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" ABSTRACT . . i =
‘ The Soil and Water Rescurces Conservation Act of 1977 3
(RCA) directed the Onited States Departmaent of Agriculture (OSDA) ¢o
assess the country's nonfederal soil and water resources and to.
develdp ,a prcgram to conserve these and related-.natural resources. :
During this rrocess, the USDA prepared and circulated for public i
ccament a - draft appraisal, draft prograam report, envirommental impact ' s
, .Statement, and summary document. Presented in this report is an
analysis of the more than 65,000 responses received during the 60-day
public reviev period in regard to these four publiicaticns. Topics
. - addressed include status and cocndition of soil and sater resources,
. .conservatien cbjectives, alternative conservation strategies, the-
i USLA and. its current programs, 2nd related resource conservation
issues. Incorrorated into the text are ccaments froam the USDA-RCA

gublic opinicn survey conducted by Louis Harris and Associates.
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PREFACE . N

The Soil and Water Resources Conservation Act of 19?? (RCA) (PL 95-192)
directs the U.S. Department of Agr:culture to solicit information and ideas

Comments kere received by the USDA-RCA Response Analysis Center in Athe
Georgia, during the 60-3ay review period (January 28-March 28,. 1980).

report .presents the analysis of almost 65,000 responses containing more thau
1.5 million separate comments. These responses are from individuals, organi~
‘zations, and government agencies and ‘were signed by more than 116,000 people.-

and Environmental Impact Statement, and Summary to the public¢ for comm n;i:
Th

- This report was prepared in order to-- .
o provide ‘a report that the Setfétary of Agr:culture, other members
: of the Execut;ve Branch, and the Congress csn use in RCA deczsion-
making.
o convey to the RCA Coord:nst:ng Comm:tteé the nature and substance
of the public comments. - *
- provide a documentary record of whst‘the_public said. ’
o provide a basis for comparing the public response to the RCA draft
documents wlth the Louis Harrzs and Associates public opinion
survey. Co : .
. - o K
This report presents important information for decisionmakers to‘bons:der as
thiey develop the USDA national conservation program. In this regatd, a few
. words of caution are in order. The Public Response Evaluation Team urges all
users of this report to bear 1n mind that comments received® firom the public

Q

as part of publ:c part:c:patlon activities are-not derived through statistically

L

désigned sa ere fﬁ?Ei‘tﬁ“E‘EBﬁiEﬁfi‘ﬂU’n‘f provide a
basis for drawing 1Q£erences about the views of the general public nor do
- they allow uzers to generalize aboiut the views of all fatnegs, all members

of other groups, or the total population. This does not, however, diminish ‘
the usefulness of these comments to decisionmakers. These comments represent’
the views and priorities of an interested segment of the public.

N
-]

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 conmcnts, RCA decisionmakers may want to
reéview the following caveats presented by Drs. Lester Milbrath and Steven

+ Cohen. 1/ ’
] In public.participation activities, responses are submitted voluntarily.
This suggests that the respondent has a high level®of 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 T?TUTE_I"beposed Design

for a Comparative Study of Two Citizen Participatiog Methods. Environmental-
Studies Center, State University of New York at Buffalo. Prepared under
contract with the Soil Conservation Service, Order #3&?5-9420?7. L

-

iii ¢

— ; - - 1y 2d-5itizeng.. . Jo-accordance - ith-Pprovisionsors—=x
c of theflaw, USD& distrlbutcd cop:es of the draft Appraisal:, Program Report *




;il;"} < » ’
i deal of time and energy to compose, This, as well as personal skills and W

psychological barriers. limits the.numbér of those who comment.
. . o In statistically designed surveys., respondents are selected randomly. T
sl As a result, a survey includes people who may not have thought much: about the e

p - ues. Even.so, .these opinions should be viewed as meaningful responses N
8 aboi vaiues and ferences that will be ‘affected by conservation program: . !
: . decis e S - . ¥ z

