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'ABSTRACT
The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977

MCA) directed the united States Department of Agriculture (USDA) to
assess the countryes nonfederal soil and water resources and to
develop,* program to conserve these and related .natural resource*.
During this process, the USDA prepared and circulated for public :

comment, a- draft appraisal, draft program report, environmental impact
statement, and summary document. Presented in this report is a%
analysis of the more than 65,000Lresponses received during the 60-day
public review period in regard to these four publications. Topics
addressed include status and condition of soil and water resources,
.conservation objectives, alternative conservation strategies, the-
MCA and. its current programs, and related resource conservation
issues. Incorporated into the text are comments from the ASDA-RCA
public opinion survey conducted by Louis Barris and Associates.
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PREFACE

The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (RCA) ('PL 95-192)
directs the U.S. Department offtricultUre to solicit information and ideas

"Lizaas.....Lii,.accosdameoa*itin-fsoftikiems-

s of the'law, USDA distributed copies of,the draft Appraisal, Program Report
and Environmentallmiact Statement, and Summary to the public for,commee
Comments *ere received by the USDA-RCA,hesponse Analysis Center in Athe
Georgia, during the 60 -day review period (January 28-March 28,.1980). Th
report. presents the analysis of almost 65,000 responses containing more than '

1.5 million separate comments. These responses are from individuals, organi-
zations, and goiernient agencies and'were signed by more than 118,000 people.

This repOrt was prepared in order to
o provide'a.MAXX that'the Sailetary of Agriculture, other members

of the Executive Branch, and the Congress c *it use in RCA decision-
making.

o convey to the RCA Coordinating CoAlittee the nature and substance.
of the public comments.

-provide a documentary record of what.the public said.
o provide a basis for comparing the public response to the RCA draft

documents with the Louis Harris and Associates public opinion
survey. . .

This'kelport presents important information for decisionmakers to bonsider as
they develop the USDA national conservation program. In this regard, a few
words of caution are in order. The Public Response Eva/uation Tewurges all
users of this report to bear in mind tliAtimmtn, receixestkram4he_p.uh1i.c_.
as part of public participation activities are-not derived through statistically
designed sampling proceaures. Therefore, these commit-a-do-not provide a
basis for drawing inferences about the views of the general public nor do
they allow users to generalize *boat the views ofll farmers, all members
of other groups, or the total population. This does not, however, diminiih
the usefulness of these comments to decisionmakers. These comments represent'
the views and priorities of an interested segment of the public. 1

. N.O

Comments from the USDA-RCA public opinion survey, conducted by Louis Harris
and Associates,.are_incorporated into the text of this report.. Survey findings
are marked by brackets and are indented:

When considering both types of comments, RCA decisionmakers may want to
reviewthe following caveats presented by Drs. Lester Milbrith and Steven
Cohen. 1/

o In public-participation activities, responses are submitted voldntarily.
This Suggests that the respondent has a high levelPof motivation and initiative.
Many of the responses are in the form of personal letters, which take a good

1/ Milbrath, Lester, and Steven Cohen: July 19797A-PrOposed Design
for a Comparative Study of Two Citizen Participation Methods. EnviAnmental,
Studies' Center, State University of New York at Buffalo. Prepared under
contract with the Soil Conservation Service, Order #3A75-9:204 .
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deal of time and energy to compote. This, as well as personal skills and
psychological barriers, limits the.number of thole who comment.

o In statistically designed surveys, respondents are selected randomly.
As a result, a survey includes people who may not have thought much about the

es. Even.so,:these opinions should be viewed as meaningful respoinses
abo values And ferences that will beaffected.by conservation program'
decis s

o The' riationship between a finding from the survey and a finding from
the public commentsis difficult to assess. The public comments may show,
for example, that 40 percent of the farmers favor alternative A while 30
percent favor alternative B. There is no accurate way, since the public
comments arenot a random sample, to determine whether the distribution is
representative of all farmers.- -The distribution does suggest somethingt

o, ,however, about the attitudes me:people who are likely. to try to. apply political
pressure. If it is necessary to estimate,the distribution of public opinion
on an issue, the survey data presented here almost certainly are.more reliable
than the public comment data.

This report is the work of the Public Response Evaluation Team, directed by
Ida D. Cuthbektson, SCS. Arnold King; SCS, served ea assistant team director.
The analysts for the chapters in this report were:

Chapters 1 and 2: David Dyer, SEA; Lester R. GokeLSCS
StChapter 3: Esther Collins, SCS; Shirley Elliott, S

eNapter 4: :lames Spieth, SCS; Keith K. Young, SCS
Chapter 5:' John H. Stierna, SCS; William 3. Auckerman, SCS
Chapter .6: Helen Gilbert, SCSI Wiliam F. Mildner, SCS
Chapter 7: David R. Banta, SCS;,King Ensminger; ASCS .

Chapters 8 ;OW 12: Warr* Post, FS; Diane 1..-Bonnert, SCS
Chapter 9: John4W. Garrett, SCS; H Ted Evans, SCS
Chapter 10: Carla Moore, SCS; Ro ie Murphy, SCS
Chapter 11: ,Neil Gallagher, SCS; 'Corcoran, SCS

t 'Harris survey Paulette Pitrak, SC Eileen Begovich, SCS

Supporting the analysts were Marietta Hoyt, secretary; Debbie Sehmnartsand
Carole Irvin, clerktypists; Gene Andreuccetti, Response Analysis Center
Director; Martha McFadden, J.K. Obatala, Janie Rael,'and !farm Scdtt,,RAC
coders; Clayton Miller, computer coordinator; George Blubm, RCA management
representative; Barbara Ringer, programmer; Jane Grant and H. Lee Tara, word
processing equipment operators; Robert L. Williams, printinp.specialist; and
Jim Benson, editor. All support personnel were SCS employees.
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A GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED INIMIS REPORTomm.s*..
,ThefolLawing list includes terms used throughout this report. As used in
the report, these terms have specific meshing* narrower than theie generally
accepted definitions.

Affiliation of respondent. Jncliales simbershin formal organizations or
association with a unit of government, a field of endeavor,or another
category deemed useful for this analysis. Only one affiliation is
recorded for eachindtvidual. .

Comment. A statement of opinion,about any topic.
. .

. Fan, nonstructured. A preprinted.c9mment form that allows respondents
to type or write original comments. , .

.
/. t . .- -

milt/1- Fors, st. ttured. A preprinted comilent form on which respondents fill in

. .-
bl s or check or circle comments tlipt correspond to.their views.

/ .
. t ,

Petition. A document urging that's particular action be taken and signed
by a group of people, usually 10 or mere. For this report, petitions
and form letters. were coded the. same.

.

RCA. The Soil an d Water Resources Conservation Act of 1977 (PL 95-192).

Respondent, A person--representing hipself, afrorganization-
, unit of goverament--who submitted a response tothe Response AnAlysia

Center. 4.

0 . ..
Response.

.

'A written or oral communication submitted to the Response Analysis
"Center. A reiponsi contains one or more comments on aspects of the MCA
drafts or related issues. .

ro

Response type. The manner in which a response was submitted. The different
types, are: .

. (A) personal letter, postcard, report, verbal comment, telegram,
or mailgram. "... .

(2) petition, form letter, or resolution. 4

(3)/ structured coupon or structured response form.
. (4) nonstructuredresponse form. .

(5) transcript of pcblic meetings.
(6Y District oz State Soil and Water Conservatiei Long-Range Plan.
(7) other. .

Signature. A name Wised to a response. On the average, each response
contains almost two signatures.

.

Topic.' A discrete subject area that Covers a part'of the pcblished ROA
drafts or related issues. Related topics make tip the various chapters
in this report.



'Chapter1 - Highlights
.

'' ti's reparls based on 64;172 responses received by the USDA -RCA Response
Analysis Center in Athens, Georgia, during-the.public response period ..

(January -Harsh 1980). lien responses pare signed by 118,213 persons. They
cOntdin 1,513,556 separate; identifiable comments about the RCAdraft.documents
andrelated issues. ;.Responses are from everfstate in the Nation and the
Caribbean area. The responses express the views of aembers.of the interested
public.

Analyii, of these responses shown that --
a almost three-fourths ire from individuals.
o responses from the South are proportionately greater than the

nonmetropoliten population of the regions responses from the North,
/ east are' proportionately :loaner.

o nearly pelf of the individuals do not identify 'themselves by occupa-
tion or affiliition.

o nearly one- fourth of the responses are from those who identify
themselves as farmers or ranchers.,

o one-fourth are from respondents who identify themselves as employees
of federal, stite,.or.lotal government...

o well ever half are structured response forms.
o about half of ell commentsaddress the alternative strategies for

*conserving soil and water resources.
. o more than one-third.of all cerasents address the conservation

objectives.
_________o__-.the--remaising-Comments -address-present programer-conservation

. activities, RCA assumptions and projections, USDA agencies, soil,
and wateeresources, and miscellaneout topics.

. . . .
i Respondents commenting on soil, water, and related resources--

o value highly the Nation's soil, water, and related resources.
o are concerned about the capacity of the Nation's resources to meet

_future needs'.
.

. k
.

.
e.

x .

Respondents commenting on the conservation objectives - -
,

o express strong support for USDA's traditional objectives relating
to conservation and preservation of agricultural land.

o support the objective of reducing soil erosion as the cornerstone
of USEMrinnservation programs, more strongly than the other
objectives. - .

.

o support objectives directed at noncroprands such as wetlands
preservation and wildlife habitat improvement, but not nearly as
.much as they support the traditional objectives. . .

o, _-want the Department to take an active role in helping to protect
and preierve farmland 'without attempting direetfederal,control.

o say that conservation of natural resources is important, that
conservation is in the public interest, and thavaccomPlishinethe

. objectives would conserve resources for the future.-
o think that many conservatiou problems

1

originate-in'urbin-areas,. .
and that USDA should deal with these if doing so'helps to.solve

,

.1

resource ptoblems.

1
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Those commenting on the a ivities proposedto rasa the objictives--
p=lbillaPPOSOiettitt:teir-tikenalig

group, for.* 'eying conservation objactivee are adequate rather
than inadequlate.

most favor conservation tillage, drainage, erosion control measures,
and structure' flood control as effective conservation measures.

o express least support for wetland retention policies and-data
- collection methods. .

o most often comment on.technical assistance, agricultural research,
ind'irosion control measures.
expr
0 . .

o ess* enthusiasm for both traditional and innovative USDA practites
. and policies for encouraging conservation.

Respondents commenting onthe alternative strategies, including farmers and
. ranchers-p- - , .

o most favor redirecting present conservation ptowns and conser-
vation performisce bonuses. .

0 least fayor the regulitory emphasis and -cross copliamce. .

.0
0 I generally siy that they would support a national conservation

program that is well funded, voluntary, and reiponsive to local
conditions and needs.

Persons comiehtinfon USDA agencies and their conservation programs --
; 0, generally believe that the programs are effective,butsay that the

agencies Could do an even better job if they had more funding0P'
they could provide 004 technical assistance, and if they were more
efficient;'--

Those commenting on related agricultural issues--
0 favor a strong export potic, and relate this to energy needs.
o endorse the. traditional American concept of *mall family farms.
o support preservation of farmland for agricultural use -- -- -1

o sry that education and research- -but not.r5gulatinn -are appro-
priate areas for governmental'involvftment in conservation
activities.

Respondents commenting on the,R process-- .

*a' endorse the RCA,plblic participation effort.
. o .sty.that_the'ieview period was WoldUirt, that

'.' theAmaaments were available, and that the do
Aka more exposure.
express some doubts about theaccuracy of data
*documents.

I

too few copies of
masts sho'uld have

in the-RCA draft

1-2
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. Chapter 2 - Background and National Summary

This chapter provides background information for this report and a broad
overview of the responses received during the RCA public comment period, -

describes what the respondents say, and characterizes the comments submitted.

.
i

Background
. . -

;

The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act (RCA) calls for USDA to appraise

,..
the soil and water resources on the Nation's nonfederal lands and to develop
a national program for conservation of soil, water, and related resources.
The President is to send this appraisal, agproposed program, and a statement
of.policy to CiIngress in 1980. .

0 .

i USDA calls its involvement with RCA activities the "RCA process." The RCA
process is one of-- .

+,

"

o appraising resources.
o projecting demands.
o establishing conservation objectives.,
o developing alLetnative strategies' to meet the objectives.
o - selecting the strategies for the recommended USDA soil and water

conservation program:

Guiding this process is an interagency Coordinating Committee representing
selerarfedera,1 agencies. 1/ The Soil Conservation Service has leadership
re6onsibility for the RCA process.

.
: w..

During this process,SDA has prepared four major documents:
o Draft Appraisal Part I.

.

o Draft ApprOs* t II.

-o Draft Program Report, a vironmental ImpactmStatement.
o Summary of the'three draft do ti: ,

*
. ,

USDA circulated these documents for public comment. s report analyzes the
,public's comments.

Arlie Public's Role in the RCA Process

Public participation ian important feature of RCA., The Act calls for
cooperation among the Secretary of Agriculture, conservation districts,
state and local sgencies,'and other appropriate groups to ensure public
participation4n.develoning a national soil and water conservation program.

pdF

. '1/ The Committee is made up of representatives of nine USDA agencies--
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS); Economics, Statistics,
'and Cooperatives Service (ESCS); Farmers Rome Administration (FmRA); Forest
Service (FS); Rural Electrification Administration (REA); Science and Education
Administration (SEA); Soil Conservation Service (SCS); Office of Budget,
Planning, and Evaluation (OBPE); and Office of Environmental Quality (0EQ)--and
two other federal agencies--Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

2-1
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Public participation in the RCArocess is designed to--
o make the public aware of and informed about the features of RCA,

including their role in developing new programs. .

o make the public aware of the condition of the Nation's resources
and the importance of developing a national soil and water comer-

_

vation program.
o encourage people with diverse interests to contribute information,

express views, and assist decisionmakers in developing the program.
o bring all views expressed by the public before the decisioqmakers.
o inform the public about the national conservation progrei that

results from RCA,

There have been three major RCA public participation activities to date.
First was a series of public meetings to solicit citizens' views on resource
concerns and problems.- Second wis a pUblic opinion survey conducted for USDA
by Louis.Harris.and 40soCiate. Third was soliciting public comments on the
RCA draft documents.

I: Defining resource concerns.--Public meetings were initially selected as
the primary technique to enlist public participation. The first series of
public meetings was held to obtain the views of the interested public regarding
soil and water conservation concerns and problems and to identify potential
solutions. During 2978, more than 164,000 people attended 9,000 state and
local meetings where kCA was explained'and discussed. These meetings were
held throughout the country in virtually all. conservation districts. In

September 1978, public meetings were held at five loCations throughout the
country to identify broad area resource problems and'concerns. These meetings
were held in Washington, D.C.; Arlington, Texas; Oakland, Californ, Atlanta,
Georgia; and Schiller Park, Illinois.

II: The public opinion survey. -Between October 19 and November 21, 1979,
Louis Harris and Associates conducted a public opinion survey to determine
public attitudes regarding conservation of soil, water, and related resources.
During the survey, in-person interviews werq, held with 7,010 adults representing
a cross section of the Nation's population. Some of the survey's major

findings are included in this report.

IIIiklicitingpublisjogants.--During January and February 1980, USDA

held 18 regional meetings to solicit comments from the public. Citizens were

invited to submit written comments. These comments were directed to the
USDA-RCA Response Analysis Center in Athens, Georgia. The Center was staffed

SO and other USDA employees4 supplemented by locally hired employees. -
The center began operations on February 19, 1980, and completed operations on
May 1, 1980. I

Several important points should be kept in mind when reading this reportt-

o Responses generated during a public comment period cannot be used as a
basis for generblization or inference because they are not derived from a
statistically designed sampling procedure, such as the Louis Harris and
Associates public opinion survey.

2-2
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o The reason why people and organizations chooses-to respond during a
public comment period may not be known. However, th fact that
respondents wrote to USDA about RCA indicates that t ey had-access to infor-
mation about RCA and that they were aware that USDA was asking for comments.
This is not true of the majority of U.S. citizens:

[The Harris surveyindicates that even thp gh 7f.! percent of the
public prefers a county with meny'dhanr6s for citizens to)hsKe'a
say in government decisioni, onlyra t rd of the public has partici-
pated.in.a government decision-tfor ample, by writing a letter to
the government).)

National Scope of the Response

This. report analyzes 64,872 responses, which contain 1,53',556 identifiable )
comments. Since many of the responses/carry more than one signature, 118,213
people are represented.

Responses were received from every state in the Union and from the Caribbean
area. For purposes of this analysis, the country was divided into four
regions on the basis of natural resource characteristics. These regions are
shown in figure 2-1.

Comparison of responses and signatures to regional population.--Responses
were not generated uniformly across the-country, nor are they proportional to
the nonmetropolitan population. Party-four percent of the responses and 46
percent of the signatures come from the South. The South has 30 perdent of
the--Natiorfti-iiiinirletiiiiiciiitii-ioinilatiion and 23 percent of the total popula-
tion. Disproportionately few responses are froth the Northeast. See table
2-1 and figures 2-2, 2-3; and42-4.

.

Type of response. --Peopleiresponded in a variety of_ways. lifty-seveii percent
of the responses were'subglited on structured response forms. Many of these'
forms are the version distributed by the National Association of Conservation
Districts CNACD), or a variation. The extent to which these. forms', which
identify key issues in the RCA documents,' tended to lead respondents to
consider pertinent issues of the RCA process that the respondent might not
have otherwise considered or addressed, is unknown. All told, $2 different
response forms were used. Structured response forms account for 37,264
responses, which include 72,307 signatures. Over 4,000 petitions and form
letters tranEnitted 13,993 signatures, or 12 percent of all signatures.
Other respondents sent 15,400 personal letters, or 24 percent'of all responses.
Respondents from the Northeast sent more letters than structured response
forms. Respondents from the other regions sent more structured forms than
letters. See table 2-2.

Type of respondent.--Respondents are classified in one of the 17 groups shown -

in tables 2-3 and 2-4. Most respondents are individuals. Individuals submitted
46,242 responses bearing almost 91,000 signatures. Agencies of local and
state governments and of the federal government sent 16,322 responses, farm
organizations submitted 746, and environmental organizations, 610.3.

l' 2-3
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These six categories of respondents account for nearly all (98.6 percent)
responses and signatures. As shown in table 2-5, individuals account for 71
percent of all responses and 77 percent of all signatures. Government agencies
account for about 25 percent of all responses and 20 percent of all signatures.

ffiliation of respondent.--TWenty-two percent of all responsesare from
respondents who identify themselves as. farmers or ranchers. Ten percent are,

from people who identified themselves as affiliated with conservation.districti.
On nearly half of the responses, the respondents do not identify their affilia-
tion. Table 2-6 shows affiliation of respondents.

Content of responses.--Respondents discuss a wide variety of ideas, issues,,,-
and items. For computer processing, these statements were recorded according .

to a coding system organized into topics-and comments. "Topic" is the label

given to a discrete subject area such as an alternative strategy, an objective,
or an activity. "Comment" is the label given to the opinion that the respondent
expresses about the topic. Comments on alternative strategies and conservation
objectives account for nearly 90 percent of all comments:

Almost 40 percent of all comments are accounted for by five comment codes,
which express a range of opinion from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree."
These five comments were structured into the NACD reply form and similar
forms. The other;60 percent of the comments are represented by 890 codes.
Of these, 30 codes each account for between 1 and 3 percent of the comments,
-and the other 860 codes each account for less than 1 percent of the comments.
Table 2-7 shows how the comments are distributed among the topics.

The following chapters in this report discuss the content of these responses
in detail, An appendix to this report has been printed and bound, separately
for limited distribution.

.116
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'Table 2 -1. -- Responses and signatures, hyCA region

Re:volute Signatures
Number Percent Number Percent/

A
,

Northeast, 7,649 * '12 9,975 8
Midwest 21,763 s 33 45,030 , 38 .

South 28,458 44 53,656 46a

West- 6,856 11 9,327 '8

Total 1/ 64,872 100 118,213 100
.

1/ Total includes responses where the state of origta is not known.

Figure 24. - The Disk belles of fispxonies ee the

Iheffs and the Diehllsellon

Nonmelreptillten Population ACS deb for
by RCA 11.11

t

'fit
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Table.2-2.--Responses

By response type and RCA region

lesponse'type 1 Northeast Midwest South West Total .1/

Personal letter-n
'Petition

3,101
234 .

' 3,753
406

6,645
3,275

1,851.

.135

'16,400.

4,052
Response fore: $$.

Structured 2,511 , 14,0 16,357 4,296 37,264

.

Noastructured

Other I/ -

1,751 .

52
3,455

113
2,092

89
502
82

7,820
336' .t,

\
,

Total 00.0 1,49 21,763 28,458 ,6,856 64,872
5e,

\

Percentage distribution among RCA regions? by response type
.

Personal letter- -
Petition
Response form: .

Structured
Nonstiuctured---
Other 2/

41

'3

33
23

1

.

17

2

464

16

1

23
12

57
7
*

- .

27

2
. .

'63
7

1

24

"57
12
1

Total 1/ 100 100 100 100 00

Percentage distribution among response types, by RCA region

Am

Personal letter-- 20 24 43 12 1004,
Petition 6 10 81 3 10i
Response form;
Structured 7 38 44 100

0

tructured 22

15

` 44

34
27
;6

&V.S
11M24

100

100

Tote 33 44 11 1001/
IP

1/ Total includes responses where the state
2/ "Other" responses includi transcripts of

risOonses, and telegraphs.
.2/ Percentages esy.not tota100 because of
* Less than 0.5 percent.

0

2-8%

21

of oiigin is not known.
public hearings, oral.
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Table 2-3.--Responses, by resiondent type' and RCA region

Respondent type

Academic
Agribusiness
Business/industry -
Civic/social
Commodity organization -----
Environmental organization- -
Farm organization
Federal governm6nt
Individual-----
Industry/trade group
'Labor organization
Local government
Minority. organization
Stati6 government

Youth. organization
Other groups and
'Organizations
Other ,s --

\Total

0

Northeast Midwest South West Unknown Total

16 17 . 31 8 . 0 72
10 c2g 52 13 0 97
14 4 100 26 ( 144
9 7 90 0 112

26 29 42 42 0 139
131 241 197 74 O. 643
119 240/ 304 83 0 746

428 1,484 1,988 611 9 4,520.
5,636 15,175 21,030. 4,278 123 46,242

8 - 11 15 1 0 35
0 1 1 1 3

1,057 4,107 4,012 1,447 12 10.635
2 7 38 5 9 48

174 337 498 157 1 . 1,167

. 1 ' 1 -'32 2 0 36
a

7 14 26 10 0 57
3 59 7 91 16 176

7,641 2k,756 28,458 6,856 161 64,872

.

. Table 2-4.--Signatures, by respondent type and,RCA region

Respondent type Northeast Midwest South .West Unknown Total

Academic 16. 17 33 8 d- 74

Agribusiness 11 24 62 13 0 110

Business/industry
Civic/social

14

9

4
6

106

127

27

6
r 0 151

148

Commodity organization 6 41 43 i44 0 154
Environmental organization-- 162 $12 285 0 898
Farm organizations 153 '60 586 199 0 1,207

Federal.government 505 1,981 2,935 965 10 :16,396

Individual 7,454 36,079 41,985 5,279 197 90,994
Industry/trade group 8 11 13 1 0 33

Labor organixationP 0 1 1: 1 0 3

Local government 1,401 5,323 6,496 2,387 14 15,621

Minority organization - 2 7 33 5 0 47

. State government 203 471 728 237 4 1,645

Youth organisation 1 1 61 2 0 65
_Other groups and

organizations - - -- 7 104 158 21 0 290

Other 3 277 4 93 0 de 377

Total- 9,975 45,030 53,656 9,327 225 118,213

2-9
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Table 2-5:--Responses and signatures, by selected respondent type

Respondent'. type

Number Percentage 6f-- .

Responses , Signatures Responses: Signatures

Individual 4,242 ' -00,994' 71 77.
Local government 10,635 15,621, 6 13
Federal Overnment 4,520 6,396 7 5
State government 1,167 1,645 2 1

Famorganization---7 746 1,207 1 1
'

11.

Environmental
organization '643 098

All others- " 919 ' 1,452

Total 4 64,872 118,213 100 .' 100

.

Table 2-6.--Rispenses, kg affiliation of respondent.

Affiliation of respondent - Number Percent
0

Farmer/randBer-
Congeriation.distOct 4ffigial--
,ASC county:committee member----
Professional
Houseperson
Student,--0

Soil 'Conservation SerVice
Environmental organizati011,"---.:

Agri4ultural Stpilization and
." Conservation Service
Fats Bureau..

Other affifiat respondents
Other.grops.
Unknown affiliation'

Tltal

14,351 ,22

7,086 11

2,339 4
1,677 3'
1,049 .2

380 1

423 .

127

122 .*._

109 ..*

1,437 2
4,488 7

31,384 48

64,872 100 -

qk Less than O.5 percent.

3
t
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Table 27. -Comments

By topic sip, sad resposdest type
. '

Assumption Altersative present Related
Oespesdest type 0 projections Resources 011jectives Activities strategies Agencies programs Issues. Niscelleaeous

'

Total

v
IsAlvideals- 12,417
lical goveremest 7,900
State goversmeet---- 142
Federal goversmit---- 3,273
fern orgapizatioes- 472
levirodeleatel groupeA.- 469
All etbei 103 4,1

Total coolest, 25,376

11,348 298,113 21,310 349483 14,545 40,403 SAD
2,174 168,330 '3,14S 246,695 1,951 5,106 1,464

106 16,208 536 24,278 355 731 170
1,069 70,947 WM 114,266 1,123 . 2,776 63$

173 9,940 847 14,204 - 204 417 . 130

337 9,727 302: . '13,533 131 ' 329 214
412 4.417 472 3.220 , 432 245 28$

1[6,019 577,002 27,810 ---765,739 18,7097 11..258

15,741 771,703
2,107 430 072
4,8 -- 44;019

. 982 196,872
304 26,275-'-
253 25,206
820. 10,409

20,704 1,513,556
1

.

PercAtage distcitofties, by topic group

1

Individuals
=local goversmeot-Ar.
State weasel* .71.
Federal goveresest----

44

farm orgesisatiess-S---
levireemestal greeps
All otber-

Total

49 71 51
31 14 . at
3 3' 3

,13 7 12
2 1 .2

2 2 2
2 1

` 100 100 100

77
11-
2
6
1

1

2
100

46
32
3

15

2

.2

100

78
10
2
6
1
1
2

100

80 4.0'

10
1

6
.

100

13
2'

6

2
2

100

76 51
10 29
2 3

S 13
2 2
1 1

3
100--'-------igo

Percentage distribetios, by respoodest type

Individuals

local goversiest
State goversoeut
Morel goversojobt
Pere ekbasimotAms . 2
Isoiressektal grasps-- -
'All other4

. Total

2
2
2
2

a

1

1

1
1

39
3S
37
36
3S
'39

44
38

3
1

1

1

1

1

4
2.

4S
56
SS
St
SS
54

30
51

2

1

1

1

4
1

5

2
1
2

2.
3 '

1

.*

3
1

2

1.
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

wLess tbs. 0.5 percent.

24 .1 g5
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Chapter 3 - The RCA Process; Assumptions and Projections %/.

.

. . %
0.

% This.thap r presents an evacuation of the
cbm0"

megte on the RCA process and on

thq !Nisi" ssumptions and projections that the U.S. Department of Agriculture
used is eloping alternative programs for conserving soil and water.

a

The RCA Process

Th process encompasses the general procedures for implementing the ResoUrces
ereation Act and' provides, a framevork for formulating the final RCA

srogram alternatives. It includes appraising resources% projecting future
conditions and demaids, and identifying objectives aid strategies for action.
It also includes s'public review of the RCA draft documints.

The scope of the resp.nse.--Nationwide, 2,540 .comments deal. with the RCA
weep. Forty-six percent come fres the South region, 27 percent from the
Midwest, 17 percent from the West, and 10 percent from the Northeast.

The affiliation of 47 percent of the respondents is unknown. .Only 19 percent
identify themselves as farmers or ranchers. The following list shows the
number of comments and signatures odthe RCA process by topic.

Number of Number of

Topic consents signatures.

General procedures 1-ffir- 2,418

. Public participattou--
4
609 742
INO Trg6Total Z

General procedural. -,There are 1,931 comments relating,to general procedures.
Nor...than half (51 percent) say that'the documents should havebeen given
sore public exposure and that the Department did not give people enoughttion

to review the documents. Nearly 20'percent say that the Department will
ignore public opinion, and 12 percent say that the number of people exposed

to the RCA documents is too small to represent public opinion.

Other comments include the following' ideas: .

o Regional meetings shoulD have been held in agricultural areas..

o Information from the Harris survey and the 1978 RCA public meetings
should be used.

o The public needs to understand how data are collekted.
o A resources poll may, yield inaccurate results.

o All USDA agencies should participate ip RCA.

o Soil conservation district involvement in RCA should be limited.

o The questionnaire used,in some conservation districts should have
been prepared by professional pollsters. 4

3-1
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Public participation.--As the following list shows, most of the comments
on public participation come fromthe South and Midwest.

RCA Regton :

Northeast
Midwest
South
West',

Is;

Number of
comments-

Percentage
of comments

94 15

186 31

206 31'-

123 20
609 100

The,609 c ts relating to public participation cover a wide range of ideas
that are not r 'ly groupedor summarized. About 17 percent are positive,
saying that public rticipation is useful in identifying trends or that the
Department should give additional emphasis to public participation or expressing
general support for and agreement with public participation.

(The resultwof the Harris survey indicated that the public wants a
greater voice in rivernmental decisions. Of those sampled in the
survey,.70 perCent said that they preferred country that is
.willing too put'upwith some delay in order to let more people have
'a say in big decisions. Seventy-nine percent preferred'a country
that givescitizens many chances to participate in government
decisions.
t.

People say that in general the governient agencies give insufficient
review time. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 31 percent
said that they would have participated much more in the federal
government's decisions if they had had more advance notice of when .

decisions were going to be made. Forty-seven percent said that they
would have participated somewhat more or a little more.)

About 9 percent of the comments on publiC participation are critical. These
comments say that the public participation process should have been clearer
a d simpler, that'tke program is expensive and useless, andhat data are in
e ror or are incomplete.

[People seem to find communicating with government gengrally complex
or difficult. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, only 29
percent said that they fully or mostly understood how to influence
the decision of a federal government agency or department, 32
percent said that the; understood only a little, and 38 percent
said that they hardly; understood at all. Eighteen percent said
that they would like the government to provide more detailed explanations
of problems and proposed solutions, 26 percent said that they would
like the government to provide brief summaries of problems and
proposed solutions, 28 percent said they would like the government
to tell them where to getmore facts on the problems and proposed
solutions, and 21 percent said that all they needed to know was
what agency was in charge of certain problems. Thirty-three percent
said that they have tried personally to influence the federal
government's decisions; 65 percent said that they have not. Forty
percent of those sampled said that in the last 5 yeard-they-have-.

3-2
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increased their participation in the governme&s decisions, 31
percent said that they are participating less often, and 28 percent
said that they are participating at the same rate.)

A large number of the comments cover diverse opinions on a wide range of .

subjects related to public participation. These comments include the following
suggestions:

o Increase funding.
o Educate citizens on land stewardship. .

o Expand public participation.
o Hold workshops and meetings.
o Improve efficiency and coordination among cit izens, businesses, and

public agencies..
o Consider, incentives for nonagricultural landowners.
o Provide tax incentives to ensure participation.
o Support the American farmer. .

o Provide an adequate assessment.
o Base project activity on public opinion.
o Actively promote soil conservation.

'Give farmers the major voice in the development of agricultural
policies am programs.

o Conseriration serves the best interests of all Americens.
o Divide conservation costs equally among all people.

Assumptions and Projections

RCA assumptions and projections are based on extrapolations from recent
trends, knowledge about d o is that may affectephe future and reason..

able expectations about bit es.

Population changes greitly.affect the demand.for food and fiber, outdoor
recreation, and water. Population distribution has a strong influence on
state and regional demands for renewable resources. For the RCA analysis,
USDA used the Commerce Department's 1977 projections of moderate population
growth. Under these projections, thi Nation's population would grow from
215.2 million people in 1976 to 260.4 million in the year 2000 and to 300.3
million in 2030.

Disposable personal incomeincome available for spending or savingis an
important determinant of.demand. Per capita disposable income (in 1972
dollars) was projected to increase from an average of $4,148 in 1975-71 to
$7,640 in the year 2000 and to $13,779 in 2030. USDA used three levels of
exports to estimate the effect of exports on food and fiber demand: (1) no

exports, (2) 1975-77 export levels, and (3) a projected moderate growth in
exports. Demand for agricultural products for domestic consumption only (no
exports) in 2030 would rise by 107 percent; for domestic consumption plus
1975-77 export levels, by 142 percent; and for domestic' consumption plus

projected exports, by 172 percent.

3-3
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Technological growth is one of the main factor influencing the productive
capacity of American agriculture. Increases in productivity due to techno-
logical-improvements are projected to be la percent'per year through the
year 2000 and 0.8 percent per year between 2000 and 2030. The Department
will conduct additional analyses to evaluate the sensitivity of future resource
problems to higher,dr lower rates of growth in agricultural productivity.

The scope of the response.--Nationwide, 25,376 comments deal with the assump-
tiond and projections.. Forty-five percent come from the South region, 37
percent from the Midwest.? 11 percent from the West, and-7-percint'from the
Northeast. The following list shows the regional distribution of comments
and signatures.

.

RCA Region
Number of
comments

Number of
signatures

Northeast
MidWest
South
West -.

Unknown
Total

2,799
9,086
10,096
3,335

61 .

6,988
16,173
15,838
5,483

.61
25,376 . 44,543

Comments were received in the followihg forms:
Number of

Form of response comments
Structured response form 21,588
Petition - - -' 1,677
Personal letter 1,602
Nonstructured response form 424
Public transcript 73

Other 12

Total 25,376

Table 3-1 shows respondent types. Sixtypercent of the respondents are
indiv*duals. The respondents repreient various organizations and interest
groups.

Most of the comments on assumptions and projections address energy. Economic
assumptions are addressed next most frequently. The following lift shows the
distribution of the comments. Many of the comments coded to the assumptions
and projections concern the general topic father than a specific assumption or
projection as stated in the draft documents.

Number of.
Topic comments

Population 156

EConomics 5,171
Energy 19,652

Technological change 115

Other/all assumptions and projections .. 282.
Total 25,376

3-4
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Table 3-1..--Comments and signatures on assumptions and projections,
by respondent type

Respondent type
Number of
'comments

Number of
signatures

ertftr

Academic,

Agribusiness-
Business/industry
Civic/social
Commodity
Environmental groups

'Fags organizations
Fedirsl-government
Individual (total)

14

14
15

6
25

469

472
3,273

12,417

14
16
19
15

28
546
617 .

4,335
26,226

Farmer/rancher 4 5,345 ,

Professional 786
Mouseperson 510
.other individual 5,776

Industry/trade groups 7 8
Local government (total) 7,900 11,688

Conservation district 5,191
ASC county committee 1,584
Other local government 1,125

Minority organizations 2 2
State government 742 - 936
Youth organizations 2, 31

Other groups 5 27
Other 13 35

, Total 25,376 44,543

Population. - -Of the 156 comments addressing USDA', population projections, 19
_.percent are positive comments-deal4ag mitb bow conservation plaining could
meet,future-demands for food. Seven percide-say-it.As important enough that
additional emphasis is needed, and .11 percent say thai-OW144would support
the projected population. Other comments include: t,

o Increased returns will encourage conservation.
,

o Farm the land at maxilum capacity to meeti increased demand.
o Projecting population trends is an effective use of tax dollars.
o Nigh general rating.
o Control population to limit strain on resources.
o Control populatibn through taxation or education.

I

About 25 percent of the comments on population assumptions-and projections
are critical. Some say that the data are in error, others say that there are
too few/data in the Summary to make agricultural decisions, and still others
think that more accountability is needed.

3-5
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Additional dommentsosay:
o The publie-sho4d, know how the' data were collected.
o Technical assistance is needed.
o Additional research and development are needed.
o Terms .are difficult to measure.

. Isferiatien is InadequAtely presented.
o Population' control is needed-,
o Unreleted.to RCA. .

s1
t

Fifty -tour percent of the comments are general statements about pepaition
... .

trends and projections'. These comments include the following:
g

o Food:
Capitalize on surplui of sgriculturslpreducts to ce trade deficit.

. Support a waste not-want mot-phiOmmOhy. N,?,-
-1

'' :

Deterioration of keeonrcis is a serious problem tha wiajncresse.
4'r We must feed the world; provide echnical'essis ce Wether countries.

Io# '' LW:. ,

.Save agricultural land for the future. 4.. A

....

Put houses on land not suitable for farming or graziig. .

t,. Cultivate flood plaice; use sod cover during the flood cycle.'
Limit residential use to nonfsrm areas and to lend unsuitable fa.':

. farming. .
.

Prohibit building of public futilities on prime agricultural land.
.4. a Conservation:

Conservation of natural resourcesis the Nation's first priority, even
before production. .

Formers' problems and their use of land should interest ill Americans. "

American farmers are the greatest in the wor1 they are very efficient and
'deserve support.

.

/ 6

Increase funds for cost sharing.
o Planning is essential.

Economics. -This topic received 5,171 comments, over halt of which (55 percent)
favor s strong export policy. About 10 percent say that conservation is
enhanced by higher profits and 'head be tied to economics.

of those sampled in the Harris survsy, 86 percent said that the
Utica's excess of imports over experts is,a very serious or some-
what serious problem. Only 5 percent said that it is hardly a
serious problem, and 7 percent were not sure.)

The rest of the cosiests address a wide range of sometimes contradict re
ideas, including the following:

o Balance exports using long range supply projections.
o Ose exports Sam political tool to balance trade and influence

world affairs:
o Maintain current export levels%
o Export no agricultural products.
o Do not sacrifice farm income for the benefit of the consumer.
o The data see correct.
o The data are in error.
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I

,

4
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t.

. .

.

. :-.,....

o The linear programming model is not constrained enough and say give
the wrong impression.

. .

ev Do not permit exports or imports to affect farm production.,.
o ran--ritalize on surplus agricultural products to reduce the trade

deficit.
. .

o : Coniervatioi increases productivity.

(4,

RCA should place lore emphasis on the role of economics in agricul-
Aura.' .

o Additional emphasis-is needed.

. , ' a -

. . ....,

Epirgy.-Imergy recelved19,6524comments, by far the largest number of all
comments coded to 4ssumptiOns and projections. Almost all (93 percent) of
the vaimentisrelate energy to a strong export poll* for agricultural products.
Most of the -comments (67 percent) encourage the Astro! firm exports to pay for .^.41..i

...
'oil imports, thereby reducing .the Nationn-prede deficit. The remainder (21r
percent) support sisintainths the 1873-77 level of exports.

,.

.

.
. . . .

1,4-?
(The Hargis survey indiceted.thAi a greet many people are concerned ,

about aim use, particularly as it relates to. the tifort'and export
Of oil. Forty-nine percent of those questioned by: the
Harris survey believed that gasohol i111belp reduce oil Imports in
the next $ years; 23 percent believed thiOynfuels will; 11 per-
'cent, that both will;.and.4 percent, that neither will.)

Otheecomments on energy assumptions include the following: .

o Export no agricultural products.
o Conduct studies on energy-saving Conservation methods..
o Diversify, energy sources from oil to solar, methane, and others.
o Educate the public about conservation and the environment.
o Produce gasohol from agricultural and- processing residues.
o Eat excess transportation between states end regions.
o Emphasize the effects of energy use in agriculture;

Techabligical cbange .--Onk hundred fifteen comments are coded to the projections
of technological change, and these vary More than 20 percent suggest
that more emphasis be given to technology, USOWdemonstration farms, laud
research. "Others say that binding should be increased. About 15 percent say

.,that' the data are in error or ailkbased-on toe little information t About 7
percent say that technology must be flexible enough to meet a wide variety of
needs and changing economic conditions. Other comments include the following:

o Diversify energy sources.
.

o Protect water and sir from-pollution..
o End dependence 411 technology; farmers should return to basics:

o The chemical industry shobld develop safer and more specific pesticides:
o USDA should encourage and subsidize organic farming.
o Provide more techniCal assistance.

Conservation increases production.

4 .0i.sandroections.--Of the 282 commas on other or all
assumptiois,and projectioni, about 8 percent are favorable. Four percent say
that the data are useful in identifying national trends-end making policy
decisions and that the data should be given more emphasis. About 42 percent

a.
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of the comments are cat-Leal of or unfavorable to the reports:. Thirty -five
percent sad that the data eii'inArror, unrealistic, or unfiunded. Other
comments say that the material presented should have been simplified. .other
comments include the following':

,...,

---.. ,

o RCA, is too expensive. . ----- ,

o : Ductmenti are expensive and meaningless.:-----, .

o RCA needs adequate funding consistent with problems and needs.
, o Environmental concerns and cheapood are not compiable.

o Loss.of farmland to road construction is a big problem. ---,-...

o Conservation must'be implemented on a continuous, long term bails,,,
o . Pollutants colic from urban areas as well as agriculture.
o 'Appraisal and Program Report ire biased toward croplind and water

Monte**. - ,.

. .

Some of'the respondents etiforse the public participation effort and expreis
appreciation for. the opportunity to comment. However, someiare disappointed
.with the RCA proem' and public participation effort. These respondiiits say
that there was not enough time for review, that not enough copies of the
documents'wire available, and that meeting places were inconvenient. They
also say, however, that public review and participation are desirible and
need more publicity.'

Those who commented on assumptions and projections overwhelmingly supOrt a'
high level 9f agricultural exports to boost farm income and balance trade.
Some respondents doubt the accuracy of the esfumptlons,and projections but-
say that such information would be useful if it.werelialid. The public
wants more information on the relationship between conservation and
.economics.

3-8
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Chapter 4... Soil, Water, and Related Resources

This chapter examines the comments concerning the status and 'condition of and
trends in soil, water, and relatedresburces. A full discussion of this
subject is contained in the RCA Appraisal Parts I and II. _

Comiints on resources fall into the, following categorive% soil, water, fish
and wildlife habitat, wetlands,. energy, waste (orgarlc, inorganic, solid);
outdoovrecreati,n, open space'and.scenic landscapes, all natural, resources,.
and other resources: Number-of signatures was examined but.is discussed'
only where significant. The ratio of signatures to comments is as follows:
ell natural resources, 4:1; Oster, 3:1; fish andwildlifp habitat, wetlands,
.and soil; 2:1; and the rest, about 1:1. .

Regional variations in data. are nIted. Respondents in the Northeast make
about 24 perceit of the comments on natural resources,but only 8 percent of
all comments on.aft...topics:

The Scope'-of,the Response

Nationwide, 16,019'comments deal with the status and condition of and trends '

in soil, water, and related resources. Thirty-nine percent come from die
South regiod, 25 percent from the Midwest, 24 percent from the Northeast, and
12 percent from the West. Comments were. received in the following forms:

I

Form of response
Personal letter
Petition ---

. a-'Structured response forma
NonstruCtured response form
Public transcript
Oder

Total

A

L

Number
of comments

5,415
2,567
4,467

3,310
215
45

16,019

. Most of the comments, 71 percent,'ait from individuals. The respondent types
ire: ..

.

. _ Number
of momentsRespondent type{ .

Individuals -

Local government
Federal government
State government -

viroamental groups
arm organizations

All other
Total - - - - --

2,174
1,069

506--

337
173

412
16,019

Only 1 percent of all RCA comments specifically mention soil,- water, and
. related resources. The relatively low numbers of comments dealing with
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resource topics may Have resulted fvom the fact that few structured response
.:forms directly sddresa resource status, condition, and trends. "be number
and distribution,of comments by resource topic 'are.shown in the following
list:

Resource topic
Number 'Percentage,

of comments of comments

Soil (quality and quantity) 2,611 16
Water (quality, supply, and need .

For conservation) 4,726 a 29

Fish and wildlife habitat 2,307 14

Wetlands - - 702 Ss
Energy 1,377 9
Waste management (organic, .

inorganic, solid) -- .. - 422 3
,.Recreation - - - - -- 161 1

Open space/scenic landscapes 149' I

All natural resources 2,129. 13

Other resources- dP .
1 An . 9

Total - - - - -- - 16,019 ' 100 .

On'the following pages, comments on the various resource areas are discussed
is detail.

Soil Resources

Commants on soil resources fall into the following categories*: impoitance of
'soil resources, problems associated witb.soil resources, proposed solutions
to resource problems, and other cowmen!. The distribution of these comments
follows:

Category
Number

of comments
Percentage
of comments

Importince of soil resources 1,028 39

Probleis associated with soil
resources- 419 16

.Proposed solutions to resource
problems 406 16

Otter comments --' 758 29

Total 2774IT 100

.

Importance of soil resources. - -The comments on.importance fall into three
groups - -high, medium, and low according to the respondents! perCeptions of
the value of the 'resource. "Soil and water are the most valuable resources"
and "steps toward conservation and protection deserve immediate attention"
are comments that fall into the "high" ranking. "Neutral" and "maintain at
same level" are comments that fall into the "medium" group. The "low" ranking
includes comments.such as "generally opposed" or "disagree." The ranking
follows:
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Ranking
4

Number
of comments

Percentage
of comments

Nigh 937 91
Nedium- 56 6

Low- 35 3

TItal
.

1,028 .100 A

Problems associated with soil resources.--The respondents mention two kinds
of problems- -those related to soil resources and those associated-with the
RCA documents (for example, insdequate or incomplete data). Examples of
comments on the problems associated with soil resources are "salines
Jeeps are a major consekiation problem," "need to be more realistic in
defining and describing, soil erosion," "deterioration of resources is a
serious problem which will increase," and "support service5 are essential: soil

survey, plant materials center, inventorying and monitoring, etc." The
dispribution of these comments follows:

.

Problems related to--
Soil resources
RCA documents

Total

Number Percentile
of comments of comments

103 25

316 75

70 100 ,

Proposed solutions to soil resource problems.-.-Commdkts concerning the proposed
solutions for soil problems fall into four broad groups: general policy, .

efficiency in government, incentives for soil conservation, and farm manage-
ment. Each groupof proposed solutions is shown. below, with typical comments.

o General policy.--This group accounts for 12 percent of tae comments
proposing solutions to soil rellted problems. Typical comments are:

o Support a "waste not and use less" philosophy.
o, Develop a continuing long term policy for conservation.
o Nike "setaside" a permanent long term program and tie it to con-

servation.
o Increase_research and development on soil related problems.
o Promote soil conservation through information and education.

o Efficiency in go;iernment.--This group accounts for 4 percent of the

comments proposing solutions to soil related problegs. Selected comments

follow:
o Consolidate and phase out pdOr programs.
o Eliminate duplication.
o Use. existing agencies and administer them more efficiently.

0

4 Incentives for soil conservation.--This group accounts for 39 percent of
the comments proposing solutions to soil related problems. Selected comments

follow:
o Provide incentives, price supports, long term loins, investment'

credits, low-cost insurance, and revenue sbaring for conservation.
o Increase funding for soil and water conservation.
o Reinstate cost sbaring.
o Divide the cost of_conservation equally among all o f the people in

the Nation.
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o Require that soil loss be less than T value as a condition for
Participation in USDA proerams."

o Administer and enforce conservation and sediment control laws and
ordinances.

o Seep soil and water conservation voluitert.

o Farm managdment.--Forty-fivepercent of the comments proposing solutions
Ito soil related problems are. in this group. Selected comments follow:

o Use ioil.surveyuto,identify soil. problems,
o Base conservation decisions on.the'consirvation plan.
o Fine tuneexiiting conservation precticei.
o Enforce mainteiance of conservation systems.
o .Use land within 17 capalgility; plant marginal land to grass.. or

treat.

o Pladt and maintain windbreaks for wind erosion control wildlife
habitat,. and firewood. 4

o Encourage conservation tillage:or no-till. .

.

o Improve soil qualitylby using assure, sod-based rotatio:, lime,

fertilizer, soil building crops, and chemicals.
o Carefully. control clgarcuttins oil erodible soils.
o Use new timber harvesting machinery-attechniques to reduce soil

compaction, erosion, and streambed disturbance.

