSP contracts in generai not be renewable except m‘lf' ‘71:‘

_special circumstances.. The law, on the other hand, leaves itup tothe .~ "

farmer to decide if he or she wants to renew the contract and USDA ‘would -‘-7'_
renew unless the farmer was not fuifrlhng the contract Do you agree that G




*

Rebecca Siplak
CSP contracts should be renewable, as part of an ongomg program, and not
limited to one-time contracts? -

| would like to sea that farmers cou|d choose fo renew contracts Do not l lmlt CSP -
contracts fo one—tl me contracts .

3 Addrtrona| comments on CSP and the USDA’s proposed rules

| would like to see that signups are > Continuous and not perlodrc Thls process makes
it extremely difficult to commumcate wnth producers

The NRCS should contract out some of therr percelved’ 'admlmstratlve bUrden wrth -

- othér like-minded organizations. | find it rather dlsheartenmg toseehow - ..
' government employees are complarnmg about an administrative burden that they .

~ have not even experienced yet Get to work the rest of hs are workung hard and not . -

' compiamung'

A|Iow mdlwdual states and regions to work together and to be ﬂexnble in addressmg |

issues that are important for the geographrc location. Allow the NRCS Technical -
- Guides to be edited for the current times to include: innovative practices now bemg

- found and developed all, over the country For lnstance some mnovatlve pract|ces s

~ that merit attention mclude

S Monrtormg water temperature and reducrng water use for lrngatnon

> Monitoring and festing for soil Phosphorous levels; especsally as |t re|ates to =

animal feedmg rations and manure management T
“ Creative harvestmg technlques that presen/e wuldlufe & benefncnal orgamsms
habitat :
> - Buffer stnps managed around waterways planted wnth rndlgenous plant
S materlal and free from all peshcrde drrft synthet|c or natural

vV

C .
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Future Harvest A Chesapeake Alliance for Sustainable
Agriculture

| 'Comments Submitted on
Draft Conservation Security Program Rules

Dear Secretary Veneman,

We are submrthng these comments oh the draft ru!es for the Conservatlon
: Securrty Program R S P U P PRI YL

Future Harvest- CASA is a non prot‘ t. agrlcultural orgamzatron that represents
farmers and consumers:in, the. Chesapeake ‘Bay-region: :Qur mission is 1o
promote proﬁtab!e -and- sustalnabie farmrng in the Bay reg|on through educatlon
and pohcy actlvrt|es e e : :. . A PR

We are very excrted about the possrblhtres that the new Conservahon Securlty
Program will provide for farmers to further demonstrate their commitment to
protecting the environment. The program has tremendous potential to help
farmers protect water quality and improve soil health in ways that will benefit all

of society.

We recognize that as you have drafted these rules.you have had numerous
constraints and pressures to deal with. Having to design a ‘capped entitiement’
program with uncertain funding levels has been a significant challénge.
Recognrzmg these constraints we offer the followrng comments

1. As you design the program be sure that there is bua!t in ﬂexrblllty with
. these rules to allow for greater farmer partrcrpatron as rncreased fundlng
becomes avallable L AcT
2 We thmk that the use of categorles as. you have def ned them isa
RS reasonable approach to; llmrt eligibility. We do-wish that the rulés-had -
lncluded more details on categories; but we recognize the need to allow

for some flexibility. We encourage giving the individual states as much

- Future Harvest-CASA

" 106 Market Couit ¢ P.O. Box 337 » Stevensvilie, MD 21666 « Tai 410-604-2681 ¢ Fax 410-804-2688 ¢ email theasa @ umail.umd.edy

o
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Security Program S P A PR ERE 2 SN L
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We are very excrted about the possrbnmes that the new Conservahon Secunty
Program will provide for farmers to further demonstrate their commitment to -
prot_ect'ihg the environment.. The program has tremendous potential to help
farmers protect water quality and improve soil health in ways that will benefit all
of society.