- L]

o The relatzonship between a finding from the survey and a finding from
the public comments Js 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 are-not a random sample, to determine whether the distribution is
representative of all farmefs.- The distribution does suggest something,

,Jhowever, ahout the attitudes people who are likely.to try to. apply political
pressure. If it 1sr3ecessary o estimate the distribution of public opimion

on an issue, the sur¥ey data presented here almost certaimly are-more reliable *
than the public commént data. .
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. This report is the work of the Public Response Evaluation Team, directed by
Ida D. Cuthbe¥tson, SCS. Arnold King; SCS, served as assistant team director.
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. ‘A GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED :N"nns REPORT

. The ‘following list includes tefms used throughout this report. As used in,
:. the report, these terms have specific ncah:ngs narrower than their generally
. accepted def initiona

Affilistion of tespondeﬁt‘ .Includes membership -in -formal organxzat:ons or
association with a unit of government, a field of endeavor, -or another
category deemed useful for this analysis. Only one afleiation is

. recorded for each individual.

o

" Comment. A stateaent of opinion about any topic. : ' .-

Ve Forn, nonstmctured A preprinted ,comment fom that allows gespondents i
'/ ‘to type or write orzginal conuents.~. . .
LI 2N

L Form, stéuttured A preprinted comment form on which respondents fill in
. blanks or check or c1rc1e coament s that correspond to their views.

- €.

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

L]
-
13

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

Respondent . A person-~representing hxcself, an‘organizatlon,_or"a,

« unit of governnent--who subwitted a response to.the Response Annlysis
Cent.er_. . . .
" Response. " *A‘written or oral communication submitted to the Response Analysis
“Center. A response contains one or more comsents on aspects of the RCA

< drafts or related issues. >

-

" »

Response type. The manner in which A response was ;ubm'.tted. The dif ferent.

types are: .
. (1) personal letter, postcard report, verbal comment, telegram, -
or nailgral. o Ve

(2)  petition, form letter, or resolution. A
(3) [ structured coupon or structured response form.
+ (4)' nonstructured response form. * . '
(5) transcript of public meetings. .
. (6) District or State Soil and Water Conse:vation Long-Range Plan.
- (7) other. - . .

& . .
Siggaénre. A nang\Sffixed to a response. On the average, each response
-‘contains almost two signatures. " ° _ ® .

Topic.” A discrete subject area that covers a part’of the pubiished RCA
drafts or related issues. Related topics mske up the various chapters
in this report. : »



. o . -
. : iy

Chapter 1 - Highlights . .

'—‘fﬁis repoi-'f “is Dased on_ 64,872 responsel Teceived by the USDA-RCA Renpome ! x
- Analysis Center in a\theur, Georgia, during. the public response period .- ) N
(Jsnuary-March 1980). These responses were signed by 118,213 persons. They ;
contain 1,513,556 separate, identifiable comments about the RCA .draft. documents
and -related iunel. “Responses are from evary state in the Nation and the
c:;ili&bean area, Tl;e respomes express the views of mewbers of the interested
P c. ° .
Analysig of these responses shows that--
@ almost three-fourths are from individuals. . d
o responses from the South are proportionately greater than the
: nonmetropolitan population of the regiong regponses from the North-
east are proportionately smaller.
. . o© neatly half of the individuals do not identify ‘themselves by occupa-
' tion or sffiliation.
"o . nearly one-fourth of the responses are fron those who - identify
themselves as farmérs or ranchers. :
o one-fourth are from respondents who identiofsr thmelves as e-ployeel
. of federsl, stste, or-local government. _
- o  well over half are structured respopse forms.