..CI those sampled iethe Harris survey, 62 percent said a sibrtage
of good lend for producing food is likely or somewhit likely within ,
the next 10Atars. Thirty-five percent said it is unlikely there
will be such a shortage. About 82 percent saidOthe loss of good ."
farmlan4 is a very serious or some/hat serious problem, and 83
percent supported government action to control soil erosion aid to
prevent irreversible conversion ok the best.failland to other uses.]

Water Resources

Comments on water resources fall into the following categories: importance
of water' resources, prOblems associated with*ater resources, broposed'sols-
tions to resource probl s, and other' comments. The distribution of them*
comments follows: 1.

- Number Percentage
Category 4. of comments of collimate

Importance of water resources - - - - -- 1,421 30
Problems associated with watery -

resources 658 14

Proposed solutions to resdurce t,
.

. .

pviblems 1,482 t, 31

Other-- r -- 1.1105 25 ,

Total 7 14 475e 'd
...

100
% .

. , *

;g1.

'

..=1,111

.

.0
"At

...

.

Importance of water resources. - -The following lidt shown the respondents'
perceptions of the importance... -highlimedita, or low--of water resource/0. .

Examples of comments that fall., into the "high" group include "water resources ...*

are worth protecting at any cost,'k "the:pro,dubtios of <food lad fiber is of
.

.
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top priority," end "very concernedabout the future of water resources."
"Maintain these resources at the present level" was assigned to the "medium"
group. "No need for a nationalsoil and water conservation program" and
"very low rating for 'water resources" are examples` of comments in de "low"

POOP.
. Number Percentage

. Ranking . . of comments of comments
Nigh . 1,296 91
Medium -z- 63 5

*.
.

Low- -' 62 4

1 Total- 1,421 -100

.

Problems associated with water resources .,/he respondents identify problems ,
related to water resources and problems with the RCA documents. Examples of
commits in the resource problem stoup are "environmental concern and cheap
food are not' compatible," "many structural measures compound ecological
problems," and "road salt runoff into streams in a major problem." Problems

. rasteto the RCA documents concern inadequate, or inaccurate information.
The distribution of comments dealing with water resource problems follows:

Numbed Percentage

Problems related to-- of comments of comments

Water resources 202 '31

RCA documents 456' ' 69

Total gni 100

Proposed solutions to water resource problems.--tomments concerning proposed
solutions; to resource problems are displayed in this section. These comments
are sumeriked below.

o Consftvaaon of water resources.--This iron') includes 11 percent of the
comments Weans solutions to problems affecting water resources. Selected

commentlfollow:
o Encourage the public to use less water.

.o Conserve fresh-water for the future.
o 110e all reasonable means to egpand and conserve the water supply.

. .

4) Responsibility for water resources. -Teenty-twoercei of tae Comments
proposing solutions to problems affecting water resources pre in this group.
The 2ercentage of comments favoring each proposal is shown in parentheses.

. o Give responsibility for water resources to the privite sector,
including farmers and other landowners (2 percent). i

o Give this responsibility to the federal government (4 percent).
o Give this responsibility to state government (14 percent).
o Give this responsibility to state and local' government jointly (19

percent).
o Give this responsibility to local government (15 percent).

o Give this responsibility to federal and state geee' at jointly (7

percent).
. o Give this responsibility to all levels of govereme t (39 percent).
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o Incentives for conserving water resources. - -This group includes 13
percent of the comments proposing solutions to eater resource problems. .
Selected comients follow:

o Provide additional finds for use at the local level.
.0 Provide more funds for water resource activities in general.
o Provide more technical assistance:
o Encourage participation in conservation programs by-Offeringlinceniivea.

. o .Get water conservation measures applied by using)tetentives.
o Hake the former's welfare a primary objective in disigaing conservation

programs.

o Reiearch abdducation needs.--Ten percent of the comments offering
solutions to problems affecting water resources fall in this group. Selected
moments are shove below:

o Encourage studies, research, and development on water resources.
o Bring water resource needs to the attention of the public.
o Encourage research in water resource management.

o Efficiency of water resource conservation efforts.-This group contains
-`17 percent of the comments proposing solutions to water resource problems.

Selected comments are shown.delow:
.

o Eliminate duplication and conflicts in interagency and bare -agency
programs.

o Tailor the solution to local resource problems and local conditions.
o Base allocations on local resource conditions.
o Organize USDA and USDI along functional lines. - .

o Ensue more accountability and,control in water resource activities.
o Encourage_ increased efficiency of irrigation systems. .

o let improvementi in water retourcdt be the result of efforts to
achieve other objectives.

o Give more emphasis to-economics in planning water resource prOjects.
o Cooperate with EPA more fully.
o Solve the worst water resource problems first.
o Put greater emphasis on irrigation system caintenance.

'o Regulation.- -This group includes 8 percent of the comments proposing
solUtions to water resource problems. Selected comments are shown below:

o Keep water resource programs voluntary.
o Restrict the entry of pesticides and herbicides into lades and

streams.
o Require landusers to comply with sediment control ordiiances.
o Improve the enforcement of water conservation laws.
o Prohibit using landfills to dispose of,contaminated wastes.
o Outlaw dry wells foi sewage disposal.

o ImprovingUater resources management.--This group contains,19 percent of .

the comments proposing solutions to wateresource problems. Selected comments
follow:

o Recognize that drainage is a beneficial conservation practice.
o Give greater emphasis to streambank stabilization.
o Encourage building more water storage.
o Improve the delivery of water to farms and rural comqunities.
o Improve the effectiveness and safety of pesticides and herbicides.
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o Use conservation practices to solve aonpoint pollution rablens.
o Encourage the use of waste'ftemagement system, to reduce water ,

pollution. 4
.

o Protect streams from soil etosion and pollution.

(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 50 percent said a shortage
of water for homes, fain., businesses, and indUstry is, likely or .
imewhat likely in the next10 years.4'ParCy percent said that this
is somewhat unlikely'or very unlikely. Ninety-one percent said .

water pollution Is a very serious or sole..vhat_serio"usprobles. Six
percent said it is hardly a problem at ail, and 3 percent were not
.sure.) . .

- ,

Fish and badlife Habitat Resources-

gtemauts on fish and wildlife resources fall into the following categories:
importance of fish and wildlife resources, problems associated withtbise'
resources, proposed solutiods.to resource problems, and other comments. The
distribution of these avocets follows:

Number Percentage
Category of.comments of comments 1

Importance of fish and wildlife
resources 706

.
31

.

Problems associated with fish and .

wildlife 269 , 12

Proposed solutions to resource'
problem ,

313 14

Other comments . 1 019 - 143
Total 002,307 100

Importance of fish and wildlifehsbitst resources --Ihe cements on importance
fall into three groups - -high, medium, or lowaccording to the -respondents'
perciptions.of the value of the resource. "High general rad*" and
"favor practices which serve fish and wildlife resources" are canopies of
comments thatfall into the "high" ranking. Examples of "medium" comments
are "cropland ismore important than wetland" and "'medium general rating."
"Should not be a principal objective in mail and water conservation prograae"
and "very low general rating".ars examples of comments in the "low" group.
The ranking follows:

Umber Peicen tsge ,

Ranking , .of comments of comments

High 69

Medium- .36 5

Low 184 26

. Mg 100Total

Problems related 'to fish and wildlife habitat resources,-;The respondents.
identify two kinds of problems: those related to fish and wildliferesources
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and those associated with the RCA documpAts. Examples of problems associated
with fish and wildlife resources are "wetlands and wet soils need a clearer
definitioh," "biased toward urban people, Aoncommercial agriculture, environ-
sentalists," "not enough water to satisfy all the needs for agriculture,
fisheries, and power," and- "water for cropland irrigation is more important
than for wildlife habitat." The distribution of these comments follows:

Number Percentage

Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Fish and wildlife resources 117 43
RCA documents 152 57

Total 269 100

Proposed solutions to fish and wildlife habitat problems.--The proposed
sOlutiOns for fish and wildlife habitat problems fall into several groups:
general policy, efficiency in government, responsibility, incentives, and
firm management.

o General policy.--This group accoudts for 49 percent of the comments
proposing solutions to fish and wildlife habitat problems. Selected comments

o Conservation practices are the best approach to improving fish and
wildlife habitat.

o Conservation vf fish and wildlife habitat should be a long term
policy.

o Establish better communication between agricultural and wildlife
interests.

o Inform and educate the public on fish and wildlife habitat improve-
ment.

o Efficiency in government.--This group accounts for 15 percent o¢ the
comments for solving fish and wildlife problems. Selected comments are

o Eliminate duplication.
o Administer current programs more effectively through existing

agencies.
o EnCourage better management and more effective communication and

cooperation among individuals, businesses, and governiknt agencies.

o. Responsibility for fish and wildlife habitat.--Fourteen percent of the
comments are in this group. Selected comments follow:

o Give responsibility to state and lOcal government.
o Give responsibility to.the private sector (lsndowner), and leave

the farmers in control.
o Give the responsibility to the state.

40

Incentives for improving fish and wildife habitat.--This group accounts
for 22 percent of the comments offering solutions to fish and wildlife problems.

ii

Selected comments are:
o Increase subsidies.
'o Provide tax incentives.
o Establish fines for poor conservation.

4-8 .
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[Of those sampled in the Norris survey, 68 percent said that shortages
of good fish and wildlife hahitat are very likely to somewhat likely
within the next 10 yeasts. Eighty-four percent consideked the loss
of wildlife habitat to be a very senioue to somewhat,merious problem.]

Wetlands

Comments on wetlands fall into categories asfollows: importance of wetlands,
problems associated with wetlands, solutions to wetland resource problems,,
sad other comments. Thk distribution of these comments follows:

Number Percentage
Category of comments of comments
Importance of wetlands 131- 19
Problems associated with wetlands- 130 19
Proposed solutions to wetlands

problems 299 42
Other comments 142 20

Total 702 :10

Importance of wetlands as a resource.--The following list shows the respond-
ents' perception of the importance of wetlands. Comments fall into three
groupn--high, sadism, or low. "Steps toward conservation and protection
deserve immediate attention" is an Maple of moments in the "high" group.
"Should be maintained at present levels, no change" is representative of the
"medium" group. The "low" ranking includes "should be dectkased," "very low
rating," and similar comments.

Number Percentage

!Login of comments of comments
High 46 35
Medium- --- - 11 8
Low 74 - 57

Total 131 100

Problems related to wetlands. -- Respondents 4dentify two kinds of problems:
those relating to wetlands as s resource and those associated with the RCA
documents. Examples of resource problems are "wet soils used for cioplaad
and wetlands used for wildlife habitat are in direct conflict," "environ-
mentalists' concerns force farmers into bad financial situations," "drainage
is good and needed," and "preservation of wetlands should not be a principal
objective in soil and water conservation programs." The distribution of
these comments follows:

Number Percentage
Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Wetlands 37 28
RCA documents 93 72

Total 130 100

Proposed solutions to problems on wetlands. -- Comments proposing solutions to
wetlands problems fall into three main groups: general policy, incentives,
and management.
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. 0 General policy. - -Tiis group accounts for 80 percent of the comments
on proposed solutions to wetlands problems. Following are selected= comments:

o Drain borderline wetlands where more farmland is needed to feed
increased population, or increase farming efficiency.

o Define wetlands more clearly.
o Devise a.better wetland inventory. Classify only marshes and

swapps,.and concentrate on preserving wetlsnds that have not been
- farmed 3 out of the last 5 years..

o Control and preserve wetlands through educstion.
o Put more emphasis on study and research.
o Preserve wetlands-through public ownership,

o Incentives for preservation of wetlands.--Comments on incentives account
for 18 pe cent of the comments on solutions. Sel ted comments follow:-

-o d more funds to the field and lo evels. .

o P gram should be voluntary.
o Ad more technical assistance.
o, Use tax incentives.
o Comp sate the landowners.

-0 -Farm management solutions for wetlands problems.--Seven percent ofh-the
comments offering solutions to problems on wetlands are in this category.
Selected comments are:

o Use land within its capability, to its highest and best use.
o Build more'likes, levees, and pondi.

Energy Resources

Comments on this topic fall into the following-categories: importance of

energy resources, problems associated with energy resources, proposed solu-
tions to resource problems, and other comments. The distribution of these
comments follows:

Number Percentage
Category of comments of comments
Importance of energy resources 276 20
Problems associated with energy

resources 215 16

Proposed solutions to resource
problems 588 .43

Other 298 21

Total 1,377 100

Importance of energy resources.--The list below shows the respondents' perceptions
of the importance of energy resources. Rankings are based on combinations of
comments_ assigning a valueto this resource. Comments that fall into the
"high" group include "give immediate attention to conserving and protecting
this resource." The "medium" ranking includes comments such as "maintain
energy resources at their present level." "Very low general rating for .

energy resources" falls in the "lob/De-group.
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Number Percentage

ARRIARI .
of comments of-comments .

Nigh 212. 77

Haim 23 8

Low 41. 15

Total In . 100

Problems related to ener resources.--The respondents identify probleks con-
cerning energy resources and problems associated with the RCA documents.
Examples of canoe:ate on resource problems are "bard for farmers-to decrease
energy use while at the same time increasing farm,produrtion," "too kme,"

and "not enough water for agriculture and other uses (power productirrs
Comments on problems with the content of the RCA documents include those con-
cerning missing information or erroneous data. Comments on problems are
summarized below:

Number Percentage

Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Energy resources . ------cr---- 22
RCA documents 168

Total 215

Proposed solutions to energyproblems.--COmments concerning proposed solutions
to resource problems fall into three groups: energy conservation, responsi-
bility 'for energy resources, and education and research needs. These comments
are listed below.

o Energy conservation.--This group account's for 44 percent of the comments
proposing solutions to problems affecting energy resources. Selected comments
follow:

o
,-

Redirect funds now spent on importing oil to developing the Nation's
energy resources.

o Mate farms and areas energy independent.
o Encourage farmers to produce gasohol.
o Use forest biomass for energy production.
o Manage forests for firesiood:
o Emphasize alternative sources of energy.
o Conserve energy resources for future use.

o :Responsibility for energy resources.--Twenty-seven percent of the comments
proposing solutions to energy resource problems are in this group; Selected

comments follow:
1r- --Sive-responsibility for energy resources to other than USDA agencies.

o Give responsibility for energy resources to state and local government.

o Eliminate duplication of energy resource responsibilities Irtween
USDA and DOE.

o Eliminate duplication of energy resource responsibilities among.
USDA agencies.

o Incentives for conservation of energy resources.--Seven percent of'the
comments proposing solutions to energy resource problems are in this category.

Selected comments follow:



^ r -

o Give a bonus to landusers for inventive approaches to energy resource
conservation.

o Encourage energy resource conservation through a high rate of cost
. .

sharing assistance.
o Provide subsidies for energy resource conservation.
o Increase funding tovenergy resources.
o Reinstate cost sharing on selected A430 practices.

0 Education and research needs.--Twenty-two percent of the comments propot
solution to energrproblems are in this group.. Selected comments follow; ,

o -Conduct additional. research and development oo energy resource
conservation and energy saving conservation'sethods.

o Control conservation of energy resources through education.
.

[Of those sampled in the Harris purvey, 81 percent said the Nation
is likely or somew%at likely to suffer a-shortage of gasoline and
oil withim the next 10 years. Forty -nine percent said that gasohol
could-help reduce oil imports in the next 5 years.)

Waste lOrsinic, Imorganicx_Eolid)

Comments on waste fall into categories as-follows: importance of waste as a
resource, problems associated with the resource, solutions to resouroeroblems,
and other comments. The distribution of

Category

these comments follows:

Number
of comments
----755----,

. 85

Percentage
of torments

Importance of waste as a 'resource- -

Problems associated with the
4Ibresource

13
.

20

Pioposed solutions to resource
273 65prOblemg___

Other commenti- 11 2

. Total 422 100

Importance of waste as a resource.--The comments on importance fall into
three groups: high, medium, and low. "Increase or **and" and "waste manage-
ment Systems help" are)examples of comments in the "high" ranking. "Neutral"
and "should be maintained" are examples of comments in the "medium" ranking.
The "low" ranking includes comments such as "genekally opposed" or "disagree.".
The distribution of the comments follows:

'Nigh
- Nedium---
Low-

Total

Number
of comments

1

1

11

53

Perceived problems relating to waste. - =Respondents identify two kinds of
problems--those relating to waste as a resource antstkose associated with the
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RCA documents. Example of comments on the problems associated with waste
I are "laws are not adequate" and "industry and big business are responsible

for the problem," The distribution of these comments follows:

Problems related to --
Waste as a resource
RCA dqcuments ---

,TOtal

r
Number

of comments .

59
85

i

Proposed solutions to resourceproblems.--Comments concerning the prOposed
solutions to waste resource problems are grouped into the following catego-
ries: general policy, incentives, and farm management. These comments
are listed below.

o General policy.--This'group accounts for 82 percent of the comments
proposing solutions to waste related problems. Selected comments follow:

o Dispose of hazardous waste properly.
o Include animal waste disposal systems inFINA loan application.
o Control waste through a stepped-up program of education and

training.
'.0 Add more technical assistance.

o Emphasize production of energy from alternative sources, including
organic waste.

o Need more research and development.
o Encourage a policy of *est& not and use less.
o 'Recycle solid waste--plastics, metals, and others.

o Incentives for using waste material.--Incentives account for 8 percent
of the commentsoffering solutions. Selected comments follow:

o Increase isnding.
o More coat 1, enforcement, and accountatility are needed.

o Farm management solutions for using waste as a resource.--Ten percent of
the comments proposing solutions to waste related problems are in this category.
Selected-comments follow:

o Produce gasohol from garbage, manure, and other wastes.

o Use-organic( fertilizer to build up the land.

o Leave organic residue to build up the land, provide cover for
wildlife, and retain moisture.

o Produce fertilizer frol raw sewage and use ft to reclaim strip
mines and to fertilize agricultural land.

Outdoor Recreation

Comments on this topic are grouped as follc: importance of the resource,

problems associated with the resource, solutions offered by respondents, and

other comments. The distribution of these comments is shown in the following

list.
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Catenors'
Number

of comments
Percentage
of comments

Importance of the resource .
41 25

Prater associated with the-
' 52 32resource-,
Proposed solutions to resource

.4 19 12problems
Other- 49

Total 161 100

Importance of outdoor recreation as a resource.- -The list below.ows the
respondents' perception of the importance of outdoor recreation as
resource.- Ranking. ore based on combinations of comments assigning a value
.L6 this resource. An example of a comment that falls into the "high" ranking
is "deterioration of outdoor recreation resources is a serious pro=blem which
will increase is the future." The "medium" grouping includes suck aliments
as "maintain outdoor recreation resources at their present level." "A'very
low morel rating for outdoor recreation resources" is representative of.the
"low" group. ,

Number
of comments

'Nigh 25
5

Low- 11

Total 41

a
lbablest related. to outdoor recreation'resources.--The respondents identify
problimm related to outdoor recreation resources and problems with the RCA
decimate: An exasiple of a Comment on resource prOblema is "erosion is
caused by hunters, recreational vehicle operators, end tourists," The dis-
tribution of comments dealing with outdoor recreation problems follows:

Number
Problems related to-- of comments

Outdoor recreation as a resource - -- . 19

RCAlloammats-,- 33

Total-.-4. - -w - - -- 52

Proposed solutions to resource _problems.- -Proposed solutions to resource

problems art shown below. Comments are grouped by subject matter.

o Retping'land for outdoor recreation use.- -Thirty -eight percent of all
commutate containing proposed solutions to outdoor resource problems are in
this group. Selected comments are:

o Rapists use of flood p1S4as for outdooi recreation.
o Tike no more lands for use as parks or wildlife habitat.
o Insure-public-access to outdoor recreation lands.
o Prohibit posting lands where owner receives government support.
o Limit outdoor recreation use to lands not suitable forarming.

o Conservation practices affecting outdoor recreation use. -About 31
percent of all comments proposing solutions to resource problems,are in this
group. Selected comments follow:
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o Control clearcutting.
o Promote the building (Atman enbankientllakes.
o Prohibit the building of unneeded dams.

o Efficiency in promoting conservation..This group iacludes about 31
percent of all comments offering solutions to problems associated with outdoor
.recreation. Selected comments are:

o Encourage research and development in outdoor recreation.
o Insure more control over outdoor recreation resources.
o Tax bunters for wildlife hebitat'improvement.
o Locate development for outdoor recreation where use will require

less travel.

(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, SS percent said that a
shortage of lakes and rivers suitable for recreation use is very
likely or somewhat likely within the next 10 years.)

Open Space and Scenic Landscapes

Comments on open space and scenic landscapes are grouped into the following
areas: importance of the resources, problems associated with the resources,
solutions offered by respondents, and other comments. The distribution of
these comments follows:

Number Percentage

Cate sn , of comments of comments
Impoktance of the resources 36 , 24
Problems associated with the

resources . 37
.

Proposed solutions to resource
problems SI 34

Other comments 7 S

Total .4* 149 100

Importance of the resources.--The following list shows-the respondents'
perception of the importance of open space and scenic landscapes. Rankings
are based on combinations of comments assigning a value to this resource. An
example of a comment in the "high" group is "protect open space and scenic
'landscapes from irreversible and harmful uses." "Maintain open space and
scenic landscape resources at their present level" fella in the "medium"
group. "A low general rating of open space and scenic landscapes" is a
comment in the "low" group.

ranking
Nigh-- -
M3dium
Low

Total

Number'
of comments

30
2
4
36

Problems related to open apace and scenic landscapes.--The comments identify
problems related to this resource and problems with the RCA documents. An
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example of a problem with opeOlgace and scenic landscapes resources is "open
space and scenic landscape concerns are biased toward urban people." Probue
with the RCA documents involve information left out or thought to be in
error. The distribution of these comments follows:

k

. Number
Problems related to-- of comments
Open pre and scenic landscapes--- 13

RCAdOcwilents. 42
Total ..... 55

Proposed solutions to resource problems.--Comments concerning proposed solu-
tions to resource problems are in the following groups: open space, scenic
natural areas, and responsibility. Selected comments follow:

o . Open space --Ibis group includes percent of the comments proposing
solutions to problems concerning this resource topic. Selected comments
follow:

o Make setaside programs permanent..
o Take no more land for use as parks.
o Control urban sprawl.
o Encourage the use of strealbelt corridors.

o Protect and enhance scenic natural areas. --Seventy liebt percent of the
comments proposing solutions to problems on open space and scenic landscapes
are in this groip. Selected'comments follow:

o Beautify highways by planting hardy trees.
o Control erosion along highways and streams.
o Control clearcutting.
o Promote clearing and gamin instead oechannelization.
o Protect scenic woodland areas. A

o Preserve wilderness areas.
o Encourage building of impoundment lakes.
o Prohibit development in scenic.areas.
o Maintain wsteruality and stieamflow.
o Consider scenic values before permitting site development.

o Responsibility.u-Four ipercent of all comments proposing solutions to
problems on open space and scenic landscapes say that state government should
have responsibility for this resource.

[10f those sampled in the Harris survey, 56 percent said that it is
very likely or somewhat likely, that a shortage of plekSant views of
scepic'landscarts will occur within 10 years.]

All Natural Resources

The coding category "All natural resources" includes comments that refer to
resources ip general. Comments on this topic fall into the following catego-
ries: importance of the resources, problems associated with the resources,
solutions to resource problems, and other comments. The distribution of these
co ments follows:
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Catesory 0
Number

of comments

\

Percentage
of comments

Inpertrace of the resources
Problems associated with the

resources - --

Proposed solutions to resource
kg.

963

314

362
490

45

15

17

23
problems

Otker--..,

Total
.

2,129 100

!aperture of the resources. - -The following list shows respondents' perception
of the importance of all natural resources. Rankings are based on
rembimatioss of comments that place a value on the resource. "Conservation
of all natural resources is our first priority" is an example of a comment in
the "high" group. "Medium general rating of all natural resources" isrepresen-
tative of the "medium" group.' The "low" group includes commits such as
"very 44 general rating of all natural resources." '

Number Percentage
Ranking of comments of comments
Nigh 920 96

Medium- 14 1

Low- 29 3

Total 1 963 100

Problems concerning elf natural resources.--The 'respondents identify problems
related o,all natural resources and problems associated with the RCA docp-
meats. Examples of Waimea* on resources are "concern with all natural resources
puts too many controls and expehses on landowners" and "concern with all
natural resources will act as a disincentive to farm productioh." Comments
oe RCA document problems express concern over information left out or judged
to be in error. The distribution ok these comments follows.;

Number Percentage
Problems related to-_- of comments of comments
Resource problems . 169 '54

RCA documents ' 145 .46
Total 314 100

Proposed solutions to resource problems.--Comments proposing solutions to
resource problems are displayed in this section. Comments are grouped
according to subject.

t

o Responsibility.--Seven percent of the comments proposing solutions to
resourceproblems are contained in this group. Selected comments follow:

o Give responsibility for All nytura resources to the federal government.

o Give responsibility forball Antic resources to local government.

' o Give responsibility for all natural resources to all levels of
government.

o\ The government should share responsibility for all natural resources
with the landowners.
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o Program emphasis needed.--Seven percent of all comments dealing with
solutions to all natural resource problems'are contained in this group.
Selected cents follow:

o Prevent conversion of woodland to other land uses.
o 'Emphasize streambank stabilization.
o Restrict urban development.
o Prevent mining of ground water.
o Expand urban forestry programs.

o Efficiency. - .Twenty -four percent of all consents piefosing sentione to

all natural resource problems.aie in this sroup. Selected comments follow:
o Support a "waste not-want not" philosophy.
o--- Localize the approch.for solving resource problems.
o Encoursge more research and development on all natural resources.
o Establish conservation policy on a longterm basis.
o Relocate unnecessary state and national USDA employees to the local

level. ,t
o Improve long range planning by establishing minimum funding levels

for each conservation program.
o Evaluate cost effectiveness of conservation programs.
o . Decrease government involvement and interference.

o Incentives.--Thirty-eight percent of sll comments proposing solutions to
all 'neural resource problems are in this group. Selected comments follow:

o Increase funding for all natural resources.
o Use a variety of incentives to increase participation in conger-

vatioa prIta.
o Let the pu share costs of conservation.
o Encourage conservation of these resources' through Pducatioi.
o Encourage motivation for conservation through, the use of local

input.

o Encourage more conservatiol! through t.gher farm profits.

o Regulation. -- Twenty -four percent of the comments proposing solutions to
all natural resource problems are in this group. Selected comments follow:

o Ensure that all natural resources conservation programs are volun-
tary. .

o like into account natural pollution levels when setting standards.
o Consider that private ownership and goveknment controls_ e not

compatible.
o Saline seeps are a major conservation problem.

Other Resources

The resources that are included in this section are forest land, rangeland,
air, and other resources not covered by the more specific topics. Comments
are in the following categories: importance of the resources, problems
associated with the resources, proposed solutions to resource problems, and
other comments. The distribution of these comments follows:
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Catesory
Number

of comments
Percentage
of comments

Importance of the resources 442 31
Problems associated with the

resources 259 18

Proposed solutions to resource
problems 345. 24

Other comments 389 27

4
Total 1,435 100

Importance of other resources.--The comments on importance fall inte[hree
groups--high, medium, and low. An example of a comment in the "high" group
is "conservation is needed and is in the best interest of the public:"
"Neutral" and "should be maintained" are examples of comments in the "medium"
ranking. The "low" ranking includes commeats like "disagree, object."' The
following list shows the. respondents' perceptions of the importance of other
resources:

Number Percentage
Ranking t -

of comments of commits
Nigh 413 93
ilkdium% 17 4
Low- 12 - 3

Total 442 , 100

Problems associated with other resources.--The respondents identify problems
related to forest laid, range, air, and other resources and problems associated
with the RCA documents. Examples of comments on resource problems are:
"Saline seeps area major conservation problem," "USDA should provide continuity
to integrate all programs," "farmers need economic information as well ss
conservation information," and "environmental concerns and high productivity
are it compatible." The distribution of these comments follows:

Number Percentage
Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Other resources 64 25
RCA.documknts 195 75
, Total 259 100

Selected comments on other resource problems are:
o Laws ari-not adequate. They need more teeth.
o Need program to control insects and animals.
o Environmentalists' concerns force farmers into a bad financial

situation.

Proposed solutions to resource problems.--Comments concerning proposed solu-
tions to resource problems are displayed in this section.

o General policy.--This'group accounts for 65 percent of the comments

proposing solutions. Selected comments folliw:
o Control problems through research and education.
o Support a "waste not and use less" philosophy.
o Make conservation a long term policy.
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o Adopt worthwhile conservation measures end national conservation
goals and objectives.

o Protect air from pollution.
o The farmer should make conservation decisions.
o Programs should be voluntary.
o Oppose uniform, national standards.
o Protect woodlands, prverly manage forests, and make firewood a by-

product of forest stand management.
o Emphasise alternative e rgy sources and study energy conservition

methods.
o Provide more cal assistance.

o Incentives for conservation of other resources.--This gtoup accounts
for SS percent of the comments proposing solutions. Selected comments ire:

o . Promote management of forest land through local assistance, tax
incentives, or-cost sharing.- .

o Increase funding for conservation.
o Implement stronger enforcement laws.
o Penalize the nonconserver. al
o Compensate the landowner for extra cost attributed VI conservation

practices.

Suar,

Relatively few respondents comment directly on resource status, condition,
and trends. Comments that deal with resources show a deep appreciation of
all soil, water, and related resources. Many comments reflect a good under-
standing of resource status and trends.

Contain for individual resources can be ranked according to the number of
comments addressed to etch, On this basis, the resources covered in this
chapter gasume the\following order: water, soil, fish and wildlife habitat,
all natural resources, other resources, energy, wetlands, waste, recreation,
and open space. Respondents express a strong concern over the capacity of
resources to meet increasing future demands. Increased incentives are proposed
as a means of expanding conservation efforts to sustain resources in the
years ahead.

Respondents are in fairly close agreement with USDA's perception of resource
problems as set forth in the RCA documents. Many comments tend to focus on
local or even personal needs. Proposed solutions are based almost universally
on expanding or improving the efficiency of traditional conservation programs.
A limited number of comments reflect conflicting resource demands. For
example, most of thope commenting oR wetlands say that they disagree with the
objective to stop net loss of wetlands to agricultural uses.

.21
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Chapter 5 - Conseivation Objectives
Related to Reiource Problems

This chapter summarizes the nature and, bstance of public comsat, that
relate to the conservation objectives presented in chapter 4, section B, of %.

t the diaft of the KA Program Report and Environmental Impact Statement and is
part IV of the Summary. This chapter atomises the interested .

o perception of the significance and priority of the objectives
O reasons for agreeing or disagreeing with the stated:objectives.
o judgment about aether the objectives actually address existing

resource problems.
o suggestions for expanding or altering the stated objectives.

. This chapter presents information to help decisionnakers judge srobable
public acceptance of the alternative proposed objectives.

e Scope of the Response

Of thbN64,872 responses analyzed in this report, over 64 percent (41,703) .

contain least ow-tamest that deals with the proposed conservation objec-
ttves. These responses include more than 577,000 comments which yelste to
one or mere\of the 20 objectives discussed in this 'chapter. _These commits
arrived in the following response types: structured response form--94 per-
cent; personal lettet--3 percent; petition, forkletter, resolution-2 percent;
eonstructured response form--1 percent; transcript, other, or unitnewn--less
than 0.2 percent.

Regionally, responses come mostly from the South
responses addressing conservation objectives, 42
35 percent from the Midwest, 12 percent from
the Northeast. Of the over 577,000 comments, 43
37 perceet fron the Midwest, 12 percent from the
Northeast. s4

and Midwest. Of the 41,703
percenceme from the South,
Vest, and 11 percent from
percent are from the South,
West, and-S percent from the

The distribution of responses by respondent type varies slightly among regions,
but it corresponds closely to the national pattern. The percentage of responses.
made by selected respondent types in each region is:

Respondent type Northeast South West Midwest National
Individuals , 64 62 55 58 60
Local government 21 21 27 -27 24
Federal government 7 11 11 10 10

State government 3 3 2 2 2

Farm organizations 2 ' 1 1 1 2

Environmental groups - -- 3 1 1 2 1

All others ..,..... 1 2 4 3 1 1
,

4
maNote: Columns y not total 100 percent because of rounding.
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The percentage of comments made by each respondent type in each region is:

Respondent type Northeast South West Midwest National
Individuals
Local government
Federal government
State tovernment-------
Farm organizations
Environmental groups---
All others

43 . 55 43 51 51

33 25. 34 31 29

11 13 14 11 12

4 3 3 2 3

3 2 . 1 2 2
. 4 1 2 2 2

1 1 2 1 1

Note: Columns may not total 100 percent because of rounding.

Comparison of the distribution of responses and distribution of comments
shows that local and federal government respondents made more comments per
response.than did individualst_The_affiliation of many of the individuals
who commente&mm-the-objettfies cannot be ascertained. Of the 12,344 (less
than half) individuals whose affiliation can be identified, the distribution
'is: farmer or rancher--79 percent; professional--10 percent; houseperson- -8
peicenti student--2 percent; all others -1 percent. 4

Of the responses coded to local government units, 8,995 (over nine-tenths)
can be identified by affiliation of respondent. About 75 percent of these
come from soil conservation districts. Another 1 percent represent other
units of local government, such as townships or municipalities. Although ASC
county committees are not units of local government, 24 percent of the responses
coded to local government come from ASC county committee members.

The affiliation of only 352 (less than-oner-tiii) of the federal government
respondents can be identified. This number is low because many respondents
yho used structured response forms when asked for affiliation simply checked

-7--the line for "federal government" and provided no further information. The
352 respondents from the federal government who did specify agency represent:
Soil Conservation Service--48 percent; Agricultural Stabilization and Conser-
vation Service - -15 percent; Farmers Home Administration--8 percent; Forest
Service--7 percent; other USDA agencies--14 percent; other federal government
(non USDA) units--8 percent.

General Trends

The proposed soil and water conservation objectives for the seven resource
areas of concern are divided, for coding, into 2i...topics. The large number
of comments about these topics shows that the public views objectives as
important'issues. .A list of the 21 topics, the number of comments about
each, and the'nmmber of signatures represented are presented in table 5-1.
Only three topics received less than 25,000 comments each. A large majority
of the collimate arrived on printed forms, such as the one distributed by the
National Association of Conservation Districts. Because some of these forms
didnot contain questions about the objectives to maintain soil quality and
improve rangeland fewer comments were received concerning these topics.

3
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e Table 5-1.--Comments and signatures on conservation objectives

ConservatiOnobjective
Number of--

Comments Signatures 1/

Reduce 'soil erosion 4 38,397 63,862
Maintain soil quality 6,013 7,933
Improve rangeland O. 44;62 5,675
Retain prime farmland 39,174 65,006
Reduce toxic pollutants 31,997 55,159
Minimize adverse impact of organic waste
Minimize nutrient pollution

27,808
29,750

.

50,301
51,504

Reduce salinity 25,168 41,330
Reduce sediment 30,022 52,645
Increase irrigation efficiency 30,911 50,350
Maximize water supplies 27,423 50,004
Reduce loss of wetlands 35,924 57,034
Increase instream flows 27,913 46,026
Improve wildlife habitat 30,684 50.799
Reduce flood damage 57,38233,033
Flood prevention project priority- 28,004 46,040.
Reduce energy use 30,962 53,932
Increade energy production 31,000 53,776
Use organic waste 30,483 53,635
Urban area conservation 29,556 49,962
Other /all objectives 8,798 13 294

Total 577,882

1/ This figure represents the signatures associated with each comment.
Thus, if a letter with one signature makes 3 different comments about an
objective, as 3 signatures are shown in this table.

2/ The total is not meaningful because a signature may relate to one or
more objectives.

The comments indicate considerable support for the conservation objectives.
Favorable comments ate made more frequently than are unfavorable comments for
each of the objectives Support is greatest for those objectives dealing
with agricultural conservation, such as "Reduce soil erosion." Fewer respondents
voice support for objectives dealing with nature conservation, such as "Reduce
loss of wetlands." Overall, support appears to be greatest for the objectives
that address traditional USDA concerns. Support is expressed less often for
the objectives that address issues that have traditionally been the province
of other departments (such as the Department of the Interior). Many comments
appear to reflect general feelings about broad issues (such as energy use and
production) rather than a specific position on a specific objective (such as
reduce energy use per unit of agricultural output).
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Some of the comments may have been influenced to an unknown degree by the
wording of the structured response form used, or by the way the objective
was presented to the respondent. For example, the water conservation
objective was worded "minimize water use" on one widely-used structured
form and was stated as "increase the efficiency of water use" on another
form. A person in favor of "increasing efficiency" could be strongly
opposed to "minimizing use." "Minimize water use" has connotations of
regulation and government control of individual rights, while "increase
water use efficiency" suggests only utilizing improved technology and
methods.

The objective concerning Wetlands was also affected by the wording. Many
structured forms stated the objective as "stop wetland conversion." A
large number of respondents indicated strong opposition to stopping wet-
land conversion, but suggested they would support the objective if it were
changed to "minimize wetland conversion." The word "stop" may account, is
part, for threlatively large number of comments expressing opposition to
this objective.

A high proportion of responses are structured response forms, which fea-
ture checklists for indications of agreement or priority-tanking. Because
of this, most comments about each objective simply express an opinion ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree (over 70 percent of the comments
for most objectives) or place a priority ranking on the objective (over 10
percentof the comments for most objectives).- Table shows the proportion
of comments expressing a range of agreembnt or disagreement with each objective.
Table 5-3 shows the pro ortion of comments that place a general rating (pri-
ority) on each objective. Because structured forms asking the respondent
to place a priority on e h objective were used primarily inthe South,
almost 92 percent of t comments regarding priority are from the South.
The general priority r tinge in table 5-3, therefore, may be more repre-
senLative of respondents pinions in the South than in the Nation as a
whole.

Priority Among the Conservation Objectives

A higher percentage of the comments on each objective approve of the Objec-
tive than disapprove of it. The level of approval, however, is not the same
for all objectives (see fig. 5-1). In table 5-4, the objectives are ranked
in terms of the support for the objective, the opposition to the objective,
and the percentage of comments that are neutral.

The percentage of comments expressing agreement is highest for,the objective
of reducing soil erosion (64 percent strongly agree and 32 percent agree) and
lowest for the objective of reducing loss of wetlands (21 percent strongly
agree and 27 percent agree).

The percentage of comments expressing disagreement is highest for the objec-
tive of reducing the loss of wetlands (12 percent strongly disagree and 21
percent disagree). It is lowest for the objective to reduce soil erosion (1
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Table 5- 2.-- Comments expressing agreement or disagreement with conservation
objectives percentage distribution

Conrervation Strongly
objective

Total
Percent 1]. number

Strongly' of
agree Agree' Neutral Disagree disagree comments

Reduce soil.
erosion 64 32 1 2 1 27,973

Maintain soil
quality 2/ '28 65 1 5 1 1,418

Improve range-
land 2/ 27 , 61 3 J3 1 . 992

Retain prime
farmland- 54 3$ . 4 3 '2 27,712

Reduce toxic
'pollutants 41 44 7 5 3 26,365
Minimize adverse

impact of organic
waste - - -- 26 52 12 7 3 25,624

Minimize nutrient
pollution 23 ,53 14 '7 3 25,018

Reduce salinity - - -- 23 50 22 4 2 22,209
Reduce sediment - - -- 36 49 10 3 2 24,802

Increase irrigation
efficiency 22 44 18 11 4 24,978

Maximize water
supplies 38 47 9 3 2 25,449 '

Reduce loss of
0 wetlands
increase instream

flows-

21

20

27

42

19

25

21

9

'12

4

25,643

22,909

Improve wildlife ''

habitat 32 41 15 7 4 25,733

Reduce flood
damage 39 47 8 4- 2 26,516

Flood prevention
project priority- 31 42 16 8 4 22,657

Reduce energy use-- 35 47 9 7 2 25;824.

Increase energy
production 45 44 7 ' 3 1 25,502
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Table 5-2.--Comments expressing agreement or disagreement with conservation
objectives, percentage distribution--Continued

, Total
Percent,I/ number

Conservation Strongly i Strongly of
objective agree 4gree Neutral Disagree disigree comments

. -

.
.

Use organic waste-- 41 49 7 2 1 25,724
Urban area

. conservation' 38 44 10 5 2 24,922
Othei/all
objectives 2/ 17. 74 1 7 2 1,890

I/ Total for each objective say not add to 100 percent because of rounding.
2/ The number of comments made about this objective is extremely small

compared to the number madiabout other objectives because tie most frequently
used structured forms did not contain questions about this objective. It may be
inappropriate to compare these p7rCentages with those of.other objectives.

0
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Table 5-3.-Comients placing a al latiag or priority on conservation

objecti eel ageldistributiOn
k f

Total
Sort 1L saber

Conservation . - -.

a
Very Very of

objective -.Oppose low Love Medium High high comments

.

Reduce soil erosion * 2 -2

Maintain soil quality - - - t 2 4
.Improve rangeland - - - -- -, * 4 8
Retain prime farmland - -= * .4 .. 4
Reduce toxic pollutants- * 6' 7

Minimise adverse "impart
of organic waste 2/ - --,, 1 6

.
11 ,

. Mielmlice.outrient
pollution---- .. * 7 . 9

Mace salinity I/ ' 1 2 0
Reduce sediment * 6 7

Inckease irrigation-
efficiency 1 . 4 6

Maximise water
'.supplies a/ .il 4 14

Reduce loss of wetlands-- 2' 11 10
Increase instream flows-- 1 12 12
Improve wildlife habitat-4 1 11 11

Reduce flood damage - 1 7 -7

Flood. prevention
..

projedt priority 1 6' 6
lieduce.anergy'llse- A 16 10.

Increase energy
,

.

production- -- -.- * '

4
S 5

Use organic waste 1 6 8
Urban area conservation -- 1 6 7

Other/all objectives 2/ - , 6 4 4
;,-

6'
12

21
10

..18

..30
"31

18

72
52
36
64

4;545
3,390
34111-
64428

.15 23 49 3,431

18 22 42 472

. -

21 27 36 3,276
13 29 45

18 27 42 3375tC"'-%:-.;

.
.

'17 4- 25 47 3,486 ''

20 27 25 426
20 22 36 6,244
23 25 27 3,021

18 19 40 3,133
15 25 45 3,583

.

16 22 48 3,318
21 22 32 3,157

16 21 53 3,432.
22 30 33 3,361'

18 25 44 3,114
14 23 50 80

NOTR: The vast majority (about 92 percent) of the responses represented
by this table come ftom thoSouth.

1/ Totals for each objective may not add to 100 percent because of ,
rounding.

2/ The number-of comments made about thisobjeciive is extremely siall
compared to tholiamber made about other objectives because the most fre-
quently usedzatructured forms did not contain questions about this objective.
It nay be,iiappropriate to compare these percentages with those of other
objectives.

*/Less than 0.5 percent.
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, Tabie 5-4.--Ordinal ranking of the objectives byintensity of support and
opposition'and by proportion of comments expressing a neutral opinion 1/

Objective Support 2/ Oppose 3/ Neutral 4/

Reduce soil erosion 1 20 ' 19
Maintain soil quality 10 12 20
Improve rangeland 12. le 18

Retain prime farmland 2 15 17

Mediae toxic pollutants 6 . 9 14
Minimise adverse impact of organic waste- 13 8 8
'Minimise nutrient pollution - - -- '.- 16 6 7

Reduce salinity - - -- 17 14 2

Reduce sediment - -- 8 17 9
Increase irrigation efficiency - 7 18 2 4
Maximise water supplies ---- 7 16 11

Reduce lois of wetlands - - -- . --- 20 1 a
Increase instream flows-- - - - - -- 19 4 . 1

Improve wildlife habitat ------ --- 14 5 6
Reduce flood damage 5 13 13

Flood prevention project priority 15 3 .5

Reduce energy use J--- 11 7 12

Increase ePergy production 3 18 15
Use organic waste 4 19 16

Urban area conservation 9 11 10

1/ This weighted ranking was calculated from table 5-2, "Strongly
agree" was given twice the weight of "agree," and "strongly disagree!'
received twice the weight. of "disagree." This weighting has no significant
effect on the ranking order,

2/ From greatest ,support (1) to least 'support (20). Althnbgh ranked 20th,
the objective to reduce loss of wetlands has more support than opposition (48
parent "agree" or "strongly agree" and 33 percent "disagree" or "strongly
disagree").

3/ From greatest opposition (1) to least oiposition120).
4/ From largest proportion of'"neutral" responses (1) to least (20).
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Pion 54. Comerfallon Objelbss Mind by
Robilve Support and Oppoillion

0 Reduce Salinity

10

Reduce Soil
Erosion

Use Organic West*. .

I d.
Increase Energy
Production

I
Retain Prime
Farmland

Reduce Sediment

Maximize Water Su

Maintain Soli Quality

Improve Rangeland

Minimize Adverse
Impact of Organic Waste

.

3

, Minimize Nutrient
Pollution

ncrease,instreem Flows

Reduce
Flood
Damage

Urban Area Conseiration

a ReduceToxid
Payton s

Reduce Energy Use

Improve Wildlife Habitat

Flood Prevention Project Priority

1
ir increase Efficiency

1 1

Reduce Loss of Wetlands

20 19 18 17 18 15 14. 13 12 11 10 5

Lent ,i Most
Support Renking by Sypport
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percent strongly disagree and 2 percent disagree). The proportion of neutral
COMmetts ranges from a high of 25 percent to a low of 1 percent.

Comparing the rankiiiidf agreement with rankings of disagreement shows a
clear pattern. Objectives that 'receive high support and relatively low
opposition are: ,

o Reduce soil erosion.
0 Increase the use or value of organic wastes.
o Increase energy production on agricultural land.
o Retain prime and unique farmland.
o Reduce upstream flood depose.
o Maximize water supplies.

- o Reduce sediment.

Objectives that are Opposed by a relatively high percentage of comments and
supported by a relatively low percentage include:

o Reduce loss of wetlands. .0
o Increase the efficiency of water use in agticilture.
o Increase instream water flair
o 'improve terrestrial wildlife habitat.
o 'Minimize pollution from nutrients.
o Minimize adverse effects of organic wastes.
o Give top priority to preventing flooding of wetlands

and farmland.

Objectives that receive a middle range level of support and also a middle
range level of opposition are:

o Reduce toxic pollutants.
o Urban area conservation. $

o Improve condition of rangeland.
o Reduce enetgy use in agriculture. -"".-......-

o:
o

I

Maintain soil quality.

, One objective does not fall within these groups and appears to be a notable
departure freal'the patterns of support and opposition. Reduction of the
levels. of dissolved sonde (silinity) elicits little support or opposition.

There is some regional variation in the ranking of conservation objectives.
Table 5-5"showa the relative ranking of support for each objective.by RCA
region. Table 5-6 shows the relative ranking of .opposition. As these tables
show, the objectives to reduce soil erosion and retain prise farmland rank
highest in support throughout the Nation, and the objectives to reduce wetland
'conversion and increase instream flews rank lowest. The objectives to maintain
soil-quality,and to improve the condition of rangeland appear to be regional
issues, ranking high in ordinal tanking only in the West. The objective to
reduce toxic pollutants has most support in the Northeast and Midwest. The
objective to reduce upstream flood damage has greatest support in the

South.

Tables 5-5 std 5-6 do not show the degree of support and opposition for each
individual ojective in one region as compared to that in another region.
Table 5-7 shlws the regional distribution of comments on the objectives.
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Table 5- 5.-- Ordinal ranking of 'relative support for the
objectivist by RCA region 1/

Conservation objective

Reduce soil.erosionz-4 1 1 1 1

Maintain soil quality 12 11 2 12

Improve rangeland- 17 17 3 15

Retain prime farmland - - - - -- 2 3 4 2

Reduce toxic pollutants 4 9 10 4

Minimize adverse impsct of organic , "a.

.waste---- mmmmmmmmmm 13 13 16'. 14

Minimize nutrient pollution 15 14 18 16
Reduce salinity 16 16 .15 ' 17

Reduce sediment 9' 7 11 ' 8
'Intreaseirrigatien efficiency- 18 19 14 18

Maximize water supplies 7 6 5 9

Reduce loss,of wetlands 19 20 .. 20 , 19

Increase instream flows 20 18 a 19 20

Improie wildlife habitat 14 12 17 13

Reduce flood damage - -- 10 4 8 7

Flood prevention project priority - -- 11 15 13 11

Reduce energy use- 6 U) 12 10

Increase energy production- 5 2 6 % 3
Use organic waste 3 5 7 5
Urban area conservation 8 8, ,9 6

Northeast South Vest Midwest

1/ The method of calculating this ranking-is similat to that used for the
rankings of support given in table 5-4.

lob
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Table 5-6.-Ordinal ranking of relative opposition for the
objectives, by RCA region 1/

-*
Conservation objective Northeast South West Midwest

Reduce "soil erosion 18 20 19 ,2Q

Maintain soil quality- 19 12 20 10
Improve rangeland 19 4 17 6 .