We recognize that as you have drafted these rules. you have had numerous
constraints and pressures to deal with. Having to design a ‘capped entitlement’
program with uncertain funding levels has been a significant challenge.
Recognizing these constraints we offer the following comments:

1. As you design the program, be sure that there is built in flexibility with
. these rules to allow for greater farmer parhcupatron as mcreased fundlng
, becomes avadable e PPN LTI o et
ae 2 We thmk that the: use of categorres as. you have deﬁned them is: a
T reasonable approach to, limit eligibility. We dowish that the. rulésshad -
included more details on categories; but we recognize the need to allow
for some flexibility. We encourage giving the individual states as much

- Future Harvest- GASA

106 Market Court PO Box 337 Stevensume MD 21669 ¢ Tel 430-604- 2681 Fax 410 604-2688 « emal fhcasa@umarl umd. edu
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- Weare very excrted about the pOSSIbIIItIeS that the new Conservatlon Secunty
Program will provide for farmers to further demonstrate their commitment to

- protecting the environment.. The program has tremendous potential to help
farmers protect water quality and improve soil health in ways that will beneF t all

of somety

We recognize that as you have drafted these rules you have had numerous
constraints and pressures to deal with. Having to design a ‘capped entitlement’
program with uncertain funding levels has been a significant challenge
Recognizing these constraints we offer the followmg comments

1. Asyou design the program be sure that there is bu1lt in f|EXIbl]!ty with
; these rules to allow for greater farmer parbcmatron as lncreased fundlng
becomes avazlable g T R

2 We thmk that the: use of categones as. you have def‘ ned them is: a _
i reasonable approach to. Jimit eligibility. We do wish that the. rulés-had
included more details on categories, but we recognize the need to allow

for some flexibility. We encourage giving the individual states as much
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Program will provide for farmers to further demonstrate their commitment to
protecting the environment.. The program has tremendous potential to help
farmers protect water quality and improve soit health in ways that will benef‘ t all
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We recognize that as you have drafted these rules you have had numerous
constraints and pressures to deal with. Having to design a ‘capped entltlement’
program with uncertain funding levels has been a significant challenge ,
Recogmzmg these constralnts we offer the followmg comments

1 As you des;gn the program be sure that there is built in. ﬂE'.XIblllty wrth
- these rules to aflow for greater farmer pamupatlon as mcreased fundlng
. becomes. avallabie EAC TN BT LR
,2 We th:nk that the: use of categorles as you have det‘ ned them is a ‘
} reasonab[e approach to; fimit eligibility. We do wish that the rulés-had
“included more details on categories, but we recognize the need to allow
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Future Hanrest CASA
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responsibility in selecting categones as pOSSIbIe to meet each state’s
needs.

. We do not like the restrictive use of resources of concerns to limit farmer
participation. We would encourage you to return to the tier criteria
stipulated in the faw. The resources of concern should be used to ensure
environmental benefits to the program, but should not be so restrictive as-
to limit most farmer participation. To limit participation to meet budget
needs use the categories and subcategories, as these can be aftered most
easily to meet the available future budgets. '

. We like the emphasis on the enhanced payments portion of the payment
structure. This ensures that environmental activities are given high
priority, and that the program can justify its payments with concréte
environmental benef‘ ts.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to
contact me for any reason. :

Stncerely,

e

Bruce Mertz, Executive Director
Future Harvest CASA




responsibility in selecting categories as posslble to meet each state’s
needs.

3. We do not like the restrictive use of resources of concerns to limit farmer
participation. We would encourage you to return to the tier criteria
stipulated in the law. The resources of concern should be used to ensure
environmental benefits to the program, but should not be so restrictive as-
to limit most farmer participation. To limit participation to meet budget
needs use the categories and subcategories, as these can be altered most
easily to meet the available future budgets.

4. We like the emphasis on the enhanced payments portion of the payment

- structure. This ensures that environmental activities are given high
priority, and that the program can justify its payments with concrete
en\nronmental benefits.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to |

contact me for any reason.
Slncerely,

Bruce Mertz, Exec:utlve Director
Future Harvest CASA
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