Retain prin. farmland 16 13 13 19
Reduce toxic pollutanti 11 6 9 11

. Minimize adverse impact of organic
waste 8 11 6 8

Minimise nutrient pollution 9 8 7 7

Reduce salinity- 13 14 11 14

Reduce sediment 15 17. 12 17

ti

Increase irrigition'efficiency
Henbane water supplies

2
14

3
15

2
16

2
15.

Reduce Dias of wetlands 1 1 1 1

lacrosse instream flows 3 7 . 2 3

Improve wildlife habitat - 5
.

5
.

4 4

Reduce flood damage. 6 16 15 13
Flood prevention project priority - -- 4 2 8 5
Reduce energy use 7 10 -- S_ 9

Increase energy production 12 18 14 ..._16

Use organic Waste 17 19 18 1 13

Urban area conservation 10 9 10 .12

1/ The method of calculating this ranking is similar to'that used for the
rankings of opposition given in table 54.



Table 5-7:Percentage distribution of comments about each objec1;tive,

by RCA region

Conservation objeitive Northeast South

Reduce Wail erosion 8 44
Maintain soil quality 3 62
improve rangeland 1 64
Natoli prime farmland-- 9 45.

Rechice toxic pollutants 8 43
Minimise adverse impact of organic

waste 8 38
Minimise nutrient pollution 7 43
Reduce salinity 8 37
Reduce sediment 4.

Increase irrigation efficiency
MUiwize water supplies

.
8
7

7;1
k

42

43

43

Reduce loss of wetlands 8 36
Increase inntremmllsws 7 50
Improve wildlife habitat 7 43
Reduce flood damn? 7 43
/Placid prevention project priority--- 7 45,
Reduce energy use 7 42
Increase energy production 7 43

Mee organic waste 7 43

Urban'area conservation 7 43

Other /all objectives 13 0 29

cAverage-- -- 8 43

9
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West Midwest

36
li 22
15 20
12 34
12 37

. ilx. 42

i3 38

3
4
3

42
38
36
36

4 41

10 34
12 38
12 38
11 37
12 38
i12 38
11 38
12 38
17 41

12 37
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One possible measure of, the degree of concern about each objective in each
region is the proportion of the total commOnts about the objective that comes
fremKeach region. Table 5-7 shows that information. If the proportion for
each b jectIlve is compared with the average proportion for all objectives, it
is evi to for example, that respondents from the South are more concerned
(that is, de more comments) about the objectives to maintain soil quality,
improve rangeland, increase Instr.*, flows, give priority to flood prevention
projects, and reduce loss of farmland and less concerned about Che objective
to reduce conversion of wetlands than are respondents from other regions.
This does not indicate the type of response (favorable or unfavorable), but
does show that the objective is a concern in that region.

' (In the Harris survey those sampled were asked to rank many natural
resource areas, issues, and uses in order of importance. The rankings
follow.

IlEtt
Adequate food
Rest farmland retained
Water pollution
Water supply-- -
Energy efficiency (farming)
Adequate tree supply
Natural places
Flood control (rural)--- -
Recreation areas---'&-"X''

Realties

1
2
3

4 ,

5 "-

5
6
6
7

The following list shows how those sampled in the Harris survey said
that the federal government should divide $100 smong areas of resource
concerns:

Number
Issue of dollars
Increasing the supply of food, lumber, and clothing- 24.4
Increasing the supply of crops and farm wastes used

to produce energy 18.3
Increasing the availability of water 17.1

%Cleaning up streams, lakes, and rivers 14.6
1Providing places for fish and wildlife to live 13.3
Reducing the damage caused byfloods 12.71

Those responding to the Harris survey rank issues related to food production
highest in both the list of government action and the amount of dollars to be
spent. The objectives of reducing soil erosion and retaining prime farmland
also rank high in support based on comments made by RCA respondents. Ranking
of other issues by those sampled in the Harris survey also seems to follow
the same pattern as ranking of the objectives by RCA respondents. The excep-
tion is flood control, which was ranked low by the general public, while the
objective to reduce flood damage ranked high in intensity of support among
RC# respondents.
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It should be noted, though, that when those responding to the Harris survey ,

were asked to rate other issues (i.e., nonenviromsental) as well, all of the
resource issues ranked low, behind such issues as "waste in government spending,

VP

"cost of food and energy," "unemployment," and "crime." .,

Soil Resource Objectives

Three of the proposed objectives relate to soiluresources.' These objectIVes
are (1) reduce erosion on cropland, (2) maintain soil quality, and (3) improVe
rangeland. As-table 5 -2 shows, support.for these objectives is extensive.
Of the nearly 50,000 comments addressing the soil resource objectives, over
three-fouiths express agreement or strong agreement with the objectives or
give them a very.highlor high rating.

IThe general public also exhibits a high degree of support for
government efforts to'conserve soil and retain prime farmland.
Of those sampled in the Harris survey, about 83 percent supported
government iCtion to protect farmland from erosion and to'ensure
that the best farmland is not used for new houses, factories', and

' roads. About 11 percent said that the government should nottake
those actions.)

.

Reduce soil erosion.--Of the total comments, 38,397 are directed to soil.
erosion reduction as a USDA conservation objective. This high volume of
comment shows significant public concern about the traditional conservation
objective of reducing erosion. About 73 percent of the comments are accounted
for in table Sit. Of these comments, 26,878 express support, 722 express
oppositioi, and 373 are "neutral." Some 106 comments state "awl:pinion."
Another 12 percent of the comments place a priority on the objective (see
table 5-3). Of these comments, 4,083 rate this objective to reduce soil
erosion a very high or high priority, 458 rate it a mediumor lower priority,
and 4 are "generally opposed."

The most frequent comments are (1) expressions of support for the objectives,
(2) suggestions to make setaside programs permagent or long term, (3) requests
'for.morelunding in general and more, funding to field-level conservation
efforts, (4) suggestions that erosion reduction efforts should be addressed
to worst problems first with .these worst problems identified at the local
level, (5) requests for more research, and (6) comments on.specific practices
for erosion reduction.

Evressionsof support for the soil erosion reduction objective generally
come from environmental organizitions, federal and state goverrent respond-
ents, individual farmers, and local groups, such as conservation districts or

soil and water conservation committees. The pattern of support is similar

for all regions of the country. Four out of every five comments addressing
this objective are either "strongly agree," "agree,"*"iery high general .

rating," or "high general rating." Furthermore, many of he rebaining,fifth

of the coements'expresssupport in other terms. The ratto.of support is

higher than thatior any other conservation objective' listed in the draft RCA
Program Report.

5-15

6s

.



There is, however, some, opposition to the soil erosion reduction objective as
describeditih:the RCA documents. Less than 3 percent of the comments are
"disazree? of "strongly disagree." This opposition generally comes from
individuals, rather than other types of respondents. However, several farm
organizations express some measure of ditiaireement.

A total of 202 other comments on the erosion reduction objective say that
soil is the Nation's most valuable resource, express concern about erosion,
or say that conservation is in the public interest.

Generally, the support for, the erosion reduction objective does not focus on
the objective levels described in the RCA Program Report. Comments that do
address the objective' evels say that the specific T values are not univer-
sally applicable and that lower values (for example, 2 tons per acre per
year) sight be more appropriate in some areas. One letter points out an
inconsistency among the objective levels-"reach T values" for one and
"approach T values" for another.

The comments reveal a preference for increased efforts on erosion reduction.
Only 6 percent of this group of comments suggest a reduction in efforts. The
following list shows the, dispribution of comments addressing the level of-the
Department's efforts to control erosion.

Number
of comments

Increase efforts; give more emphasis 393
Maintain at present level 42
Ditrease efforts; give less emphasis 26

461

Comments on the.level of efforts to achieve the erosion reductipn objective
are similar to comments made about soil resources (see chapter14).

Respondents make some 617 comments concerning funding. These comments, as
shown below, indicate that the respondents view increased funding as a crit-
ical part of the efforts to reduce erosion. Respondents say that funding
should be channneled to the field lev,11 for addressing the most severe,
locally identified erosion problems first.

Public comments on funding
Number

of comments
Increase funding- 135

. Sources of funding (see below) 74
Provide additional funding to field 235
Direct funding to worst problem first 148
Direct funding to participant. not state 2

Adequately fund enforcement program 17

Fund agencies directly, avoid transfer 1

Fund program based on RCA findings 2
Give premium funding to poorer states 1

Other funding- 2

617
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The following list shows the distribution of the 74 comments on sources of
funding.

Number
of comments

Raise taxes - -- 5

Users expense, not government 26
Public consumer 13

Special tax (e.g. hunters) 3
Mostly government 18
Mostly landowner 1

Share costs 50-50 6'

Other 2
74

Some comments, such as those that suggest dividing the cost among the public
or shifting the cost to the consumers, imply government as the medium for
achieving this division. Other comments like "increase funding" also suggest
governmental action, but are covered elsewhere.

Respondents make 1,654 comments on methods for achieving the erosion reduction
objective. The traditional approaches of incentives (283 comments), financial
assistance (94), technical assistance (82), education and guidelines (208),
and research (290) are mentioned most often. Some comments (120) call for a
voluntary program, but a few others (24) call for laws and regulations for
erosion control. Another 90 commentson regulations list conditions under
which regulations might be acceptable: where resource problems are most
severe; where regulations are embodied in local ordinances Only; wheim regula-
tions operate through the market system; where laws are directed to4usiness
interests like mining; logging, and land developne4t.,t',

,1

More than 350 comments suggest general methods for achieving the objectives.
About two-thirds of these address the existing setaside prow*, fluggeiting
that it be made permanent or long term. This relatively high '64:wary of
comment suggests that respondents feel strongly about an enduring4etaside
program where the rules and, requirements are relativity gonstant.

i

Other comments on methods of achieving the erosion'reduCtion objective relate
to: training (4 comments), planning (13), management (44), penalties (21),
loss of benefits (10), and long term contracts (17).

There are some 786 comments on specific measures to achileve'erosion reduction.
Tillage methods, trees and windbreaks, permanent grass vex, drainage, and
structural measures are mentioned most frequently. The ost frequently made
comment in this category (193 comments) concerns develoirent of improved
erosion reduction methods.

Respondents also suggest actions that might help achieve the objective.
These include: planting marginal cropland to grass, establishing state tech-
nical libraries; requiring new farmers to pass a test on land resource manage-
ment before being licensed to farm.

Less frequently made comments on the erosion reduction objective are included
in the appendix.
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Maintain soil quality.Of the total comments, 6,013 comments address main-
taining soil quality as an objective. Almost 8,000 signatures are associated
with these comments, Twenty-three percent of the comments are accounted for
in table 5-2. Of these comments, 1,316-express support, 92 express.opposi-
tion, and 10 are "neutral." Another 38 state "no opinion." About 56 percent
of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,765
rate the objective to maintain soil quality a very high or high priority, 623
rate it a medium or lower priority, and 2 are generally opposed.

Of the comments that express an opinion as to the adequacy, of activities to
meet this objective, two-thirds say the activities are adequate. Yet, slightly
more comments say that efforts to meet the objective should be increased than
say efforts should'be maintained at the present level.

Other frequent comments concerning soil quality are:
Number

of comments
Use fertilizer or lime for improving soil

quality - 56
Build soil through a stewardship ethic and
a waste not-want not philosophy 109

Any program to build soil quality should be
voluntary 10

Saline seeps are problems 10

Improper forestry practices cause problems 10

Pesticide use is a problem 8
The chemical industry and big business are
-responsible for some soil quality
problems 9

Use organic fertilizer- 11

More soil survey work is nep4ed 9

More research on soils is needed- 14

The greatest support for the objective to maintain soil quality comes from
the West and Northeast. Opposition is greatest in the Midwest and South.

Improve rangeland.--Almost 5,000 consents concern the improvement of range-
land as a USDA conservation objective. About 20 percent of the comments are
accounted for in table 5-2. Ot these comments, 873 express support, 93
express opposition, and 26 are "neutral." Another 50 comments state "no
opinion," Almost 63 percent of the comments are accounted.for in table 5-3.
Of these comments, 2,085 rate the objective to improve the condition of
rangelapd a very high or high priority and i26 rate it a medium or lower
priority. Only 15 percent of the comments make some further explanation,
recommendation, or suggestion.

Rangeland improvement ranks in the middle for both support and opposition
-(see table 5-4). Support for rangeland improvement comes mostly from ranchers,
farmers, and local government respondents. The greatest support comes from
the West, and some support also comes from Florida and the Midwest. Opposi-
tion it mainly from respondents representing state and federal governments
and is greatest from the South and Midwest.
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Of the comments that express an opinion of activities to improve rangeland,
two out of every three say that current. activities are adequate. Other com-
ments, however, say increased effort and emphasis are needed to achieve the
objective. The following list sh ws the number of comments addressing the
level of the Department's efforts t improve rangeland.

Increase efforts; more emphasis
Maintain at present level
Decrease efforts; less emphasis

Number
of Comments

29

14

109

Several comments express concern that only fair and poor rangeland is addressed
in the objective. These comments say that the conservation objective should
apply to all rangeland.

Many comments.are directed to overgrazed rangeland and the need for better
graxing.management systems. A few comments say that the RCA documents did
not adequately address grazing problems on rangeland.

Some respondents indicate a need for more weed control on rangeland. Saline
seeps and geologic erosion are also identified as problems requiring atten-
tion.

Some comments say that greater funding of USDA efforts on rangeland is needed
to achieve the objective. Three comments express the belief that this
effort is too expensive. Another three comments say that the job is very
difficult to do adequately and that it.may be impossible to administer. One
comment suggests that the Forest Service' and the Department of Interior's,
Bureau of Land Management should be involved.

The respondents make several comments on each of the traditional avenues of
addressing resource problems--research, education, technical assistance, and
financial assistance. They favor the voluntary approach to rangeland improve-
ment.

Suggestions for achieving the rangeland objective include: encourage plant
materials work, establish better grazing management and control systems,
plant more switchgracs, provide greater economic incentives for conservation,
include contracts in a coordinated long tern program, and irrigate for mote
productive use.

Prime Farmland Objective

Of the total comments, 39,174 address retention of prime and unique farmland
as a conservation objective - -more comments than addres; any other conserva-
tion objective. Although many respondents are clearly thinking of prime
farmland, much of the comment is also directed to farmland in general.
Prime farmland is discussed in two places in the RCA documents--under Soil
Resource Objectives and under Related Resource Problems. The respondents
apparently did not separate their comments into these two areas..
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The most frequent comments express agreement with or opposition to retention
of prime farmland. Over 70 pecent of the comments are accounted for in table
5-2. Of these comments, 25,288express support, 1,282 express opposition,
and 1,142 are "neutral." Another 245 state "no opinion." About 16 percent
of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these, 5,277 rate the
objective a veryfiigh or high priority and 1,148. rate it a medium or lower
,priority. -

Other comments say that (1) loss of prime farmland is caused by economic
conditions and nonfarm'speculation", (2) land should be used within its cape-

. bility, (3) urban growth could be-directed or guided to better.protect prime
farmland, and (4) added emphasis or priority.is needed. Although' most comments
express concern about conversion, of prime farmland to urban uses, one respondent
complains about conversion to wilderness. AZ noted in table 5-2, the number
of comments in support of this objective far outweighs the-number in opposi-.
Lion. However, the opposition to retaining prime farmland-is larger than the
opposition to reducing soil erosion.

Retention of prime farmland is supported most heavily by respondents affil-
iated with the federal government, environmental groups, and farm organizations
and by respondents frod the Northeast. Opposition tends to be greatest from
state and local government respondents. The other comments concerning farmland

-retention express concern over protection of private land ownership rights and
the belief that this issue is not a federal responsibility.

Many respondents who support retention of prime farmland also express alarm
over urban growth and sprawl. Many comments (867) say that land protection
and retention should be given top priority. Some comments (165) question the
wisdom of using prime farmland as homesites when the loci is vital for producing
food.

(The general public sees loss of prime farmland as a seriousspro-
lem. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 82 peicent thought the
loss of good farmland is a very serious-or somewhat serious problem.
Nine percent thought it is hardly a problem at.all, and 9-percent
were not sure. In spite of this, when asked abOutgovernment action,
26 percent of those sampled in the Harris survey said,that their
families benefited a great deal from the federal government's efforts
to help ensure that the Nation's best farmland is not used for other
things, 25 percent said that their families benefited a fair amount, .

21 percent just some and 21 percent hardly at all. This may indicate
(1) that the government is not doing as much as.it should or (2)
that those who benefit are not aware of the government's efforts.)

By a ratio of 206 to 121, comments say that the activities to retain prime
farmland are adequate rather than inadequate. The comments do not address
the objective levels described in the Program Report.
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Water Quality Objectives

Five of the proposed objectives relate to preserving or improving water
quality; These objectives, and the number of comments addressing each, are
(1) reduce discharges of toxic pollutants -- 31,997 comments, (2) minimize the
adverse. impact of ,orginic waste-- 27,$O$ comments, (3) minimize nutrient
pollution29,40 comments, (4) minimize the adverse impact of dissolved
solids (salinity)--25,168 comments, and (5) reduce sediment yield--30,022
comments.

iThe general public clearly feels that preserving water quality is
an appropriate job for government. Of those sampled in the Harris
survey, 95 percent said that the federal government should make sure
that water is clean, only 3 percent said that the government should
not do this, and percent were not sure.

The public would also appear to be receptive to more government
action in the area of preserving water quality. Of Um:km sampled in
the:Harris survey, 23 percent said. that theix-families benefited a
great deal from-the federal government's efforts to protect the
quality of the Nation's rivers treams, and lakes, 35 percent said
that their families benefited a fair amount, 23 percent just some,
and 16 percent hardly at all. Three percent were not sure. When
these percentages are conside d in relation to the 95 percent who
said that preserving water qua ty is an appropriate government
activity, it suggests that many elieve the government should be
doing more.)

Respondent agree with these objectives, as table 5-2 shows. For each of the
water qual ty objectives, however, "agree" comments outnumber "strongly
agree" co nts, and a greater proportion of comments are neutral than for
other objectives. In terms of intensity of support, the objective to reduce
toxic pollutants ranks highest, followed by the objective to reduce sediment
delivery: In terms of intensity of opposition, the objectives to Minimize
nutrient pollution and minimize adverse effects of organic waste rank highest.
The objective to reduce salinity had the highest propkortion of "neutral"
comments (22 percent), and the objective to reduce toxic pollutants had the
lowest (7 percent "neutral"). See table 5-4 for a ranking of all objectives.
None of the water quality objectives is in the top five of support, but two
are in the.top ten. ,

More support for the water quality objectives is expressed b. respondents
affiliated with federal and state government and environmetcal groups than by
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inaViduals, farm organizations, and local government. Stet4 government
respondents and indtVidues express moat support for the objective to reduce
toxic pollutants. Federal government respondents show great support forthis
objective but express even greater support for the-objective to reduce sediment
yield. Regionally, respondents from the Northeast and Midwest show greater
support for the objective to reduce toxic pollutants, followed by the objective
to reduce sediment yield. Support for the objective to reduce toxic pollutants,
while higher than for other water quality objectives, is lowest in the South
and West. The other water quality objectives generally rank relatively low
in all regions.

More opposition to the water quality objectives as a USDA conservation pro
gram is expressed by individuals and local government. The West shows rela-
tively greater opposition than other regions.

Some of the commentslrelate to specific features of each objective and
are discussed under,that objective. Patterns of opinion are seen most
clearly, however, if the number of comments for all five water quality
objeltives are compared (see table 5-8). Nearly all comments stating
that the effort is useless or impractical are directed to the objective to
reduce toxic discharge. This objective also elicits a larger number of
comments expressing a nee for more research and tougher laws and better
enforcement. Comments OWL the level of government which should be most

. involved show that all objectives but "reduce sediment-yield" are seen
primarily as a state responsibility. Comments about the adequacy of activ-
ities are similar for all objectives (66 percent say the activities are
adequate).

Two objectives, "minimize organic waste" and "minimize salinity," are sten as
needing less emphasis, while the other three objectives are seen as needing
more emphasis.

4

Reduce discharge of,toxic pollutants.--Almost 32,000 comments address this
objective. Over 83 percent, or 26,365, of the comments are accounted for
in table 5,2. Of these comments, 22,283 express support, 2,136 express
opposition, and 1,946 are "neutra '.." Another 292 state' no opinion." Another
11 percent, or 3,431, of the comments place a general rating on the objec-
tive and are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,474 rate
the objective, to reduce toxic discharge as a very high or high priority, 948
rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 9 are generally opposed to the
objmttive.

Many of the other d'percent, or 1,909, of the comments about the objective to
reduce toxic discharge are listed in table 5-8.
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Table 5- 8.- -Number of selected comments about individual mater quality objectives

Comment.

Reduce
toxic'

discharge

A useless effort; impossible-
to administer; unnecessary;
politically unacceptable-- 108

The objective is difficult to
evaluate; terminology is
inconsistent, confusing- 27

The dSta'are insufficient or
erroneous- -. 19

There are too many regula-
tions, too much red'tape;
government intervention
should be used only as a
last resort 27

tougher laws and better
enforcement are needed 56

Compliance should be
voluntary

: 7

Additional'eSsearch and
development are needed 63

Too-many agencies involved;
combine agencies----Jt ----- 11

Avoid intra- and inter-
departmental duplication;
should not be part of a
USDA program -- 48

Should be a federal
responsibility 4

Should be a state
responsibility -- 22

Should be local
responsib lity- 1 18

Should be shared.

(leder* state, local)
responsi ity 4

Should be a p e sector
responsibility- 2

Needsmore emphasis 137
Needs less emphasis 36
Maintain the present level
- of activity 27

The proposed activities areadequater 210
The proposed activities are 1

"inadequate i- 106
1

Minimize
organic
waste

Minimize.
nutrient
pollution

Minimize
salinity

Reduce
sediment,
delivery

22 15
,

15 10

15 11 , 7 8

15 17 8 7

24 22 16 22

*17 24 5 31 .

4 4 1 .4

26 22 14
.

11 11 11 ?I

44 45 15 15

4 2 0 2

22 22 20 7

4 4 2 6

4 4 0 5

3 3 1 3

105 73 . 55 113

232 22 186 18

26 26 28 25

208 213 205 198

101 , 100 99 106"
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Other significant comments include:

"44

Number of
comments

Reduce or restrict use of pesticides---- 105

Comments about chemicals and the Chemical
industry in general 168

Develop programs to reduce nonpoint source
pollution 14

The effort must cost-effective, practical,
and acceptabl to the public- 50

Educate the public about the need to control
toxic discharge ..... 33

Wildlife and nature preservation should have
top priority 18

Consider natural pollution in sebeing
toxic discharge standards 24

Most toxiepollutants Come from nonfarm
sources r 27

Protect the air from pollutiati 27

,Very concerned about toxic pollution- 16

Conservation plant should be the basis for
instituting Best Management Practices 13

Control disposal of toxic wastes 13

Develop * program to deal with all
pollut nts 15

Minimize adv se act of or nic waste.--Over 27,800 comments are directed
to this obje tive. Over 92 percent, or 25,624, of the comments are accounted
for in tab 5-2. Of these comments, 20,093 express support, 2,377 express
opposition, and 3,154 are "neutral." Another 364 express "no opinion."
Many of t e other 8 percent, or 2,184, of the comments are listed in table
5-8. Ot, r comments include:

lumber
of comments

The objective should have very high or high
priority 302

The objective should have m-diva or lower
priority 163

Generally opposed to the objective 7

Increase funding, subsidize farmers'
efforts ,33

Consider natural pollution in setting
standards 10

Comments about problems involved in animal
waste storage and disposal 14

Combine the objective with one of the alter-
native strategies discussed in chapter 7
(15 comments suggest combining with
present program)

4.
39

Comments expressing concern about waste
disposal 37

Develop programs to reduce nonpOint source
pollution 10
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Conflicts with other lobjectives 10

1 Farmers are not to blame for the problem- 12

Minimize nutrient pollution.--About 84 peretht of the 29,750 comments on the
objetive to minimize the adverse impact of nutrient pollution are accounted
for in table-5-2. Of these comments,,18,9-, express support, 2,446,,exprees
opposition; and 3,613 are "neutral." About 2 percent, or 492, express "no
opinion." Another 11 percent, or 3,276, of the comments are accounted for in
table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,071 rate the objective as a very high or
high priority, 1,198 rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 7 are gen-
erally opposed to the objective. y

Many of the other 3 percent, or 964, of the comments are listed in table 5-8.
Other comments include:.

Number of
comments

Comments about chemicals and the chemical
industry' 11

Combine the objective with one of the alter-
native strategies discussed in chapter 7
(12 comments suggest combining with
preSent programs) 43

The effort must be cost-effective and
practical 8

Farmers are not the cause of the problem- 8

Minimize adverse impact of dissolved solids (reduce salinity).--Over
percent of the 25,168 comments on the objective to minimize the adverse
impact of dissolved solids by focusing efforts on critical regions are
accounted for in table 5-;3. Of the comments, 16,105 express support, 1,228
express, opp4sition, and 4,876 are "neutral." About 6 percent, or .1,666, of

the comments state "no opinion." About half of the other 5 percent, or
1,293,of the comments are listed in table 5-8. Other comments include:

Number of
comments

The objective should be.a very high or high
priority 272

The objective should be a medium or lower
priority 90

Opposed to the objective
Salt runoff from highways and saline seeps
are problems 42

The objective does not addiess all related
problems 8

The effort Mat be cost-effective and
practical 7

A water rights law is needed-

Reduce sediment yield.--About 83 percent, or 24,802, of the 30,022 comments
on the objective to reduce sediment yield beyond the level achieved in meeting
the soil erosion reduction objective are accounted for in table 5-2. Of
these comments, 21,140 expresss Aupport, 1,163 express opposition, and 2,499
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are."neutial. Over 2 percent; or 678, state "no opinion." Another 11
percent, or 3,358, of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these
comments, 2,308 rate the objective as a very high or high priority, 1,044 rate
it as a medium or lower priority, and 6 are generally opposed to the objective.

Many of the other 4 percent, or 1,184, of the comments are listed in table
5-8. Other comments include:

. Numbs of ,

comments
Combine the objective with one of the alter-

native strategies discussed -in chapter 7
(comments were almost evenly distributed
among the 7 strategies)- 146

Increase funding (including employee
salary) 20

Increase funding at the local level 15
Address sediment delivery from urban con-

etruction sites 44
Teach contractors proper, drainage system

design and implementation 21

Control nonfarm erosion (roadside, stream-
bank, mines, etc.) - -A -

Control iedinent yield with structural
measures 18

Increase funds for cost sharing 10

Water_Supply and Conservation Objectives

Two objectives address issues of water supply and conservation. These objec-
tives are (1) to minimize irrigation water use and (2) to maximize agriAul-

, tural water supplies. Support for maximizing supplies is much stronger than
-that for minimizing irrigation use, probably because of the potential restric-
tions on irrigation inherent in the latter.

[The opinion of the general public about the likelihood of a water
shortageis divided. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, about
50 percent said that there is'very likely or somewhat likely to be a
shortage of water for homes, farms, businesses, and industry in the
"next 10 years, while about'46 percent said it is somewhat unlikely
or very unlikely that there will be such a shortage.

The public apparently feels that they benefit from government efforts
to ensure adequate water supplies. Of those sampled in the Harris
survey, 27 percent said they benefited a great deal from the federal
government's efforts in helping to provide an adequate supply of
water for the Nation's farms, homes, and businesses, 37 percent said
they benefited a fair amount, and 19 percent just some Thirteen
percent said they benefited hardly at all, and 4 percent were not
sure: This implies suppOrt not only for efforts to conserve and
increase water supplies, but also efforts to preserve water quality.
The percentage of those saying they benefit from efforts to provide
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an adequate water supply is similar to the percentage of those
saying that thelpbenefit from efforts to preserve water quality.)

Minimize irrigation water-use.--This overall objective includes the three
elements of increasing efficiency of agricultural irrigation, limiting water
conservation to selected measures in water short areas, and working through
states to improve operation and maintenance of existing structures to increase
instream flows. Almost 31,000 comments address minimizing water use as a
USDA conservation objective. Of these, 95 percent simply indicate alposition
without further explanation.

Slightly over half (54 percent) of the comments indicate agreement or strong
agreement with USDA adopting an objective to minimize water use. Another 8
percent assign this objective a high.or very high general rating. Yet 13
percent-of the comments state disagreement or strong disagreement. Another
389 comments, slightly more than 1 percent, registsr opposition or a low or
very low general rating for this objective.

Although a majority of comments on the objective support minimizing water use
as USDA conservation objective, this objective ranks third from last in
ranking of support among all objectives. Simultaneously, opposition to
USDA's seeking to minimize water use yielded a very high rankingiLsecond from
the top. See table 5-4.

The greatest support for a USDA conservation objective of minimizing water
use comes from individuals, local government, and environmental groups.
Support is greater in the West than in other regions.

Opposition to the objective comes from farmers and local government, espe-
cially in the West where many respondents appear to feel that they would be
adversely affected if the objective were achieved.

About 160 comments state that present activities are adequate to meet the
objeCtive. Another 123 say that the activities are inadequate.

About 0.5 percent of the comments address the emphasis or level of efforts
that should be given to the water use objecti,fe. These 163 comments suggest
that additional emphasis is needed.

Number
of comments

Increase efforts, more emphasis 134

Maintain at present level 18'

Decrease efforts, less emphasis 12

Total 163

The comments stress local responsibility for water rights. Ground water
control is mentioned in 48 comments, and another 11 say that greater efforts
are needed to conserve water. Another 124 say that insufficient water already
exists for the many competing uses and that agriculture should have top
priority.

Forty-four respondents say that more research is needed. One comment recom-
mends use of rainwater to help achieve the objective.

5-27



A

Maximise water supplies.--Over 27,400 comments address the objective of
implementing measures to improve the reliability and availability of water
for agriculture. Nearly 93 percent of the comments simply state whether
therrespondent agrees or disagrees with the objective (see table 5-2). Of
these comments, 21,832 express support, 1,268 express opposition, and 2,349
are "neutral." Another 468 comments state "no opinion." About 2 percent of
the comments place a general rating or priority on the objective (see table
5-3). Of these comments, 220 rate the objective a very high or high priority,
161 rate it a medium or lower priority, and 45 are generally opposed. About
1.5 percent of the comments address the adequacy or inadequacy of the proposed
activities to meet the objective.

Of the remaining comments, a few suggest combining the objective with one of
the alternative strategies discussed in chapter 7. Several others comment on
the methods of maximizing water supplies, including building dams and lakes,

.conserving ground water, assigning riparian rights, and improving water
delivery. In contrast, -one respondent from South Carolina states that "in
our area . . . an excess of water is more of a problem than a shortage."
Otter comments relate to fundifig or cost.

As table 5-2 shows, the great majority of the respondents support this objec-
tive. The comments supporting the objective refer primarily to the need to
expand water supply and to the methods of achieving the objective. Fifty
comments emphasize the importance of conserving ground water supplies.
Fifty-seven support the construction of more dams and lakes. Another 40
comments express the view that cropland irrigation should have top priority
among competing needs for water.

Respondents who oppose the objective note the expense involved in developing
research -and technology. Five comments voice opposition to unnecessary dams.

There are few comments on the proposed objective levels and only a few on the
cost of achieving the objective. There are 25 comments, however, on the
method of financing (cost sharing) and 14 on the need for increased funding.
Thirty-six comments say that the objective should have added emphasis, and 54
comments advocate improving or expanding the objective. Four comments say
that pursuing the water supply objective is too expensive. One comment
suggests developing drought-resistant crops.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Objectives

Three objectives address the issue of fish and wildlife habitat. These -

objectives, and the number of comments addressing each, are (1) reduce loss
of wetlands--35,924 comments, (2) increase instream flow--27,913 comments,
and (3) improve terrestrial wildlife habitat--30,684 comments. Over 94
percent of the comments simply express a range of agreeement or disagreement
with an objective (see table 5-2) or place a general rating, or priority, on
an objective (see table 5-3). About 1 percent, or 842, of the comments
address the adequacy of activities proposed to accomplish the objectives.
The ratio is almost identical for each objective (68 percent think that the
activities are adequate, 32 percent think that they are inadequate).
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(Although the-fish and wildlife habitat objectives ranke d among'the
lowest in support and among.the highest in opposition apong RCA
respondents (see table 5-4), the general public clearly supports .

..government efforts to preserve habitat. .0f those sampled in the
Norris survey, 92 peicent'said that the federal government should
make sure that the natural homes of fish And wildlife are protected,
only 4 percent said that the government should not do this, and 3 ;

percent were not sure. -

,.

The publiC cleanly feels th at th; Nation as a whole benefits from
habitat preservation. Of those sampled in the **iris survey, 61
percent said that they benefited a fair amount to a great deal from
the federal governMent's efforts to helpmake sure that fish and
wildlife habitat is protected, 23 percent said that they benefi
just some, and 13 percent said thatthey benefited hardly at all

Reduce loss of wetlands.--Almost 36,000 comments address the objective to,
reduce the net loss of wetlands resulting from their emersion to agri-
cultural, uses. 3 percent, or 25,64,, of the comments about thii objec-
tive are accoun a for in table 5-2. Of these comments, 12,587 express
support; 8,386 xp ess opposition, and 4,750 are "neutral." Almost 3 per-
cent, or 717, ate "no opinion." Another 17 percent, or 6,244, Of the
comments are accounted for in tablerSr3. Of these comments, 3,589 tate the
objective to reduce conversion of wetlands as .a very high or high priority,
2,510 rate it as a medium or lower priorit, and 115 comments are "generally
opposed."

As table 5-4 shows, there is less support for this objectivesn.for any
other. Support is higher among environmental groups and s e government and
1is greatest in'the Northeast and Nidwests, Support is lowest in the South.
Respondents in the West and Midwest make the greatest proportion of "neutral"
comments. Opposition is greater than for any other objective. Opposition.

comes primarily rom farm organizations, individuals, and local government
and is greatest in the South. Opposition also .ran high among-respondents
affiliated wi environmental groups.

Several groups of comments could be discerned in relation to the objective to
preserve wetlands. Over 1 percent Gf the comments (494) state'tiat cropland
,is more-important than wetlands or that wetlands should be drained for use as

, cropland. Other comments (84) state that wetland drainage is necessary.
Many comments (294) say that achieving the objective would have adverse
effects on agriculture.:

Some comments state that the RCA documents did not clearly - explain the term
"wetlands." One respondent states Oat he is in favor of the objective to
preserve wetlands "provided we are talking about . . . true wetlands and not
Agricultural land which needs drainage." Other comments (433) state that a
better inventory of wetlands is needed or that theterm needs to be clarified
or redefined. Some of ttese comments state that a distinction should be made
between wetlands and wet soils. Many of the comments suggesting clarifica-
tion also support preserving only certain types of wetlands, such as marshes
or inundated swamps. Some comments suggest that "the'lOss of wetland types 1
and 2 should not be a concern." As further evidence of the congasion over
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what qualifies as wetlands, 133 comments say that the data are in error or
insufficient, a much greater number of such comments than were made about
other objectives. Other comments (62) state that the terminology of the
section in the RCA document dealing with wetlands is confusing or incon-
sistent, making the objective difficult to evaluate.

A total of 268 comments state the objective to reduce loss of wetlands is a
useless effort, that it is impossible to administer, or that it is polit-
ically unacceptable. Over 80 comments say that the objective needs more
emphasis, and 65 say that it ,should have less emphasis. This is the only
wildlife ftabitat objective with a majority stating more emphasis is needed.

Over 30 comments (more than for any objective except the objective to improve
wildife habitat) state that the objective to reduce loss of wetlands con-
flicts with other objectives.

Many more comments give reasons for opposing the objective than give reasons
for supporting it. The few favorable comments relate primarily to the need
to protect land from irreversible changes and the need to preserve natural
habitat. Most favorable comments focus on the intensity of action needed
("reestablish wetlands that have already been drained").or on possible methods
of achieving the objective ("establish public ownership of wetlands"). Some

comments (30) say that conversion of tidal wetlands should be stopped.

Almost none of the comments focus on the objective levels. Several comments
do suggest changing the objective to state "reduce the net loss of wetlands .

(types 3-20) resulting from agricultural uses. Minimize the loss of wetlands
to uses other than agricultural." Comments about cost are about the possible
effects of activities ("reducing wetland conversion would have an adverse
impact on farm production") rather than about the amount of money needed to
achieve the objective. Other comments include:

Number
of comments

Compliance should be voluntary 75
There are too many existing regulations; too

much red tape 33

Tougher laws and better enforcement are
needed 30

Protecting nature and wildlife should have
top priority 29

Comments about methods of compensation 82,

Avoid duplication of effort; this should not
be a USDA objective 12

Reestablish wetlands drained in the past 10
years 10

The objective would have an adverse impact
on agriculture 294

The regional meetings did not supply enough
information 61

Must be cost-effective and practical 50
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Increase instream flow.--Over 81 percent of the 27,913 comments about the
objective to use the'savings from water conservation to increase instream
water flows'in water-short areas are accounted for in table 5-2. Of these
comments, 14,256 express support, 2,881 express opposition, and 5,772 are
"neutral." Another 6 percent, or 1,396, of the comments state "no opinion."
Another 11 percent of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these
comments, 1,571 rate the objective to increase instream flow as a very high
or high priority, 1,427 rate it as a medium or rower priority, and 23 are
generally opposed.

.[Those sampled by the Harris survey were asked to allocate excess
water for various uses. In this context, increasing instream flows
(v ter for fish and wildlife) ranked lowest. Of 100 excess gallons,

the general public proposed the following allocation:
Gallons.

Water for prodUeing food- 26

Water for household use 21
Water for industry and jobs 19

Water for developing energy resources 17

Water for fish and wildlife 17J

Comments about the need for more or less emphasis (27) are about equally
divided. Fifteen comments state that the terminology used is confusing or
that the discussion of the objective to increase instream flow needs to be
simplified.

Less than 2 percent of the comments express reasons for supporting or opposing
the objective. R"asons given relate primarily to water rights and the need
to establish riparian rights laws, the need to conserve water upstream, and
the construction of dams.

As table 5-2 shows, support is relatively low for this objective. Support is

high among environmental groups and is greatest in the South. Opposition
comes primarily from farm organizations, individuals, and local government,

and is greatest in tli!! West. The South shows the least opposition.

There are no comments about the objective levels and very few about cost.
Other comments are:

Number
of comments

Drainage is necessary 12

Channelization is useless- 10

Permit limited stream channel changes 13

Build more dams and lakes 10

Improve wildlife habitat.--Over 30,600 comments address the objective to
improve the quality and diversity of terrestrial wildlife habitat by enhancing
vegetation on uncultivated land and improving farming practices. Over 83
percent, or 25,653, of the comments about this objective are accounted for in
table 5-2. Of these comments, 18,854 express support, 2,830 express opposi-
tion, and 1,969 are "neutral." In addition, 317 state "no opinion." Another

10 percent; or 3,133, of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of
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these comments, 1,852 rate the objective as a very high or high priority,
1,260 rate it as a medium or lower joriority,: and 21 are generally opposed.

Sixty-six comments ssy the objective to improve wildlife habitat needs more
emphasis, and 230 ssy it should have less emphasis. Forty-two comments say
that the conservation of nature and wildlife is very important and should be
done at any cost.

Support for this objective comes mainly from state government. Opposition
comes mainly from individuals. Environmental groups express both high support
and high opposition. Both support and opposition are greatest in the West;
the other regions have a higher proportionof "neutral" responses.

Comments of suppoii for improving wildlife habitat say that clesrcutting
should be reduced (5 comments), the objective should becombined with one of
the alternative strstegies,discussed in chapter 7 (47), habitat should be
conserved because fish and wildlife have a right to exist (32), shelterbelts
and windbreaks should be constructed (9), and the best way to achieve the
objective is through education (10).

Some comments expressing opposition say that this objective would hurt farmers
or would raise the price of food (11 comments). Some say that the objective
is unnecessary (10) or should be strictly voluntary (40) or that there is
already too much government regulation (9). Others (13) say that there
should be no expansion of parkland. Sixty-six comments (57 from the South)
complain that the objective to improve wildlife habitat conflicts with other
objectives.

There is almost no comment on the objective levels. Comments about cost
relate to the effect that achieving the objective would have on food prices
or farmland, to the method of financing (generally favoring government sub-
sidization), or to the need for increased financing. Among the other comments
are

Number
of comments

The government has done a poor job so far-- 56
Maintain present level of activity 39
Drainage is necessary- 39
Conservation practices will benefit wild-
life 70

The government should subsidize efforts,
reimburse landowners 46

Programs should benefit farmers 161

Wildlife protection measures should be dif-
ferentiated from agricultural policies--- 26

Flood Damage Control Objectives

Two of the objectives relate to flooding. These objectives and the number of
comments about each, are (1) reduce flood damage-33,033 comments, and (2)
give priority to protecting agricultural land and wetlands from flooding-28,004
comments.
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Reduce flood damage. -P0f the comments addressing the objective. to reduce
upstream flood damage by 16 percent using existing technology and structural
and nonstructural measures and to develop new technology to bring, about
further reduction, over 80 percent, or 26,516, are accounted for in table
5-2. Of these comments,. 22,890 express support, 1,503 express opposition,
and 2;123 are "neutral." In addition, 387 nate "no opinion." "Another 11
percent, or 3,654, of the comments are accounted for in table Of'these
comments, 2,567 rate the objective to reduce upstream flood damage as a very
high or high priority, 1,039 rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 52
are generally opposed.

The other 7 percent, or 2,474, of the comments about the objective to reduce,
upstream flood damage are diverse. Among'the more frequent of these comments
are:

Number
of comments

Restrict development of flood plains; use
flood plains only as farmland 215

Reduce flood damage by using structural
measures; build more dame and lakes 226

Reduce flood damage primarily through non-
structural. measures - 96

Prohibit construction of unneeded dims; dam
construction causes ecological problems-- 80

Reduce flood damage through education 11

Store excess floodwater in ground water
basins; use to help prevent ground
water depletion 23

Put greater emphasis on preventing flood
damage in urban areas -- 19

Drainage is necessary 55

Streambank stabilization is important "4"14

The government should subsidize efforts 14

More-technical assistance is needed ----- 16

Tougher laws and better enforcement are
needed- 7

More research and development are needed--- 50
Increase funds for cost sharing
.Responsibility belongs to either federal,

state, or local government 28
Responsibility should rest with all three

levels of government 58
Proposed activities are adequate to meet the

objeCtive 128

Proposed activities are not adequate to meet
the objective 161

Haivtain present level of activities--- ---- 30

The objective is unrealistic, politically
unacceptable 20

The objective needs more emphasis 314
The objective needs less emphasis 11

There ar- too many existing regulations, too
much government red tape 29
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Combine the objective with one of the alter-
native strategies in chapter 7
(redirecting present programs has the most
comments 1391 followed by performance
bonus (331)1-

Comments about the effectiveness of
channelization

Comment about forest land- -
The dita are insufficient or erroneous

195

75

22
31

Support for the objective is lowest among stet.: government respondents and in
the Hidwest. Support is greatest in the South. Opposition is greatest in
the Northeast and is. highest along state and federal government respondents.

This objective has a high degree of support. Comments address the method of
flood control (channelization, construction of lakes and dams, nonstructural
measures, land use planning and regu'lation), the need for research, funding
(cost sharing and technical assistance), and the need for education.

(The large number of comments saying that deielopment of the flood-
plain should be reduced or restricted shows support for government
regulation. That the general public favors regulation of this
development is shown in the Harris survey. Of those sampled; 81
percent said that they thought the federal government should be
involved in keeping people from building in flood-pgone areas.'
Only 15 percent said that this was not a proper function of govern-
ment.'

Respondents wh4 express opposition to the objective mention primarily the
excessive cost,' the problems caused by structural measures ("ecological
disruption," "greater damage if structures fail"), and opposition to ex-
cessive government involvement.

There is'little comment on proposed objective levels. A few comments relate
to cost and to funding methods. ,

Flood prevention project priority.-Of the 28,004 comments addressing the
objective to give priority to projectsthat-prevent loss of prime farmland
and wetlands due to flooding, almost 8r.pcncent, or 22,657, are accounted for
in table 5 -2. Of the comments, 16,424 express support, 2,712 express opposi-
tion, and 3,521 are "neutral." Over 3 percent,, or 949,' state "no opinion."
Another 10 rcent, or 3,338, of the comments are accounted for iii table 5-3.
Of these c nts, 2,361 rate the objective as a vet), high or high priority,

940 rate i as a medium or lower priority, and 37 are generally opposed.

Certain nts cast some doubt on the validity of these totals for suppltt

and opposition. Some.respondents, for example, state that they strongly
disagree with the objective but qualify their disagreement by stating that if
the wording of the objective were altered to exclude protection of wetlands
then they would agree. Other respondents state they agree only with that

part of the objective that proposes protecting cropland. Ttie issue of pro-

tecting cropland versus protecting both cropland and wetlands is also reflected



in other comments. Several comments:state that "wetlands" should be redefined.
This ties in with the disagreement evident in the comments about the objective
to reduce the loss of wetlands through their conversion to agricultural use.

The other 4 percent, or 1,060, of the comments about flood prevention project
priorities address primarily the issue of cropland versus wetlands, the pro-
posed activities, ano methods of flood prevention. Some.of these casments are

A better inventory of wetlands is needed;
"wetlandb" should be redefined

Number
of- comments r"

188
Cropland is more important than wetlands;,-

rotect prime farmland 66
Restrict development-Of flood plains 25

Build more dams and lakes to control flood
damage 22

Use nonstructural measures to control flood
damage; prohibit unneeded dams 14

The proposed activities are adequate to
meet the objective-h 131

The propoied activities are not adequate
to meet the objective 155

Maintain the present level of activities -- 24
The objective needs more emphasis- 57
The objective needs'less emphasis
Responsibility should rest with local

government 16

Responsibility should rest with federal
or state government, or should be shared

all three levels . 5

Support for this objective is highest among environmental groups and is
greatest in the Northeast and Midwest. Opposition comes mainly from individ-
uals and the.federal government and is greatest in the South.

There are relatively few comments giving reasons for support or opposition.
Many comments suggest toe types of land or places where land should be pro-
tected. A fey oppose uniform national standards. There are few comments
relating to funding, expense, or objective levels.

I 1011..

Euergy Conservation and Production Objectives

In the RCA documents, USDA proposed two objectives which would contribute to
energy self-sufficiency in agriculture by 1990. These objectives, and the
number pf comments addressing each, are (1) reduce energy use--30,962 comments;
and (2) increase energy production--31,000 comments. The objective to increase
energy production ranks much higher in intensity of support and lower in
intensity ofoppesition than the objective to reduce energy use: (See tables

5-2 and 5-4).' In fact, the objective to increase energy production ranks
third in intensity of support among all objectives. Only the objectives to
reduce soil erosion and to retain prime farmland enjoy more support.
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(Although these objectiVes address only agricultural production or
conservation of energy, the greater support for increasing energy
production contrasts with the attitude of the general-public as
shown in the Harris survey. Of those responding to the Harris
survey, 59 percent believed that the country should emphasize con-
serving energy and 26 percent believed that the country should
_emphasize prodt:Cing more energy. Thirteen percent were neutrall

These two objectives are closely related. Many of the comments about saving
.energy.tiere made when referring to the objective to produce more energy, and
vice versa. These comments are summarized in the following list.

Number
of.comments

Energy can be saved by using appropriate
conservation methods 302

Comments in favor of gasohol` production 191
Leave crop residue to control erosion,

do not use for gasohol - -- 52

Regionalize production to eliminate
excessive transportation 63

Diversify energy sources (e.g., solar,
wind,,geothermal) "193

Government should subsidize efforts to
'reduce r'ergy use _ 56

More rest .;11 and development are needed 193

Additional emphasis is needed; the ob-
jective deierves immediate attention 242

Less emphasis is needed 30

Present level of activity is adequate 16

Combine witi, one of the alternativ
strategies in chapter 7 (redirect'ig
present program has the highest number of
comments (773 followed by state leadership

.1591) 356

Meeting the objective is too expensive, an
ineffective use of tax dollars 41

Objective is not compatible-with or does
not address crop production - -- 49

The proposed activities are adequate to
meet the objective 261

The proposed activities are not adequate
to meet the objective 361

Responsibility should rest with the private
sector 41

Comments about whether this should be a
federal, state, or local responsibility--- 13

There are too many existing regulations,
too much red tape 21

A useless effort, impossible to administer;
politically unacceptable 28

-
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Avoid intra- and inter-agency duplication ,
of effort;.ehould not be a USDA
'objective 70

Drainage will be necessary - -- , 31

The:decision should be left up_to the land-
owner; compliance should be voluntary - - - -- 20

American farmers are doing a great job,
.they should be commended 't 25

'Comments -about irrigation methods 14
AkefOrest biomass 13

The 624 comments not included in the list or tables are very diverse and have
low frequencies. Many donot relate directly to the objective. These are
listed in the appendix.

Reduce energy use. --Over 83 percent,'or 25,824, of the 30,962 comments about,
the objective of reducing energy use per unit of agricultural output are
accounted for id table 5-2. Of these comments, 21,138 express support, 2,417
express opposition, and 2,269 are "neutral." In addition, 369 comments state
"no opinion." Another'26 percent, or 3,157, of the comments are accounted for
in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,685 rate the objective as a very high or
high priority, 1,467 rate it as a medium or lover priority, and 5 are gen-
erally opposed.

[The general public clearly feels that they benefit from reduction
of agricultural use of energy and that the government should help
farmers to conserve energy. Of those sampled in U.. Harris survey,
22 percent said that they benefited a great deal from the federal
government's efforts to help conserve energy by encouraging efficient
farming practices and 31 percent said that they benefited a fair
amount. Twenty-three percent said that they benefited just some,
and 16 percent said hardly at all. Eight percent were not mire.]

Most of the other 5 percent, or 1,594,'of the comments address: (1) the
possibility of saving energy by using appiopriate eonservatiodmethods, such
as conservation tillage;12) the need for further research and development;
(3) the need to regionalixe,food production to decrease energy used in trans-
porting food to market; (4) the methods of funding the activities; and (5) the
need for more emphasis on the objective. Of the comments about the adequacy
of the proposed activities,60 percent state that the activities are inadequate. -

Support for this objective is greatest from state and federal government
respondents.' Support is greatest in the Northeast. 'Opposition comes pri-
marily from local government and individuals and is greatest in the West. !

A,
44

Those supporting the objective give few reasons why. Those opposing the
objective most frequently mention concern about government interference with

#:1411individual rights, concern about limiting the options available to farmers,
.

and concern about the effect on crop production and food price.
, ,

Disagreement with the objective to reduce energy use (9 percent) is more than e,
two times greater than disagreement with the objective to increase energy
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production (4 percent). This suggests concern about possible limits on
freedom of choice and the necessity of Making Changes in farming methods and
lifestyles. Several (60) comments state that the respondent is verycon-
cerned or alarmed about the implications of the objective to reduce agri-
cultural use of energy.

Increase energy #roduction.--Over 82 percent, or 25,502, of the 31,000 com-
ments about the objective to increase, net production of energy from agri-
cultural land are accounted for in table 5-2. Of these comments, 22,614
express support, 1,128 express opposition, and 1,760 are "neutral." Another
343 state "no opinion." About 11 percent, or 3,432, of the comments about
the objective are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,520 rate
the objective as a very high or high priority, 893 rate it as a medium or
lower priority, and 9 are generally opposed.

Most of the.other 6 percent, or-1,723, of the comments address: (1) the .

production of gasohol or the diversification of energy sources, (2) the need
for further research and development, (3) the importance of crop residue in
reducing erosion, and(4) how activities should be funded.

[While over 400 comments address gasohol production and diversifica-
tion of energy sources (solar, geothermal, synfuel, etc.), the
comments do not Clearly show how the respondents would rank the
importance of each source. The Harris survey, however, asked the
public specifically to compare gasohol and synthetic fuels (synfuels).
.Gasphol was clearlypreferred. Of those sampled ip the Harris

.

survey,.44'p4cent saiO'that..the government should support gasohol
mbre than synfuels,'while 22 percent favored synfuels over gasohol.
AWel4d percent said that the government should support both, and 4
perckht said that the government should support neither. Fourteen
percent were not sure, and 1 percent did not answer.

not public was also asked which would cause the least damage to thity
land. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 59 percent said that \
gasohol islikely to cause the least damage to the land used in
producing it, while 19 percent said thatsynfuels would cause the
least damage. Six percent said the effect onithe land would be the
same with either, and 16 percent were not sure.).

Support for the objective is broadly based and is greatest in the South and
Midwest. Greatest opposition comes from federal government respondents.
Opposition-is highest in the.Northeast.

Those supporting the objective alsosupport gasohol production. Some are
concerned about thexonsequences if crop residue is used for gasohol pro-
duction. Those opposing the objective comment primarily on the need to
emphasize other energy sources (solar, geothermal, etc.) and the need to
emphasize food production over energy production.
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Related Resource Objectives

Use organic waste. -Over 84 percent'of the 30,483 comments on the objective
to increase the use of organic waste to improve soil tilth and fertility are
accounted for in table 5-2. Of these comments, 23,114 express support),893
express opposition, and 1,717 are ',neutral." In addition, 3/0 state "no
opinion." Another 11 percent, br 3,361, of the comments are accounted for in
table 5-3. Of these comments, 2,115 rate the objective as a very high priority,
1,219 rate it as a medium or lower priority, and 27 are generally opposed.
Support for the objective is greatest in the Northeast and lowest in the West.
The other 3 percent of the comments are summarized in the following list.-

'Encourage organic farming; use sewage as

Number
of comments

fertilizer - 110

Government should subsidize efforts to
increase use of organic waste 24

Recycle wastes 17

Produce gasokol from organiC waste 17

Diversify energy sources
increased funding and technical assistance

are needed
,

17

39.

Animal waste disposal is a problem 8

Additional emphasis is. needed; the objective

deserves immediate attention 64

less emphasis is needed 2

Combine With,one of the alternative
strategies in, chapter 7 (redirecting
present programs and performance bonus
tied for most comments (34 each)) 178

Proposed activities are adequate to meet the
objective 167

Proposed activities are not adequate to meet
the objective , 119

More research and development are needed 55

More education is needed 15

11*Urban area conservation.--Over 29,500 comments address the objective o
conservation in urban areas.. This objective contains several components=*
reducing downstream urban flood loss, providing information to help developers
overcome resource limitations, minimizing conversion of prime farmland and
wetlands, and reducing sediment yield from construction sites. About 84

percent ofIthe comments are accounted for in table 5-2. Of these comments,
20,614 express support, 1,855 express opposition, and 2,453 are "neutral."
Another 544 state "no opinion." About 11 percent of the comments are accounted

for in table 5-3. Of these, 2,135 rate the objective a very high or high
priority, 954 rate it a medium or lower priority, and 25 are generally opposed.

Respondents from the Midwest !sank this objective in the upper third of the
support rankings. Respondents from other regions rank it in the middle
range of both support and opposition. Of the relatively few comments (other
than those expressing agreement) that say how much emphasis should be given

"lir,:
pi

7 r
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to conservation efforts in urban areas, most say greater emphasis or *mediate
attention is needed.

Number
of comments

Increase efforts, give more emphasis 88
Maintain at present level 3

Decrease efforts, give less emphasis 5

96

By 168 to 118, respondents say that activities are adequate to meet the
objectives. Among the remaining comments, those relating most directly to
the objective and made most frequently are

Number
of comments

Control urban sprawl 27

Land use concerns 27

ComMents about erosion and sedirent 14

Comments about division of responsibility
among federal, state, and local govern-

26*Mr
There is too um,* government red tape 11

More education is needed 24

Concern fer'rights of individuals 1r 15

6mbine with one of the alternative
strategies listed in chapter 7 43

Comments about funding 31

Other/all conservation objectives.--Some 8,798 comments Are coded to the
topic "other /all conservation objectives." These comments relate to conservat
tiou in general, any group of conservation objectives, any additional suggested
conservation objectives, and some comments about governmeut in general.

More than 2,000 comments express support for or opposition to all of the
objectives. Ten times more comments express support than opposition (see

tables 5-2 and 5-3).

An additional 251 comments say that conservation is goOd, deserves immediate
attention, or contributes to public benefits.

A total of 376 comments relate to funding for all objectives. Most address
the levels of funding. These comments are:

Number
/ of comments

Increase funding, base funding on RCA
findings - 142

Source of funding 83

Raise taxes (4), users expense (9),
public (25), shared by .government (45)

Direct funding to worst problems first 66

Increase funding to field, enforcement
agencies 78

Other
117
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Many comments relate to the methods for achieving conservation in geLeral.
These include:

_Number
of comments

Use incentives 17G
Conduct more research 165

Make no change in existing programs 109

Provide technical. assistance 52
Keep programs voluntary 198
Avoid uniform national standards 184

878

Comments coded to this topic address a wide range of issues. For example, 63
comments refer to saline seeps, 133 refer to drainage, and 83 call for higher
levels of cost sharing. The comments include reference to."an impossible
task" some 45 times, but call for cooperative work 41 times.

Other comments are included in the appendix.

Other comments.- -Some comments were coded to other topics but seem to relate
more to. objectives than to the topic to which they were coded. These comments
relate primarily to funding, incentives, individual rights, and cost effective-
ness. Although not addressing a specific objective, the thrust of these
comments may be indicative of public attitudes toward implementation of the
objectives.

Provide incentives to laadowners(such as
price supports, low interest loans, tax
credits); eliminate disincentives; sub-

Number
of comments

sidize to reach goals 961
Efforts to reach objective levels must be
cost effective, practical, and esthe-
tically correct 64

Penalize those who do not conserve 61
Do not limit individual rights; reducing

farmers' choices may be detrimental - 465
Solve the worst problems first; target 410.

resources 64

5-41
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Summery

o The comments express strong support for USDA's traditional conservation
objectives. These traditional objectives have soil erosion reduction as
a cornerstone.

o ite respondents support allocating greater resources (funds and personnel)
on a sufficient scale to accomplish the objectives. It appears that
most, but not all of those who responded would accept targeting conser-
vation resources (dollars and people), if necessary, rather than spread
resources too thin to do the job.

o Respondents want USDA to take an active role in helping to protect and
preserve farmland yet not attempt direct federal control. Retention of
farmland has very strong support from the responding public.

o Conservation objectives directed to noncropland, such as wetlands pre- .'
servation and wildlife habitat improvement, are supported by a majority
of those commenting on them but fare badly in ordinal rankings of the
objectives. Many of those who responded do not want these objectives to
divert USDA resources from what they see as more important conservation
concerns. They also express-concern that these objectives will conflict
with the traditional USDA objectives.

o For the traditional objectives, sack as erosion reduction, flood damage
reduction, and the like, which are undertaken at least partly to benefit
society as a whole, the respondents want the beneficiarythrough the
federal government--to help bear the cost. They are asking for partner-
ship--for cost sharing, not cost shifting.

o Even as they seek federal dollars, the respondents want local control,
particularly of the methods for achieving conservation. This suggests a
two-tiered program as a possibility.

o If greater federal intervention (such as regulation or penalities) is
needed for serious conservation problems, respondents want it directed,
only at the most flagrant violators, not at typical landowners who do
care about the land and will respond to voluntary programs based on some
incentives and technical assistance.

o The respondents appear to believe that many conservation problems originate
in urban areas. The rural agricultural community, which is USDA's, ,

traditional clientele, would appear to approve USDA's undertaking urban
conservation activities if these would help solve resource problems.

o The reaSndents appear to favor maintaining traditional conservation
objectivee\and redirecting the program to meet water quality, energy,
and farmland-, retention objectives.

o The principal A:elements made in support of the objectives are; iatural

resources consery .on should have a higher priority than production;
conservation is in the public interest; accomplishing the objectives

\
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will conserve resources for the future. Those making these statesients
are primarily farmers. However, most respondents who express support.
give no reasons for their support.

o Ike principal objections to the objectives are: excessive government
control; cost-ineffectiveness; production is sore ipeTtent than con-
servation; the proposed program would be ineffective.

o Nearly all comments address only $ general question, sec( e. "Should
prime farmland be retained?" Very few comments are made about thq
proposed objective levels. While public response indicates concern for
conservation issues, the results suggest little about whether the public
feels the proposed objective levels are adequate.

o This report does not indicate which objectives are of highest priority
to the public. While the degree of support. for an objective may be

--taken as a proxy statement for priority, this does not tell the whole
story. Degree of support may be different from degree'of commitment..
For example, on the question of reducing the conversion of wetlands, of .

those express.:ng only agreement or disagreement with the objective, 48
percent express agreement and 33 percent express disagreement. This
objective receives less support than any other.

o The few comments about cost ire primarily negative, that is, achieving
the.objective would cost too much. Other comments say that conservation
is worth any price. Concer# about cost is directed more toward "who
will pay?" rather than "what will it cost?"

to

O

4
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-Cfta pttre-6"--7" ei for Reaching Conservation-objectiVeS
. .

.This chapter focuses on the public's response to how the objectives art to be
achieved--that is, the practices, policies, data collection and dissemination
methods, research, and planning that will be most effective in realizing the
Objectives. The dpft Program Report and Environmental Impact Statement and the
Summary detail specific activities for each of the seven resource areas. The
public respohded with a wide variety of comments on conservation activities.

0.

Comments reveal generally widespread support for traditional activities that-
USDA has practiced and encouraged over the years. Per example, many people
express enthusiasm for conservation tillage, technical and fidancial aisis -.
Lance, erosion and sediment control measures, irrigiiion water management,
and flood control measures. A significant number of responses suggest.that
fatmc-s need econo194c information as well as technical information. The '

public makes feweecomments about relatively recent issues such as new energy
forms, biomass productitins use of alternative chemicals:aud methods of water
conservation and storage. Responses come from both sides of long-standing
controversies, for example,. preservation versus drainfge of wetlands, strut-
tural versus nonstructural flood control measures, chemical versus organic
fertilizers, and determination of T values for ,vrious soils andvarious land
uses. Some practices such as channelization elicit widespread comment even
though they are not presented as suggested activities in the RCA docUments
Respondents make a great number of suggestions about practices and policiei
that are not discussed in the RCA documents but that apply generally to- one
or moke,of the resource areas. 4'

When asked what conserving the soil means, those sampled in the
Harris survey responded by milking various conservation activities. .

'Some of those,frequently mentioned include:
o Rotating crops.'
o Tilling and cropping methods.
o Planting trees, grass, and cover crops.
o Building terraces.
o Striperopping.
o Contour plowing. 4

o Using conservation tillage.
o Planting windbreaks.
o Using natural and chemical frtilizeri-
o Preserving forest and wilderness.

Thefrequency of responses on these activities is roughly parallel
for the Harris survey and. the public' comments, with qne exception.
The one activity'mentioned.more frequently by far_than any other in.
the Harris survey was crop rotation, which was named by 30 percent
of the 7,000 respondents; crop rotation is mentioned rarely by
respondents to the RCA documents.)

The Scope of the Response

Nationwide, 33,767 comments (64,963 signatures) deal with specific activities e
proposed to lame RCA objectives or suggest other activities that are not

97
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listed in the RCA documents. Forty -five percent of these comments are from
the.buth, 26 percent from the Midwest, 18 percent from the Northeast, and 11 .

percent from the West. These responses

.
4

.

it d
*

,

t
Form' of iesponie ,

are in the following

.

forms;

Percentage
of comments

Personal letter 30
- -Petition or form letter .. 23-

Structured fore 33risFam .

Nonstructured response form'. . i 12
Public transcript Ar 1

- Other - *

ti
total

4
4 100

* Less than 0.S percent.
. -,

.

f
.

o . .

Most of the respondents are individuall. The spondents represent various
orianizationiand.interest groups, as follow .

.

vs

"Respondent type
spercentage
of comments

Individuals- 4 r

Local Overnment 16

Pederal,government 7
State'sovernment - 3
Environmental groups 2
Commodity groups,
Farm 1organizat4ons
Acadeoic
Agribusiness
Civic /social *
Industrial/trade
Minority organizations *
Nonagricultural business/industry
Youth organizations
Other groups 4
Other 1.

Total

* Less than 0.5 percent

100

Because comments that apply to activities were coded to activities topics and
to other topics as well, it is not possible to confine the scope of this
chapter to_the,comments designated,fotactivities topics alone. Instead,
thislOapter considers comments related to activities regardless of the topic
to which they were coded. Comments dealing with *tivittes in. other topic
areas, therefore$-are also discussed in other chapters. The frequencies for
specific comments may be different in other chapters because they represent,
different topic code-comment code combinations.
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-Data in this chapter represent the number of comments, unless otherwise
indicated. Where there is `a notable difference between the number of com-
ments and the number.of signatures, the number of signatures is also shown.

Activities for *Solving Resource Problems

.across all resource areas, specific activities most often mentioned include
technical assistance, agricultural research, and erosion control measures.
Conservation tillage, driftage activities, erosion control measures, and
structural flood control are most often favored or suggested for more
widespread use. Least popular are wetland retention policies and data
collection methods, which are opposed oluestioned by a number oA
respondents. Wetland retention is oppose by a margin of 8 to 1 b comments-,.

14 to 1 by signatures. Use of land for wildlife habitat in general is
supported by a margin of 2to 1.

4

.

Comments were received on activities in all seven resource areas. Although
some comments relate to more than one resource area or activity, the fol-
loWing list indicates the approximate number of comments un each major acti*-
ity bywnhaber of comments and by number of signatures.

-Number-of Number--of-

Soil Resou* rce Quantity and Quality:
o General comments onsoil resource

activities.
o Collect data on soil and water

. resources reliable at the county
level for the 1985 RCA report. Dse
inventory data to identify
priorities-to -be-addresoed by con-
servation programs.
Provide the land user with informs-
tioeto.evaltiate conservation needs
on cropland, forest land, and grazing
'land eroding in excess of T value.
(T value represents soil loss toler-
ance. It is defined as the maximum
rate of annual.soil erosion that
will'permit a high level of cropland
and rangeland productivity to be
obtaided economically and indefi-

comments liSBEEME

7,553. 15,713

1,903 2,285
...

6,930 20,577

I

pastureland, and native pasture,
the estimated averageis 5 tons
per acre.per year. For range-
land, the estimated average is 2
tons pet' acre per year.) Make
enough assistance availible to
the user to solve the erosion
problems.

o Maintain conservation systems already
in plac0.

6-3
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*amber of
comments

.

*o iInstall.conservation practices ov,93 1,675
million acres of cropland now losing
between sand 14 tons of soil per.,
acre per year. $ Represestative
practices include. permanent vegeta-
tive cover (2.7 million acres), con-
airvation tillage (93.7 million
acres), striperopping.(10.8.million
acres), and terracing .

c1es4; Install conservation practices
on 48 million acre of,cropianknew.
losing more than 14 tons of soil per
acre-per-year. Apply conservation
tillage to all landi'that stay in .1

...crops.. Remove some 1.7 million
acres of cropland from cultivation.

*ater Quality: . 0011=0

o Conduct research to develop and
transfer csmi'effective nonpoint
pollution control technology.

t

o Use cultural. measures. incluaing
alternative chemicalo,'
option* timing for application
of pesticOes and nutrients,
resistant crop varieties,
elimination of excessive
applications of pesticides
and nutrients, and toxic
managemeOt techniques Such '

asiintegrated.pest management.
o Cohtrol runoff and eropion
dr troi pollutapts typically Attached

.to soil particles.

14i.

Control animal waste.'
Manage irritation water, tqcsver
tailwater, conserve water.

'.0 .

Water' Supply aid'Coaservation:
o General comments on water

activities. \
o Increase °nit* irrigation

efficiencies; ditch lining,
piping, land leveling, tailwater
recovery, improved management of
irrigation water, shifts to low
water use crops and stress-
resistant plant varieties.

supply

11,

6-4
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0)(umber of ,

signatures
2,194

Research needs and tepinology
development area included in
this tabukation\unaer "Soil
Resources." Technology'- transfer
is utidix "Related Resources."

902 4147

2,191 4,082

259 t- 313

Irrigation activities are
included in this tabulation
under "Water Supply." ,

737 947

1,467

.
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Increase off-farm irrigation
.efficiencies by canal lining.
Provide irrigators with informs-
iion on'when, how much, end how to
apply water on 24 milli& acres
in the West. Develop information
on all Aspects of water use and
'supply for use by irrigators.

.o Develop add .use crop varieties more
resistant to or tolerant of drought.

. .

Pith and Wildlife Habitat:
'o. 'General comments on fish antwild-

lifehibitat aceihties.
o Determine what type of Wetlands'

remain, where they are, and the
relative value of each.

'o Preserve existing wetlands and .

restore other wetlands through land
rental and ott - mane.

o' Change any feet-el policies that
result in wetland deitruction.

o Develop wildlife hbbitst management
criteria' and implement wildlife P.

smagentat systems' op: cropland,
rangeland, and othegraties.

Upstream Flood Damages: .4

o General cents'on flood damage
attivities.
Develop and implement (a) 20 small .
watershed plans each year using non-
structural and'structufal measures
where appropriate and (b) 150 flood-

.
hdzird studies-per-year during the
next 20 years.

o Develop 25 nonstructural plans in
the next 10 years to develop and
-test nelptechnology.

inerlY
0

4'

Conservation and Pioduction:
General comments on energy
actiVities.

o Incourage bethods of. crop drying
that would use-forms of energy other
than fossil fuels.

o ,Step up' research and information on
fertilizer use, imptove irrigation
omega/Int, and establish more
shelterbelts.

0
6-5

.Number of Number oi

comment! signatures

'.59
./

70

I

960 1,094.

786 . 1,010

-44

148 153

.14071 1,748 ,4

454 620 41; 1.
4 -;S

245 422
ito

1,182 1,451

;)!

32 33

1,182° 1,563

. No- coo/rents received.

Research needs are included
in this tabulation under
"Soil Resources." Irrigation
is included under "Water
Supply."

ev
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o Produce biomass as an energy source
- and develop technology for:its,con-

version to usable energy; grow
legumes as a source of nitrogen
fettnizen

kelated Natural Aesoucces:
o Oinerad comments on other resources.
o Conduct research to ascertain the

value of.orgaiic wastes for dif-
ferent soils.

o Improve technology transfer. ,

"Develop and implement improved waste
.

management systems.,
o Conduct flood plain hazard studies

and implement storm and floodwater
management programs.

-

o . Work with state and local agencies
el tq help guide-develoimest-towatd

axeas-sibere_it wnold be_compitible--

with natural resource prohectiok
-o, Develop and implement sediment.con-

trOl activities.

.Other Covalent*:
o Comments received about

activities other than those"
listed.

6

.Nueber'of

comments
113

143
387

Amber of
signatures

- 163

201
582

73 73
89 '91

Floodwater management is
iicluded in,,this tabulation
under "Upst'ream Flood
Damages."
See chapter 9.

s

314 422

3,383 5;120

_Adequacy of the Activities

.

More them-6,200 comments express opinions on the adequacy -of the activities
in general. Of these,'60'percent say .that USDA's conservation activities are
aderate to meet the objectives and 40 percent say that those activities are
inadequate.' A few'say that certain activities would be adequate only in
conjunction with other activities. Most of these responses were submitted on
structured forms. Respondents make 252 comments calling for more emphasis on
conservation practices. According to SO comWents, environmental concerns
should not interfere with conservation activities.

Some, respondents point to f need for change in emphasis among activities.
For instance, one individual says that streambank erosion is ovetemphasized,

The activities
objectives are
adequate are th

for achieving fish and wildlife habitat and water quality
considered adequate. by the greatest percentages. Judged least

e activities for energy. The figures are:

6-6
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Percent saying activities are
Activities related to --' Adequate Inadequate or Or comments
Soil resnurcesi. -- 64 36 1,286

Water quality. . 67 33 2,546
Water supply and conservation- 56 44 574
Fish and wildlife habitat 68 32 842

Upstreai flood damages 45 55 57.5

Energy conservation-!--4, 42 58 .620.

Related natural' resources 1/ 59 42 572

Activities in 6neral 79 21 fitt

Total exceeds 100 percent because of rounding.

Sol Resource Activities

Erosi n control measures.--Conseivapion tillage'is,favored in more that 600
comments, mostly from the Midwest. Respondents suggest tax incentives,
direct compensation to farmers, subsidies for equipment purchase, and cost
sharing, to encourage use of conservation tillage. .However, 5 individuals say

that conservation tillage does not work well on all soils. A few observe
that no-till reduces yield more than ordinary conservatiodAillage.

---------------
Striperopping and shelterbelts are favored by 77 respondents, including 8
representatives of environmental organizations, who point out their environ-
mental, economic, and energy benefits. Ftve respond that striperopping
creates a double cost. Others feel that the landowner should be compensated
for using striperopping.

More than 170 comments, almost all from the Midwest and South, suggest ter- 4

racing for reduCing erosion; 56 state that large equipment destroys terraces.
Fifty-two call for less dependence on terraces and other technology.

Only 3, 7 comments say that T values are too high. Inaccuracy or inconsistency

of T value determination and use of the Universal Soil Loss Equation (ISLE)
is cited in 252 comments (471 signatures). More than MO compents, mostly
from the Midwest, state 'that T values are realistic. Maintaining permanent
vegetative cover is cited as an example of best land use, but a few other
responses say cost sharing should be eliminated for ve2etstive Cover. -

About 5G comments favor increased emphasis on the maintenance of present
conservation systems. Maintaining the present level of conservation assis-
Lance is ...favored in 16 comments. Fourteen say that farmers cannot afford to

maintain present-Conservation systems. Thirty-one comments say that mainte-
nance should be enforced if land changes hands. The importance of planning
for maintenance is mentioned in nine comments.

,Nationally uniform standards for conservation maintenance are opposed by)13
respondents, " Education is seen as a solutka by 15 respondents. Nine say

that conservation practices are too expensive to maintain. Although 52 call

for subildies for maintenance of conservation systems, another 52 say that
maintenance should be at the land user's expense. Farmers do agreat job of
maintaining conservation systems, say 124 comments.

6-1
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,' . Data collection.--A number of comments question the data usedin the RCA'
documents or the methods of collecting these data. Fousuggest that forest
'acreagedata should be optained from forestry agencies. Fifty-four comments
.say the public needs to understandhow the data were collected, and about
1,500 day data ate. trroneous or are insufficient to make decisions. Data '

linking nonpoint pollution to agriculture are questioned by 164 respondents,
mostly. in personal letters. Two comments suggest separating pastureland and
rangeland data because.coikolning rangeland and pastureland data assumptions
is inaccurate and misleading. '4 A

A
-...

.

I

More emphasis on problem identification and data Collection is favored in 20
comments, 'and less emphasis Js:suggested in 2 comments. The need for. soil T

surveys to define problems is cited in 158 comments, More than 250 comments
mention that saline seeps and road'ilalt runoff are major conservation prob-
lems; three-fourths of these corments are from the Midwest.

I (
practices.--RespoInts also comment 411. a few practices.relating to

!..

soil resources that are not listed as RCA activities. These inclUde:
M°

Number Of -

comments

Apply lime VI woodrots because of acid'rain -- -25
Prevent conversion.of steep wooded slopes to

.. '
, 131crpplan

Stop tar4ting.timber for firewood - .. 53 1

Requireslegume planting 2 out of 3 years- ,13

Plant trees for erosion control, energy,
beauty, or pollution abatement 98

Improve.methods of weed and brush control 265
A . $.. .

Water Quality Activities
r

Tonics and nutrients.--Concern about the safety of pesticides and herbicides
is mentioned in 590 comments calling for voluntary or mandatory restrictions

on thiir'use. Orthese, 71 percent are from individuals; 20 percent from the
federal government; 5 imrcent, state government; 14 percent, local goteern-

ment; and 4 percent, environmental groups. Nineteen others specifically
suggest encouraging integrated pest cont-ol, Biological and cultural'peat
control methods are costly and rarely successful, note three responses.
Anothen'respondent is concerned about the pollution of ground water through
spring runoff if sewage sludge is applied when the groune is frozen.

Use of chemicfil fertilizers is seen as necessary for production in 244 color

ments, more than half of which are from the Midwest. Ninety-five comments
say that USDA should discourage fill plowing and teach farmers how to use .

fertilizers; two-thirds of these are from the Midwest. Forty-six comments ,

suggest making fertilizer from raw sewage,

10f those sampled in the Hafris survey,.61 percent felt strongly
that the country should be moving in the direction of emphasizing
and improving the natural productivity of the soil. Twenty7siX

7



percent felt the country should be moving in the direction of
emphasizing the use of more and better chemical fertilizers and
farm technology.]

Sediment and dissolvedesolids.--Reducing sediment.by contkolling erosion is
identified as an important concern in 2,096 comments. Many respondents
suggest reducing erosion by a variety of methods. These methods include
limiting the time lan . are, avoiding cropping of erodible soils, levying
fines on landowner for excessive erosion, encouraging small farms, permanently
see4ing marginal lands, terracing", stopping logging operations at high eleva- .

tions,,,plantinkstes along highways, and improving forest management. Road
salfrunoff:int60 streams is mentioned as a major conservation problem in a
few comments. (the comments concerning sedimeitand salinity, 39 percent
are from the South, 32 percent from-the Midwest, 20 percent from the Northeast,
and 9 percent from the West.

Some respondents identify other causes for erosion and water quality deg -

dation. An environmental soup in Pennsylvania points out that in'their
area, strip mining, gas and oil well drilling, and logging create many resource
problem', including toxic pollutants in surface waters and severe erosion and
sedimentation. Another respondent writes that draidage of agricultural lands
reduces water pollution by helping to retain phosphorus and potasiium on the
land and by educing erosion and sedimentation. :

e management.-- Concern about proper waste disposalis expressed in 259
comm nts, half of which are from the Northeast. Of these comments, 71 per-
cent are from individuals, 14,percent from local units ,o government; 7
percent from the federal government, and 4 percent frowenvironmental 4soups.
Some comments suggest specific solutions, such as encouraging use of waterless.
toilets in areas where soil ii unsuitable for septic-tanks and outlawing tse
of dry wells for sewage disposal.

Water Supply add Conservation Activities

Ground water supply.--Concern over depletion of ground water is expressed in

349 comments. Another 81 say titat water shortage, will be a serious-problem
in the future. A Kansas farmer writes, "Our largest deterrent to good long-
range conservation practices is the increasing. use of underground water
supplies, especially by sprinkler systems on marginal land." Another respondent
is concerned theft aquifer and water table composition can be drastically
changed and may never be, replenished iffcedter-pivot irrigation is used on a

majority of the'existing cropland. Ground water supplies can be stabilized
by modifying permit systems and water rights laws, suggests one respondent.
Otters call for improving sources of surface irrigation water to reduce
dependence on ground water.. .

Comments from 38 respondents say that the high cost.of water' ill reduce ,

demand for water. About 230 comments say that to expand and conserve our
water supply, we should drill wells- rather than build reservoirs, build water
recycling plants and desalination.systemsT use rivers as a water source,
plant grass strips, and dredge old ponds instead of b4klding new ones. Use

-4
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of waste water is mentioned in several comments, including a suggestion from
a federal agency that irrigators be furnished technical assistance on the use
of domestic and industrial waste water. The agency cites the potential for
reducing use of chemical fertilizers, recharging ground water, and using the

4

nitrogen and phosphorus in wastewater as fertilizer.

[suture availability of water is a concern to those sampled.in the
'Harris survey. About 50 percent said that a shortage of water for
homes, farms businesses, and industry is very likely or somewhat
likely in the next 10 years, and about 46 percent said it is somewhat
unlikely or very unlikely. When asked to distribute $100 among six
resource areas, those sampled in the Harris survey allocated $17.10
to increasing the availability of eater, ranking it third among the
six, resource.concerns.).

Irrigation. -- Irrigation water management elicits both positive and negative
responses. A total of 380 comments, two-thirds'of them from the South, say
that using water for irrigation is more important.than using water for wild-
life. Twenty-seven comments recommend more storage projects for irrigation.

Ninety-Lhree responses suggest that irrigation systems should eliminate
tailater and not affect live streams, that a low-pressure center pivot
system can reduce water and energy use, Und that rising energy costs will
force farmers back to gravity irrigation systems, which will increase era--
sion. rwentj -one comments (138 signatures) say that increased maintenance of
irrigation systems is needed. Reduction in the use of irrigation is favored
in 56 of the comments that identify irrigation as a contributor to environmental
degradation. Sixtedh favor limiting the amount of irrigated land that can be
owned by one family, but 19 say to increase allowable irrigated acreage.

iruture availability of irrigation water is a concern to the generaf
public as well. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 52 percent
said that a shortage of irrigation water is very likely or somewhat
likely in the next 70.years, while 41 percent said sucha shortage
is somewhat unlikely or very unlikely.)

Plant materials research.--Fifty-nine comments mention strengthening plant .
materials centers and other rest rch to develop drought-resistant, stress-
resistant crop varieties and vegetative cover.

1Other su gestions.--Activities not included in the RCA program were also
suggested, including:

ofNumber o
comments

.Provide financial help fo: use of rainwater
in homes or businesses-- . 7

Convert cropland to forest in water -short
areas 18

Use saved water to increase streamflow and
-develop farmland-, 4., - 5,

Improve brush management to meet increased
4demand for water -.
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FiEhAnd Wildlife Habitat Activities,

Wetlands.--The definition of wetlands is questioned in 258 comments. Of
these, 62 percent are from individuals, 29 percent from state and local
governments, 17 percent from the federal government, and 7 percent from
agricultural and farm organizations. Approkimately.500 Comments call for
.better inventory of wetlands.. In 287 comments, respondents fakor practim
that-serve fish and wildlife resources.

On the preservation of wetlands, 76 respondents call for establishing special
preservation districts, stopping conversion'of wetlands adjacent to.navigable

.,waters, and'otopping conversion of tidal wetlands. Six suggest that wetlands ,

can be formed at the expense of open water. Another 22 call for reestab-
lishing wetlands already lost. Forty-four respondents favor public ownership
for wetlands.

Ow
NC

Another 793 comments favordraining wetlands for cropland and suggest removing
restrictions that prevent providing assistance for draining wetlandLtypes 1
and 2. Sixty percent of the comments that favor retaining wetlands are from
the Midwest. Support for draining wetlands is strongest in the South, where

. 63 percent of the comments favoring.wetland drainage originate. Of the
responses that favor draining wetlands, 65 percent are from individuals, 22
percent are fro i local Wernment, 8 percent are from the federal government,
and 2 percent each are from fate organizations and state governments. Other
Oesponses are'from environmental groups, commodity groups, and one industrial
group. lie comient recommends establishing interagency work groups to consult
on yeti do-related policies and programs.

Support for draining wetlands is expressed in s variety of comments, such as:

"If a farmer can bring wetlands into productiob without affecting sur-
rounding wetlands he should be allowed to do so."

.

"Regulate wetland conversion--not all conversion is bad."

"RegUlations fon wetland drainage] must be practical."

o "I do not agree with stopping wetlands from going to agricultural uses.
.Someolie needs to look at the projected food demand in the next 20 years
and put their priorities in the right place. I like wildlife but not to
the point that I must go hungry to enjoy it."

"I favor drainage of wetlands. A farmer is in the business of producing."

Not everyone however, sees a conflict between wetlands and production. One
condervation district in Texas writes: "Major wetlands should be preserved
as they are essential and productive lands. The production of fish, craw-
fish, and shrimp should be developed to a fuller extent. This would conserve
soil and water resources while producing nutritious, inexpensive food."
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Other measures. -- Support for tivities and solutions to wildlife habitat
problems are offtred in more than 850 comments. These include: plant wiuld-

breaks for habitat-186 co eats; develop wildlife:arefs--44; reimburse
landowners for preserving.wildlife--56; provide technical' assistance for
atreambelt corridors; pievent dam construction that destroys habitat7-145;
stop clearcutting fo'rests--99; tax hunters--571 sow switchgrass--9; protect
streams from livestock and clearing--47; encourage conservation practices,
that benefit wildlife in general--192; prevent cruelty to.animals--25.

One farm organization objects to the statement that habitat quality is higher
in ungrazed forests than in grated forests. Another respondent points out
that drainage of agriculturalands benefits wildlife habitat.

In 333 comments, half of them from local units of government, respondents
express opposition to efforts to preserve habitat. The comments say that
USDA should concentrate on agriculture, not wildlife, and 81 say that the
federal government should take no more land for wildlife habitat. In 122

_comments, respondents call for better communication between wildlife interests
and agricultural interests. Fencing out wildlife to ensure enough forage for
livestock is expensive, notes on response.

[The public as a whole gives moderatesUpport to the preservation of wild-
life habitat in general. The Harrii survey did not specifically address
wetland retention. Of those sampled, 61 percent said that they benefited
a fair amount to a great deal from the federal government's efforts to
protect fish and wildlife habitat, 23 percent said-that they benefited
just some, and 13 percent said they benefited hardly at all. When asked to
distribute $100 among areas of natural resource concerns, those sampled
allocated $13.30 to fish and wildlife habitat, ranking it fifth among the
six resoorce,eoncerns.)

Flood Damage Control Activities

Structural measures to control runoff from large storms and pievent flooding,
especially in urban.areas, are favored in 757 comments. These comments
mention building more dabs and levees for flood control. Nonstructural
measures such as regulation and flood insurance bre suggested in 425 comments,
and 32 others (including 5 from environmental groups) say thit structural
measures compound ecological problems. Half of those supporting nonstructural
measures are individuals; 17 percent represent the federal government; 15 0

percent, local government;9 percent, environmental groups; and 6 percent,
state governments. Half of the comments 'are on structured response forms,
and one-third are in personal letters.

Reducing flood damages is given high priority in 166 comments, medium prior-
ity in.30 comments, and.low priority ih 49'comments.

[Those sampled in the Harris survey expressed support for reducing
flood damages'by nonstructural measures. Of those sampled; 61
percent said they thought the federal govirnment should discourage
building in flocd-prone areas. Only 15 percent said that this is

- not 1 properfuRction of government.
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In another qukstion, 21 percent said that they had benefited a
great deal from the efforts of the federal government in helping to
minimize flood damage in viral areas, 30 percent said they bene-
fited a fair amount, and 22 percent just some Twenty-two percent

said that they'ha ardly benefited at all, and 4 percent were not
sure. When asked allocate $100 among six areas of natural
resource concerns, hose surveyed allocated $12.70 to reducing
flood damages. This is slightly less than was allocated to any of
the other resource concerns.)

;

'Energy Conservation and Production Activities

Shelierbelts.-,Sevene Y-seven responses favor encouraging establishmentc0
shelterbelts and making destruction of shelterbelts illega:

.

Biomass, methane, and alcohol.--Forty-five responses suggest using forest
biomass for ene'rgy.production, but 68 express disapproval of or reservations
about using crop residues for this purpose. Although 378 comments favor
agricultural production of alcohol or gakohol, three commodity groups sax the
production of methane from manure or of alcohol from grain forlise in gasohol
is impractical. Comments favoring gasohol or alcohol production were received
on structured forms (52 percent) and in personil letters and nongtructured
forms (42 percent). Sixty-eight percent are from individuals, and 28 percent /

are from various levels of government. If energy resources are fohnd, one
individual says,fish and wildlife resources should be relocated so that the
energy resources can be used.

Research needs and newer energy forms.--On generally ranted energy topics,
268 comments say that studi s on energy-saving conservation methods are
needed. These are from a varieet sources, including individuals; local,

state, and federal government; and envi nmental,..civic, and farm organi-

zations. Personal letters and nonstructured count for 37 percent of

these; petitions and form letters, for 37 percent; a tructured forms, for

26 percent. .The difficulty of decreasing energy pse while reasing food

and Ober production is pointed out in 79 comments. More than 450.comments

mention use of-solar, wind, hydroelectric, geothermal, nuclear, and biological
energy; varsh gas; synthetic fuels; energy sourCe diiersification; methane;
ethtol; hydrogen; dried sewage; and waste heat. But one environmental group'
say "Even widely-touted gasohol is impractical, until the de nds for

nonrewable fossil fuel, both to produce the cereal grains an pu1h th -

fermentation and distillation, are reduced drastically."

Related "ktviturce A ities

Organic fertilizer.-- se of, organic fertilizer is favored in 292 comments,
some of which suggest eliAinating fertilizer requirements from cost sharing
programs. Another 95 suggest.leaving lrganic residue on fields o er the

AS winter. Proponents of using organic fertilizer include individual -70

percent; local government--13 Percent; federal government--7 percent; nviron-

mental groups--4 percent; state governments-73 percent; and civic, farm,
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agricultural, industrial, and other groups--3 percent. Fifty-seven percent
of these comments are dh structured response forms, and 42 percent are in
personal4lettors or nonstructured forms.

Technology transfer.--More than 70 comments call for increased emphasis on
technology transfer, and 17 of these'specifically mention education as a
means of technology transfer. Others call for increasing funds to conser-
vation districts for technology transfer and improving training of field

*personnel. Nine favor wintaining the present level of technology transfer.
Eight respondents say tat the 'responsibility for technology transfer rests
WO all levels of government, 3 say that it rests with federal and state
governments together; 1, with state and local governments together; 2, with
local government alone; 1, with state government alone; and 3, with the
federal government. alone. Negative responses to technology transfer include:
concern or alarm--2; inadequate--2; disagreement - -1; and unnecessary--1.

Waste management systems.--Fifty respondents mention waste management systems
as a method of reducing water pollution. Municipal sewage used as fertilizer
should be continuously monitored to detec toxics and heavy metals, according
to 39 comments. State regulations tn.control sediment are favored in 293
comments. Another i1 comments suggest ways of reducing sediment. Recycling

solid waste, plastic, metal, radioactive waste, wood, paper, and waste water
is favored is 143 comments from a variety of sources.

.

Cther Resource Actiyitits

A number of comments call for programs or practices th4t. are not listed as

. activities in the RCA documents.

Drainage of wet soils.--Drainage needs are mentioned in 1,536 comments, some
of which call for improved forest management or improved management of
existing dams. Individuals submitted 66 percent of these comments, and units

of local government sent 20 percent. The degree of drainage affects the

extent to which public and private prograia are carried out, note 59

comments.

Other practices, programs, and policies.--Many comments call for establish-
ment of new programs or policies. These include:

Number of
comments

Establish a program to reduce nonpoint
pollution 156

Retain prime farmlland, but also assist those

who Are farminnonprime land 91

Encoura0 mint- declamation to farmland
rather than to original contour 56

Estublisp state technical libraries 28

Study cohservation solutions in ether
countries 15

Encasing:: urban flestry 2
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C Establish a program to control insects such
as black, flies, mosquitoes, gnats, fire
ants; and pine bark beetles; birds such
as blackbirds, wild geese, and swans;
animals such as nutria, deer, coyotes,
muskrats, beavers, and gophers; and
plants such as kudzu 117

Concern about loss of prime farmland is cited'in 661 comments, and 64
comments (322 signatures) say that nonprime land should also be protected.

A number of comments suggest specific,practices: use of riprap--166 comments;
use of prairie plants, oxidation pondsand drill planting in narrow rows--12
comments; and widening old roads instead of buying new rights of way--59
comments. Practices should have an assigned life span, note 88 comments.
One comment opposes interbasin transfer of water. Another, from a federal
agency, expresses reservations on combining crawfish and rice production.

A citizen from Lincoln, Nebraska, calls attention to the failure of RCA to
address activities related to cultural values suclIpas historical and scenic
resources. Because living standards will not.rise as quickly in tests of
material goods in the future, he says, people will demand that suck ninilligi-
bles" as scenic resources and other "quality" good and resources be available.

Channelization.--Although channelization
6,

was not laked is an activity to
accomplish an objective, 211 comments bearing 640 sigiaturestexpikss opinions
on this practice. Of these, 136 comments bearing 526 ignatures favor permitting

4channelization to protect land where is this economi llyfeasible and 85
comments oppose channelization. Ten comments point out that the Fish and ...",
Wildlife Service and the Delaware Fish and Wildlife Skviee use channeliza-
tion. Responses on channelization come from the following sources:

Favor 1 Oppose

Respondent type channelization channelization
Academic -- 3
Agribusiness _- " 1

Civic/social -- 3
Environmental 1 12

Farm organizations 1 3

Federal government 10 7

Individuall, 101 32

Lc:al,govefnment 21 16

State gpydrnment 2 7

Other- _..

Total 136 85

Implementing Conservation Activities

Cost sharing. - -Many responses deal with cost sharing to accomplish specific

activities. Of these, 5,551 comments (9,007 signatures) suggest providing or
increasing cost sharing. Of these, 45 percent come from the South, 30 per-
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cent from the Midwest; 16 per nt from the Northeast, and, 9 percent from
e West. Personal letters account for 39 percent of these suggestions,

31 percent are from structured response forms, and 15.percent are petitions.
Individuals provide 76 percent of these comments, and units of government
provide 20,percent, as follows: federal--7 percent, state--2 percent, and
local--11 percent. Cost sharing is suggested for drainage, lime, land lev-
eling, underground irrigation systems, no-till, tile; fencing, water impound-
ment reservoirs, seeding steep slopes and critical areas, long-term vegeta-
tive cover, erosion control, maintaining timber stands, wildlife habitat,
chemical fallow, animal waste disposal, pollUtion control, fertilizer,
orncribs, crop drying structures, removal of thornapple trees, seeding of

mar land, crop damage from wildlife, maintenance of grass, road repair,
conversion of seasonally flohded cropland to grass or forest, pasture
4learing,. oss of land due to wetland classification, livestock watering
facilities, waterways, setaside acrep,"class VI and V!I land,and other
'permanent practices.

Respondents make'231 comments. calling for elimi dtion of
some or all purposes and 44 suggesting that co t sharing
percent. more than 200 comments, half of wh' are from
that cost, sharing programs are discriminate ; of these,
for 82 percent and local gokernments for 10 percent.

Funding.--Of the comments, relating to "who pays for conservatio ac-
tivities,Pa high proportion says that the federal governments ould pay
50 percent or more of the cost of conservation practices, that andusers
should pay the next largest share, and that state and local ernments
should pay errteast. Table 6-1 shows low many comments fav r each
option.

cost sharing for
be limited 6-50
the Midwest, say
individuals account

Comments about the federal government's share
this share should be more thail 50 pefe
Comments about the share to be borne by state
individual landusers, on the other hand, most
should be less than 50 percent.

most frequently say that
entel-the-cast_of_conservation.

or local government or by
frequently'say that thisshare

z[The Harris survey shows that by more than 5 to 1 the pu lic feels
that it is proper for the federal government to grant money to
farmers and other landowners so that they can protect their soil
and water (78 percent to 14 percent). (Seventy-two percent of
the responses to the RCA drafts that address the issue say. that
this' s a proper role for local, state, or federal govervent.)
The Harris survey also shows that only 4 percent of the public
thinks that requiring farmers to pay the entire cost of conservation
practices is the best appFoach to a national soil all water conser-
vation program. (Almost i4 percent of the responder fi to the RCA

drafts who address the issue seem to share this position. See

table 6-1.)1

6-16

112



Table 6-1.--Who should pay for conservation activities?

rRayer

Comments saying a proper share is--*
Less than - Mort than
50 percent 50 percent 50 percent Total

-Jib
ederal go4rnment 304 314 . 951 1,569

tate government 426 68 59 553
L cal government 271 32. 43 346.

Landuser 505 309 132 946

Technical assistance.--The need for more technical assistaece for activities
in all 'resource areas is mentioned in 5,186 comments (18,232 signatures),
more than any other comment dealing with activities. More than half of these
come from the South. Individuals apbmitted 75 percent of these coiments,
local government 12 percent, and the federal government 8 percent. These-

comments represent the following types of responses: personal-letter, 34 -

percent; petition, 28 percent; structured response fore, 26 percent; and .-

nonstructured response form, 11 percent. Only 29-comments oppose extending
assistance. Many of these comments were directed to soil resources or to
soil and water resources together.

....s,

Poor quality of technical assistance is mentioned in 69. comments. Decreases
in service and assistance are seen as causing increased soil loss by 12
respondents, Shortage of technical and financial assistance to Indian lands
,is cited in 6 comments from the Midwest. A need for information on practices
in special areas is identified in 101 comments, Increasing technical assis-
tance to foreign countries is suggest d by 80 comments. Technical assistance
in the form of model pzejects and d nstratlon farms is favored by 189

_ comments, mostly from the South. Tec ical assistance isorequestedby 144
respondents. ape need for economic information as well as technical infor-,
mation is expressed in 958 comments from individuals, units of government, li

. academicians, and farm,' environmental, and commodity organizatio s. Conser-
Avation plans should be the basis of Best Management Practices, a cording to

,

141 comments. ndownersitxgteiving assistance should be required to carry out,
the conservation plan, according to 168 comments.

ih . -

Research and technology development.--More than 30.00 Comments4(9,553 signs-
iiii;7two-thirds of them from the South, identify a need for more research
on many subjects, including sediment delivery ratios, crop genetics, new
plant species, conservation tillage, returns on nervation prattices,
sprinkler irrigation systems, shelterbelts, conver ,ion of'ciops to energy,
efficient uses of organic wastes, fuel-efficient eq ipment, insect and diseeke
control, energy use, and soil and water management. Many of these comments

are in form letters or petitions that ma a general request for research on
conservation practices but do not name particular practice. A member of a
conseivatiod district organization 'research committee proposes adding the .

following activities:
,..-4a. Strengthen research on erosion control.

\N.
-,41 Improve LISLE for western and Delta states.
o Expan4, research on mechanics of erosion and sediment transport.
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o Expand research on irrigation, including infiltration rates, avail-
able water capacity, erosion potentials, fertilization require-
manta, and sprinkler irrig ion systems.'

o Increase research on 'la application of sewage #11idge,

Nearly 3000 comments, 97 percent of which are from the South, deal with the
public's eneral rating on technology development. These are:

'7

Very high general rating
High general rating
Medium general rating
Low general rating
Very low general.rating

Total .. *
In another structured form, 187 responses beating 824 signatures express
opinions on the propriety of technology development as a conservation objec-
tive. These responses are: .

.

Percentage of Percentage of
'187 responses 824 signatures

Number of
Comments

Percentage *
of comments

1,136 39 .'

834 28

526 18

221 8

212 7

2,929 . 100

Strongly agree
Agree

r 20
62

9

73 .i.

Neutral , -N.,. 10 .. 12 7-

Disagree . "Je.. 4
Strongly dfsagree-"/ s - - -- 2 ..

*

No opinion- 1 . 2

Tbtal 100 100

F-Less than 0.5 percent.

In addition, 95 comments, Sostly from the South, call for expanding or ;1,
,11'

proving technology development and 47, mostly from the West; say *proved. '.
't 4 _technblogy development is needed to reduce dam'ages to resources. Twenty

comments call for increased funding for technology development.
. ,

4
.

Administran. - -A number of gencral comments say USDA needs to administer
current tratices more effectively, concentrate on permanent practices, and
align priorities according to implementation costs. Fatmers cannot afford to
install.conservation practices, according to 269 comments.

.4
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Summary

Response to the activities proposed to meet the objectives is resoundingly
positive. Many people express enthusiasm for the Department's efforts to
encourage land users to conserve soil and water resources by traditional as
well as innovative practices and policies.

Response is most favorable for conservation tillage, drainage activities,
erosion control measures, and structural flood control. Least popular are-.
wetland retention policies and data collectioi methods, which ate critaized
by aunumlber of respondents. The activities most often mentioned, however,
are technical assistancet agricultural research, and erosion control measures.

.A num ber of respondents identify practices or suggest policies that are not
included-as activities but would help to achieve the objectives. Others'
identify areas.ot conflict between various objectives.

Al;

Respondents say that land users are conservation minded and sinceieliwtnt to
be good land stewards; what they,desire from the Department of Agriculture is
cooperation and assistance invtarrying out that de re. A prI oper role of

government, they say, is to help the individual f r do things he cannot do
for himself, by providing research, technical ass tance, and econpmic ihforia-
tion, and by providing_cost sharing,for practice that benefit society but
Yield little or no short-term economic return. Despite changes in structure
and land tenure, many do expect their children to inherit the land, and
others express real concern over future _generations even if they do not
expect their own children to befarmers. The distaite for regulation of
conservation practices seems to be related.to the idea that farmers and
government should be a mutually beneficial plrtnerihip. In a partnership;
one party does not regulate the other.

The t hrust of the public's reaction to' he activities in the RCA documents is
this the activities are worthwhile and should be carried out, but this can
only be done if land users and government cooperate-in the interest of con-
servation. A Kentucky farmer puts it this way: "Congress cannot effectively

legislate...conservation. The only way conservation can be achieved is for the
government, to cooperate with the farmers."

I
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Chapter 7 - Proposed Alternative Strategies for '

Conserving, Soil and Water Resources .

This chapter summarizes comments on the seven alternative strategies thAthe
Department of Agriculture presented in the RCA draft documents. These strategies
acie outlined in chapter 4, section E,.of the.draft Program Report and Environ-
mental Impact Statement and are discussed in part V of the Summary. This
chapter shows the relative acceptabilifY of each strategy among those who
commented on the RCA drafts. The strategies are discussed here in the same,
order as they appear in the RCA. documents.

4.

The Scope of the Response
'

Nationwide, 765,759 comments deal with thealternative strategt
percent are from the South region, 46 percent from-thiliidwest, 12
from the West, and 8 percent from the Nost.heast. 'Comment's came in.

Forty
percent
the following'

--------forms: '
..-------

Form of response
Number ,

of comments

Percentage
of comments

Structured responseform 703,300 . 92
Personal letter r 30,658 4

Nonstructured rehpOlise foik 15.,354 2

Petition .. 15,572 2

. Public transcript -% . 771 *

Soil and watevconservation districts' 16ng
range plans .-

. 18 : *
Other A 86

...

Total ,.. ,- 765,759 100 O

* Less than 0.5 percent.

Most of those who commented on strategies, 68 percent, are individuals, most
'of whom do not identify themselves by occupation or affiliation.' Nine percent
represent various organizations and,interest grOups related to agriculture.
Twenty-three percent identify themselves as farmers or anchors and mention
no other affiliatiod. Tables in this chapter presenting the view of farmers
and ranchers include comments from this 23 percent only

he following sections of this chaster show the distribution of comments
each strategy.. Each section shows- -

o the exteet of the interested. public's support for or opposition to
the strategy.

o the respondents' perception of each strategy's potential.effective-
'nest.

reasons why the ,respondents like-dr disltike ti&strategy.
a compilation of overall preferente.

Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize all respondents' support fo r and opposition to

the strategies; tables 7-3 and 7-4 show the breakdown of support and opposi-
tion among those Who identify themselves as farmers or ranchers. Farmers and

ranchers tend to look less favorably upon all strategies. However, the.

tables show similar patterns of support and opposition. Tables 7-5 and 7-6

i.
,,
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Table 7-1.--Summary of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies,
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

Alternative
strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percept

Redirecting 31,919 48 21,745 :12 5,593 8 8,207 12 67,464 100.

A Cross compliance-.- 17,930 26 15,652 23 18,994 26 16,376 24 68,952 100
Regional projects- 16,787 27 17,974 29 10,935 18 15,849 26 61,545 100
State leadership 17,181 27 15,500 24 14,465 23 16,577 26 63,723 100 Pt

Regulation 12;420 18 12,472 19 23,659 35 18,784 28 67,335 100
Bonuses- 29,364 46 16,746 26 7,507 bQ 10,225 16 63,842 100
Contracts 20,517 r' 14,886 24 12,137 19 14,940 24 62,480 100

,

Source.. table .7-11.

Table.2-2.--Summary of support for or 'Oppodition to the alternative strategies,
with percentage distributionby dere of support or opposition

..7/

\ Alternative
strategy

Strongly
support Support

-1 Strongly
Oppose oppose Total

,

Number Percent Number Percent
.

Number Percent\ umber

.

Percent Number Percent

Redirecting 31,919 22 21,745 -19 5,593 6 8,207 8 67,464 15

Cross comp1 ance 17,930 12 15,652 14 18,994 20 16,376 16 68,952 . 15

Regional projects- 16,787 11 17,974 , 16 10,935 12 15,849 16 61,545 13,

State leadership-1 17'381 12 15,500 13 14,465 16 16,577 16 , 63,723 14

44Regulatibn . 12,420 9 12,472 11 23,659 25 18,784, 19 67,335 15

'Bonuses 29,364 20 16,746 14 7,507 8 10,225 10 63,842 14

, Contracts 20,517 14 14,886 . 13 12,137 13 14,940 15 '62,480 14

Total i46,118 100 14075 100 93
)
290 100 100,958 100 455,341 100 ki()

.

m .
V :**42.

Source: table 7-11. 4%4.
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Table 7-3.--Summary of support,for or opposition to the alternative strategies among farmers and ranchers',
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

Strongly
support Support

Strongly

Oppose oppose Total
Alternative
strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number/ Percent

Redirecting 5,965 43 4,453 32 1,515 11\''' 1,898, 14 13,831 100

Cross compliance 2,823 19 1 2,530 17 5,762 40 3,414 24 14,529 100

Regional projects- 2,847 23 3,176 26 3,030 25 3,254 26 12,307 100

Stite leadership 3,218 25 2,800 22 3,646 29 3,037 24. 12,701 100
Regulation 2,218 16 2,157 16 ri 6,108 44 .3,384 24 13,867 100
Bonuses 5,452 43 3,078 24 1,980 16 2,148 17 12,658 100
Contracts 3,837 31 2,650 21 3,030 24 2,933 24 12,450 ' 100

4 Source: table 7:12.

Table 7-4.--Summary of support for or opposition to the alternatiire strategies among farmers and ranchers,
with percentage distribution by degree of support or opposition

Ahernative
strategy

Strongly
support , Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

4 Rechreci

ting
.

Cross compliance
Regional projects-
State leadership
Regulation
Bonuses
Contracts

Total -72

5,965
2,823
2,847
3,218
2,218
5,,452,

3,837

I

*.

22
II

II

12

8

21

15

. k
4,455
2,530'

3,176
2,800
2,157
3,078
2,650

'21

12

15

14

10

15,

13

1,515

5,762
3,030
3,646
6,108
1,980
3,030

6

23
1.2

15

24
8

12

1,898
3,414

3,254
3,037
3,384
2,148
2,933

'9
17

16

15

17

II

15

.13,831
14,529
12,307
12,701
13,867
12,658
12,450

15

16

13

14

15
14

13

7566 100 20,844 100 25.071 100 20,068 100 92,343 100

Source: table 7-12.
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'Table 7-5.--Summary of,comments'predicting the effeptiveness of the alternative strategies,
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

Vary high Very low or low
effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total

Alternative
strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

1
Re4irecting 4,200 23 10,134 55 1,014 5 3,109 17 18,457 100

Cross compliance- 2,538 14 8,289 46 1,740 10 5,372 30 17,939 100

Regional projects- 1,850 11 9,233 53 1,663 4,644 27 17,390 100
State leadership-- 1,797 10 7,702 44 2,503

400
5,717 32 17,719 100

Regulation '2;036 ''. 12 6,780 39 2,419 14 6,143 17,378 100

Bonuses 4,886 27 9,650 54 . '784 4 2,595
35
15 17,915 100

Contracts 3,489 20 8,408 48 1,401 ,8 4,275' 24 17,575 100

' Source: table 7-13.
I

Table 7-6.--Summary of comments predicting the effectiveness of a lternative strategies
with percentage distribution by predicted degree of effectiveness

Very high Very low or low .

effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total
Alternative N. 1,7 '

strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ber Percent

AMMINNI....=.1=1

.
4

Redirecting - 4,200 20 10,134 17 1,014 9 3,109 10 18,4 7 15

Cross compliance-- 2,5384 12 8,289 '14% 1,740 15 5,372 - 17,93 14

Regional projects- 1,350 9 9,233 15 1,663 14 4,644 b 17,390 14

State leadership -- 1,797 9 7,702 13 2,50.3 22 5,717 18 17,719 14

Regulation ' 2,036 10 6,780 11 2,419 21 6,143 19 a 17,378 14

Bonuses 4,886 23 9,650. 16 , 784 7 2,595 8 17,915 15

Contracts 3,489 17 8,408 14 1,403 12 a 4,275 . 13. 17,575 14

.' .

Total - 20,796 100 60,196 100 11,526 100 31,855 100 - 124,373 100

"4.1: '.:,
Source: table 7-13.'
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Table 7-7..--Summary of comments from farmers and ranchers predicting the effectiveness of the
'alternative strategies, with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

Very high
effectiveness

Very low or low
Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total

Alternative
strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Redirecting- 830 23 1,899 51 243 7 716 19 3,688 100

Cross compliance-- 357 10 1,373 38 432 12 1,426 40 3,588 100
Regional projects- .,' 307 9 1,637 47 396 11 1,173 33 3,513 100

Stite leadership-- 329 9 1,500 42 450 13 1,267 36 3,546 100
Regulation 334 10 1,144 33 462 14 1,486 43. 3,426 100
Bonuses" 921 26 1,827 51 185 5 650 18 3,583 100

Contracts 681 -19 1,546 44 323 9 965 28 3,515 100

Source: table 7-14.

Table 7-8.--Summary of comments from farmers and ranchers predicting the effectiveness of the
alternative strategies, with percentage distribution by predicted degree of effectiveness

Alternative
strategy

Very high
effectiveness Effective

Very low or low
effectiveness Ineffective Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Redirecting 830 22 1,899 17 243 10 716 9 3,688 15

Cross compliance 357 9 1,373 13 432 17 1,426 19 3,588 15

Regional projects- ' 307 8 1,637 15 396 16 1,173 15 3,513 14

State leadership 329 9 1,500 14 450 18 1,267 17 3,546 14

Regulation 331 9 1,144 10 462 19 1,486 19 3,426 14

Bonuses 921 25 1,827 17 185 7 650 8 3,583 14

Contracts 681, 18 1,546 14 323 13 965 13 3,515 14

Total -" 3,759 100 10,926 100 2,491 4100 7,683 100 24,859 100

Source: table 7-14.
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Table 7-9.--Summary of support r and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region

Alternative.
strategy

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose ' Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Redirecting present
conservation
programs:

...
,

Northeast 2,572 47 1,883 34 431 8 636 11 5,522 100
Midwest 12,612 47 8,579 32 1,791 7 3,622 14 26,604 100

South- 12,924 48 9,158 34 2 298 8 2,761 10 27,141 100

West 3,775 47 .2,093 ,168 14 1,065 13 8,101 100

Cross compliance:
Northeast 1,768 32 1,388 25 1,103 20 1,277 23 5,536 100

Midwest 7,904 29 7,088 25 6,276 22 6,668 24 27,936 100

South 6,186 23 5,418 20 9,055 34 6,286 23 26,945 100
West 2,059. 24 1,726 21 2,528 30 2,121 25 8,434 100

Regional resource
1
7.

-

project,approach: .

Northeast 1,591 32 1,568 32 686 14 1,106 22 il 4,951 100

Midwest - -- 7,063 28 7,989 32 3,566 14 . 6,507 26 25,125 100

South 5,892 25 6,386 27 5,268 22 6,284 26 23,830 100

West- 2,220 29 2,007 27 1,394 18 1,935 26 7,556 100

.," .

State leadership:
Northeast ,1,549 30 1,348 26 915 18 1,324 26 5,136 100

Midwest 8,317 32 7,265 28 .4,353 17 5,974 23 25,909 100

South 5,055 20 4,919 20 7,580 31 7,333 29 24,887 100

West -- 2,235 29 1,943 25 1,599 21 1,921 25 7,698 100
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Table 7-10.--Summary.of support lbr and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region
with percentage distribution by degree orsupport or opposition

`.*-1(4)Altera Live
strategy

Strongly_ Strongly
support Support 4s.4appose . oppose All comments

Number

Northeast region:,

Redirecting present .

conservation
programs . 2,572

Cross compliance 1,768
Regional resource
project approach 1,591

State leadership 1,549*
Regulltory emphasis- 1,1436

Conservation per-.
...,

.

i formance bonus. 1,395
cv

Natural resource
contracts 1,621

Total 12,682

Midwest regigt;
Redirecting present
conservation
programs 12,612
Cross compliance 7,904
Regional resource
project approach 7,063

State leadership 8,317
Regulatory emphasises 5,837
ConserVation per-
formance bonus-- 12,729

Natural resour e
contracts 8,871

Total

4..-

63,333

Percent

.

Numker Pe cent Number Percent Number

20 1,883 19 431 7 636
44 1,388 14 1,103 18 - 1,277

13 1,568 '16 686 11 . 1,106

12 1,348 13 915 15 1,324

9 1,156 11 1,514 25 1,645
.

19 1,481 15 509 --9 794

13 1,163 12 925 15 1,246
.

100 9,987 100 6,083 100 8,p8

20 8,579 417 1,791 6 3,622
13, 7,088 14 6276 21 6,668

11 7,989' n6 3,566 A 12 6,507

13 7,265 14 4,353 15 5,974
9 .5,830 12 7,064 24 7,753

20 7,016 14. 2,461 9 1,004

14 6,612 13 3,709 13 6,159

100 50,379 100 29,220. 100 40,687

Percent

8
16

14

16

it

10
/

/715

100

9

16

16

15

19

10

15

100

Number Percent

5,522
5,536

4,951
5,136
5,501

15

a 15

13

14

15

5,179 .14

)/955 4
36,780 100

26,604 15

27,936 15

25.125 14

25,909 14

26.744 14

7'
26,210 IA

.

25,351 14

13k.:
183,619 100



Table 7-10.-Summary of support for and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region '

with percentage distribution by degree of support or oppositionContinued

Altetnative
strategy

Strongly Stiongly
support Support Oppose oppose All comments

Number Percent Number Percent NumbA Permit Number Percent Number Percent

South region:
Redirecting present
consetvation
programs 12,924 25 9,158 22 3,298
Cross compliance
Regional resource'

6,186 12 5,418, 13 9,055

project appioach 5,892 11 6,386 15 5,268
State leadership 5,055 10 , 4,919 12 7,580
Regulatory emphasis- 3,914 7 4,060 10 tg,111
Conservation per-
formance bonus 10,695 21 6,166 15 3,529

Natural resource
contracts 7,498 ,,14 5,265 13' 5,997

.

.13
Total 52,164 100 41,372 100 45,838

tv
West region:
Redirecting present
conservatikt
programs 3,775 21 2,093 16 1,168

Cross compliance 2,059 12 1,726 13 2,528
Regional resource .

project approach 2,220 12 2,007 1! . 1 1394
State leadership 2,235 13 1,943 15 1,599
Regulatory emphasis- ,1,473 8 1,403 11 2,924
Conservation per-

.

formance bonus 3,508 20 2,048 16 994
Natural resource
contracts 2,501 14 1,822 14 1,484

Total 17,771 100 13,042 100 12,091

5

20

11'

17

26

8

IA
100

10

21

12

13

24

8

12

100

2,761 1 27,141 15
6,286 16, 26,945 15

6,284 16 23,830 13

7,333 19 24,887 14

6,933 18 27,018 15

4,093 IO .24,483 14

5,641 14 24,401 14

39,331 100 178,705 100

,a 1,065 9 8,101 14

2,121 17 8,434. 15

1,935 15 7,556 14

1,921 15 7,698 14

2,434 19 8,234' 15

1,323 10 7,87$ 14

1,875 15 '7,682 14

12,674 100 55,578 100

Source: tables 7-23 through 7-50. .
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summarize how effective all respondents predict the,strategies would be;
tables 7-7 and 7-8 show how effective those who identify themselves#as
farmers and ranchers predict the strategies would be. Again, farmers and.
ranchers are less enthusiastic than other respondents. Although farmers and
ranchers rated each strategy less effective thad did other,respondents, the
ranking of all strategies' effectiveness is similar. Tables 7-9 and 7-10
show regional breakdowns of all respondents' suppoil and opposition. 1

'Table 7-11 summarizes all comments that express support or opposition without .

i
elaboration; table 7-12 summa i zes all such comments from farmers and
ranchers. Table 7-13 summarize all comments that express opinions on the
strategies' effectiveness; tab e 7-14 summarizes all such bomments from
farmers and ranchers. Table#I-15 arrays the strategies by :fttings assigned
by all respondents; table 7,-16 showi how farmers and ranchers rate the

I
strategies. 'The pertentages shown in each of these tables represent a frac-a"
tion of all comments on each individual strategy. Tables 7-17 through 7-22
are derived from these tables. They rank the strategies by nuiberof comments.
These4ables and all other tables referred to in the rest of this 'Chapter
appear in a block of tables,. beginning on page 7-27.

Redirecting Present Conservation Programs

Under this strategy, USDA would continue its existing programs under present
authorities but with adjustments. It would emphasize coordination and inte-
gration of program planning and evaluation. In the adjusted programs, USDA

' would redirectlunds.and personnel to accomplish national conservation objec-
tives, establish priorities, and make common workload.analyses. Eligibility
for assistance in this redirected program would be based on the expected'
effect such assistance would have on meeting national objectives. Coopers-
r-)tion would continue to be voluntary. The present roles of state and local
governments and their responsibilities for providing supplemental funds and
personnel would continue.

A total of 114,618 comments bearing 185,368 signatures address' redirecting
present conservation programs. About 93 percent of all comments on this
strategy are shown in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about
80 percent support the strategy and 20 percent oppose it. About 78 percent
think it would be effective, and 22 percent do ot. About'22 percent rank `

6b
this strategy first among the others. About 7 percent rank it last. Among
all strategies, redirecting Present conservati programs is the mos,t. pre -

fer7d.

The remaining 7 percent of comments on redirecting present programs give
reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy,or recommend
other ways of carrying out the strategy. Many respondents like this strategy
primarily because it is voluntary, and they express a need for continued
voluntary participation. Other respondents who support the strategy request
that it be carried out,through the existing conservation agencies. These
respondents feel that national objectives could be met with the existing
program delivery system.

7-10

3,1



Respondents who are not in favor of redirecting presedt conservation programs
.fear that this strategy would tend to divert contra of conservation policy
away frpm e state and local levels. They are particularly concerned with
maintai iasJlocal control.

A few comments favor combining this ptrategy with others, as follows: with
performance bonuses (54 comments), natural resource contracts (12 comments),
cross compliance (11 comments),.and the regional resource project approach
(10 comments). Respondents very often recommend increased program funding
and increased cost sharing payments.

All regions favor redisesting present conservation proglms. However,
respondents from the West are not as strongly in favor of the strategy as are
respondents from the other regions. Only 72 percent of the comments from the
West are favorable, while 80 percent of the comments from the other regions
are favorable. .

'Among farmers and ranchers, support for this stategy is strong but not quite
as strong as support from all respondents. About 75 percent of the comments
on this strategy from farmers and ranchers support redirecting present conser-
vation programs, compared to about 80 percent of comments from all respondents,
and about 74 percent of the comments from farmers acid ranchers say it would
be effective, whereas 78 percent of comments from all respondents say so.
Farmers and ranchers agree with all respondents in ranking this strategy as
their most preferred.

Sixty-seven percent of the comments from environmental organizations and 70
percent of the comments from individuals are faiorable. Responses from *

federal government agencies contain the highest percentage of Eivorable
comments,' 8b percent.

(The Ksrris survey did not directly address redirecting present '
progiams.)

O

Tables 7-23 through 7-26 show all comments that indicate support for or
opposition to. the strategy, by SfA regrand type of respondent.

'4

Cross Compliance

( Under this strategy, fetters would be required to apply ceFtain conservation
measures in accordance with USDA standards in order to qualify for such
benefits as commodity price support programs, low-interest loans, cost sharing
programs, or crop insurance. Cross compliance provisions could be incorporated

.into a number of the existing USDA programs. The farmer could be asked to

oi
bear the costs of 'meeting eligibility standards alone or could receiv technical

and financial assistance. Program assistance might have to be incre ed

under this strategy to ensure participation and accomplishment of jectives.

A total of 109,398 comments bearing 169,820 signatures addressi cross compli-
ance. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are Shown in tables
7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 49 percent Support the

-
7-11
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Istrategy and 51 percent oppose it. About 60 percent say it would be effective,
and 40 percent say it would not. Only 16 percent rank this strategy highest.
Of the seven strategies, the respondents rank cross compliance fifth.

The remaining 3 percent of the comments on cross compliance express reasons
why respondents support or do not support the strategy. Respondents who do
not favor cross compliance are concerned about what they think are the re-
strictive aspects of the strategy, citing "too many regulations," "too much
red tape," "too such government involvement and interference," and similar
complaints:

Others believe that cross compliance would be "too expensive or costly."
They say that the strategy would be very difficult to administer and that
"too many government employees" would be required. They think that farmers
cannot afford a cross compliance program.

tThe respondents who support cross compliance recommend that USDA use high
price supports, low-interest loans, long-term loans, tax breaks, and invest-
ment credits to attract participants. They recommend that the strategy be
flexible enough to meet a wide variety of needs and changing economic condi-
tions.

(When asked about the fairness of the government's requiring farmers
and landowners to protect their soil and water in order to qualify
for/ 'other government help for their farms, 41 percent of those
Bawled in the Harris survey thought that such action would be fair
tolboth farmers and taxpayers, only 6 percent thought that it would
be fair just to farmers,, 18 percent thought it would be fair just to
taxpayers, and 22 percent thought that it would be fair to neither..
Twelve percent were not sure. This action corresponds to the cross
compliance alternative strategy in the RCA draft documents. Those
surveyed were asked which one or two of eight possible government
actions to protect the Nation's soil and water resources they most
favored. When these visponses were tallied, the action corresponding
to the cross compliance strategy ranked fourth.]

Nationally, only 49 percent of the comments expressing support for or opposi-
tion to the strategy support it. However, 57 percent of the comments from
the Northeast and 54 percent 'from the Midwest support the strategy. On the
other hand, 57 percent of the comments from the South and 55 percent from the
West oppose the strategy.

Opposition to the cross compliance strategy is noticeably more pronounced
among farmers and ranchers. About 63 percent of the comments on this strategy
from farmers and ranchers oppose the strategy, compared to 51 percent from
all respondents. Only 48 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers
say that the strategy would be effective, whereas 60 percent of all respondents
say that it would. Farmers and ranchers rank cross compliance as the sixth
most preferred strategy, whereas all respondents rank it fifth.

4 A majority of comments from individuals oppose the strategy in all regions
except the Northeast region, where support and opposition are equal. Comments
from individuals in the South, West, and Midwest regions average 58 percent
against the strategy.

7-12
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Comments from members of environmental groups in all re gions mostly support
the strategy; 77 percent in the Midwest, 63 percent in the Northeast and
West regions, and 56 percent in the South.

Comments from farm organizations in the South and West RtA regions oppose the
strategy and those from farm organizations in the Northeast and Midwest
support it.

Comments from respondents in the federal government average 60 percent "for"
the strategy in all regions.

f.

Tables 7-27 through 7-30 show all comments that indicate suppoh for or
opposition to the strategy, by'RCA regttm and type of respondent.

Regional Resource Project Approach

This strategy would use federal-, state,-and local funds and.personnel to
address resource problems unique to a region. Federal participation would be
available only for programs that help meet proposed national objectives for
soil and 'water conservation. Although many problems could be addressed with
existing programs, new authorities would be needed to address some regional
problems. Once the objectives of a project had been met, resources would be
shifted to address other urgent problems, Plans for projects, which might
include parts of several counties or parts of more than one state, would be
developed and carried out on a multidisciplinary and luterageney basis.

A total of 100,954 comments bearing 158,916 signatures idotz*s the regional
resource project apprOach. About 98 percent of all comments on tLis strategy
are shown in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 57
percent of the comments support the strategy and 43 rercent oppose it. About
64 percent think it would be effective, and 36 perce4t do not. About 11
percent rank this strategy highest awing all the s.rategies, and 13 percent
rank it last. The regional resource project approach is the fourth most
favored strategy overall.

The remaining 2 percent of the comments on regional resource projects give'
reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy. Resppndents
who favor the strategy say it ought to work well when combined with others,
then mention "redirecting present conservation programs," "conservation
performance bonuses," and "natural resource contracts."

Respondents like the idea Of solving the worst prOblemk first, that is, con-
centrating efforts to complete work on some critical problem areas before
moving on to others. Some say the regional nature of the strategy would
present an opportunity for more local contiol. Others want control only at
thecounty or state level because they think that regional control is too
broad.

Many respondents who oppose the regional resources project strategy think
that regional decisionmaking would encourage "more government involvement,"
"too much red tape," or "too many government employees," Some respondents

* fear reductions in the funds and personnel for states and conservation districts

7-13
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once critical regional priority areas are identified. Others say the strategy
is "unrealistic," "not possible," and "politically unacceptable." These
respondents believe that the responsibility for resource conservation should
rest with state and local governments, not regions.

In all regions, slightly more comments favor regional resource projects than
oppose them. The Northeast region has the highest percentage of favorable
comments (64 percent). The South has the lowest percentage (52 percent).
Environmental organizations in the Northeast have a higher proportion of
favorable comments (77 percent) than any ether respondent type. Individuals
in the South have the highest proportion of unfavorable comments (48 percent).

Amon nmers and ranchers, regional resource projects are less enthusiastic-
ally sup orted. Less than half (49 percent) of the comments on this strategy
from farmers and ranchers show support, whereas 57 percent of the comments
from all respondents show support. Only 55 percent of the comments from
farmers and ranchers say that the strategy would be effective, compared to 64
percent from all respondents. However, farmers and ranchers agree with all
respondents in ranking this strategy fourth.

Tables 7-31 through 7-34 show all comments that indicate support for or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.

State Leadership

Under this strategy, states would assume leadership for planning and imple-
menting soil and water conservation programs. State and local governments
would--

o develop state soil and water conservation programs for USDA ap-
proval.

o provide technical assistance to land users.
o fund those activities that benefit state and local conservation

efforts but contribute minimally to national objectives.
The federal government would--

o ensure that national priorities for soil and water conservation are
addressed.

o establish standards for accomplishing national objeCtives through
the state programs.

o provide grants to states for conservation activities that are in
the best interest of the Nation as a whole but too expensive for
individual land users or state and local governments.

The transfer of leadership would occur in accordance with the willingness and
readiness of each state.

A total of 103,940 comments bearing 163,144 signatures address state leader-
ship. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are shown in tables
7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 51 percent support the
strategy and 49 percent oppose it. About 54 percent think it would be effective,
and 46 percent do not. About 14 percent of the comments that rank this
strategy place it highest. More then half of the comments on state leadership
give it a medium or higher rating% Among all strategies, however, state
leadership is-ranked sixth.
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The remaining 3 percent of all comments on state leadership cover a variety
of reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or recom-
mend other ways of carrying out the strategy. The most common favorable
comment is that state leadership would eliminate national standards and allow
development of standards that relate to local and regional problems. Re-
spondents say that there are too many local and regional differences for
national standards to be effective.

A few comments say that state leadership would eliminate federal involvement,
and red tape. Some favor having states and conservation districts set strat-
egies to be funded by USDA grants. A large group of comments says that state
leadex'ship would work well with other strategies in various combinations.
Many respondents are agaidst the establishment of a "super conservation
agency." They say that state leadership would lead away from this.

Numerous comments expressing opposition to the state leadership strategy say
that resource conservation responsibilities should be left with conservation .

districts and local governments and not with state governments. Many others
say that the responsibility for resource conservation programs should be
shared by all levels of government. Other respondents recommend no change,
saying that the present program is good. Still others comm. that the
strategy is politically unacceptable.

A few respondents think that state governments lack the needed expertise,
funds, and commitment to handle conservation programs without federal assis-
tance. Others say that conservation programs would he in jeopardy without
federal assistance.

Many respondents say that increased federal funding for technical assistance
in the field, or for a conservation district, would ensure the effectiveness
of the state leadership strategy. They recommend maintaining federal assis-
tance even after the state increases assistance. A few respondents suggest
that increased cost sharing funds be given to states that provide matching
funds.

Although there are slightly more favorable than unfavorable comments nationwide,
more comments from the South oppose state leadership (60 percent) than support
it. The other regions favor the strategy. Sixty percent of the comments
from the Midwest, 56 percent from the Northeast, and 54 percent from the West
support the strategy.

Farmers and ranchers generally agree with the other respondents in their
comments on state leadership. Just under half (48 percent) of the comments
on this strategy from farmers and ranchers support the strategy, whereas just
over half (51 percent) of the comments from all respondents support it.
About 52 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers say that the
strategy would be effective, compared to 54 percent among all respondents.
Farmers and ranchers rank state leadership fifth among the seven strategies,
whereas the other respondents rank it sixth.

Comments from individuals in the Northeast are evenly divided between favor-
able and unfavorable. Comments from environmental groups in the Midwest
favor state leadership (70 percent) while comments from environmental groups
in the West oppose it (57 percent).
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Tables 7-35 through 7-38 show all comments that indicate support for or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.

Regulatory Emphasis

This strategy would emphasize the use of regulatory authorities at the local,
state, and federal levela to carry out a national soil and water conservation
program. The regulatory approach would be coupled with a strong conservation
assistance program offering incentives for effective resource management.
USDA would provide guidance and funding to states to help them implement
regulations requiring land users to meet USDA-approved standards. The .

regulations would be phased in over 20 years. A land user who failed to'
comply with the regulations might be penalized by a fine or tax or be required
to reimburse the government for cost sharing funds or technical assistance
received. The burden of complying with regulations would be reduced by
significant increases in cost sharing funds, low-interest loans, and techni-
cal assistance. USDA would have the primary responsibility for collecting
and analyzing data and providing cost sharing and technical assistance.
States would have the primary responsibility for maintaining and enforcing '.

the regulations. The exercise of regulatory authority would vary from one
'resource problem to another, depending on the national significance of the
problem and its present and potential adverse impacts.

A total of.106,462 comments bearing 170,375 signatures address the regulatory
emphasis. About 95 percent of all comments on this strategy are shown in ,

tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 37 percent support
the strategy and 63 percent oppose it. About 51 percent say it would be
effective, and 49 percent do not. About 12 percent of the comments that rank
the strategy place it highest. About 24 percent rank it last. Among all
strategies, regulation is the least preferred.

The remaining 5 percent of all comments on the regulatory emphasis cover a .

variety of-reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or
recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Although respondents rank
the regulatory emphasis as their least preferred strategy, they still submit
many favorable comments. For the most part, respondents in favor of this
strategy recommend strong, consistent, nondiscriminatory enforcement at the
local level. Some respondents are in favor of shared control by local and
state governments. 'Many say that increased funding is needed to encourage
compliance through high financial incentives and more technical assistance.
Many respondents say that the regulatory emphasis would work well with other
strategies9 particularly those offering cost 'sharing incentives.

Some respondents recommend that conservation measures be required only on
lands where conditions adversely affect adjoining property. Others recommend
sediment control ordinances for all landowners, not just farmers. Still
others want local land use controls to prevent urbanization; these respondents
call for more planning and zoning.

More than half of the comments on the regulatory emphasis are unfavorable.
Respondents who oppose the strategy think that "dictatorial policies are not
needed" or that "mandatory methods are not acceptable in a free society."

7-16

13J



These respondents desire less government involvement and interference. They
think that the strategy would create sore resentment toward the government
than exists now. A voluntary conservation program is their main concern. A
few respondents provide more explicit comments, suet as "RCA smells like the
work of a totalitarian bureaucracy," "RCA is a railroad job'," anc "RCA is the
beginning of a national land use plan." 1>

(Two items on the Harris survey addressed regulatory action by the'
government in protecting soil and water resources. Those sampled
were asked the fairness of the government's requiring farmers and
landowners to protect their soil and water with the help of loans
and other financial assistance. Fifty-six percent said that this .

action would be fair to both farmers and taxpayers, 18 percent said
it would be fair just to farmers, 5 percent said that it would be'
fair just to taxpayers, 11 percent said it would be fair to neithtr,
and 9 percent were not sure. This action ranked second on the most
favored. list.

The other action, unlike the regulatory emphasis strategy, called
for the farmer to bear all conservation costs. When those sampled
were asked how it would be for the government to require farmers
and landowners to protect their soil and water without government
assistance, only 12 percent said that the action would be fair to
both farmers and taxpayers; 32 percent, that it would be fair just
to taxpayers; and 40 percent, that it would not be fair to either.
Ten percent were not sure. This action was ranked last in the most
favored list of those sampled in the Harris survey.)

A majority of the comments from all regions are against regulatory emphasis;
however, the Northeast and Midwest are not as strongly opposed Is the South
and West. Of the comments expressing support or opposition, about 56 percent
of those from the Northeast and Midwest oppose the strategy, whereas about 70
percent of the comments from the South and about 65 percent of those from. the
West oppose it.

Farmers and ranchers oppose the regulatory emphasis even more than other
respondents. Sixty-eight percent of the comments on this strategy from
farmers and ranchers express opposition, compared to 63 percent among all
respondents. Although 51 percent of the comments from all respondents say
that the regulatory emphasis would be effective, only 43 percent of the
comments from farmers and ranchers say so. Farmers and ranchers, like the
otheresscondents, prefer this strategy least.

Overall, the comments from individuals are strongly opposed to the regulatory
emphasis strategy, averaging about 66 percent unfavorable. Environmental
groups in the Midwest region are the only group favoring regulatory emphasis.
Sixty-four percent of their comments are positive.

Tables 7-39 through 7-42 show all mments that indicate support for or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.
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Conservation Perform ice Bonus

This strategy would give incentiv to land users who voluntarily apply and
maintain conservation measures that meet USDA standards. .It offers positive
incentives without requiring other actions in return. These incentives could be
higher commodity price supports, higher cost sharing rates, or more favorable
loan interest rates. A conservation agreement would be developed for each
farm in order to establish performance .standards for certification. These
standards could be set nationally or locally. The bonus program would identify
and reward conservers. The amount of the bonus would be in direct proportion
to the cost of maintaining the conservation system. US would give priority
attention to problem areas that present the greatest thre t to future food
and fiber production.

A total of 105,922 comments bearing 166,616 s _ .tu address conservation
performance bonuses. 'About 97 percent of al °foments on this strategy are
shown in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As t bles show, about 72 percent
support the strategy and 28 percent or =e its bout 81 percent think it
would be effective, and 14 percent not. About 31 percent of the comments
ranking the strategy place it highest. About:9 percent rank it last. Among
all strategies, the conservation performance bonus strategy is the second
most preferred.

The remaining 3 percent of all comments on conservation performance bonuses
present a variety of reasons why respondents support or do not support the
strategy or recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Respondents
who favor conservation performance bonuses cite the high price supports, tax
incentives, low-interest loans, long -tern loans, and high cost sharing rates
inherent in the strategy. These respondents believe that the bonus strategy
would work well with other strategies, particularly redirecting present
conservation programs. Many respondents like the voluntary nature of the
strategy. They express a desire for local control in deciding which in-
centives would be offered.

Respondents who do not favor this strategy indicate concern that bonuses will
only benefit farmers with large operations, who, they say, deserve it least.
Others think that bonuses should not be supported by the taxpayers. Many
respondents recommend that bonuses be limited to the actual cost of conser-
vation application. Other respondents think that bonuses are an invitation
to corruption. They recommend strict audits to avoid windfall profits. Many
others think that the program will be impossible to administer, too costly,
and discriminatory.

['No Harris survey questions directly addressed the conservation
performance bonus alternative strategy. One addressed tax incen-
tives and the other, financial bonuses in general. Those sampled
reacted almost identically to both. When asked to whom these actions
would be fair, 41 to 42 percent thought that they would be !air to
both farmers and taXpayers, 24 percent thought they would be fair
just to farmers, 4 to 6 percent thought that they would be fair just
to taxpayers, and 18 to 19 percent thought that they would be fair
to neither. Nine percent were not re. These two bonus-related
actions ranked third among eight o the most favored action list of
those sampled in the Harris survey )
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Most comments from all regions express support for the conservation per-
formance bonus strategy. Of comments expressing support or opposition, about
75 percent from the Northeast and Midwest and 70 percent from the South are
in favor of the strategy.

1 Among farmers and ranchers, support for this strategy is strong but not quite
at strong as support from the other respondents. About 67 percent of the .

comments on this strategy from farmers and ranchemsupport conservation
performance bonusei, compared to about 72 perce among all respondents.
About 77 percent -of.the comments from farmers nd ranchers say t6t. the
strategy would be effective, whereas 81 percen of the comments fromlall re-
spondents say so. Farmers and ranchers agree the other respondents in
ranking bonuses as their second most preferred trategy.

Environmental groups in the Midwest are the mostin favor; 80 percent of
their comments express favorable opinions.

Tables 7-43 through 7-46 show all comments that indicate support for or
bpposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.

Natural Resource Contracts

Under this strategy, the public would agree to °purchase conservation from
those who own and oinTate farms and ranches. or otherwise manage natural
resources. Payments recaiged through natural resource contracts would be
based on price and quantity, iOst as payments for crops and livestock pro-
duced for sale in commodity markets are. A farmer who actuallr)reduces
erosion would be paid a flat price per ton of soil saved for each year in
which erosion was reduced. Farmers would bear the cost of reducing erosion
and solving their resource problems just as they bear the cost of producing
commodities. The per ton payment would reflect the value of erosion control
to society. Because payments wouldbe tied to the actual solution of natural
resource problems, only those farmers operating on problem lands could bene-
fit from participaNn.

A total of 102,739 comments bearing 161,478 signatures address natural re-
source contracts. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are
shown in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 34 percent
support the strategy and 43 percent oppose it. About 68 percent think it
would be effective, and 32 percent do not. About 22 percent of the comments
ranking the strategy place it highest. About 12 percent rank it last. Among
a:1 strategies, natural resource contracts is the third most preferred.

The remaining 3 percent of all comments on natural resource contracts cover a
variety of reasons why respondents support or do not support the strategy or
recommend other ways of carrying out the strategy. Respondents commenting
favorably on natural resource contracts think that this strategy would work
well with others, especially redirecting present conservation programs and
conservation performancetbonuses. As they do for other strategies, respond-
ents favor a voluntary program. under local control. For this strategy to be
effective, they think that high incentives would be needed. Many comments
suggest that natural resource contracts could be administered much as the
Great Plains Conservation Program is administered. Other comments recommend
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concentrating on complete conservation on one farm rather than partial con-
servation on many.

The most frequent comments opposing this strategy are that it would be impos-
sible to administer, that the strategy involves too much regulation and red 9
tape, and that it is discriminatory. Many comments question the accuracy of
the Universal Soil Loss Equation as a standard for conservation payments.
Others feel the strategy would lead to.corruption and would benefit those who
deserve it least.

No question in the Hirai survey directly addressed natural rtource
contracts. However, when those sampled were asked how fair it
would be forthe government to give financial help to farmers and ,
landowners who volunteered to protect their soil and water, only 23
percent said that this action would be fair to both farmers and
taxpayers, 46 percent said that it would be fair just to farmers,
only 4 percent said that it would be fair just to taxpayers, and 17
percent said that it would be fair to neither. Nine percent were
not sure. This action ranked fifth of eight on the most favored
action List of those sampled in the Harris survey.)

Of the comments expressing support or opposition, 61 percent from the Midwest
region, 56 percent frog the Northeast and West, and 52 percent from the South'
are favorable. Of comments from individuals, 56 percent from the Midwest, 54
percent from the West,. and 53 percent from the Northeast support natural
,resource contracts. However, 51 percent of the comments from individuals in
the South oppose the strategy.

Farmers and ranchers support the natural gesource contracts strategy somewhat
less strongly than the other respondents. About 52 percent of the comments
on this strategy from farmers and ranchers show support, compared to 57
percent among all respondents. About 64 percent of the comments from farmers
and ranchers say that the strategy would be effective, whereas 68 percent of
the comments from all respondents say o. Farmers and ranchers agree with.
the other respondents in ranking natuial resource contractsas their third
most preferred strategy.

Tables 7-47 through 7-50 show all comments that indicate support fc4 or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.

No Change

total of 1,837comments bearing 2,265 signatures address the possibility of
not changing present USDA conaervation programs. Almost all of the comments
on this issue favor having things as they are.

[When asked to rate the fairness of eight possible governmental
actions to protect the Nation's soil and water resources, those .

sampled in the Harris survey ranked first the one that would provide
loans (which would have to be repaid in full) and other financial

. assistance to farmers and other landowners who volunteered to,protect
their soil and water resources.)
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Many comments, however, include suggestions about how 'the present programs
could be improved or expanded. Some of these comments can be summarized as
follows:

o Maintain present programs, which can do eves thing necessary
if given proper authority, funding, and personnel.

o Maintain present programs at their present level; tpe preseqt
system is acceptable and responsive to problems and to changes in
programs.

o Continue to use present agencies; establish no new agencies, create
no "super agency."

o Maintain program responsibility atthe local level.
o Maintain the pifesent system becadse it involves less government

interference aid redklation than the proposed alternative strategies.
o Maintain the present.system becausit is less expensive than the

proposed alternative strategies.
oe/ Continue voluntary programs.
o Increase funding of present programs to provide more technical

assistance and cost sharing.
o Provide adfjitional funding to soil conservation districts.
o Increase the rate of cost sharing.
o Provide more research and development for present programs.
o Give more.program responsibility to ASCS and more contpl to farmers.
o Add tax incentives for conservation to present systems.

No Program,

A total of 323 comments bearing 421 signatures address the possibility of
having no conservation program. Of those that address this possibility, 70
percent support having no program and 20 percent say that some kind of national
program is needed. The remaining 10 percent of the comments do not suggest
"for" or "against" opinion' but are unfavorable toward presint programs or
the proposed alternatives.

[In the Harris survey, 67 percent of those sampled said that landowners,
and the government should share responsibility for conservation of
the land. Only 28 percent said that landowners should have the sole
responsibility.)

Of,the comments supporting a no program approach, many say that any type of
national resource conservation program is meaningless, useless, or unneces-
sary. Others say that the actions of American farmers already have a posi-
tive effect on the land, so further national conservation efforts are no
longey needed. Other comments support the view that individual farmers and
other landowners should decide what their own conservation needs are. Others
say that further conservation efforts are too expensive.

Those respondents expressing support for some kind of national resource
conservation program are primarijy concerned that having no program would
harm the Nation's agriculture. 'they think that the present programs are
acceptable and that farmers cannot afford to carry out a successful conserva-
tion effort without government assistance.

4111/41.
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The comments not expressing support or opposition express a fear of is new or
"super" conservation agency.- Others advocate simplifying present policies.
They oppose regulatory conservation efforts. A feaksay that federal .t!..yees

cannot do the job.

Other/All Strategies

A total of 19,565 comments bearing 25,876 signatures address other or all
strategies. These comments do not propose new or different strategies. They
do, however, show that those responding desire .;4 national program that--

o is flexible.
requires very little government regulation.
is highly subsidized.
is inapensive.
is voluntary.
is locally controlled.

A few comments indicate thaethe respondents would consider other alternative
resource conservation strategies, but some do not clearly identify what those
alternatives might be. Other comments favor all of the proposed alternative
strategies but do not identify a preferelce.

Summary

Redirecting present conservation programs is the most preferred alternative,
followed f:losely by conservation performance bonuses. HoweVer, the conser-
vation performance bonus strategy is considered the most effective in achieving
conservation goals, followed by redirecting present conservation programs.

RCA respondents consider the regulatory emphasis the least preferred alter-
native, the let effective, and the lowest in general rating.

RCA respondents rank state leadership sixth, or next to 'last, in preference,
low in effectiveness, and low in general rating. Natural resource contracts
rank third by order of preference, medium in effectiveness, and third in
general rating. Cross compliance ranks fifth in order of preference, medium
in effectiveness, and low in general rating. Regional resource projects rank
fourth in order of preference, medium in effectiveness, and third in general
rating.

Farmers and ranchers agree with the other respondents in most of the rankings
of the strategies. However, farmers and ranchers give a smaller percentage of
support to call strategies than do the other respondents. While a majority of
comments from all respondents support each strategy but cross compliance and
the regulatory emphasis, i majority of comments from farmers and ranchers
support only redirecting present programs, conservation performance bonuses,
and natural resource contracts.

Table 7-17 and figure 7-1 rank the strategies by degree of support for or
opposition to each strategy among all respondents; table 7-18 shows the
rankiig among those who identify, themselves as farmers and ranchers. Table
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7-19 and figure 7-2 rank the strategies in terms of all /espondents' percep-
tion of their probable effeptiveness; table-7-20 shows farmers' and ranchers'

-- opinions. Table 7-21 and figure 7-3 display the strategies by general rating,,
assianed by all respondents; table 7-22 shows how farmers and ranchers rank
the strategies. The illustrations show the percentage diftribution of the
comments about each strategy. The tables (and statements of ranking in the
text) are based on the total number of comments.
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Table 7-11.--Cossients supporting or opposing the alternative strategies

Caseate

Medi/cella( Regional
present resource Conseration

consenstioa Cross project State Regulatory performer*
Nature'
resource

promo, cosplisace approach leadership ea/basis bonus contracts

Member Percent lumber Percent Per Parrett Per Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

!tamely support:
Strongly agree 1,615 2.4 712 1.0 490 0.8 561 0.9 403 0.6 1,080 1.7 520 0.8
Very high acceptability to
farmers, nachers. sad other
lead users. a 6,431 9.6 1,393 2.0 1,704 2.8 2,251 3.6 1,423 2.1 6,846 10.7 4,344 7.3

Nigh scctiptability to Marmara,
ranchers, sad other laud users-- 5,675 8.4 2,306 3.4 3,412 3.3 4,015 6.3 1,933 2.9 3,391 8.8 4,341 7.3
Very high acceptability to the
several public 3,830 5.7 2,326 3.4 1,491 2.4 1,33i 2.4 1,221 1.8 2,344 4.0 2.4

Nish acceptability to the general
public- . 5,294 7.8 4,096 5.9 3,877 6.3 3,752 5.9 2,885 4.3 4,036 6.3

.1,313

2,774 4.5
Very high effectiveness in use of
tee dollars L- 4,531 6.7 2,846 4.1 1,886 3.1 1,871 2.9 1,770 2.6 4,210 6.6 2,913 4.7

Nigh effectiveness in use of tax
dollars 4,323 6.7 4,249 6.2 3,927 6.4 3,180 5.0 2,785 4.2 5,037 7.9 3,710 5.9

labtotsi strongly supporting 31,919 *7.3 17,930 26.0 16,787 27.3 17,181 27.0 12,620 18.5 29,364 46.0 20,517 32.9

Smart:
Agree 7,446 11.0 3,259 4.7 2,629 4.3 2,622 4.1 1,979 2.9 4,698 7.3 2,577 4.1

Medias acceptability to farmers,
rsacbers,'ssa othhr Isola users-- 4,264 6.3 3,946 5.7 5,134 8.3 4,129 6.5 2,796 4.2 2,817 4.4 3,384 5.7

Pledias acceptability to the
semen! public
ladies effectiveness in use of
tax dollars

5,281

4,754

7.8

7.1

4,902

3,545

7.1

5.2

5,556

4,655

9.0

7.6

4,911

3,838

7.7

5.7

4,344

3,353

6.4

5.0

5,481

3,750

8.6

5.9

4.817

3,966

7.7

6.3

Subtotal supporting 21,745 32.2 15,652 22.7 17,974 29.2 15,500 24.3 12,472 18.5 16,746 26.2 14,886 23.8

Total strongly supporting
end supporting 53,664 79.5 33,582 48.7 34,761 56.5 32,681 51.3 24,892 37.0 46,110 72.2 35,403 56.7



Table 741. - -Commeats supporting or opposing the elteomative strstegies--Continued

Comments

Redirectieg
present

conservation Cross
compli.ace

Regiomal
resource
project

!itr-escb
State

leederehia
Vegetate:try

emphosis

Conservation
perfocmoace

bonus
Nether Percent Number, Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Per Percent

0100fie:

OISOWOO or object 1,185 1.7 4,970 7.2 2,771 4.5 3,528 5.5 5,513 8.2 2,279 3.6
Not seceptable to formers,
ranchers, and other land users - 1,073 1.6 4,384 6.3 2,159 3.5 2,817 4.4 5,812 8.6 1,104 1.7

Not occeptable to the general
public 1,059 1.6 2,541 3.7 1,726 2.8 2,270 3.6 '3,239 4.1 1,393 2.2
lmeffective use of top donors 1,191 1.8 2,879 4.2 1,951 3.2 2,797 4.4 3,973 5.9 1,337 2.1
Generally spinet 1;085 1.6 4,220 6.1 2,320 3.8 3,063 CS 5,122 7.6 1,394 2.2

Subtotal opposed 5,593 8.3 18,996 27.5 10,935 17.8 14,615 22.7 23,659 35.1 7,507 11.8

Streemly oppose:
Stromgly Atomise, 326 0.5 1,754 2.5 689 1.1 991 1.6 1,167 2.8 539 0.8
Very lovecceptability to
formers, ranchers, end other
lend were 142 1.2 3,215 4.7 1,951 3.2 2,317 3.6 3,250 44 753 1.2
Lam acceptability to formers,
ranchers, and other land veers-
Very lonscceptobility to the

1,237 1.8 3,631 5.3, 3,826 6.2 2,786 4.4 3,154 4.7 1,590 2.5

co 'enrol public 930 1.4 1,472 2.1 1,447 2.3 2,062 3.2 2,476 3.7 1,376 2.2
Lae etteptability to the
general public 1,727 2.6 2,367 3.4 3,166 5.1 2,737 4.3 2,861 4.2 2,694 4.2

Very Ion effectiveness in use of
tan donors

Lae effectiveness ie use of tom
1,202 1.8 1,701 2.5 1,82, 3.0 2,602 4.1 2,441 3.6 1,014 1.7

dollsrs 1,943 2.9 2,236 3.3 2,941 4.8 3,082 4.8 2,735 4.1 2,117 3.4

Sebtotel strongly °prestos-- 1,207 12.2 16,376 23.8 15,849 25.7 16,577 26.0 li,714 27.9 10,223 16.0

Total opposimg sod strongly
apposing 13,800 20.5 35,370 51.3 26,784 43.5 31,042 48.7 42,443 63.0 17,730 27.8

Greed totel 67.,464 100.0 61,952 100.0 61,545 100.0 63,723 100.0 67,335 100.0 63,842 100.0

4.0 e

Natural
resource
contracts

Number Percent
4

2,971

1,944

2,158
2,447
2,617

4.7

3.1

3.5
3.9
4.2

12,137 19.4

849 1.4

1,698 2.7

2,052 3.3

2,333 3.7

3,617 5.8

1,769 2.8

2,622 4.2

14,940 23.9

27,077 43.3

62,410 100.0
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Table 7 -12. -.Comments made by farmers mid ranchers seppdrting or opposing tikaltereative strategies

Comments

Redirecting
present

Regional
resource Conservation

atorana ,Coaplience leadership mobseis
cousrvtioa Cross project State Regulatory performance

bonus
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Nosier Percent Num&r Percent Number Percent Number Perceet

Stroaelv support:
Strongly agree

/

Very high acceptability to
/ 245

farmers, teachers, sad other
lead users 1,347

Nigh acceptability to farmers,
ranchers, and other lead user -- 945

Vcry high acceptability to the
general public 763

Nigh acceptability to the general
public 860
Very high effectiveness In use of
tea donors 931

Nigh effectiveness is use of tea
dollars. $34

..4 Subtotal strongly supportieg-- 5,965
1

N)
4) Support:

Agree 1,700
Medium acceptability to farmers,
ranchers, sad other land user -- 874

Media* 'acceptability to the
general public 1,023
Medium effectiveness in use of
tee dollars 852

Subtotal supporting 4,453

Total strongly supporting
sad supporting 10,418

1.8 85 0.6 61 0.5 76 0.6 Si 0.4 145 1.2 77 0.6

4.4 302 2.1 376 3.1 442 3.8 33$ 2.5 1,359 10.7 915 7.3

7.1 417 2.9 595 4.8 762 6.0 374 2.7 1,032 4.2 $47 6.8

5.3 373' 2.6 247 2.0 211e 2.3 228 1.6 67 3.6 306 2.3

6.2 638 4.4 431 5.1 658 5.2 474 3.4 694 5.5 434 3.5

6.7 388 2.6 340 2.4 349 2.7 325 2.3 826 6.5 546 4.7

6.0 620 4.2 597 4.8 602 4.7 425 3.1 93 7.4 672 5.4

43.1 2,823 19.4 2,44? 23.1 3,218 25.3 2,214 16.0 5,4 2 43.1 3,437 30.8

-
- -\

12.3 350 2.4 354 2.9 345 2.7 216 1.5 751 5.9 402 3.2

6.3 701 4.8 961 7.8 780 6.2 554 4.0 590 4.7 670 5.4

7.4 $42 5.8 1,015 8.2' 922 7.3 798 5.4 1,017 8.0 847 6.8

6.2 637 4.4 846 6.9 5.9 589 4.3 720 5.7 731 5.9
.

.753

32.3 2,530 17.4 3,176 25.4 2,800 22.1 2,157 15.6 3,074 24.3 2,650 fp--

75.3. 5,353 36.4 6,023 48.9 6,018 47.4 4,375 31.6 8,530 67.4 6,447 52.1
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Tsble 7-4.--Camments made by farmers sad ranchers supporting or opposing the alternstive strategies -- Continued

Comments

Redirecting Regional
present resource Conservation Natural

conservation Cross project State Regulatory performance resource
LiliaSer complisace !prolip leadership ....

bonus contracts
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent., Number Percent

ben:
Disagree or object
Not acceptable to farmers,
ranchers, and other land users-

Not acceptable to the pastel
public .

Ineffective use of tea dollars--
Generally opposed

Sublet:Al opposed

Stroaelv oppose:
Strongly disagree
Very by acceptability to
farmers, ranchers', and other
land users

by acceptability to farmers,
..4 mailers, and other lead users-
O Very by acceptability to the

1.00 general public --

Lov acceptability to the
general public

Very ley effectiveness in use of
tax dollars

Los effectiveness in use of tax
dollars

i Subtotal strongly opposing

Total opposing and strongly
opposing

15

Grand total

221 1.6 1,154 8.0 . 545 4.4 '663 5.2 1,322 9.5 449 3.5 544 4.4

322 2.4 1,283 8.8 640 5.2 764 6.0 1,382 9.9 328 2.6 550 4.4

303 2.2 791 5.5 551 4.5 653 5.1 911 6.6 403 3.2 625 . 5.0

348 2.5 891 6.1 608 4.9 756 6.0 1,052 7.6 395 3.1 641 5.1
..-$21 2.3 1,643 11.3 686 5.6 110 6.4 1,441 gii 405 3.2 670 5.4

1,515 11.0 5,762 39.7 3,030 24.6 3,646 21.7 6,101 44.0 1,980 15.6 3,030 24.3.

.

66 0.5 443 3.0 150 1.2 196 1.5 419 3.0 110 0.9 175 1.4
....

239 1.7 604 4.1 461 3.1 441 3.5 583 4.2 206 1.6 373 3.0

.261 1.9 578 4.0 656 5.3 503 4.0 497 3.6 296 2.3 378 3.1

254 1.8 1 2.5 328 2.7 374 2.9 441 3.2 348 2.1 476 3.8

381 2.7 2 3.4 624 5.1 509 4.0 455 3.3 531 4.2 689 5.5

285 2.1" 434 3.0 442 3.6 448 3.5 504 3.6 260 2.1 379 3.1

412 3.0 SOS 3.5 593 4.8 566 4.5 485 3.5 397 '3.1 463 3.7

1)98 13.7 3,414 23.5 3,254 26.5 3,037 23.9 3,384 24.4 2,148 17.0 2,933 23.6

3,413 24.7 9,176 63.2 6,284 51.1 6,683 52.6 9,492 68.4 4,128 32.6 5,963 47.9

13,831 100.0 14,529 100.0 12,307 100.0 12,701 100.0 13,867 100.0 12,651 100.0 12,450 100.0

1 5



°sweats

'ruble 7-13.--Comments predicting the effectiveness of the alternative strategies

Redirecting Regional
present resource : Conservation Netumel

conservation Cross project State Regillstory performeace resource

PrOltSUM cos:prince _22peqs_
Dumber

emphesis toms contracts

Nuiber -Percent Number Percent Ihmiber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Nedimm to very high
effectiveness:
Very is
Wass coaserveve on the
leaf

high effectivemess in getting
4,200 22.6 2,536 14.2 1,850 10.6 1,797 10.1 2,036 11.7 4.666 27.3 3,489 19.9

ceaservatioa on the load 5,137 27.6 4,274 23.6 4,216 24.3 3,396 19.2 3,175 16.3 5,493 30.6 4,307 24.5

Nedimmeffectivemess in getting
cesservetion on the lama 4,297 27.1 4,015 22.4 5,015 26.0 4,306 24.3 3,605 20.7 4,157 23.2 4,101 23.3

Sebtotel 14,334 77.7 10,627 60.4' 11,003 63.7 9,499 53.6 0,616 50.7 14,536 61.1 11,897 67.7

Low effectiveness to ineffective:
Lou effectiveness in getting
cosservotioa on the lead 2,116 11.4 2,460 13.6

Of
3,039 17.5 3,154 17.8 2,690 15.5 1,556 6.7 2,200 12.5

ftj

Very low effectiveness in
getting comeervatios on the

t teed 1,014 5.5 1,740 9.7 1,663 9.6 2,503 14.1 2,419 13.9 764 4.4 1,403 6.0
.Not effective in getting con-
servetion on the lead 993 5.4 2,692 16.1 1,605 9.2 2,563' 14.5 3,453 19.9 1,039 5.6 2,075 11.6

Subtote1 0 4,123 22.3 7,112 39.6 6,307 36.3 8,220 46.4 6,562 49.3 3,379 16.9 5,678 32.3

Total - 0,07 100.0 17,939 100.0 17,390 100.0 17,719 100.0 17,376 100.0 17,915 100.0 17,575 100.0

(4.
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Table 7-14.--Cemmests made by famous ass reschers predietles the effectiveness of the slterestIve strategies

CedOeSte

NedlreetIss Regional
presest se resource Conservation Notarial

ewer/sties Cress project State Regulatory performance resource
prowess compliant* approach leadership 11... homes contracts

Number Percent Somber Percent Number Percent Number Permit lumber Percent NembesNPercest limber Percent

Nadirs te_V2_0_bith
elfectiveaess:
Very high effeetiveaess in
Settles cesservetles es the
lead 4- 830 22.5 357 9.9 307 8./ 329 9 3 334 9.7 921 25.7 681 19.4

Irish effectleesess le settles
cesserveties oe the lead 883 23.9 624 17.4 668 19.0 660 18.6 507 14.8 1,068 29.8 $14 23.2

Medium effectiveness is gettiss
comma!** es the had 1.016 27.6 749 20.9 969 27.6 840 23.7 637 18.6 739 21.2 732 20.8

84001 2, 74.0 1,730 48.2 1,944 SS.3 1,829 51.6 t,471.1.1 2,748 76.7 2.227 63.4

?41/761tLee eiffectiveseae to ineffective:
Lee effectiveless is ratites
coeserveties es the lead 450 12.2 569 15.9 620 17.7 StO 16.6 525 15.3 331 9.2 426 12.1

Very low effectiveness is settles
teem:nation ea the lead 243 6.6 432 12.0 396 11.3 4S0 12.7 462 13.S 18S S.2 323 9.2
Plot effective is settles cos-
seventies es the lead 266 7.2 8S7 23.9 SS3 IS./ 677 19.1 961 28.1 319. 8.3 S39 1S.3

Subtotal - 9S9 26.0 1.858 51.8 1.569 44.7 1.717 48.4 1,948 S6.9 835 23.3 1,288 36.6

lots' ,1111 100.0 3.38$ 100.0 3,513 100.0 3,546 100.0 3,426 100.0 3,563 100.0 3,S1S 100.0
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Tale 7-15.- -Camas el reties* assigned to the alterative stretch***

Cilluisata

Maditatiss Resiesol
present femora Ceaservetios Nasal

ceaservatia Cross project lute Iteseletory performer* resarce
_EMLIM _semplisace aateach leadership *abaft hems coatracts

Illaber Perrot r Perrot Taber tersest Omaha Fermat Maar Percest 11-eieleabat Moat toast

Very high hard reties, first ,
priority.. 6,354 29,4 2.072 11.7 2,166 11.1 2,627 13.1 1,134 114 6,244 -30.6 4,136 21.1

940 saasal ratios, saved
priority- 6,239 22.1 4,213 25.4 4,122 22.2 4.077 21.7 2,0611 17.4 6,135 29.1 4,049 21.1

Media sears' reties, third
priority.. 1,277 24.4 4.531 24.4 6,162 32.2 4,020 25.6 3,040 23.13,11,1 19.4 4,165 23.1

145 hosral ratios, earth
priority* 1,122 0.4 3,235 17.7 3.541 111.2 3,3113 10.0 3,316 20.6 '11,270 9.1 2,717 14.3

Very too spool reties, filth
sad aistkpriorities 1,43 6.7 2,11110 11.0 2,460 12.7 3,200 174 3,014 23.7 1,231 0.9 2,254 11.7

Mattel 1.6 347 1.1 471 2.1 440 2.3 367 2.2 2111 1.4 463 2.4
14 spiel*, 1 0.7 131 0.7 222 1.1 101 1.0 147 0.1 437 0.7 236 1.2

Total realties -- ' 21 100.0 10,299 10.0 11.456 100.0 10,031 100.0 16.444 100.0 20,141 100.0 11,200 100.0
. .

MINIM / MAW 7-11, 7-13,
Na 7-11 . 107,111 13.1 105,190 96.1 90,391 17.1 100,273 Ws 101,111 11.0 102,2111 96.6 91,331 96.1

=mans 94119901110 11 1APPATIV1- 7.063 6.1 4.200 3.1 2 563 2.1 3.667 3. 1.305 1.0 3 624 3.4 3 404 3.1

TOTAL COMMITS 49911290I110 19M
AT119M4T1V1 STOATBOT 114.612 100.0 109.3011 100.0 100,114 100.0 103,140 100.0 106,462 100.0 105,912 100.0 102,739 100.0

*Is this tale eolseate Maria general reties. by respeoleate are eabised with priorities @sassed by royale/its.

k
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1 Table 7-16.--Comments of ratings savigaed by farmer, sad teachers to the alternative strategies*

Cements

Redirecting Regional
present resource ! Coaservatioa Notaral

, Couservstion Cross project Stets Regulstory performsace reaearce
' rpogromo cIace a raclo lesderpshi aii bonus contracts
Number Percent Nuiber Percent Number Pamela Number Percent ',sober Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Very high general reties, first
priority 1,588 31.6 536 13.6 553 12.9 713 16.9 424 11.9 1,569 33.6 1,011 24.7

Ugh general rating, second
priority 1,243 25.2 779 19.8 852 19.8 918 21.8 558 15.7 1,322 28.4 1,074 24.6

Medium general rating, third
priority -- 1,170 23.7 930 23.7 1,260 29.4 1,019 24.2 777 21.8 833 17.9 945 21.6

Lev.geseral reties, (earth
priority 445 9.0 714 18.2 797 13.6 707 16.8 669 18.8 429 9.2 578 13.2

Very for semen' rating, fifth
sad sixth priorities 458 9.3 922 23.4 737 17.2 795 18.9 1,084 30.4 473 10.1 409 13.9

Neutral .32 0.7 24 0.6 46 1.1 36 0.8 25 0.7 17 0.4 49 1.1

No opiates 23 0.5 28 0.7 45 1.0 28 0.7 23 0.7 17 0.4 40 0.9

Total rsukiar -47-29110.0 3,933 100.0 4,290 100.0 4,216 100.0 3,560 100.0 4,660 100.0 4,376 100.0

COMMITS IN TAIL'S 7-12, 7-14,

i
s4

ANO 7-16 22,448 93.0
ta) -,
4.' CONNINTS DISCU8810 IN NARRATIVR- 1,701 7.0

22,050

1,058

95.4

4.6

20,110

314

98.5

1.5

20,463

489

97.7

2.3

20,853

1,110

95.0

S.0

20,901

627

97.1

2.9

20,341

1,047

95.1

4.9

TOTAL CONANT. AMUSING TEL
ALITIMAT/VR STRAIN! 24,149 100.0 23,108 100.0 20,424 100.0 20,952 100.0 21,963 100.0 21,528 100.0 21,388 100.0

la this table comments sboviaglpmeral rating. assigned by respoadeats are combined with priorities assigned by respondents.

t
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fable 7 -17.- -the sitersative strste$ies reeked by decree of support or opposition

Degree of support
or eppositios first Reread third fourth fifth Sixth Seventh

Stroegiy support- Redirect present
programs

Sows Contracts Cross com-
plisace

State leader
ship

Regional
projects

Regulation

Support

fetal strosely support sod
support

Redirect present
prosreas

Restossl

projects

Vacua Cross com-
pliance

State leader -

ship
Contracts Repletion

Redirect present
prosraes

Somas Contracts lesions'
projects

Cross com-
pilaw*

Stste iesder-
ship.

*epistles

Oppose-

Strome ly oppose - -»

tots' oppose sad stronsly
oppose .

Regulation

Reguistios

Cross cos-
piisace

State leader-
ship

State ender-
shi

Cross coa-
t/ince

Contracts

Resiossl
projects

Resimml
projects

Contracts

bonus

Dome

Redirect present
programs

Redirect present
programs

Regulation Cross com-
pliance

State leader-
ship

Contracts Regions'
projects

Bonus Redirect present
programs

Source: table 7-11.
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Tsbls 7-18.--The el restive strategies masked by degree of support or opposition woes formers sod reacher'

Degree of support
or sppositioe r rot Second Third north fifth Sixth Seventh

Strongly support Redirect present
programs

loses Coutrects State lesder-
ship

Regional
projects

Cross
cenplisece

Regulation

Support Redirect present
progress

Resifts'
projects

Rams State lesder-
ship

Contracts Cross
couplisace

Resolution

Total strongly support end
support Redirect present

progress
bass Contracts Regions'

projects
Stste lesder-
ship

Cross car-
plisace

Regulstiou

Oppose Regulation Cross cos-
plisece

State leader-
ship

Contracts (T) Rational
projects (T)

bonus Redirect present
progress

Strougly oppose Cross cos- Regulstioa Regions' Stott leader- Coatrse

"1"........\.

'onus Redirect present
pliesce projects ship progress

Total oppose and strongly
oppose Regulation' Cross cos-

plisace
State leader-
ship

Notional

projects

Contacts bonus Redirect present
programa

Source: table 7-12.
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Table 1-19.--Perceived effectiveness reeking of the elterastive strategies

Degree of support
or opposition First locoed Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seveat%

Medium to very high
effectiveness:
VerFUTbeffectivestess is
settles commensals* oe the
load ..

110 effectiveness in settles
COMMetiOD on the teed

\11:41 40 effectiveness in getting

ossesestios on the lead

Bonus Redirect present Contrects Cross cosy
programs plicate

Beaus

Regioesolix,.

projects

Redirect present Costrscts Cross coo-
,

p regress plisses

Redirect present Stets louder- s.oaus

program , ship

Regutetios Regional
projects

Regional
--projects ship

Contracts

Stets louder-
ship

to leader- Regulation

Cross cos- Reguletiet
plisace

Lao effectiveness to iseffectivet
.4 Lao effectiveness is settle,

to
coastervetiee on the lead--- -

Very loci effectiveness in
settles cosservstioa on the
lend

Pot effective is getting con-
servatioa on the lend ---

Stets louder-
ship

Regional
projects

Stets louder- Reguletios
ship

Resole tioa Cross toe-
plisse.

Regulates' Crows cos
plisses

Cross coo- Re Iona
pliant. p Jects

State leader- Coe sets

ship

CoStrects

Coatrects

Regional
projects

Redirect proses Bonus
progress

Redirect present Bonus
progress

Boons Redirect present
programs

Source: table 7-13.
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fable 7-10.--ferceived effectiveness rookies of the alternative strategies among femora sod ranchers

Degree of sepport
or opposition first Second Third fourth fifth Sixth Seventh

tedium. to very high

Bonus Redirect present
programs

Bonus Redirect present
programs

Redirect present Regional
progress projects

Contracts

Contract

State leader-
skip

Cross coo-
pliancy

Region.:
projects

Bonne

Regulation

State leader-
eL4

Cross coo-
plisace

State leader-
ship

Cross
suplisoce

Contracts

Regional
"projects

Regulation

Regulation

effectiveness:
Very high effectiveness in
getting conservation on the
led

Nigh effectiveness is $ettia$
conservation on the laud

Medium effectiveness in gettieg
copservetion on the lend

Low effectiveness to ineffective:
Low effectiveness in getting
conservation.on the lead

Very low effectiveness in
getting conservation on the
land

Not.effective ia getting eft-
Gm:vette* on the .dad

Regional I

projects

Regulation

Regulation

State leader-
ship .

State leader-
ship

Cross COW.
pliancy

Cross com-
pliance

Cross cm-
plience

elation Redirect present Contracts
programs

Regional Coatracts
projects

State leader- Regioaal Contracts
ship projects

Bonus

Redirect present Bones
propene

Rome Redirect present
pressing

4

Source: table 7-14.



Tuttle 7-2l.General reties,* for the alternative strategies

Priority rating first Second Third rth fifth Stith Seventh

.Very high general rating, first
priority Redirect present

program
Room Contract. Croat com-

pliance
State 'alder-
ship

Regional
projects

Regulation

Risk general rating, second
priority Redirect preseet

program
'owes Contracts Regional

projects
Cross con-
plisace

Stet* leader-
ship

Regulation

Status general rating, third
priority

low general rating, fourth
priority

Regional
projorts

Regional
projects

Redirect present
programs

State leader-
ship

Stet* leader-
ship

Regulation

Contracts

Cross con-
Wince

Cross COO.
Wince

Contracts

SOCIOO

bonus

Regulation

Redirect present
program

Very low general rating, fifth a
and eighth priority Regulation ' State leader- Cross cm- Regional Contracts gonus Redirect present-

...4

i
/r-

ship plisse* projects program

va
*In this table cements shoving genera ratings assigned by respondents are combined with Priorities **signed by respondents.to

Source: table 7-15.
A
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Table 7.22.- - Ceders' ratings* made by formers and members for the alternstive strstegies

Pcierity rating

Very bigb senors" reties. first

First Second ?bird Fourth Fifth Sist4

.
Seventh

priority- -- - - --

'Nigh general rating. second
priority

Medium macro' reties, third

Redirect present
progress

Noma

loam

Redirect present
program

Contracts

Contracts

Stste !coder-
ship

State lesder-
ship

Regions'
projects

Regions'
projects

Cross cos-
plisse,

Cross com-
plisse,

Regulstio..

.Regulstioa

priority Steeps'
projects

Redirect present
programs

State lesder-
ship

CoatroctS ceCross cm-
plisse,

Bonus Regulation

Low seams' reties, fourth
priority-- Megiocol

projects
Cross com-
pliance

State leader-
ship

Regulation Contract Redirect present
programs

Bonus

Very low general ratios, fifth
end stab priority Regulation Cross cos- State lesder- Regions' Contracts Bonus Redirect present

1 plisse, ship projects program 1

8

17-

47 *1. this tibia cemests 'bowing seders' retinas ossigsed by respondents are combined witb priorities sssigoed by respondents.
Source: tibia 7-16.

I 0

1i 4
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Table 7-23.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number eercent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

individual- 956 39.0 976 39.8 263 10.7 256 10.4 2,451 100.0

Local government---- 911 53.3 491 28.7 94 5.5 213 12.5 1,709 100.0

Federal government-- 396 54.6 223 30.'8. 24 3.3 82 11.3 725 100.0
Environmental

groups 92 47.4 50 25.8 17 8.8 35 18.0 194 100.0
Farm organizations 113 54.8 53 25.7 16 7.8 24 11.7 206 100.0
All other 104 43.9 90 38.0 17 7.2 26 10.9 237 100.0

Total 2,572 46.6 1,883 34.1 431 7.8 636 11.5 5,522 100.0

Table 7-24.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 4,951 40.8 4,478 36.9 1,101 9.0 1,615 13.3 12,145 100.0
Local government---- 4,803 52.0 2,590 28.1 488 5.3 1,349 14.6 9,230 _100.0
Federal government-- 2,046 57.0 1,025 28.6 111 3.1 407 11.3 3-,589- 100.0

Environmental
groups - -- 258 54.5 125 26.4 31 6.6 59 12.5 473 100.0

Farm organizations-- 187 42.4 144 32.7 31 7.0 79 17.9 441 100.0
All other 367 50.5 217 29.9 29 4.0 113 15.6 726 100.0

Total 12,612 47.4 8,579 32.3 1,791 6.7 3,622 13.6 26,604 100.0



Table 7-25.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, South region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 5,151 39.1 5,573 42.3 1,228 9.3 1,221 9.3 13,173 100.0
Local government 4,523 55.4 1,986 24.3 758 9.3 894 11.0 8,161 100.0
Federal government 2,289 57.8 1,074 27.2 185 4.7 409 10.3 3,957 100.0
Environmental

groups 202 51.7 104 26.6 22 5.6 63 16.1 391 100.0
Far organizations 306 64.4 91 19.2 23 4.8 55 11.6 475 100.0
All other 453 46.1 330 33.5 82 8.3 119 12.1 984 100.0

Total 12,924 47.6 9,158 33.7 2,298 8.5 2,761 10.2 27,141 100.0

Table 7-26.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, West region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 1,173 38.9 951 31.5 450 14.9 442 14.7 3,010 100.0
Local government 1,532 48.3 639 20.1 480 15.1 523 16.5 3,174 100.0
Federal government 839 59.5 357 25.3 158 11.2 56 4.0 1,410 100.0
Environmental

groups 42 37.9 32 28.8 26 23.4 11 9.9 111 100.0
Farm organizations 46 39.0 34 28.8 23 19.5 15 12.7 118 100.0
All other 143 52.6 80 29.4 31 11,4 18 6.6 272 100.0

Total 3,775 46.6 2,093 25.8 1,168 14.4 1,065 13.2 8,101 100.0
4

100



Table 7-27.--Cross Compliance, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual- 654 26.1 597 23.8 704 28.1 551 22.0 2,506 100.0
Local government---- 606 36.5 438 26.4 231 13.9 386 23.2 1,661 100.0

Federal government-- 279 38.5 188 26.0 76 10.5 181 25.0 724 100.0

Environmental
groups 75 36.6 54 26.3 28 13.7 48 23.4 205 100.0

Farm organizations 76 36.3 57 27.3 28 13.4 48 23.0 209 100.0
All other 78 33.8 54 23.4 36 15.5 63 27.3 231 100.0

Total 1,768 31.9 1,388 25.1 1,103 19.9 1,277 23.1 5,536 100.0

Table 7-28.--Cross Compliance, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent limber Percent

Individual 2,961 22.3 3,410 25.7 3,956 29.8 2,936 22.2 13,263 100.0

Local government 3,043 32.6 2,235 23.9 1,740 18.6 2,325 24.9 9,343 100.0

Federal government 1,252 34.1 995 27.1 414 11.2 1,013 27.6 3,674 100.0

Environmental
group 236 51.6 115 25.2 26 5.7 80 17.5 457 100.0

Farm organizati.ons 126 28.7 108 24.6 86 19.6 119 27.1 439 100.0

All other 286 37.6 225 29.6 54 7.1 195 25.7 760 100.0

Total 7,904 28.3 7,088 25.4 6,276 22.4 6,668 23.9 27,936 100.0
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Table 7-29.--Cross Compliance, South region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

4

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percen\ Number Percent

Individual - -- 2,339 18.2 2,377 18.5 5,316 41.4 2,810 21.9 11,842 100.0
Local government---.2,078 25.7 1,589 19.6 2,504 30.9 1,927 23.8 8,098 100.0
Federal government-- 1,218 30.1 981 24.3 748 18.5 1,094 27.1 4,041 100.0
Environmental

groups 135 33.1 95 23.3 87 21.3 91 22.3 408 100.0

Farm organizations 129 24.2 107 20.0 173 32.4 125 23.4 534 100.0
All other 287 28.1 269 26.3 227 22.2 239 23.4 1,022 100.0

Total 6,186 23.0 5,418 20.1 9,055 33.6 6,286 23.3 26,945 100.0

Table 7-30.--Cross Compliance, West region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Suppor Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1

I

Indi.idual 564 17.2 770 i3.5 1,171 35.8 769 23.5 3,274 100.0
Local government 823 25.9 492 15.5 1,053 33.2 805 25.4 3,173 100.0
Federal government 514 35.4 341 23.5 198 13.6 400 27.5 1,453 100.0

Environmental
groups 36 32.7 33 30.0 13 11.8 28 25.5 110 100.0

Farm organizations 25 18.5 25 18.5 54 40.0 31 23.0 135 100.0
All other- 97 33.6 65 22.5 39 13.5 88 30.4 289 100.0

Total 2,059 24.4 1,726 20.5 2,528 30.0 2,121 25.1 8,434 100.0



Table 7 -31. --Regional Resource Project Approach, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent.

Individual 595 28.8 605 29.3 427 20.7 436 21.2 2,063 100.0

Local government 551 34.3 520 32.4 170 10.6 365 22.7 1,606 100.0
Federal government 254 37.1 213 31.1 38 5.6 179 26.2 684 100.0
Environmental

groups 74 37.7 . 76 38.8 17 8.7 29 14.8 196 100.0
Farm organizations-- 61 31.5 73 37.6 15 7.7 45 23.2 194 100.0
All other 56 26.9 81 39.0 19 9.1 52 25.0 208 100.0

Total 1,591 32.1 1,568 31.7 686 13.9 1,106 22.3 4,951 100.0

Table 7-32.--Regional Resource Project Approach, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondrnt type

Strongly
support

Percent

'Support Oppose
Strongly
oppose Total

Number Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual
t.

2,664 23.7 3,549 31.6 2,271 20.2 2,755 24.5 11,239 100.0
Local government 2,841 32.3 2,673 30.4 956 10.9 2,323 26.4 8,793 100.0

Federal government 1,054 30.0 1,228 35.0 214 6.1 1,014 28.9 3,510 100.0
Environmental

groups- 169 38.7 150 34.3 22 5.0 :. 96 22.0 437 100.0
Farm organizations 122 29.1 120 28.7 76 18.1 ''101 24.1 419 100.0
All other 213 29.3 269 37.0 27 3.7 218 30.0 727 100.0

Total 7,063 28.1 7,989 31.8 3,566 14.2 6,507 25.9 25,125 100.0

.11
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Table 7 -33.- -Regional Resource Project Approach, South region:

summary of comments expressing support or opposition'

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number PerCent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

individual- 2,307 21.9 2,732 , 26.0 3,037 28.8 2,449 23.3 10,525 100.0
Local government---- 1,997 26.2 1,917 25.1 1,517 19.9 2,196 28.8 7,627 100.0
Federal government-- 1,049 27.1 1,162 30.1 426 11.0 1,227 31.8 3,864 100.0
Environmental

groups - -- 130 35.0 99 26.7 42 11.3 100 27.0 3711P 100.0
Farm organizations 141 28.8 127 25.9 118 24.1 104 21.2 490 100.0
All other 268 28.1 349 36.6 128 13.5 208 21.8 953 100.0

Total- 5,892 24.7 6,386 26.8 5,268 22.1 1,284 26.4 23,830 100.0

Table 7-34.--Regional Resource Project Approach, West region;
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual- 657 24.3' 739 27.3 649 24.0 662 24:4 2,707 100.0
Local government---- 959 32.2 695 23.3 606 20.4 719 24.1 2,979 100.0
Federal government-- 448 32.2 424 30.5 95 6.9 423 30.4 1,390 1000
Environmental

groups 33 31.1 32 30.2 10 9.4 31 29.3 106 100.0
Farm organizations 30 26.6 31 27.4 14 12.4 38 33.6 113 100.0
All other 93 35.6 86 33.0 20 7.6 62 23.8 261 100.0

Total -- 2,220 29.4 2,007 26.6 1,394 18.4 1,935 25.6 7,556 100.0
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Table 7- 35.- -State Leadership, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type .

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose , Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 587 26.5 516 23.3 589 26.5 525 23.7 2,217 100.0
Local government 568 35.4 432 26.9 195 12.2 410 25.5 1,605 100.0

Federal government 168 23.8 214 30.4 77 10.9 246 34.9 705 100.0
Environmental
groups 70 36.3 54 28.0 18 9.3 51 26.4 193 10.-0

Firm organizations '70 35.5 53 26.9 23 11.7 51 25.9 197 100.0
AU other J... 86 39.3 79 36.1 13 5.9 41 18.7 219 100.0

'Total 1,549 30.2 1,348 26.2 915 17.8 1,324 25.8 5,136 100.0

Table 7-36.--State Leadership, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

kespondet type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 3,231 27.5 3,261 27.7 2,766 23.5 2,510 21.3 11,768 100.0
Local government - - -- 3,418 38.2 2,330 26.0 1,061 11.8 2,145 24.8 8,954 100.0
Federal government-- 1,062 29.7 1,158 32.4 377 10.5 978 27.4. 3,575 100.0
Environmental

groups- 188 41.7 128 28.4 42 . 9.3 93 20.6 451 100.0
Faro organizations-- 147 34.2 126 29.3 72 16.7 85 19.8 430 100.0
All other- 271 37.1 262 35.8 35 4.8 163 22.3 731 100.0

Total 8,317 32.1 7,265 28.0 4,353 16.8 5,974 23.1 25,909 100.0
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Table 7-37.--State Leadership, Soutlriegion:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition'

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Vumber Percent Number Percent

Individual = 2,030 18.3 2,263 20.3 3,951 35.5 2,880 25.9 100.0-
Local government---- 1,836 23.4 1,387 17.6 2,288 29.1 2,350 29.9

.11,124
7,861 100.0

Federal government-- 653
Environmental

16.2 823
. .

20.4 913 22.6 1,646 40.8
.

4,035 . .100.0

groups 119 31.1 89 232 66 17.2 109 28.5 383 100.0
Farm organization 145 280 99 19.6 140 28.9 115 '22.8 505 100.0
W11 other- 272 278 258 26.3 216 22.1 233 k23.8 979 100.0

Total 5,055' 20.3 4,919 19.8 7,580 30.4 7,333 29.5 24,887 100.0

Table 7t38.--State Leadership, West region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
,*.support Support Oppose oppose Total

4.
Respondent type Nudber Perkent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 663 24.1 800 29.0 684 24.8 609 22.1 2,756 100.0
Local government 1,046 34.8 642 21.3 655 21.8 667 22.1 3,010 100.0
Federal government 372 26.0 365 25.5 189. 13.2 506 35.3 1,432 100.0
Environmental

groups 28 24.8 20 17.7 25 22.1 40 35.4 113 100.0
Farm organizations 29 24.8- 31 26.5 15 12.8 42 35.9 117 100.0
All other 97 36.1 85 31.6 31 11.5 56 20.8 269 100.0

Total 2,235 29.0 1,943 25.2 1,599 20.8 1,921 25.0 7,698 100.0
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Table 7-39.-Regulatory Emphtsis, Northeast RegioL ,

summary of comments expressing support or opposition '

4_ ,$

4

Respondent type

Strongly -Stiongly
Support Support Oppose oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

.

Individual 449 18.3 512 20.9 829 33.8 660 27.0 2,450 100.0
Local government 414 - 24.5 338 20.0 399 21.6 538 31.9 1,689 100.0
Federal governpent 161 21.9 167 22.7 172 23.4 235 32.0 735. 100.0
Environmental

groups '' 56 29.6 31 16.1 38 19.7 -4. 68 35.2 ' 193 100.0
Farm organizations- 56 26.4 47 22.2 40 18.9 69 32.5 212 100.0
All other -- 50 22.5 61 27.5 36 16.2 75 33.8 222 100.0

4/- Total 1,186 21.6 1,156 21.0 1,514 27.5 1,645 29.9 5,501 100.0

0-
%0

Table 7-40.--Regulatory Emphasis, idwest Region:
summary of comments expressing sup rt or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent iNumber Percent Number Percent

Individual 2,180 17.4 2,596 20.7 4,394 35.1 '31,

361 26.8 12,531 100.0
Local government 2,380 26.9 2,001' 22.6 1,862 21.1 2,598 29.4 8,841 100.0

Federal government 835 23.7 855 24.3 544 15.51 1,282 16.5 3,516 100.0
Environmental
.groups 170 38.8 111 25.3 42 9.6 115 26.3 438 100.0

Farm organizations 99 22.5 90 20.5 -118 26.9 132 30.1 439 100.0
All other 173 24.1 177 24.6 104 14.5 265 36.8 719 100.0

Total 5,837 22.0 5,830 22.0 7,064 26.7 7,753 29.3 26,484 4100.0
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Table 7:41.--Regtilatory Emphasis, South Region:
summary of consents poressing'sdpport or opposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type ""Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 1,594 12.9 1,741 14.1 6,086 c 49.1 2,964 23.9 12,385 100.0
Local government 1,346 15.9 1,180 14.0 3,843 45.6 2,066 24.5 8,435 100.0
Federal government 616 14.6 746 17-7 1,484 35.3 1,364 32.4 4,210 100.0
Environmental

groups 90 20.9 82 19.1, 140. 32.6 118 27.4 430 100.0
Farm organizations 93 17.7 79 15.1 205 39.1 . 147 28.1 524 100.0
All other 175 16.9 232 22.4 353 34.2 274 26.5 1,034 100.0

*

Total 3,914 14.5 4,060 15.0 12011 44.8 6,933 25.7 27,018 100.0

Po
Table 7-42.-7Regulatory Emphasis, West Region:

summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type

Strongiy
support Support Oppose

- Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 427 r4.1 542 18.0 1,206 39.9 847 28.0 3,022 100.0
Local government 622 19.6 500 15.7 1,183 37.3 871 27.4 3,176, 100.0
Federal government 314 21.2 267 18.0 362 24.5 537 36.3 - 1,480 100.0
Environmental '

,.

groups 25 21.6 25 21.6 32 27.5 34 29.3 116 100.0'

Farm organizations '25 18.7 20 14.9 53 39.5 36 26.9 134 100.0
All other -0- 60 19.6 49 16.0 88 28.8 109 35.6 306 100.0

Total- , 1,473 17.9 1,403 17.0 2,924 ' 35.3 2,434 29'.6 8,234 100.0
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Respondent type

Individual
Local government--
Federal savernment
Environmeital
groups

Farm organization
1 other

1MS

Table 7-43.--Conservation Performance. Bonus, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

SStrongly
Oppose

Strongly
oppose TotalOUPPOrt upport

Number Percent Number Percent Number ?ercent, Number Percent Number Percent

873 38.5 773 34.1 319, 14:1 301 13.3 2,266 100.0

848 53.2 364 22.8 116 7.3 267 16.7 1,595 100.0

326 46.7 202 28.9 35 5.1 !35 19.3 698 100.0

116 58.3 37 18.6 16 8.0 30 15.1 199 100.0

131 66.2 30' 15.2 8 4.0 29 14.6 198 100.0

101 .45.3 75 - 33.6 15 6.7 32 14.4 223 100,0

2,395 46.3 1,481 .28.6 509 9.8 794 15.3 5,179 100.0

4

Table.7-44.--Conservation Performance BonusHidwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or Apposition

Strongly
support Support Oppose

. Strongly
oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent .Number- Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 4,885 40.5 3,710 30.8 1,611 13.4 1,854 15.3 12,060 100.0
Local government 5,062 56.6 1,956 21.9 585 6.5 1,340 15.0 8,943 100.0

Federal governmentnr 1,936 53.9 932 2.6 153 4.3 569 15.8 3,590 100.0

Environmental
. groups 263 57.3 103 22.4 38 8.3 55 12.0 459 100.0

Farm organizations 200 47.6 102 24.3 39 9.3 79 18.84 420 100.0

All other 383 51.9 213 28.9 35 4.7 107 14.5 738 100.0

.Totil 12,729 48.5 7,016 26.8 2,461' 9.4 4,004 ' 15.3 26,210 100.0
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nr



Individual
Local government --

Federal goverqment
Environmental

82u1"6"-
Farm organizations
All other

Total

Table 7.-45.--Conservittion Performfnce Bonus; South region:
summary of comments expressing support'or oppoiition

Strongly
support Support '

- ..
Oppose'

. ~SS

Strongly
oppose ' Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Nuibie Percent Number Percent .

. .

4;192 17.9 3,069 27.7 2,213 20.0 1,598 14.4 11,072 100.0
T0 49.8 1,587 20.8 855 - 11.2 1,393 18.2 7,645 100.0

1',855 47.4 996 25.4 287 7.3 778 19.9 3,916 100.0

203 53.6 e5 22.4 12 3.2 79 20.8 379' 100.0

228 47.0 123 .25.4 59 12.2 75 15.4 485 100.0

407 41.3 306 31.0 103 10.5 170 17.2 986 100.0

10,695 43.7 6,166 25.2 3,529 14.4 4,093 16.7 24,483 100.0

,

(boTable 7-46.--Conservat n Performance .Bonus, West region:
summary of comments expressidg sfipport or opposition

Respondent type

Strongly
support Support OppOse

Strongly
oppose

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

MM.

. . , .

Individual- 1,04 37.5 909 30.8 426 14.4 509 17.3
Local government - - -- 1,453 48.3 601 20.0 467 15.5 48/ 16.2

Federal government-- 700 49.8 ' 411 29.2 53 3.8 2 2 17.2
Environmental
groups 60 55.6 21 *19.4 10 9.3 17 15.7

Farm organizations 57 48.3 25 21.2 14 11.9 22 18.6
All other 134 47.3 81 28.6 24 8.5 44 15.6

Total 3,508 44.6 2,048 26.0 994 12.6 1,323 16.8

Total

Number Percent

.

2,948 100.0
3,010 100.0
1,406 100.0

108 100.0
118 100.0
283 100.0

7,873 100.0 20 1
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Table 7=47.--Natural Resource Contracts, Northeast region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

vv. -0

Strongly.
--support Support-- --Oppose --

Strongly

- -- -oppose

Respondent type Number Percent 441mber Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 611 29.6 484 23.5 507 24.6 459 22.3
Loial-government 572 35.9 350 21.9 268. 16.8 406 25.4
Federal government 208 . 29.8 175 25.1 73 10.5 241 34.6
Environmental

groups 79 40.9 46 23.8 26 13.5 42 21:8
Farm organizations-,- 86 43.4 52 26.3 19 9.6 41 20.7
All other' 65 31.0 56 26.7 32 15.2 57 27.1 .

4
Total 1,621 32.7 1,163 23.5 925 18.7 1,246 25.1

w

Total

Number Percent

2,061 100.0

1,596 100.0
697 100.0

193 ,100.0

. 198 100.0

210. 100.0

4,955 100.0

Table 7-48.
summary

--Natural Resource Contracts, Midwest region:
of comments expressing support or opposition

.Respondent type

Strongly
support

Ntimber Percent

Support ISpose ,

Number Percent Number 'Percent 'cumber Percent Number Percent

Strongly
oppose Total

Individual 3,380 29.8 2,969 26.2 2,302 20.3 2,693 23.7 11,344 100.0

Local government 3,574 40.2 2,184 24.6 965 10.9 2,156 24.3 8,879 100.0

Federal government 1,291 36.5 1,041 29.5 265 7.5 933 26.5 3,530 In.0
Environmental

groups 195 43.1 102 22.6 50 11.1 105 23.2 452 100.0

Farm organizations- - 157 36.6 92 21.5 79 18'.4 . 101, 23.5 429 100.0

All other 274 38.2 224 31.2 48k 6.7 171 23.9 717 100.0

Total 8,871 35.0 6,612 26.1 3,709 14.6 6,159 24.3 25,351 100e0
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Table 7 -49.'- Natural Resource Contracts, South region:
Summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type

Strongly
support Support Oppose

'Number

Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 2,896 26.9 2,391 22.2 3,229 30.0 2241 20.9 10,757 100.0
Local government 2,734 34.9 1,472'' 18.8 1,793 22.9 1,838 23.4 7,837 100.0
Federal governhini 1,243 31.1 945 23.7 662 16.6 1,141 28,6 3,991 100.0
Environmental

.

groups J, 158 41.3 89 23.3 53 13.9 82 21.5 382 100.0
Far, 'organizations- 168 35.8 107 22.8 90 19.2 104 22:2 469 100.0

'All other----4 - - --- - 299 31.0 261 27.0 .170 17.6 235 24.4 965 100.0

Total 7,498 3017 5,265 21.6 5,997 24.6 5,641 23.1 24,401 1'00.0

J
1

Table 7 -50. -- Natural Resource Contracts, West region:

summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Respondent type'

!trongly
support Support Oppose

Strongly
oppose Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Individual 4 754 26.8 752 26.8 641 22.8 664 23.6 2,811 100.0
Local government - - -- 1,036----J148 553 18.6 659' 22.2 724 24.4 2,972 100.0
Federal government-- 522 37:2---- 379 . 27.0 128 9:1 '375 26.7 1,404 100.0
Environmental ---Z,

groups '53 47.3 25 2 13' 11.6 21 18.8 112 100.0
Farm organizations 41 35.0 36 30.8 14 12.0 26 22.2 117 100.0
All other 95 35.7 77 i 29.0 29 10.9 65 24.4 266 100.0

Total 2,501 32.6 1,822 2317 1,484 19.3 1,875 24.4 71,682 100.0
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Chapter 8 - Alternatives, Objectives, and Activities

. .

USDA, through the RCA process, identified seven areas\of concern for soil,

e

water, and related resources and proposed conservatio objectives for each.
The Department also proposed strategies that might b used to implement the
national soil and water conservation program. Thei strategies include two

4(organizational refinements--redirecting present pr 1grams and expanding state
leadership; two incentives -- conservation bonuses anes uatural resource con-
tracts; two disincentives--cross compliance and'regulation; and a region-

,

alized approach to problem solving.

Preceding chapters discuss the public'i-Comments on the acceptability of the
proposed strategies, their judgments. -on the importance of soil and water
conservation objectives; and their preferred kinds of activities. Most
respondents address strategies and objectives. individually, expressing sup-
port or opposition without commenting on which strategies would be most
effective in achieving each of the RCA objectives. Other respondents comment
on the acceptability of a strategy or suggest adopting valious combinations
of strategies. Those comments are analyzed in chapter 7.

Comments saying which strategies and activities might best achieve specific
objectives are analyzed in this chapter. Although many comments (168,147)
address the relationship between alternatives, objectives, and activities,
most of these comments (74 percent) express opinions on the effectiveness
of the strategies in achieving conservation goals in general. The remaining
comments discuss specific R goals in terms of program administration (both
funding and which level of vernment should be responsible for carrying
out the - programs), choic etween the use of incentives and disincentives
and between voluntary and mandatory programs, and specific conservation
practices and policies that might be used to accomplish the objectives.. Less
than 1 percent of the comments link specific strategies with specific RCA
objectives. .

Some respondents comment that they were not given enough information about
the programs and proposed strategies to adequately relate the strategies and
conservation objectives. Others can see no clear connection between strategies
and objectives. These comments and the small number of responses addreising
the relationship between strategies and objectives may indicate a need for
USDA to clarify how the strategies would achieve the objectives.

Because the total number of responses received during the RCA public review
period was large, the responses were coded for computer processing. Comments
relating alternatives, objectives, and activities were coded in different
ways, making it difficult to identify all of them. Analysts attempt d to
retrieve these comments using the topic code comment code combinatio s;
however, many of them could have been retrieved only by reading the riginal

letters.
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Alternative Strategies

The alternative strategies themselves are analyzed in detail in chapter 7.
This sectiun analyzes those comments that specify alternatives to meet each
of the RCA objectives. Table 8-1 displays the preferences of the respondents
in using.the alternatives to meet the resource objectives. Table 7-2 (page
7-2) shows comments rating the strategies' effectiveness in getting conservation
on the land.

Redirecting present conservation programs is the preferred alternative for
meeting most of the resource objectives. Respondents favor linking programs
more closely to soil and water conservation objectives, phasing out programs
that duplicate services or do not contribute to meeting the objectives,
implementing conservation practices more' effectively, and offering programs
that will pay off for the farmer. Those who support redirection are also
concerned about excessive government involvement and prefer the voluntary
nature of present programs.

0

State leadership is ranked as the second most favored alternative in achieving
specific conservation objectives. Most comments, however, say that giving
the state an expanded role in a program that involves national leadefhip and
local responsibility is preferable to giving leadership of the program to the
states. State leadership might fragment the RCA process into 50 different
efforts and would.not ensure that national priorities in.soil and water
conservation were addressed, according to some respondents.

Conservation performance bonuses arealso seen as highly effective. However,
some respondents think that bonuses would be too difficult to administer and.
would give'recipiedts an fair advantage over farmers who could not afford
to use conservation pract . Generally, however, respondents support the
use of incentives to encourage conservation.

Natural resource contracts are vie00 as being the most difficult strategy to
administer and as involving too much bureaucracy. Respondents are concerned
that the Universal Soil loss Equation would be used to measure soil loss and
that it would not serve as an accurate base for payment.

The cross compliance strategy is seen as another form of regulation; it has
less support than most other strategies. Respondents say that short tern
emergency programs should not be tied to long range conservation programs.
Some say that cross compliance would put.a financial burden on farmers who
could not participate in oommodity support programs because they Could not
afford to invest in conservation practices. Other respondents think that
this alternative might work for farms producing supported commodities but
that At ignores livestock producers.

0

Regulation is generally the least favored alternative. The major objections
are that regulation reduces landowners' rights and limits production choices,.
and therefore would be unacceptable to armers and landowners. In addition,

regulation is rated least effective In getting conse at ion on the land. Of

those who support a regulatory approach, most are con erned that voluntary
programs are ineffective in meeting conservation goal Although these

8-2
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Table 8-1.: -Preferred strategies to achieve the objectives, by number and percent

Resources and
objectives

Redirect Regiostil Conservation Natural
&emit Cross . resource State performance resource
regree_ complicate projects leadership Regulation bonus contracts Total

No. Pct. No.. Pct. . No. Pct. , So. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Soil resource quantity and
Quality:

',dace soil erosion 19 25 11

Retain prime farmland 50 20 26
Maintain soil quality 17 31 7
Improve rangeland
Other 32 20 21

Total

pater euslityt

118 22* 65

Reduce toxic pollutants 10 19 5
Riptidee adverse impact of
organic.vaate 15 33 fr.--

Rintnize nutrient
pollution 12 28 7

Reduce salinity 9 21 6

co
1

Reduce sedMment ..
Other.

24

36
16

15

20
29

ca Total .. 153---i0 73

15 S 7 6

10 39 15 41

.13 4 7 4

-- -- --
13 20 13 23
12 68 13 74

9 7 13 10'

13 5 11 -. 4

16 3 7 6

14 9 21 10
201514 22

12' 37 15 40
13 83 14 90

)
Water supply and conger- '

)...., ..,..

Increase irrigation
efficiency 14 34 , 6

Realists. water supplies - -- 14 2$ 9,

Other- 14 23 101
Totals 42 28* 25

)

Fish and wildlife babitati
.

Reduce loss of wetlasda--- 11 22 5
Increase instresm flows--- --
Improve wildlife babikat- 15 32 6
Otber 2$ 18 19

Total 54 21* 30

208

15 8
18 5

17 10

17 23

10 5

--

13 4
12 23
12 32 ,,

20
10

17

5

7 t

10

15 22

10 9
-- --
9 7

IS 25

13 41

A

8
16

7

15

10

39
4

'7- 1

16

13

15

7

100

10

19

32
16

--
24

25

13

30
--
15

5

26
2

--

22

7

10
4
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Tale 8-1.--Prdferrel strategies to achieve the objectives, by number sad percent--Continued
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resnondents are few in number, they suggest many different ways in which
farmers and landowners should be regulated.

Regional resource projects are not strongly supported. Respondents think
that ICA shduld address the conservation-problems of all regions, not just
the most severe problems in some regions. They think that thiA strategy
would favor areas of greater agricultural importance. Comments supporting a
regional approach emphasize the benefits in resource management if regional
and area projects were-combined.

Soil Resource Objectives

A total of 4,608 comments address strategies and activities for achieving
soil resource objectives. Comments addressing specific combinations of
strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs over all other'
strategies to achieve the soil resource objectives. The most frequent request
concerning redirection is for more and better technical and financial assis-
tance for conservation application. Sunh.requests make up more than 17
percent of these comments on soil resources. .0f the comments related to
funding, 38 percent call for more cost sharing funds for soil resource problems.

In particular, respondents want funding increased for drainage, lime, long
term vegetative cover, conservation tillage, erosion control', fertilizers,
soil surveys, cover crops, and clearing to improve pasture and cropland.

Most comments addressing the delivery system for a soil resources program say
that primary responsibility'for implementing the program should be given to
the local level (individuals,'soil conservation districts, and ASC county
committees) and that technical and financial assistance should be provided by
the federal government. Comments on program structure at the federal level
oppose the creation of a "super agency" and suggest that USDA cooperate more

= closely with other Departments, such as HUD, DOT, and USDI. For example, HUD
and 'DOT programs should not encourage housing and highway development on
prime farmland. In addition, agencies_should be organized along functional
lines to eliminate interprogram and intraprogram duplication.

-

The laigest group of comments (1,131) addresses regulation. Most of these

' advocate keeping soil programs voluntary -and encouraging soil conservation
through economic incentives. Comments on retaining prime and unique farmland,
however, support more regulation of land use through local zoning and land
rise control's.

Water Quality Objectives

A total of 1,654 comments address strategies and activities that relate to
water quality objectives. The comments addressing specific combinations of
strategies and objectives generally favor redirecting present programs to
achieve the water quality objectives. Three percent of the comments addressing

water quality suggest new programs for streambank protection, cleaning up
lakes, and reducinenonpoint source pollution. Five percent say that cost

share funding should -be increased. Another 5 percent say that the worst
water quality problems should be solved first.
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Of the comments on water quality, IS percent suggest combining agencies to
administer the programs. More than half of these favor some consolidation of
the technical, financial, and educational programs that are duplicated among
agencies. Respordents also want USDA to cooperate more closely with MI and
EPA.

Another IS percent of the comments address the level of government that
should be responsible for meeting the objectives. Of these comments, 63 i

percent say that state government should be involved in iwproving water
quality.

The largest group of comments (315) addresses regulation. Of these, 54 per-
cent call for more regulations and stronger and more consistent enforcement
of existing laws, even though the regulatory emphasis is not a highly preferred
alternative strategy.

Water Supply and Conservation Objectives

A total of 1,036 comments address strategies and activities that relate to
water supply and water conservation objectives. Comments addressing specific
combinations of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programp
to achieve the.objectives. Ten percent of the comments on water supply say
that additional federal funding,is needed to increase and conserve supplies.
Only 18comments address the organizational structure of water supply programs
at the federal leve', and four of these say that programs should be adminis-
tered through existing agencies.

Of the comments relating to.program redirecti , 25 percent encourage ground
water recharge; 21 percent want programs redi ected to build more damp,
lakes, and levees; 15 percent suggest improving water delivery'and importing
waterin water-short regions from regiohs of oversupply; and 10 percent
suggest improving irrigation efficiency: Other comments suggest expanding
the water supply by dredging old ponds, installing water recycling glints,
installing pressure reducing valves in homes and industry, desalinization,
and monitoring water use.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Objectives f
.

A total of 1,680 comments address strategies and activities that relate to
fish and wildlife habitat objectives. Comments addressing specific,combina-
tions of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs:to
achieve the resource objectives. ,

.

Of the comments relating to redirection, 26 percent say that conservation
practices are the best approach to improving fish and wildlife habitat; 20
percent say that past practices and policies have caused current problems in
fish and wildlife habitat and suggest that they be revised to solve the
problems. Of the comments on funding, 37 percent call for increasing federal
funds. Of the comments on program responsibility, 44 percent say thaothe
state should be involved in program implementation.

8-6
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Upstream flood Damage Objectives

A total of 1,605 comments address strategies and activities thatrelate to
flood damage objectives. Comments addressing specific combinations of strate-
gies and objectives favor redirecting present programs to achieve the objec-
tives. Of the comments relating to redirection, 50 percent say that programs
should be redirected to build more dams, lakes, and levees. Ten percent say

''.ihat building, cropping,t and energy development should be prohibited on flood
plains.

Of the comments on funding, 38 percent call fot increasing federal funds to
reduce flood damages; 52 percent say that federal funding on flood plains
should be limited to grasslands. Some respondents think that responsibility
should rest with local governments.

Energy Conservation and Production Objectives

Only 911 comments address strategies and activities that relate to energy
production and conservation objectives. Comments addressing specific combi-
nations of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs to
achieve the energy objectives. Of the comments relating to redirection, 32
pfrcent encourage use of no-till farming methods to reduce energy use and
suggest that no-till or conservation tillage be required on lands with slopes

--over 8 percept. Sixteen percent say that crop residues should not be used
for energy production because residues left on the land improve soil quality.

Of/the comments on energy conservation funding, 68 percent call for increasing
-federal funds to meet the objectives. Of the comments on federal organization
for program development, 36 percent say that energy production and conservation
should be handled by DOE.

Related Resource Objectives

Only 569 comments address strategies and activities for related resource
objectives. Comments addressing specific Combinations of strategies and
objectives favor a regulatory approach to solving the resource problems.
They say that local land use controls such at planning and zoning are neces-
sary in preventing urbanization of farmland. Of the comments on related
resource funding, 57 percent call for increasing/federal funds to meet the
objectives.

Conservation Activities

About 12,000 comments.(170 different comment Cones) address specific conser-
vation activities in relation to achieving the resource objectives. Most of

these comments deal with program funding and conservation practices. Overall,

3,770 respondents say that the proposed RCA activities to meet the objectives
are adequate, while 2,499 respondents say that the activities will'not meet

the objectives. Comments on specific conservation activities are more fully
discussed in chapter 6.

8-7
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Summary

Only 2;204 comments, a tiny fraction of the 1.5 million comients received,
link specific strategies with specific RCA objectives. It is hard to draw
any conclusion from such a small group.

The fact that so few respondents comment on the relationship between strate-
gies and objectives indicates, however, that USDA needs to more clearly
explain how a given strategy works in reaching an objective. for instance,
to achieve the water quality objectives, setting water quality standards and
meeting them through, regulation may be the only suitable approach. If respon-
dents cannot then support regulation, they need to -know and accept that the
water quality objectives cannot satisfactorily be met. These relationships
need to be clearly spelled out in the next draft of the RCA report.

Of the 166,000 comments dealing with general relationships among the alter-
natives, objectives, and activities, more favor redirecting existing programs
to meet the conservation objectives than any other strategy. Most comment*
support increasing funding. phasing out programs that duplicate services, and
linking programs mote closely to soil and water conservation objectives.
They call for programs that are flexible; voluntary, and provide incentives
for encouraging conservation. Many say that programs must offer economic
benefit to farmers before farmers will accept them.

4
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Chapter 9 - USDA and Its Agencies

Chapter 9 discusses the comments that relate to USDA and its agencies that have
programs and activities for conserving soil, water, and related resources. Simi-

lar comments are grouped, and differences between regions and'respondent types
are noted. Comments'relating to a single agency are preiented independently.

RCA program development should be based on an understanding of what the
publiE perceives is needed and desirable as well,ps on resource appraisal. A
program designed around resource needs, tempered by concerns expressed through
public participation, and implemented by agencies that are sensitive to the
wishes Of their constituencies will have a high degree of acceptance and
effectiveness. This chapter will provide help in designing such a program.

The Scope of the Response

Nationwide, 18,741 comments deal with USDA and its agencies. Of these com-
ments, 45 percent come from' the South, 28 percent from the Midwest, 18 per-

. cent from the Northeast, and 9 percent from the West. Responses are in the
following forms:

Number of Percentage-

Form of response _responses of comments
Personal letter k 4,485 38

Structured response form % - . 3,588 30

Nonstructured response form 2,054 17

petition - -- 1,590 14

Other 139 1

Total 11,856 100
s

Most of the respondents,78 percent, are individuals. Respondents repre-
senting state and local governments make up 12 percent of the total; farm
organizations, 1 percent; and environmental groups, 1 percent. Table 9-1
shows the distribution of the total response by type of respondent and RCA
region. Table 9-2 shows the regional distribution of the response on each
agency. The comments are directed to the various agencies'as follows:

Numbeeof Percentage

Agedtry comments of comments

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation. -4S,4;, .

Service (ASCS) 6,514 35 . '`

Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives
Service (ESCSI --- 42 *

Farmers Home Adbinistration (PENA)
Forest Service (FS)

375

329
2

2

- i
Science and Education Administration (SEA) 253 1

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 5,515 29

Council on on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Office 4.-

of Management and Budget (OMB) 17 * of

Secretary of Agriculture 136 1

Other/all USDA agencies - -- 5,560 30

Total 18-,741 100

*Less than 0.5 percent.
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;IF Table 9-1.--Comments on USDA agenCifts, by respondent
type and Ro region

Resilondengtype Northeast iikdwest South West Unknown Total

Academic 5 0 11 0 0 16

Agribusiness 1 11 28 2 0 42
Business/industry 11 0 30 0 0 41
Otyicisocial 0 2 58 1 0 61.

Coimodity 20 9 41 46 0 116

de Environmental 40 32 id.' 42 17 0 131
Farm organization 54 39 65 46 - 0 204
Federal government--- 232 281 459 151 ° 0 .1,123
Individual 2,395 4,220 6,774 1,139 17 14,545
Industry/trade group- 7 3 5 n 0 15

Labor organization 0 0 0 0 0 ....

Local government 385 511 748 304 3 1,951
Minority organization- 0 0 80 0 0 80
State government 147 .63 106 39 0 355
Youth organization--- 1 1 9 0 0 11

Other groups 2 6n 7 1 0 16

Other- 0 17 0 17 0 34

'Total 3,330 5,195 8,463 1,763 20 18,741

4

Table 9- 2.-- Comments on USDA agencies, percentige distribution
by RCA region

Agency

RCA region
A

Northeast Midwest South West Total

ASCS 17 34 43 6
.

.100

ESCS 26 . 19 50 5 100

FaHA 32 20 41 7 100'

FS 55 12 24 9 100

SEA 38 24 34 4 100

SCS 19 24 44 13 100

OEQ/OMB 29 53 6

141

100

Secretary ofAgriculture 27 18 13 100

Other/All USDA agencies 13 25 52 10 10Q

All comments on .

agencies 18 28 45 9 '100
Nonmetropolitan popu-

lation 24 31 31 14 100

9-2

2 I.



Agricultural Stabilization and conservation Service (ASCS)

Nationwide, 6,514 comments relate directly to ASCS. Host deal with organiza-
tion, 26 percentacceptability, 15 percent; funding, 15 percent; effective-
ness, S percent;.or staffing, 3 percent. The other 36 percent are listed in
the appendix.

Organization.--Of 1,637 comments, 97 percent say that ASCS's present delivery
system is satisfactory, about 2 percent advocate consolidating ASCS functions
with those of other USDA agencies, and 1 percent advocate fine tuning
existingISCS programs. The Northeast and Midwest respondents, while
favoring the present organizational arrangement, had the highest percentage
fav4ring change--12 percent and 9 percent, respectively.

Acceptability.--Of 923 comments regarding acceptability of ASCS programs, 97
percent indicate that ASCS programs have medium to high acceptability to
landusers and the general public. Only 3 percent indicate low to very low
acceptability.

Funding.--Of 915 comments, nearly all say that increased funding would help
achieve conservation goals.

Effectiveness.--Of 282 comments, 90 percent say that ASCS programs have
medium to high effectiveness in achieving conservation goals and 10 percent
say that ASCS is ineffectite or is not very effective.

=sr

Staffing.--Of 178comments, 84 percent say that an increase in staffing
assistance is needed and 16 percent say that staffing assistance should be
decreased or that the agency's employees are inept.

Following are a few excerpts from responses about ASCS:

"Believe the present ASC Committee system is the most effective method
of administering Federal soil and water conservation programs. If funded
properly, ACP, with technical assistance from SCS could accomplish RCA."

"County committees should have more flexibility in developing local ACP
program in consultation with Soil and Water Conservation Districts."

"ASCS and SCS are good programs but they are always run with insuffi-
cient funds."

"I feel the farm programs should be le4.t as they are, but there should
be more money for programs."

"The place to start in my opinion is with the time proven, locally
elected, county committees."

"The ASCS with offices in nearly every county in this nation is pres-
ently organized and trained to administer conservation programs."

9-3
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Economics, Statistics, and Copperatives Service (ESCS)

Nationwide, only 42 comments relate to ESCS. Fourteen deal with organi-
zation, eight with funding, and five with acceptance. The other 15 are
listed in the appendix. The content and number of comments about ESCS prob-
ably indicate that the respondents are unfamiliar with ESCS programs and
activities or its role in RCA.

Organization.--Of 14 comments, eight say that no change is needed; four
advocate improving efficiency, coordination, and communication; and one
Advocates consolidating ESe functions with those of other agencies.

Funding.--Of eight comments, six say maintain the present level and two say
increase funding and pay.

Acceptability.--Of five comments, four agree with the present function of
ESCS and one says that ESCS is ready to assist given proper authority, person-
nel, and funding.

Farmers Home Administration (FmHA)

Nationwide, 375 comments relate to FEM. Most deal with funding, 22 percent;
acceptability, 14-percent; organization, 9 percent; effectiveness, 7 percent;
or staffing, 1 percent. The other 47 percent are listed in the appendix.

Ending.--Of 82 comments, 58 say that the present level is adequate and
should be maintained and 24 want funding and pay increased.

Acceptability.--Of 52 comments, 38 indicate FmHA programs have medium to high
acceptability. Fourteen say that FmHA programs are unacceptable or disagree
with them.

It

Organization.--Of 32 comments, 19 say that no change is needed, seven say
that some agencies and programs could be combined, and six say that better
coordination between agencies is desirable.

Effectiveness.--Of 25 comments, 19 say that FmHA has medium to high effec-
tiveness in achieving conservation goals and six say that the agency is not
very effective.

Staffing.--Of 5 comments, three say that more technical assistance is needed
and two say maintain present staffing.

Respondents have a variety of comments about FmHA programs, such as the
following:

"FmHA was introduced to help small farmers, not to make loans of $1
million and over."

"FmHA has no money for farm mortgages."

"They (agencies) are able t do the needed job in the future with assis-
tance of the SCS'and FmHA if they getithe money they need."
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"I would like to see SCS,ASCS and FmMA continue to operate just like
they are doing now."

"1 would suggest that we take existing agencies and their programs and
extend them to cover those'areas not already covered."

Forest Service (FS)

Nationally, 329 comments relate directly to the Forest Service- Most concern
staffing, 21 percent; effectiveness, 12 percent; organization, 10 percent;
funding, 10 percent; or acceptability, 5 percent. The other 42 percent are
listed in the appendix.'

Staffing.--Of 70 comments, 57 say. that the present level is adequate and '

should be maintained and 13 say that additional technical assistance is
needed.

Effectiveness.--Of 42 comments, 39 say that the Forest Service has-a medium
to good effect on conservation and three say that it has a bad effect.

Organization.--Of 34 comments, 20 say that no change is needed, eight say
that the current delivery system is adequate, three say, that USDA agencies
should be combined, and three say that existing FS functions should be fine
tuned.

Funding.--Thirty-two comments say to maintain or increase present funding.

Acceptability.--Of 18 comments, eight agree with forestry programs, three
give forestry programs a high general rating, and wren say, that FS is ready
and willing to give assistance.

Some examples of responses about FS activities follow:

"The cost-sharing programs like ACP as handled by ASCS, SCS and FS have
proven their ability to solve local soil and water problems."

"Our present relationship with the State and Private segment of the USFS
responsibilities is and has been satisfactory, productive and harmo-
nious."

"The set-up between ASCS, SCS and FS provides the necessary elements to
accomplish on-farm conservation practices."

"More money should be available for forestry."

"The Forest Service must be given more funds earmarked for cost-sharing
woodland improvement, including firewood and production."

Science and Education Administration W.A)

Nitionwide, 253 comments relate directly to SEA. Most deal with organi-
zation, 26 percent; funding, 16 percent; acceptability, 9 percent; staffing,

9-5
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6 percent; or effectiveness, 5 percent. The other 38 percent are listed in
the appendix. (Other comments relating to activities conducted by SEA are
discussed in chapter 4 under "Proposed solutions to problems" for the
resource areas [see pages 4-6 and 4-12), in chapter 6 under "Research and
technology development [page 6-171, and in chapter 10 under "Information
and Education" [especially Extension) [page 10 ^3 and "Research" [page 10-101).

The content and number of comments on SEA seem to indicate that the respondents
may not be very familiar with the agency,'perhaps-because of the recent name
change during Departmental reorganization.

Organization. - -Of 66 comments, 15 say that the present system is adequate, 29
say that more education is needed, and 22 say that SEA's functions should be
combined and' coordinated with those of other agencies.

Funding. - -Of 41 comments, 20 say increase funding and 21.say maintain the
present level.

Acceptability. - -Of 23 comments, 15 rate SEA highly acceptable and 8 agree
with SEA programs.

Staffing.--Of 16 comments, 14 say they want more technical assistance and two
say that SEA already has too many employees.

Eflectiveness.--Of 13 comments, seven rate SEA programs high in achieving
conservation goals, three rate SEA low, and three say that SEA employees
are inept.

Responses about SEA are varied, including such statements as:

"The Cooperative Extension Service is doing a good job in education."

-"ASCS working closely with'SCS and ES hal done a great job."

"Information and education should be one of the major program direc-
tions."

"A poditive step the Department of-Agriciature_could take would be to
increase funding for Federal research and extension-programs for conser-
vation."

"The Secretary of Agriculture must exercise mat leadership to get
Extension to support any and all these strategies. Right now Extension
in each state'goes its merry way as it has done since 1915."

Soil Conservation Service (SCS)

Nationwide, 5,515 comments relate directly to SCS. The comments deal with
funding, 17 percent; staffing, 17 percent; acceptability, 15 percent; organi-
zation, 12 percent; and effectiveness, 6 percent. The other 33 percent are

listed in the appendix.
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Funding. - -Of 959 comments, 61 percent favor, more funding, 38 percentofavor
maintaining funding at the present level; and 1 percent favorjeps fUnding.

Staffing.--Of 1,484 comments, 67 percent favor increasing technicarissii-
tance, 32 percent say maintain the same level or provide more to soil conser-
vation districts, and less thin 1 percent say decrease technical assistance.
Increased staffing:was favored by the Northeast, 53 percent; South, 75 per-
cent; West, 81 percent; and Midwest, 63 percent.

Acceptability. - -Of 822 comments, 93 percent say that, SCS programs are highly
acceptable, 2 percent say that they are moderately acceptable, and 5 percent
say that they are barely acceptable or unacceptable.

Organization. - -Of 664 comments, 89 percent say that the present system is
effective and responsive and 11 percent say that redirection of the agency
would be desirable.

Suggestions for redirecting SCS programs include (1) consolidating all USDA
. toil and water conservation programs, (2) combining SCS with other agencies,

(3) improving cooperation and coordination between agencies, (4) fihe tuning
existing programs, and ($) using limited redirection and consolidation. No r

SCS organizational change was seen as needed by 84 percent in the Northeast,
)0 percent in the South, 93 percent in the West, and 87 percent in theMidwest.

Comments supporting existing agency programs include those saying SCS does a
:good job," "no change is needed," "tee public endorses SCS's efforts," and
"the present system is acceptable and responsive."

Effectiveness.--Of 337 comments, 84 percent rate SCS high or. very high in
achieving conservation goals, 1 percent rate the agency medium, and 15 per-
cent rate it low or very low. Regionally, the Northeast sites SCS high to
very high by 91 percent; the South, 83 percent; the West, 86 percent; and the
Midwest, 76 percent.

Selected statements on SCS follow:

"We do need assistance, especially technical assistance such as we
receive from Soil Conservation Service employees. A voluntary
program is always preferred."

"I strongly feel that there is no need for this program (RCA]. The
current program involving SCS and ASCS is doing a very adequate job
of educating, guiding and adsisting local farmers in their conser-
vation efforts."

Cs,"I have farmed and ranched for 40 years. The SCS and others invo ed

ere doing a good job. Leave it as AO.' now. I don't think your
appraisal and program report amount to much."

r

"The present Soil Conservation Service is doing a good job with the
amount of funds available. I believe this service should be continue
with local people in charge."

4
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The Secretary of Agriculture

About 53 percent of the 136 comments directed toward the.Secretary of Agricul-
ture say that he should 'take the following actions:

Number
of comments

,Provide leadership and guidance 14
Plan to save agricultural land for the future 12

Emphasiie conservation practices, no restrictions- 12

Encourage proper use of land and water 12

Maintain and effectively implement a conservation
- -- 12

Represent farmers, not consumers 5
Change no programs 4

Total 71

Other comments,make up the remaining 47 percent, and no more than two are
alike. These include: "no change is needed," "recycle waste," "maintain
present level of assistance," "sediment control ordinances are needed,"
'oppose 5-year plans," "better USDA organization is needed," "there'is too
much regulation," "fine tuning is needed,".and "USDA favors large farms."
See the appendix for a complete list.

Selected statements about the Secretary of Agriculture are:

"We feel that our present programs are adequate to ha le ost
situations and we see no reason for a new bureaucracy to handle
conservation matters."

"I feel that RCA will lead to land use laws much sooner than neces-
sary, and would create more and bigger government."

"Try to remove the tax exemption for clearing wetland. Each year
in Minnesota alone section upon section of brush and forest is
cleared in the central and northwest part of our state. The Secretary
should know, this is his home district."

, "If this is truly supposed to be a national USDA effort, why were
funds not appropriated and communications more strongly emphasized
to all heads of all USDA agencies?"

"USDA prOlrams should address national problems, but, the solutions
must be based on locally identified priorities."

Other/All USDA agencies

Nationwide, 5,560 comments relateto other or all USDA agencies. This total
it nearly 30 percent of all comments on agencies. The coding system does not
identify these other agencies. Most of the comments deal with organization,
41 percent; funding, 8'percent; staffing, 4 percent; acceptability, 3 per-
cent; and effectiveness,.3 percent. The other 41 percent are listed in the
appendix.
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Organization. - -Of 2,310 cimients; 60 percent say that the present igency
makeup of USDA is satisfactory and that no new agencies should be eitab-
lished, 38 percent sethat an effort should be made to improve efficiency,
coordination, and communications among existing agencies; and 2 percent say
that any reorganization would cause problems.

Funding. -Of 421 comments, 54 percent say that present funding is adequate,
/ 43 percent say that funding should be increased, and 3 percent say that .

funding should be reduced.

Staffi .--Of 209 comments, 67 percent say that technical assistance
ghoul be increased whereas 33 percent say that present technical assistance
is adetuate%

Acceptability. --Of 162 comments, 48 percent say that USDA programs are highly
acceptable to landuaers, 31 percent are neutral, and 21 percent say that
programs are unacceptable to landusers and the general public.;

Effectiveness.-Of 148 comments, 62 percent say that USDA programs have
medium to high effectiveness in getting conservation on the,land, 29 percent

'.say that USDA programs have no effect on conservation and that government
employees are inept, and 9 percent say that USDA programs have low effective-
ness.

A few of the responses pertaining to other agencies'O'r all of USDA are

"The USDA is doing a good job, but I believe some duplication and cross
purposes could be eliminated."

"Less overlapping of USDA agencies would be of great benefit."

"Favor retaining the present USDA structure with increased coordination
and cooperation encouraged among agencies'."

"We think tie present agencies provide adequate technical authority and
provide the leadership needed."

"Fine tune existing USDA organizations."

3.0

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Office of Management and Budget
(OMB)

Of a total of 18,742 comments on government agencies, only 17 refer to CEQ
and OMB. The content and number of comments seem to indicate that the
public is unfamiliar with the programs and activities of these two non-USDA
agencies and their role in RCA.
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Summary

More than SO percent of. the 18,742 comments pertain to only five major
issues. These are:

o Organizational arrangement.
o Effectiveness in achieving conservation goals.
o Efficiency in use of dollars.
o Levels of governmental responsibility (who lespse who pays).
o Program delivery (level of assistance, voluntity or regulatory).

Those commenting strongly support USDA's present organizational arrangement.
Comments favor fine tuning over combining agencies by a 4ii0 1 ratio.

Of4the comments addressing the effectiveness of USDA agencies, most (89
percent) rate USDA highly to very highly effective in achieving conservation
objectives. Only 5 percent say that USDA is ineffective, 2 percent say its
effectiveness is low to very low, and 3 percent rate 1JSDA'i effectiveness
medium. Comments indicate a less favorable view, however, of USDA's effec-
tiveness in using tax dollars. The ratinare: high to very high effec-
tiveness, 39 percent; medium, 23 percent; very low to*low, 25 percent; and
ineffective, 13 percent.

4bb.

Most comments (83 percent) say that local governmeits, not the federal goyernMent,
should have vested authority for conservation. While strongly supporting
conservation as a responsibility of local government, comments also strongly
supports increased funding from the federil government in helping local government
to meet this responsibility.

Comments strongly favor maintaining or increasing present levels of USDA
assistance (98 percent) rather than decreasing assistance (2 percent).

Those responding say that the present USDA orginizational structure is effec-
tive, but some fine tuning and some combining maybe helpful in accomplishing
conservation. They strongly support local government leadership with increased
support from USDA. They much prefer voluntary participation in soil and
water conservation to more rules and regulations. They also believe that
increased cost sharing along with more assistance in information and educa-
tion can achieve conservation objectives.

The largest group of comments directed to USDA and its agencies favors making
no organizational *Page. Other frequently made comments call for increasing
funding and staffing, increasing technical assistance; and maintaining present
levels of USDA assistance, or express opposition to the formation cots uew
conservation agency.

PAO_
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Chapter 10 - Present USDA Soil and Water Conservation Programs

This Chapter summarizes comments received on USDA's present soil and water
conservation programs and related programs. Current programs are discusted r
in the draft of the RCA Appraisal Part II, chapter 5. Alternative strategies
(see Appraisal Part II, chaptfr 6) are ways of changing current programs for
the future. Chapters 5 and 6 of Appraisal Part II, therefore, provide the
basis for comments on present programs. Additionally, individuals and units
of government who participate in present programs and who were aware of RCA's
potential impact on these programs made a significant numbercof comments,
independent of the RCA documents' content.

Some sections of this chapter-include percentage computations. Where these
percentages have been rounded to whole numbers, an asterisk (*) indicates
less than 0.5 percent.

The Scope of the Response

Nationwide, 50,097 comments from /1,659 respondents.address USDA's present
programs. Of those, 32,154 comments are aimed at USDA programs in general,
including commodity programs, food stamps, and so on. Another 17,926 comments
deal with present conservation programs. Of the comments on conservation
programs, 57 percent cone from the South, 21 percent from the Midwest, 16
percent from the Northeast, and 5 percent from the West. These responses are
in the following forms:

Percentage of
Form of response responses
Personal letter - - -M- 34
Petition- 19

Structured response form . 33
Nonstructured response form 13

Public transcript 1

Total 100

Nost of the respondents are individuals. The respondents represent various
organizations and interest groups,-as follows:

.

Percentage of
Respondent type responses
Individuals 80
Local government 10

Federal government . 6

State government - - 1

Farm organizations 1

Environmental organizations - I- 1

Other 1
. .

Total 100

Table 1071 shows how many comments and signatures are directed at the dif-
ferent piograms.
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Table 10-1.-Present USDA conservation programs, by comments and'signatures

Program Comments Signatures

ASCS Programs:
Agricultural Conservation Program
Water Bank Program
Forestry inceitives Program
Rural Clean Water Program- .

9,653 13,818

71 74

'260 261

143 182

PIRA Programs:
Soil and Water Loans to 113

Farm Ownership Loans 36 .36

FS Programs:
Cooperative Forest Management Program 72 88

SEA Programs; .

Information and Education 3,325 3,680
Research 2,355 8,551,

SCS Programs:
Conservation Operations Program 304 647

Resource Conservation and Development Program 297 370
Rural Abandoned Mine Program 96 136

Watersheds Program 874 1,699

Great Plains Conservation Program
_

362 512

Multiple Agency Programs:
Emergency Programs 45 45

Other/All USDA Programs 32,154 70,895

'Other/All Non-USDA Programs 262 302
A

Total 50,359 101,409

0
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Issues Addressed by the Response

Issues addressed most frequently include program support, program level, and
program delivery.system. Comments generally express support for present
programs and delivery systems and object to program level (table 10-2). Most
comments suggest that increased funding is the most important issue relating
to current programs. Respondents support local control for all programs. In
slew cases they recognize the partnership between federal and local govern-
ments. Several 'comments indicate that red tape and regulations restrict the
potential of present programs. Respondents also support continuation of
voluntary programs; 2,518 comments with 8,838 signatures support voluntary
programs or oppose regulatory. programs. .

i4

'Table 10-2.--Summary of comments expressing general support for or suggesting
more funding of existing conservation programs, by percent c

Program

Multiple Agency Programs:
Emergency Programs

N
ASCS Programs:

Agricultural Conservation Program - - - -- 14 50

Water Bank Program 34 35

Forestry Incentives Program 12 42

Rural Clean Water Program 19 24

t
Falb% Programs:

(

Soil and Water Loans 8 58

Farm Ownership Loans 11 , 28

4hkFS Programs:
Cooperative Forest Management Program-- 14 1 11

SEA Programs:
Information and Education 76 2
Research 75 9

13 33

Expresses Suggests increased
general support funding

.

SCS Programs: .

'Conservation Operations Program 24 23 .

Resource Conservation and Development
Program- , 22 35

Rural Abandoned dine Program 32 8

Watersheds Program- 40 20

Great Plains Conservation Program 36 43

10-3
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Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP)

A total of 9,653 comments address ACP. About 80 percent of these
a need for greater funding, (2) support for the program as it is,
desire for local control of ACP, am/ (4) support for a voluntary
Less than 1 percent of the comments express opposition to ACP. A
of supportive comments follows.-

express (1)
(3) the

program.
listing

Need for greater funding
o Increase funding-------- -- --

O Maintain or increase funding -
o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing--
o Provide adequate funding so the program can

achieve its objectives
O Allocate additional funds to the field --

Total favoring increased funding

Percentage
of comments

32.4
6.0
7.2

2.4
1.7

49.7

General support for ACP
o Agree or strongly agree 5.1
o No change needed 4.7
o Effective in getting conservation on the land 4.0

o Additional emphasis is needed - 0.6
Total supporting the present program 14.4

Support for local control
o Support the local committee system 10.2

o Continue the current organization 2.7
o Give responsibility to local government - 1.4

o Use local input - 0.4
.Total supporting local control of ACP 15.0

Supportlor a voluntary program
o Keep program voluntary - 2.8

o Minimize regulations 0.3

o Eliminate government control 4. 0.1

Total supporting a voluntary program 3.2

OLher comments on ACP deal with various other aspects of the program:
Who pays for ACP? How available are its funds? Who is responsible for it?
How should it be administered? These other comments are addressed in the
following lists.

Who pays for ACP?
o User should pay
o Federal government should pay 50 percent
o Federal government should pay 51-100 percent
o State government should pay 51-100 percent -
o Farmers cannbt afford to pay

Total -

10-4
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Availability of ACP
o Restrict ACP to full-time farmers
o Use ACP to benefit farmers

Hake ACP available on all agricultural lauds
o Hake ACP available on nonagricultural lands
o ACP funds are inappropriately directed
o ACP is discriminatoiy

Total .

Privtte responsibility for ACP
o Responsiblity should be with the private sector-
o Farmers should control conservation practices-- -
o Landowners should make decisions

Total- --

Government responsibility for ACP
o Responsibility should be with feral government-
o Responsibility should be with state government-- -
o Responsibility should be with state and local

government
Total

Administration of ACP
o ASCS and SCS should
o Administer programs
o Give responsibility
o Administer all cost
o Coordinate ACP with

programs-
o Consolidate programs
o Oppose creation of new agencies
o Eliminate interprogram and intraprogram

duplication -

o Improve efficiency and coordination
Total

lead conservation programs- -
through existing agencies-- -

for ACP to SCS -
shaAng through one agency --
technical assistance

Comments not summarized above are listed in the appendix.

Water Bank Program

Percentage
of comments

0.1

0.1

0.2
0.1

0.1

0:1

0.6

0.2
0.3
0.1
0.6

0.1
0.1

0.1

0.3

0.6
0.5
0.6
0.3

0.4
0.1

0.3

0.1

3.0

The Water Bank Program is addressed by 71 comments. About two-thirds of
these support the current program or call for better funding, about one-
fifth recommend administrative improvements, and a few oppose the program.
These comments are summarized in the following list.

General support for the Water Bank Program

Number
of comments

24

General opposition to the Water Bank Program 4
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Need for greater funding
o Increase or maintain funding 21

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 4

Total indicating need for greater funding -.- 25

Administration
o Give responsibility to local government 3

o Give responsibility to the private sector- 1

o Keep programs voluntary --- I .- .

o Administer through SCS - -5
o Give program responsibility to ASCS . 2

o Enforce rules and regulations better I

o Target program more effectively- I
,

o Eliminate discrimination in progr s 1

Total comments on administrat n 15 .

. .

The other three comments reconsiend addii*naldata or ask for clarification
of the documents.

Forestry Incentives Program (FIP)

About three-fourths orthe 260 comments on FIP express general support for
the program, point to a need for increased funding, or addm.s program

General support for the FIP-

Tile

IP -

administration. These comments are summarized below.

Percentage
Support for increased funding of comments
o Increase funding 32

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 11

Total 43

Administration
o Coordinate RCA and RPA

Keep programs voluntary
o Provide adequate technical assistance
o Give responsibility to local government
o Administer through ASCS
o Administer through existineagencies

Total

Other comments are listed in the appendix.

4

20

3

2

4
2

12

Rural Clean Water Program (RCWP)

One hdndred forty-three comments address RCWP. Many comments express general A

support for the program or call for increased funding. An additional 10 percent
oppose RCWP. Several comments address administration. These comments are
summarized in the following list.

10-6
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General support for RCWP

General opposition to RCWP

Percentage
of comments

19

10

Increase funding 24

Administration
o Give responsibility to local government 1

o Give responsibility to state government 1

o Coordinate RCWP with PL 92 -500 2

o .Administer through ASCS 6
o Administer through SCS 5
o Coordinate ASCS and SCS efforts 3

Total 18

The remaining comments on RCWP address a wide range of issues. These comments
are listeiiin the appendix.

Soil and Water Loans

Fifty comments discuss soil and water loans. Most of these comments express
support for the program and call for greater funding. Some comments also
address administration of the program or oppose the program.
are listed below.

o Increase funding of loans
o General support for loans
o General opposition to loans
o SCS should administer loan
o State government should a nister loans
o ASC county committees shoul administer loans

These comments

Number
of comments

)0._

29

4

3

2

2
....

1

o

o

Local government should admi "titer loans
Reduce red tape

1

2-

o Stop favoring large farms 2

o Keep programs voluntary- 1 1

o Make conservation a prerequisite for loans 1

o Improve coordination among agencies 1

o Make loans for planting permanent cover 1

Total 50

Farm Ownership Loans

Thirty-six comments address USDA's Farm Ownership Loan program. Many express
concern about the economic viability of small farms and about the difficult
economic conditions facing young people entering farming. In addition, several

letters indicate willingness to make conservation a precondition for loan
eligibility. Many comments say that increased funding of loan programs is
needed. These comments are summarized as follows.

10-7

7 --



Number
of comments

o Increase funds 10

o General support for loans 4

o Make conservation a condition for loan
eligibility 6

o Hake more loans available to new farmers or
those with limited resources 6

o Administer loans through ASC county committees 1

o Administer loans through the federal government- 1

Make loans available for tree planting- 1

o Hake loans available to adopt new technologies 1

o Deny loans for housing on agricultural lands 1

o Reduce red tape 1

Total 32

One comment requests information. Three other comments call for more research
and development.

(The support for loans to new farmers is paralleled in the 1 'Aigs

of the HarrisNurvey. Of those sampled in the Harris survey,
percent said that the federal government should provide loans to
farmers trying to get started in farming, 10 percent said that the
government should not do this, and 4 percent were not sure.]

Cooperative Forest Management Program (CFHP)

Seventy-two comments address CFHP. These comments can be grouped as follows.

Number
General support for CFHP of comments

o Additional emphasis is needed 5

o Agree or strongly agree 4

o No change needed 1

Total supporting the present program 10

Need for greater funding
o Increase funding 3

o Maintain or increase funding 2

o Increase incentives through cost sharing 3

Total favoring increased funding 8

General opposition to CFMP
o Disagree 2

o Programs are inadequate 2

o Government employees are inept 2

'o Unacceptable to land users I

Total opposing the present program 7
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Number
Responsibility for CFMP of comments
o Give responsibility to the private sector 1

p Give responsibility to the federal government 1

o Give responsibility to the state government 1

Total addressing responsibility for CFMP 3

Administration of CFMP
o Let ASC county committees administer 1

o Give administration to SCS 2

o Administer jointly through ASCS and SCS 1

o Improve interagency cooperation and 4

coordination 2
o Keep program voluntary 1

o Use existing agencies 1

o. Make program available on urban and other non-
agricultural lands- 2

o Let agencies do what they do best- 1

Total addressing administration --- 11
4

Resource related comments
o Subsidize the management of forests for offsite

and public benefits 12

o Increase forest fertility and productivity 7

o Manage forests for timber, not firewood 4

o Control clearcutting 3

o Prevent conversion of woodlands to croplands 1

. o Provide more weed control 1

o Plant trees on marginal land 1

o Stop conversion of forest land to wilderness 1

Total resource related comments--- 30

The other comments are listed in the appendix.

Information and Education (especially Extension)

Comments relating to information are varied and cannot be grouped as
neatly of comments on other programs. Although most comments address
information and education activities as carried out through the Science
aad Education Administration, some comments address information and education
in general. Major issues addressed by the 3,325 comments are listed below.

Percentage
of comments

o General support for the information and
education activities 49

o Increase citizens' sense of land stewardship 19

o Increase funding 2

o Create USDA model projects 3

o Inform public of data 3

o Hold workshopi and-meetings 2

78
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The remaining comments on information and education are listed in the appgn-
dix.

r

(Strong support for information and education'is also reflected in
the Harris survey findings. Of those sampled in the Harris survey,
98 percent said that the federal government should inform people
about the need to protect such resources as land and water, only 4

4141Wpercent said that the government should not do this, 2 percent'
were not sure.]

Research

Comments relating to research genpmelZy support (1) continuation of the
program or (2) higher funding levels. More than 80 percent of the 2,355
comments on research address these two issues. Although most comments address
research activities as carried out through the Science and Education Administra-
tion, some comments address research in general. About half_of the comments
on research are contained in petitions and form letters.

Percentage
General support for research of comments
o Give research additional emphasis 14.8 i
o Agree 25.0
o Increase research and development 35.1

Total 74.9

increle funding 9.4
5

Other issues mentioned include emphasizing research in agricultural areas,
increasing technical assistance, and emphasizing research on soil erosion.
None of these comments, however, represents more than 1 percent of all com-
ments on research. A list of alluther comments is in the appendix.

Conservation Operations (CO)

Three hundred and four comments directly address conservation operations. 4'

About half of these comments offer general support for the program or call
0 for increases in its funding. Other comments discuss administration of the

program and who should be responsible for it. These four categories account
for tworthirds of the comments made on CO. \

Perceltage
General support of comments
o More technical assistance is needed 11

o Additional emphasis is needed 4

'o Agree or strongly agree 4
o Acceptable to land users or public 1

o Effective use of tax dollars -- 1

o High or very high general rating -r 2
o Effective in getting conservation on the 1
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Percentage
of comments

o More support services are needed -- 6
o No change needed 1

Total expressing general support 30

Need for greater funding
o Increase funding of program 10
o Increase funds to the field - -- 6
o Maintain or increase present funding 3
o Increase incentives through cost sharing - 3
o Redirect funds from social programs *

o Provide adequate funding so the program can
carry out its objectives 1

Total supporting more funding 23

Responsibility for CO
o Federal government should have responsibility - -- 1

o Local government shoulthave responsibility 1

o State and local government should share
responsibility 1

o Federal and state government should share
responsibility

o All levels of government should share
responsibility

Total addressing program responsibility 3

Administration
o Continue administration of program through

existing agencies 4
o Give program responsibility to ASCS 1

o Give program responsibility to SCS 2

o Administer all conservation programs through
one agency *

o Keep programs voluntary -- 6
o Use employees who are thoroughly familiar with

local conditions , 1

o Make programs available in urban areas- 1

o Improve efficiency and coordination of
program *

o Use federal control as a last resort *

o Reduce the number of ASC county committees *

o Minimize red tape 1

Total addressing program administration 16
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Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D)

. The major issues addressed 'by the 297 comments on RC&D are listed below:

Percentage
of comments.

o General support for RC&D---e 23
o Increase funding --

.4
35

o Responsibility for RC&D should be .it the
* local level 5

o General opposition to RC&D- 7

Total 69

Other comments address a widetvarieiy of concerns, each of which received a
very-low percentage of comments. These comments are listed in the appendix.

Rural Abandoned Mine Program (RAMP)

A careful review of the responses coded to RAMP indicates that many respond-
ents are discussing mine reclamation rather than RAMP. It is impossible in
many cases to distinguish between comments on reclamation and those on RAMP.
Restoration of farmland is of pr6ary interest to respondents concerned about
current mining.

The 96 'comments received generally ,can be'grouped into three major categories:
support for the program, opposition to the program, and enforcement of the
program. Comments that cannot be grouped are listed in the appendix.

General support for RAMP
Number

of comments
o Additional emphasis- 22

o Agree 5

o High general rating 4

o No change needed 1

o Increase funding of RAMP 8

Total indicating support 40

General opposition to RAMP
o Disagree 2

o The program uses tax dollais ineffectively 1

o The program isipadequate 1

o El'adnate red tape - ,1

Total indicating opposition 5

Enforcement of RAMP
o Require restoration of farmland 17

o Current laws are not adequate 3

o Enforce laws uniformly 1

o Enforce maintenance 1

o Protect farmland 1

Total addressing enforcement 23
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Watersheds Program

Watershed planning and operations received 874 comments. Sixty percent
express general support for the program or call for increased funding. Other
comments express opposition to the program, discuss the resource problems
:which it should address, or address administration of the program. These
comments are summarized below.

Percentage
General support for Watersheds Program of comme41
o Additional emphasis is needed 18.6
o Agree or strongl? agree 16.6
o Medium to very high general rating 3.5
o Effective in getting conservation on the land 0.9
o, No change needed--- 0.7

Total supporting the present program 40.3

Need for greater funding
o Increase funding- 17.5
o Maintain or increase funding- 1.6
o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 0.5
o Provide adequate funding so the program can

carry out its objectives 0.2
o Allocate additional funds to the field -- 0.2

Total favoring increased funding 20.0

.Almost 4 percent of the comments express opposition to the Watersheds
Program, and about 1 percent express suipport for a voluntary program.

About 10 percent of all comments address administration of the program.
These comments are listed below.

Peicentage
Responsibility for Watersheds Program of comments
o Responsibility should be with the private sector- 0.1

o Responsibility should be with the federal
government - - -- 0.1

o Responsibility should be with the state
government- , 0.1

o Responsibility should be with the local
government- 0.4

o ResponsAbility should be with the state and
local government 0.5

o Responsibility should be with the land user and
government 0.1

o ASCS should carry out the progr4n 0.1

o Combine agencies to administer the program -- 0.1
o Farmers should administer the program 0.1
o .SCS should administer the program - -! -- 0.5

o SCD's are ineffective --- 0.1

Total addressing responsibility 2.2
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.Availability of Watersheds Program
o Make program available in urban areas ------------
o Treat the entire problem area at once --
o Use watersheds to benefit farmers ----------------
o Tailor solutions to individual problem areas -----
o Redirect program to more appropriate problems--- -
o i Limit program benefits to full-time farmers
o Increase availability to small farmers

Total addressing availability------

Political influences on Watersheds Programs
o Strengthen laws to minimize politically based

decisiommaking
o Eliminate political appointments in watershed.

decisionmaking
o Minimize favoritism in watersheds
o Politics hamper accomplishment of program goals-

Total addressing politi ---

Planning and implementation
o Coordinate watersheds with PL 92- plans -

o Planning is essential --
o Implement plans immediately
o Concentrate on developing conservation

practices, not restrictions
Total addressing planning and

implementation

Other administrative considerations
o Make standards more flexible -
o Increase availability of technical assistance--
o Increase efficiency, coordination, and

communication --
o Resign yourself; the program is impossible to

administer well
o Reduce paperwork

Compensate landowners for participation-- --
o Tie participation to commodity payments-
o Adjust program as needed
o Penalize poor practices through public exposure,

not fines
o Combine Watersheds Program with emergency

programs
Total addressing other administrative

considerations

Ar

Percentage
of comments

0.2
0.1

0.9
0.1

0.1

0.1

1.7

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.t
0.5

0.1

0.3
0.4

0.2

1.0

0.4
2.6

0.6

0.1

0.3
0.1

0.1
0.1

0.1

0.1

4.5

Of the remaining comments, the following are made most frequently:

Percentage

Resource related comments of comments

o Give natural resources a high priority -- 0.5

o Conservation pays 0.1
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4
Percentage

of comments
o Protect resources at any cost 0.2
o Prohibit flood plain development 0.1.

o Give flood damage reduction a high priority 0.9
o Use nonstructural approaches to flood control- 0.7
o Do not build unnecessary dams 0.6
o Build more dams, lakes, and levees 3.6
o Flood plains are valuable , 6.8
o Protect all farmlands 0.1
o

o
Use small dams to generate electricity
Build dams to conserve water and expand water

0.3

o
supplies
Give water supply for agriculture first

1.1

priority -- 0.2
o Encourage drainage 0.3
o Stop roadside erqsion 0.1
o Eliminate channelization 0.1
o Increase channelization 0.1
o Prevent irreversible degradation 0.1
o Eliminate overgrazing on public lands 0.1
o Institute streambank stabilization 0.1
o Reduce nonpoint source pollution 0.1
o Keep streams clean 0.1

Total resource related comments 16.3

Comments not listed above are included in the appendix.

Great Plains Conservation Program (GPCP)

The Great Plains Conservation Program is the subject of 362 comments. Almost
80 percent of these comments express general support for the prograp or call
for increased funding of the program. A summary follows.

Percentage
Need for greater funding of comments

p Increase funding 30.2
Co .Maintain or increase funding 6.9
o Provide greater incentives through cost

sharing 2.2

o Provide adequate funding so the program
can carry out its objectives 31.9

o Allocate additio :al funds to the field 1.1

o Redirect funds from social programs to GPCP 0.6

Total favoriqg increased funding 42.9

General support GPCP
o' Agree or strongly agree 13.6

o No change needed 10.2

o Medium to very high effectiveness in
getting conservation on the land 7.8

o Additional emphasis needed 2.2
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Percentage
General support for GPCP of comments
o Very high general rating- 0.2
o High to very high acceptability to land users--- 0.9
o Medium to high acceptability to general public-- 0.9

Total supporting the present program 35.8

A few comments express opposition to GPCP. About 2 percent express disagree-
ment with the current program or call for reductions in funding.

The remaining comments on GPCP deal with various other aspects of the program:
its administration, the importance of conservation, support for a voluntary
program, the relationship between fanners and GPCP, and other issues. These
comments are addressed in the following lists.

Percentage
Administration of GPCP of comments

Continue administration by SCS 5.4
o Give responsibility to local government 0.8
o Do not give admipistration to ASCS 0.3
o Administer all dist sharing through one

agency 0.8
o Periodically review and update GPCP. 0.3
o Adjust the program as needed 0.3
o Enforce rules and regulations more vigorously 0.3

Total 8.2

Importance of conservation
o Conservation is good 0.3
o Natural resources should be a priority 0.3
o Proper land use is important 0.3

Total 0.9

Support for a voluntary program
o Keep GPCP voluntary- 1.7
o Reduce government red tape 0.2

Total

Farmers and GPCP
o Farmers cannot afford to participate 0.3
o Farmers are doing a great job 0.3
o Farmers should control the program 0.3

Total- 0.9

Other comments
o Treat whole farms at one time 3.0
o The public is not concerned abouL. GPCP 0.3

o RCA and PL 92-500 are not coordinated 0.3

o Use tax dollars wisely 0.3

o Increase technical assistance 0.6

o Phase out programs which do not contribute
to conservation 0.3

o Guidelines are adequate 0.3
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Percentage
Other comments 1 of comments
o Increase research an development 0.3
o Provide bonuses for nnovative soil and

water conservation 1 0.3
o Use GPCP incentives to control urban sprawl 0.3
o Ensure adequate farm income, and farmers

will take care of co servation 0.3
Total 4 6.3

Emergency Programs

Forty-five comments addres USDA emergency programs. They cover several
prograMs, including the Em rgency Loans Programs, the Emergency Conservation
Program, the Emergency Wat rsheds Program, and the Drought-Flood Conservation
Program. They also cover, in general terms, all USDA emergency programs.

Almost half of the comment= express general support for the programs or call
for increases in their fuming. However, several comments. express opposition,
and nearly a fifth of the comments express concern about intppropriate direction
of emergency funds. Other comments discuss program administration. A summary
of all comments follows.

Number
of comments

o General support 6
o General opposition 4
o Increase funding 17

o Eliminate emergency ayments to marginal lands 3

o Redirect funds more airly 2

o Do not penalize farm rs who conserve' 2

o Establish uniform s ndards 1

o Stop favoring large farms 1

o Give program respon ibility to ASCS 2

o Use local input 3

o Combine emergency rograms with small watershed
programs 2

o Stop channelization in the guise of emergency .
programs- l 1

o Increase research and development- 1

Total 45

iOther/All USDA Progra s

addition to comme is on specific USDA soil and water conservation programs,
154 comments addr ss USbA programs in general, including those that are not
ectly related to soil and water conservation. These other programs include

ity programs, the food stamps program, food quality and safety programs,

and others. Altho gh these comments are of interest to the Department, they
have not been reviewed as part of the RCA process. In addition, 262 comments

on nonUSDA programs were .submitted but not analyzed.
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Host comments on USDA's present soil and water conservation programs
indicate that people believe that the present system works well but would
work even better with increased funding.

(The high level of support for present conservation programs
duplicates the findings of the Harris survey. Of those sampled
in the Harris survey, 39 percent said that protecting our soil
and water is so important that requirements and standards cannot
be too high and that continuing improvements must be made
regardless of cost. Another 38 percent said that we have made
some progress in reducing erosion and saving water but we have
not yet reached the point where we should be more concerned
with holding down costs than with completing the necessary work.)

Both the public opinion poll and the public response should encourage
those involved in USDA soil and water conservation programs. Both say
that the public supports current programs and is willing to pay more in
order to get more done.

I
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Chapter 11 - Related Issues

This chapter covers agricultural issues that are not covered in the other
chapters. Nationwide, only 11,258 comments deal with these related resource
issues. These comments represent less than 1 percent of the total response.
Table 11-1 shows the regional distribution for these comments.

Table 11-1.--Comments on related issues, by RCA region

Issue _Northeast Midwest South West Total 1/

Small farms - -- 294 320 228 112 954
Land use -- 684 893 996 376 2,958
Retain farmland 487 547 634 212 1,882
Suggestions for governmental

action 283 661 1,065 414 2,425
Laws, regulations, and

legislation 439 594 962 311 2,314
General social comments 111 302 21C 100 725

1/ Total includes responses where the state of origin is not known.

Small Farms

The changing patterns in ownership of agricultural land are discussed in
chapter 4, Part II of;the Draft Appraisal. These changes ani their economic
and sociological implications are of considerable concern to USDA and have
been discussed in other contexts as well. Of the 64,872 responses analyzed,
603'include comments on small farms. For the most part, these responses are
personal letters or were added to structured forms. Of the responses, 172,
or 29 percent, are from respondents who identify themselves as farmers and
ranchers, 53 are from respondents affiliated with the conservation districts,
and 24 are from ASC county committee members.

Of the 1,513,718. comments received, 954 relate to the status and future of
small farms. About 31 percent'of the comments concerning small farms are
from the Northeast RCA region, whereas only 8 percent of the total comments
are from the-Northeast. About 24 percent of the comments concerning small
farms are from the South, whereat 42 percent of the total comments are from
the South. The percentages of comments concerning small farms from the West
and the Midwest" are very similar to those regions' share of the total comments.

'The comments received by the USDA-RCA Response 'Analysis Center and
the results oI the Harris survey indicate that Americans continue to
believe that small family farms are important. Of those sampled in
the Harris survey, about three times as many said they would like to
see a large number of small farms (60 percent) as said they would
like to see a small number of large firms (19 percent). The rest

had no comment or were neutral.]
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Virtually all of the comments concerning small farms received by the Response
Analysis Center are in favor of protecting small farms. Nearly 7 percent of
the comments (66, nearly half of whiCh are from the Northeast) say that the
problems of small farmers should receive additional emphasis or express
concern about the status of small farms. About 31 percent of the comments
(300) say, that farmers who work small.acreages should be encouraged and
protected. Very few people who commented on the RCA documents, however,
suggest that the acreage that an individual or corporation could hold be
limited.

(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, two-thirds (67 percent)
said they would support more federal control on farmland ownership
if these controls would help increase the numbers of small farms
and of farm owners. Only 19 percent disagreed. The rest were not
sure or had no comment.)

Some people commented on the economic problems of farmers who hold small
acreages. A few comments say that small farms are in jeopardy unless assistance
is forthcoming from the federal government. More than 1 percent of the
l.kcersents (12) say that stronger leadership and guidelines are needed. More
than 3 percent say that the decline in the number 4:q farms is the result of
high taxes, which force farmers to sell their land to developers,.and of .

inflation, which is higher for farmers than for the general public.

A few people point out how difficult it is for young people to get started in
farming. They thihk that the government should provide assistance. They
suggest eliminating the inheritance tax to help keep farmland in a family.
They also suggest reducing taxes on land sold to young farmers'and offering
them special grants and loans.

(According to the Harris survey, 85 percent of the general public is
in favor of such grants and loans.)

A few people who responded say that farmers who work small acreages practice
better conservation than those who hold large acreages. They say that large
operators are more likely to double crop, drain wetlands, and farm to fence
rows and are indifferent...to erosion. .They express opinions similar to those
of the North Dakota farmer who writes, "I feel that the small operator or
family sized farmer in many cases uses better management and conservation
practices and especially so if it is a.diversified operation. Man% of the
large, operators, because of time schedules and insufficient use of their
large machinery, farm large parcels treating all acres alike for the sake of
convenience and efficient operation. Their main concern is volume and efficient
work scheduling which doesn't necessarily make the best use of much of the
land." Respondents criticize the conservation attitude of owners who db not
work their own land and of tenants who work rented land.

Of all comments on all topics, about 300 say that existing policies favor
operators of large farms. Of these, 3 comments bearing 16 signatures complain
about ACP policies, and 68 comments bearing 95 signatures complain about
other USDA programs. These respondents share the opinion of the Minnesota
dairy farmer who says, "I would like our government and lending agencies etc.
to quit pushing more mechanized farming and get back to smaller family farms.
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By helping smaller farmers stay on the farm there will be less precious
energy wasted in'higger and bigger equipment when the most abundant energy
form we have (people) is overfed and underworked."

Some respondents complain that programs carried out under RCA will probably
not be geared'to the needs of operators of small farms. A truck farmer from
the Northeast says of the RCA documents, "The only thing I see wrong with it
is they have no help for the small operator. In my case I had to relocate my
operation to another location. The most suitable and reasonable place I
could find was 18 acres, and because it is under 20 acres 1 get no help."

Some respondents are concerned that programs carried out as a result of RCA
might discriminate against small farmers on a regional basis. A retired
forester in Delaware writes, "The Midwest farmers are big farmers compared to
those on the East Coast. This new program seems to be pointing away from the
small farmer. Yet, in the past year a concerted effort has been made to
reach and help the small farmer. There is a contradiction!"

Some people express opinions about the best way for USDA to help operators of
small' farms--conserve their soil resources. Four percent of the comments on
small farms call for increased funding; more than 2 percent, for more techni-
cal assistance; and nearly 5 percent, for various subsidies, tax incentives,
and loans.' More than. 1 percent of the comments say that the best incentive
for getting conservation practices installed is a high rate of cost sharing.
A few comments, however, say that cost sharing aids operators of large farms
more than operators of small farms. One percent of the comments say that if
farmers received a fair price for what they produce they could afford to
practice good conservation without help from the government. A few comments
suggest that assistance should go only to farmers who are using measures that
help achieve conservation objectives. A few say that assistance now goes to
those who deserve it least--to inefficient _ox- part-time farmers or operators
of large farms who do not need help and do not care about the land.

A few respondents comment about the possible adverse effects on small farms
of the alternative strategies proposed in the RCA documents. More comments
are made abolit the possible adverse effects of the cross compliance strategy
and the bonus strategy than about the effects of the other alternatives. Of
the total comments directed at the strategies, more comments express opposi-
tion to the regulatory strategy than to the others (see chapter 7). Few

comments, however, say that regulation would favor large farms, whereas some
comments do say that either ,:Toss compliance or the bonus strategy would
favor large operators unless the programs were specificially designed to
avoid such inequity.

Criticism of regulations in general, however, is expressed by some respondents,
such as a Washington farmei,who says that RCA "appears to we to be a monster
imposed to destroy the family farm by more and more regulations." About 5
percent of the comments (51) say there are too many regulations and too much
red tape now. About 2 percent express concern for the rights of landowners,
say farmers should mai& the decisions on their land, or call for voluntary
programs. About 1 percent express opposition to programs that would turn
conservation officers into law enforcement officers.

11,-3
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Nearly 3 percent of the comments express general support for conservation and
concern about the status of resources. Respondents stress the need to instill
a sense of responsibility and land stewardship; express concern about urban
sprawl, the deterioration of resources, and the need to preserve agricultural
land for the future; assert that the problems of farmers are important to all
Americans; or express disgust with the lack of interest in conservation. Two
comments bearing 14 signatures complain that farmland retention coupled with
the low profit margin on farms (which respondents feel are directly related)
should have been addressed under RCA.

Additional comments that are not summarized in the text are listed in the
appendix.

Land Use: Agricultural and Urban

Of the 64,872 responses received by the Response Analysis Center, 1,955
address land use issues and 1,238 address the retention of farmland. Of the
responses that contain comments on land use issues, 424 are from respondents
who identify themselves as farmers and ranchers and 143 are from respondents
affiliated with conservation districts. Of the responses that contain comments
about the retention of farmland, 350 are from respondents who identify them-
selves as farmers or ranchers and 126 are from respondents affiliated with
the conservation districts.

A total of 2,958 comments that address land use issues and 1,882 that address
farmland retention are analyzed in this chapter. Other comments that concern
land use in relation to specific objectives or programs are analyzed in other
chapters of this report. Comments addressing the retention of prime farmland
are addressed in chapter 5.

As tables 11-1 (p. 11-1) and 11-2 show, the level of concern 44T:it these
topics seems to vary from region to region. Concern is very hig in the
Northeast.. The comments addressing both land use in general and farmland
retention reflect public interest in a variety of issues.

Table 11-2.--Selected comments on land use, percentage distribution
by RCA region

Comments- Ncrtheast Midwest South West

All comments on all RCA issues 8 38 42 11

All comments on land use 23 30 34 13

All comments on farmland retention 26 29 34 11

Urban sprawl is a problem 26 30 30 14

Laws are needed 70 10 12 7

Owners rights must be protected- 5 32 51 10

Regional percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.
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Nearly 14 percent of the comments concerning land use and about 10 percent of
those concerning farmland retention express support for conservation or
concern about the status of the Nation's resources. Most comments relate to
conservation and retention of agricultural land. A few comments also express
concern about air pollution, water quality, and loss of wilderness areas.
Some people say,they are very concerned, but very few explicitly say that
conservation should have priority over production. Nearly 1 percent (14) of
the farmland comments, on the other land, do say that the farmer's survival
must have priority over conservation. A few comments express concern about
increased flood plain development, reclamation of mined land, and proper use
of woodland. Some comments also urge that agricultural land be properly
used; for example, one respondent does not think that building chicken houses
on prime farmland constitutes proper use.

More than 14 percent of the comments coded to land use and about 8,percent of
those coded to farmland retention express alarm over the loss of agricultural
land to urban development. (See also the comments addressed to the retention
of prime farmland, chapter 5.) Some respondents think that urban sprawl is a
greater threat to the Nation's capacity to meet the food and fiber needs of
the future than erosion is. A few suggest that closer cooperation between
USDA and HUD and more emphasis on urban renewal would reduce the pressure for
development on farmland.

The people who express an opinion about the causes of the loss of farmland
think that economic forces--such as inflation, low profits, and'speculation--
beyond the individual farmer's control are responsible. A-few think that
preserving farmland in areas undergoing urban development would involve legal
strategies that are outside USDA's authority.

Many comments bout urban sprawl suggest actions that would necessarily
involve governor al planning and regulations. A few people want to prevent
excessive urban development through local land use controls; a few want to
cgsntrol it through federal lending programs; a few suggest lower interest
rates for multifamily dwellings as a way to slow the spread of urbanization;
a few want construction of public facilities on prime farmland prohibited; a
few think developers should be required to show cause for developing farmland
before they are permitted to buy it. A few people complain that the Rural
Clean Water Program encourages and supports urban sprawl.

More than 26 percent of the comments addressing land use and about 20 percent
of those addressing farmland retention relate to land use decisions on agri-
cultural land. A few comments (about 6 percent of those coded to land use
and 3 percent of those coded to farmland) call for governmental regulation
regarding such decisions.. For example, a few people say that USDA should
have the authority to prohibit plowing on sloping land, to regulate the
amount of nutrients applied; or to prohibit logging at higher elevations; a
few think the government should limit the acreage of irrigated land owned by
an individual or a family; a few say that conservation measures should be
required by law where conditions adversely affect adjoining property; some
Want fines levied according to the amount of erosion. More than 1 percent of
the comments say,that existing laws relating to land use are inadequate, and
more than 1 percent say that laws are not adequately enforced. As table 11-2
indicates, 70 percent of the comments calling for stronger laws (85 comments)
are from the Northeast.
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Many more comments reflect a strong belief that government should not infringe
on the right of individual landowners to manage their land as they please.

[Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 61 percent felt that thee
owner has the right to make decisions about the use of his or hei
farmland. Twenty-eight percent felt that it is the public's right
to make sure that farmland is used only for producing food. Ten
percent were not sure or could not decide.)

More than 5 percent (159) of the comments addressing land use and more than 2
percent (44) of those add essing the retention of farmland assert that the
rights of landowners sho d be considered, that land use controls should be
eliminated, that acreage controls and allotments should be eliminated, or
that citizen ownership an vernment control are tot compatible. Of all
comments on all topics, a total of 1,665 comment's express this opinion. Of
these, 267 comments are from the West region, 346 from the Midwest, only 43
from the Northeast, and 1,008 from the South. Some respondents reject, in
very strong terms, the right of society, through governmental action, to
curtail the rights of owners in any way. Others, however, do not object so
much to some form of regulation as to perceived unfairness in enforcing
regulations. For example, an Idaho. farmer says: "Land use planning, I have
seen it work in the various areas. But what it seems to do is lock up the
lands so that the farmer cannot sell small portions or provide areas for his
children to come into the program, but only so long as the developers wish it
to be locked up. Then they have ways of getting it rezoned and developed so
that they can profit the most from it. 1 think that it is an area in which
we need to be very careful. If land use planning is going to be land use
planning, it should be to the benefit of the Nation, not just the developers."

Another 3 percent of the farmland comments and 1 percent of the land use
comments complain about.red'tape and regulations. More than 5.percent of the
farmland retention comments and 4 percent of the land use comments say that most
farmers do not abuse the soil or other natural resources and will do a good
job without government regulations. A few .comments from the South express.
opposition to the RCA 5-year plan. Many'respondents share the views of the
California farmer who says he is in favor of conservation but warns: "Beware
of commissions, environmentalists and other regulatory groups. So many of
them are so removed from the land and reality they make little sense in their
proposals. Seems that the American Farmer has shown his ability to produce
yet replenish the important ingredients in the soil, in the past. Today so
many are being pushed off the land because of unrealistic rules and regulations--
just the reverse should be true, since the worlo needs more food and more
people who can produce."

As table 11-2 indicates, the opinion that efforts to reduce urban encroach-
ment on farmland constitute a threat to private ownership and individual
rights is strongest in the South. About 51 percent of the comments (335)
expressing such fears are from the South. Only 33 comments from respondents
in the Northeast express similar thoughts. In the Midwest, there may be more
opposition than the table indicates to land use planning that would restrict
the owner's right to sell to developers. One response form from the Midwest
defines retention of farmland as meaning that the farmer retains the right to
decide when and to whom to sell his land.
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Ninety-three comments say that the responsibility for planning land use and
acting to retain farmland should rest with the private sector or local
government. Of these comments, 70 come from the South and Midwest regions
and 5 from the Northeast. Fifty-four comments say that responsibility should
rest with the state alone or with state and local government together; 13
say it should rest with the federal government or with state and federal
government.

Nearly 3 percent of the coleiments addressing the retention of farmland call
for the reduction of taxes/on farmland, especially the inheritance tax.
Nearly 3 percent of the comments on farmland retention and 1 percent of those
addressing land use call for various forms of incentives and subsidies to
achieve conservation goals (see chapter 7). Almost 1 percent (26) of the
farmland retention comments express fear that the government is creating
long-range problems in trying to solve immediate ones. Nearly 2 percent say
that if farmers received a fair return for their crops.they cpuld take care
of conservation without help from the government.

A few comments addressing farmland retention are directed to miscellaneous
issues. More than 2 percent of the comments express concern about the plight
of farmers with small acreages and call for efforts to preserve small farms.
More than 1 percent express resentment over the sale of agricultural land to
foreigners. More than 5 percent complain about absentee landowners or tenant
farmers. They suggest that owners be required to actively manage at least 50
percent of their holdings and be required to take responsibility for conser-
vation on their land. Half of these comments are from the South and one-
fourth from the Midwest. Nearly 1 percent of the comments call for some form
of licensing to ensure that new farmers Overqualified to manage land resources
or suggest that the government buy the land from farmers who do not practice
good conservation and then sell or lease it to others who are conservation
minded. About 1 percent of the comments suggest that vacant farms, idle
land, or marginal land be brought into production. Only three of these
comments are from the West. More than 1 percent of the comments refer to
drainage. The respondents are concerned because the RCA documents mention
drainage only in association with wetlands. They say that drainage of wet
soils increases production and does not damage wildife habitat.

Suggestions for Governmental Action

This section covers those suggestions for governmental action that do not
refer to a specific RCA objective or alternative program. Nationwide, 1,848
responses containing 2,425 comments were coded to this topic. Of these
comments, 44 percent are from the South region, 27 percent from the Midwest,
17 percent from the West, and 12 percent from the Northeast. This breakdown
is not ubstantially different from the breakdown for all topics" ogether
except that tbere are more responses from the West and fewer from the Mid-
west.

Oct
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The'responses are in the following forms:

Form of response
Personal letter
Petition or form letter
Structured response form
Nonstructured response form
Public transcript
SIND long range plan

Total

Number of responses
462
588
542
222
34

Irya
Of the 1,848 responses, 1,500 (81 percent) come from individuals. In addition,
there are 174 responses (9 percent) from local governments, 74 responses (4
percent) from federal agencies, and 100 responses (6 percent) from a variety '

of other sources. Respondents identify themselves as farmers on only 63
responses, or less than 4 percent of those coded to this topic. Of the total
responses, 22 percent are from farmers.

About one-fourth of the comments discuss.the role of education in achieving
conservation goals. This is by'far the largest single group of comments.
Some respondents comment on the need for more education about environmental
issues, about protecting the Nation's productive capacity, and about the
costs of conservation. Others call-for better education about specific
conse ation practices. A few respondeata,say that better qualified teachers
are eded. A few argue that education is the best way to achieve conger-
vati goals and is preferable to regulations and penalties.

[The Harris survey also indicated that the public feels that education
is critical to successful conservation. In addition, those surveyed
thought that providing education about conservation is a proper role
Of the government. inety-three percent said that the federal
government should inform people about, the need to protect soil and
water resources. Only 4 percent said that the government should not
be involved, and 2 percent were not sure.)

The following statements illustrate what some respondents say about the role
of education in achieving conservation goals.

"Provide a more intensive educational program to show the advantages of
keeping soil loss levels dam . . . ."

"Establish a public education program covering the public's vital
involvement in continued soil productivity . . . ."

"So many attempts at regulation fall short because they are attempts to
enforce regulations that are not understood . . . ."

In order to have a successful conservation program the government must
"get the attention and cooperation oftfarmers and the general public.
If possible, have a magazine such as the 'Farm Journal' present needed
information . . . . Farmers are busy people and'don't need long
articles. Using cartoonists and newspaper articles would be an
attraction . . . . This would get attention and inform people of things
they can do to help."
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A few comments call for conservation laws with teeth and for stronger enforce-
ment of existing laws (3 pereent). Far more, about 14 percent of the comments,
indicate that the public wants the government to reduce the scdOe of its
activities, improve its efficiency, and cut taxes. Respondents complain that
the bureaucracy is too big, that there is too much red tape, and thitgovern-
ment is preoccupied with numbers and quotai--in short, abstractions 'r
than concrete problems and practical solutions. A few respondents cougnin
that there are too many employees at all ,levels of government. .They want
nonprojuctive employees fired, some offices closed; operations reduced, and
the budget reduced.

Some comments showing di pleasure with government regulation follow:

"During recent ye our productiyity lead has been slumping. Is it a

coincidence that ring this same time period the number of government
rules and regulations has increased enormously? If we'could get rid of
even a few hundred of the most idiotic regulations; farmers would have
the financial resources to take better care of the land."

"The worst offender of soil and water conservation is not the average
farmer, but the agricultural policy of the federal government. I refer
to the cheap food policy . . . . This forces marginal grasslands into
production of wheat and feed grains which causes surpluses of these
commodities and low prices. Grain export embargoes haven't helped.
USDA must understand that we can't have both . . . unlimited production
and good conservation."

"We must cut down on the size of our government and cut the spending.
-So please, let'shave less government controls not more!"

Although a significant percentage of comments calls on the government to
curtail its activities, an equally large &mug calls fo? more governmental
action. More than 15 percent of the comments are for increased governmental
involvement in many different areas. These comments suggest greater funding
for conservation districts (1.4 percent), more money for conservation employees
(1.2 percent), and more technical assistance (0.8 percent). Some comments
(2.0 percent) call for various types of government subsidies for conservation
work, including price supports, low-interest loans, long-term loans, tax
breaks, and investment credits.

The following are some specific public comments malting suggestions for more
governmental action.

"First, continue with research into better farming methods and publicize
the results of this research, with pilot programs where feasible. These

methods have been successful . . . and would be more so if farmers had
more funds to work with. Second, promote conditions whereby farmeri can
make a reasonable profit."

. "Regulations against building on prime agricultural land is the only way
to halt the advance of urbanization, and the destruction of useful
productive fields."
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There are a multitude of other suggestions for governmental action. Some
examples are listed below. Few of these individually amount to more than 1
percent of the comments.

o Increase research and development.
o Preserve agricultural land for the future.
.e Enact adequate legislation.
o Protect and encourage small farms.
o Increase cost sharing.
o Decrease taxes on agricultural lands and for young farmers.
o Reduce nonpoint pollution.
o Enact land use laws to preserve agricultural land. .

o Penalize those who do not conserve.
o Use tax concessions to promote soil conservation.
o Aid farmers in woodland management.
o Put more emphasis on field training for conservation workers.
o Give new farmers grants and loans.
o Provide more leadership and guidance for farmers.
o Eliminate the inheritance tax.
o ReestablishLthe CCC.
o Control urban sprawl; it consumes more farmland than erosion does.

Nearly 4 percent of the comments cal for the government to end policies
which reduce farmers' profits. Sligfitly more than 1 percent demand that
farmers receive 100 percent parity. Another 1 percent say that farmers'
income must be based on the marketplace rather than on government programs.
A typical comment of this type is "Either up the target and loan prices on
grain so we farmers can survive as human beings or get out of our business
altogether. Then supply and demand would take care of us . . . . That would
also mean no embargoes. It seems that everything the government does works
against us, not for us."

Laws, Regulations, and Legislation

General remarks about laws, regulations, and legislation appear in.only
2,314 comments in 1,695 responses. These comments, however, represent
the views of 7,667 respondents because some comments appear on petitions
bearing large numbers of signatures.

4

Forty-two percent of the comments on laws, regulations, and legislation come
from the South, 26 percent from the Midwest, 19 percent from the Northeast,
and 13 percent from the West. Therefore, the number of comments from the North-
east is disproportionately high and the number from the Midwest is dispropor-
tionately low. The responses are in the following forms:

Number
Form of response of responses

. Personal letter 598

Petition or form letter q71
Structured response form 675

Nonstructured response form 228

Public transcript 22

Other 1

Total 1.,695
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Of the 1,695 responses, 1,319 (79 percent) are from individuals. Another 205
(12 percent) are from local governments, and 75 (4 percent) are from federal
agencies. Twenty-two responses (1 percent) were sent by farm organizations
and 19 (1 percent) by environmental groups. The remaining 55 (3 percent)
come from a variety of other sources. Respondents who identify themselves as
farmers or ranchers sent in 466 responses (27 percent).

More than half the respondents (including those who signed petitions) ex-
peitly or implicitly oppose federal laws, regulations, and legislation
concerning conservation. Almost 66 percent (5,048 respondents) feel that the
private sector rather than the federal government should be responsible for
conservation. (Nearly 4,000 people express this view in petitions from
Texas.) About 9 percent (690 respondents) call for less government regulation,
red tape, and bureaucracy. Some of these respondents feel that regulations
are unnecessary or too expensive. Others are displeased by the controls
placed on individuals.

(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 6740percent said that landowners
and the government should share responsibility for conservation, 28
percent said that landowners should have sole responsibility, only 2
percent said that the government should have sole responsibility,
And 3 percent were not sure.)

These resultt differ from the RCA public comments in that they affirm the
government's role in conservation. They do, however, agree with the public
responses in opposing the view that the government should have exclusive
responsibility for conservation.

'People taking part in the Harris survey also opposed controls on
individuals. Sixty-one.percent said that the owner's right is more
important than the public's right in conservation decisions, 29
percent said that the public's right is paramount, and 10 percent
were not sure.'

Some other public comments on laws and regulations are listed below, (The

figures deal strictly with the number of comments and not with the number of
people making those comments,)

Number Percentage
Comment of comments of comments

Agree with conservation laws and
regulations- --

Disagree with conservation laws and
regulations - --

Strongly disagree with conservation
laws and regulations

Maintain the present level of laws
and regulations -

Enact additional legislation, and
enforce the laws more vigorously - -- - --

14 1

49 2

28 1

37 2

114 4
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Number Percentage
Comment of comments of comments
Individual rights of landowners should

come first 76 3

Use of forceful methods to achieve
conservation is not acceptable 54 2

Oppose uniform national standards 36 1

Federal controls should be the last
resort 17 1

Laws and regulation put too many con-
trols on people and cost too much
money 16 1

Farmers should control agriculture and
conservation .. 113 5

Farmers are already doing a good job
of conserving resources 28 1

Laws and regulations should reflect.
the farmers' interests 12 1

Control development and urban sprawl 33 1

Taxes are too high - - -- 22 1

Eliminate the inheritance tax 13 1

Lack faith in government 15 1

Give bureaucrats more practical
experience in the field 14 1

Penalize those who do no conserve 15 1

Laws and regulations are too
expensive 12 1

Conservation programs need more local
input 10 <1

4

Some samples of the public comments on laws, regulation, and legislation
follow:

"Less government interference with the American farmer in the form of
embargoes and regulation will allow the -armer to afford conservation
practices."

"I will support any program that will stop the destruction of agricul-
tural land . . . . This can be done by a common sense law dealing with
the use of these lands for construction, dumping, and other irreversible
or harmful uses."

"There is too much government meddling now (i.e., EQ, EPA, etc) . . .

Too many 'way out' environmentalists are making laws and regulations
which do not help the farmers but actually increase the cost of pro-
duction which in turn makes farming less economically feasible."

"More of the beneficial conservation practices should be laid down as
law to the.Nation's farmers. In our evaluations we should have a mind
for what the situation will be in the fiture. Land for food production
is dwindling and population increasing. The natural quality of food is
decreasing because of chemical use in commercial operations."



[The Harris survey included several questions on the fairness of govern-
ment laws and regulations. The public's attitude toward possible regula-
tions depended on whether landowners would receive financial aid to help
pay the cost of complying with the regulations. Fifty-six percent of
those surveyed said that if the government required farmers to conserve
soil and water and provided loans and financial help to do this, it
would be fair to both farmers and taxpayers. Eighteen percent said that
such an arrangement would be-fair just to farmers, 5 percent said it
would be fair just to taxpayers, and 11 percent said it would be fair to
neither. Nine percent were not sure.

Those surveyed were also asked if it would be fair for the government to
require farmers and other landowners to protect their soil and water
without offering any financial help. Thirty-two percent said this
arrangement would be fair just to taxpayers, 12 percent said it would be
fair to both farmers and taxpayers, and 4 percent said that it would be 4...

fair justto farmers. Forty percent said it would.be fair to neither 4P4r
and 10 percent were undecided.1

General comments opposing government regulation do not play an inordinately
large part in the public's responses. (There are, of course, other comments
on regulation that were coded separately as "agree" or ''disagree" under the
alternative strategy that deals with regulation. These comments are discussed
under "Regulatory Emphasis" and "Cross Compliance" in chapter 7.)

General Social Comments

Some comments are too general.to fit into specific categories. They are
primarily statements of general social values or ideals. Only 503 responses
contain general social comments. Altogether, these responses contain 725
general social comments.

Forty-three percent of the comments come from the Midwest, 14 percent from
the West, 28 percent from the South, and 15 percent from the Northeast. A
disproportionately high number of comments come from the Midwest and a dis-
proportionately low number from the South.

The responses are in the following forms:

Number of
Form of response responses,

Personal letter 210

Petition or form letter 68
Struct response form 145

s ructured response form- 62

Public transcript- 18

Total 503

A total of 396 responses, 79 percent, are from individuals. About 29 percent
are from farmers or ranchers. The next two largest grouprof respondents are
local governments (47 percent) and federal agencies (20 percent). The responses

from local governments include 28 from conservation districts.
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The general social comments are fairly disparate. Therefore, the groupings
used here are to some degree a subjective convenience for organizing "odds
and ends." The comments can be grouped as follows: proconservation, anti-
government, laissez faire, and other.

Number of Percentage
Proconservation comments of comments
Farmers' problems and the use of the land

should concern all Americans 29 4

Support a "waste not-want not" philosophy 24 3

General approval of conservation 22 3

Conservation of soil and water sholld
receive very high priority 19 3

More emphasis, money, or tax concessions
are needed for conservation 13 2

The Nation needs plans to save agricultural
land, fresh water, and energy for fixture
use -- 9 1

Everyone should share the cost of
conservation- /1* 131 18

Subsidize conservation 4 1

Very concerned about conservation- 3 41

-254 35
Antigovernment
Forceful methods of achieving conservation
are not act4table v 84 12

There is too much regulation 28 4

There is too much red Wipe and bureaucracy- 27 4

Lack faith in government 4 1

Government programs are a waste of tax
money 1 <1

144 21

Laissez faire
Individual rights of landowners come first- 89 12

Conservation programs should be voluntary 8

Farmers are already doing a great job 32 4

A free market economy will take care of the
problems 24 3

Farmers and other landowners should make
all conservation decisions 20 3

Responsibility for conservation should be
with the private sector, landowner., or
farmer 4 <1

177 24

'Other
Control conservation problems through

education 12 2

Environmental goals and abundant c1eap food
are not compatible objectives 10 1

Conservation programs should be designed
to benefit farmers and landowners 10 1

Government should promote farming as an
occupation 8 1



Number of Percentage
Other comments of comments

Government should give more leadership and
guidance to farmers 7 1

* 'Low profits, high operating costs, and
'taxes are endangering small farms 5 1

OppOse uniform national standards for
conservation 4 41

Recycle wastes 3 <1

USDA should expand programs into areas of
social concern 3 <1

gi 8

Comments that could not be grouped in a
meaningful way 12

Samples of some general social comments follow:

"At no time shoUld the rights of the individual landowner be controlled
or denied. No mandatory conservation or use of private land can be
tolerated in a nation which professes to be a democratic republic."

"We as Americans should be stewards of our soil and natural resources
if future generations are to live in our world. Everyone should be
interested in preserving our soil a d water."

"In the drought of '77 modewas appropriated for wells (Wapato Irrigation
District) but the season passed and the money remains 'in the bank' . .

This type of problem is fairly common in the smaller areas without effective
organization or individual resources. A related problem is that the
farmers, most in their 50's and 60's, are tired of fighting the battle . .

fly head hurts from the bureaucratic stone wall."
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Chapter 12 - Conclusions

The RCA public review process was one of the largest interagency public
participation efforts ever undertaken by this Department. Some ).0,000 copies

- of the draft Appraisal and draft Program Report and Environmental Impact
Statement Were distributed for review. In addition, 200,000 wits of the
Summary were made available to the public. The public submitted Learly
65,000 responses, which contain over 1.5 million coiments and represent the
views of 118,000 people. Responses were received from all 50 states and the
Caribbean area. More responses are from ArkansiN than any other state.

On nearly half of the responses, the respondents do not identify their occu-
pation or affiliation. Twenty -two percent of all responses are from farmers
and ranchers who do not indicate affiliation.with any other group or organization.
If replies from conservation districts, ASC county committees, and farm
organiz4tions are added to these, the agricultural community accounts for
37 percent of all responses, (In contrast, farmers and ranchers make up only
3 percent of the national work force and, therefore, 3 percent of those
sampled in the Harris survey.) Most replies, nearly 80 Percent, 'came from
the South and Midwest. Table 12-1 shows the distribution of comments by
topic group.

Table 12-1.--Comments, by topic group

Topic group
Humber of
comments

Percentage of
comments

Assumptions and projections 25,376
Soil, water, and related resources 16,019
Conservation objectives- 577,882 38
Conservation activities 27,810 2

Alternative strategies - a 765,759 51

Agencies 18,741 1

Present programs 50,097 3
Related issues 11,258 1

Miscellaneous 20,704 1

Total 1,513,556 100

Comments on the strategies and objectives account fOr nearly 90 percent of
thIpcomments, The number of structured forms submitted conld neve influenced
this distribution of comments. About 57 percent of the responses are structured
forms, and nearly all versions of these forms include alternative strategics
and objectives.

The preceding chapters deal with the subjects in detail. Wat follows are
the principal conclusions.

12-1
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The RCA Process; Assumptions and Projections

Many respondents appreciate the opportunity to comment but say that the draft
documents did not reach enough people. Some respondents also mention inade-
quacies in the RCA process, especially in the public participation aspects.
They say that copies of the RCA documents were not, sufficiently available,
that the review period was not long enough, and that the meetings were held
at inconvenient locations. Some respondents doubt some of the assumptions
and projections and feel that they cannot be substantiated. Many ask for
additional research and documentation. Some say that the type of trade data
offered would be useful if it were credible, Respondents favor exports as a
way to sustain farm income, balance the trade deficit, and encourage conser-
vation activities,

Soil, Water, and Related Resources

Respondents seem to show a deep appreciation for and to attach value to soil,
water, and related resources. Many comments reflect a good understanding of
resource status and trends. They also express concern over the capacity of
the resources to meet increasing future demands.

Respondents are in fairly close agreement with USDA's perception of the
Nation's resource problems. However, they expreds greater concern about soil
and water and wildlife habitat than about waste management, recreation, and
open space. They do mention conflicting demands on certain resources.

Conservation Objectives

Comments on objectives are the second largAft group of comments. Respondents
express strong support for USDA's traditional conservation objectives. Soil

erosion reduction should be the cornerstone for a USDA program, according to
the comments received here and in the Harris survey. Respondents say that
the Department should take An activ, role in protecting and preserving farm-
land but should not attempt direct federal control. They give strong support

to retention of farmland.,

Conservation objectives directed to noncropland, such as wetlands preserva-
tion and wildlife habitat improvement, are supported by a majority of those
who comment on these issues but rank low in an ordinal ranking of all objectives.
Respondents do not want efforts directed toward meeting these objectives to
divert USDA resources and personnel f,r,s: what they see as more important

conservation concerns (those affecting cropland). Traditional objectives,

such as erosion control and flood damage reduction, are seen to a. least
partly benefit society. Therefore, the respondents, want the beneficiary,
through the federal government, to help bear the cost.

The respondents appear to feel that many conservation problems originate in
urban areas. Respondents accept USDA's moving into urban conservation if by

doing so it would help solve resource problems.



Conservation Activities

The responses to conservation activities that are proposed to meet the objective
indicate that respondents believe most farmers are conservation minded and
sincerely want to be good land stewards. What respondents desire from the
Department of Agr'culture is cooperation and assistance in carrying out their
desire to conserve resources. A proper role of government, they are saying,
is assisting individual farmers in things they cannot do for themselves- -
research, technical assistance, and economic information--and providing cost
sharing for practices that benefit society but yield little or no short-term
economic return to farmers. Most respondents commenting on cost sharing
believe that the federal government should pay more than 50 percent of the
cost of conservation activities.

Comments addressing the adequacy of the proposed activities for achieving
conservation objectives say, by a 3 to 2 margin, that the activities taken as
a group are adequate rather than inadequate. Activities most supported include
erosion control measures, structural flood control measures, conservation
tillage, and drainage. Least popular are wetland retention policies and data
collection methods, which are criticized by a number of respondents. The
activities most often mentioned are techdical assistance, agricultural research,
and erosion control measures. In short, respondents say that activities are
worthwhile and should be carried out but that this can be done only if land
users and government cooperate in the interest of conservation.

Alternative Strategies

The alternative strategies received over half (51 percent) of all comments
made in the public review. Respondents express opinions ranging from strong
support to strong opposition. Based on these responses, redirecting present
conservation programs is the preferred alternative, receiving 80 percent
favorable comments. Conservation bonuses, which could provide higher price
supports and cost sharing rates or more favorable interest rates, rank second
in preference w'th 72 percent favorable. In rating strategies in terms of
their probable effectiveness in achieving conservation goals, respondents
rank the bonus strategy first and redirected programs second.

Respondents rank regional projects, natural resource contracts, state leader-
ship, and cross compliance about in the middle, with favorable and unfavor-
able comments about even. The use of regulation as a conservation tool
ranked last, with only 37 percent supporting the strategy.

Alternatives, Objectives, and Activities

Only a tiny fraction of the 1.5 million comments link specific strategies
with specific RCA objectives. This lack of response may be due to respondents
not clearly understanding how a given strategy might work to achieve a conserva-

tion objective. For instance, setting water quality standards (regulation)
may be the only suitable strategy for achieving water quality objectives. If

respondents cannot support regulation, they need to know and accept the
consequence that the water quality objective cannot be met. The relationship

between strategies and objectives should be clearly spelled out in the next
draft of the RCA program.

12-3
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Of. the comments dealing with more general relationships between the alterna-
tives, objectives, and activities, more favor redirecting existing programs
than any other strategy. Most comments support increasing funding, phasing
out programs that duplicate services, and linking programs more tightly to
soil and water conservation objectives. They say that programs should be
flexible arid voluntary and should provide incentives for encouraging conser-
vation. They also say that programs must pay off.'before farmers will accept
them.

USDA and Its Agencies

Repondents generally perceive USDA and its agencies to have an effective
delivery system for resource conservation programs. They therefore believe
the present arrangement is satisfactory. There is no clear call for reorganiza-
tion. However, respondents recognize that some fine tuning and redirection
of some programs might be helpful.

By number of comments regarding agencies, respondents favor making no organiza-
tional change, increasing funding, increasing technical,assistance, and
maintaining present levels of USDA assistance but oppose creating a new
conservation agency.

Present Soil and Water Conservation Proerams

The coiments on the Department' :.:oncervation programs are similar to those
made about its agencies. RespondenLs generally support the programs and the
agencies administering them and believe that with adequate funding, the
present programs could meet the resource objectives.

Related Issues

The few respondents commenting on the status of small farms say that in
planning programsa USDA shoo14 contider the needs of operators of small farms.

A few respondents comment OA the LISAUS of land use planning and the retention
of farmland. Some respnnd.naa. mostly in the Northeast, say that regulation
is necessary to prevent tirban development on farmland. Others, especially in
the South and Midwest, express opposition to government action that would
curtail the rights of landowners.

Respondents offering suggestions on governmental action seem to think that
education is the most acceptable government activity related to conservation.
Some comments say that the government should provide increased funding for
conservation. An equal number say that the government should reduce its
regulatory actions.

Most of the respondents commenting on laws and regulations seem to believe
that conservation can be accomplished through action by the private sector.
They oppose government regulation and favor a voluntary approach to solving
conservation problems. A small number of all comments express concerns about
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inefficiency and red tape in doing business with the government. However,
general comments opposing government regulation do not play an inordinately
large part in the public's responses.

* * *

In the final analysis, respondents seem to say that they are fairly well
satisfied with present conservation programs. They request more funds for
on-the-ground implenentation and less regulation and red tape. They suggest
that better communication and coordination among USDA's conservation agencies
would also improve delivery. These comments translate to a desire for a
voluntary; locally controlled, highly subsidized, n egulatory program. If
alternative strategies are combined, the preference is redirecting present
programs, utilizing conservation bonuses, enforcing cross c liance in
special areas, and implementing regional resource projects inareas of serious
resource problems. Such a program would be a combination of alternatives 1,
2, 3, and 6, a combination which is actually suggested by only 250 respondents.
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