-

T

oy

o . asbout half of all comments-address the alternative strategies for
, ,conserving soil and water resources. . ' .
P o more than one-third.of all comments wddress the conlemtion
- . objectives, -
e 0. sthe-remainipg-commentsaddress-present pmgrm, <conservation C

*

" activities, RCA assumptions and projections, USDA agencies, soil
and water ‘resources agd miscellaneous topics.
+ Respondents co-enting on loil, water. and related resoutceswo '
o value highly the Nation's s0il, water, and related resources.
o - are concerned about the capacity of the Nation's resoiirces to meet

' futurc needs. .

-~

Respondents conenting on the chletvation objectives--
‘0 ' express strong support for USDA's traditional objectfvel relating
to consexrvation and presexvation of agricultural land.

o support the objective of reducing soil erosion as the cornerstone -
of USDA Conaervation programs, more strongly than the other oot
objectives. | -

o support objectives directed at noncrophnd, such as wetlands
preservation and wildlife habitat improvement, but not nearly as :

. smuch as they support the traditional objectives. :

o, __want the Department to take an sctive role in helping to protect
and preserve fsrmlsmd without attempting direct-federsl.control. L.

o ssy that conservstitn of nstural resources is isportant, that -

‘ conservstion ia in the public interest, snd that- sccomplishing the
objectives would conserve resources for the future.-

o think that many consexvstion problems originntein urbsn areu ..
and that USDA should deal with these if doing so helps te lplve
‘resource; problems. .




. s ~» »
:_', i Those co-enting on the a ivxr.iea propoaed- to reach the objéctivea--
- {L { y=that—proposed-activities; taken as a’
“e . group, for achieving conservation obj!ctmq are adeguate rat.her
. than inadequiste.

- 0 sost favor conservation tillage, drainage, erosion control .enum,
' and atructural flood control as effective conservatidn seasures.
o expreas leaat suppoft for wetlaud retention pol'iciel and-data

) B - collection sethods. .
. o most often comment on technical aasistance, agricultuul reaearch,
. #nd’eroaion control measures. .

° express enthusisss for both trgditional and’ innovative DSDA gractic“
: ’ " - . and policiea for encouraging conservation.
£ . . Reapondentl co-enti.ng on t.he alternative strategies, :i.ncluding farlera and
’ . ranchers=« . e
0 moat favor redirecting present conservation pi‘erm and conser-
vation perfomnce bonuses. . -~

T T © ” leaat fayor the reguletory e-phuia and .cross coglimcg. . .
"t 7 o0 ¢ generally say that they would support s nationsl conservation .
’ program that is well funded, voluntary, and reipomive to local

conditions and needa . X . .
%
Penonc comisehting on USDA agencies and their comewaf.ion programs--
o, generally believe that the programs are effective,but say that the
agencCies could do an even better job if they had more funding it
. ) " they could ptwide norp technical aniaunce, and if they were more
= © efficient: ‘ . e ) .,

Those co-enting on related agricultural issueg-= >

favor a atrong export policy, and relate this to epergy mds. .
endorse the.traditionsl American concept of fmsll family farms.
support preservation of farmland for agricultural use. — - -, .
. ) sry that education and reszarch--but not .re Jnlation--are appro-~

A priate areaa for governmental’ mvﬁy_uenf in comemtion ' .

actwitxea . -

Reapondent.s conenting on the ,nenm-- L - o )

‘0’’ endorse the RCA-pUblic partxcipatim effort. - |

. ., 0 say that_the review period-was too short, that too few copies of \

‘ . ’ ' the uments were available, and that r.he documents should have
_-had more exposure.

" exprésa aomse doubts about the™ accnucy of data jn the:RCA dutt

- . documents.

. - -

o000

» -
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. Chapter 2 - Békiground and National Summary

This chapter provides background inférmation for this report and a broad
overview of the responses received during the RCA public comment period,
describes what theé respondents say, and characterizes the comments submitted.

. -

l

Background

The Soil and Hhter 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.

Thé President is to send this appraisal, agproposed program, and a statenent

of .policy to angr&ss in 1980. *
USDA calls its 1nvolvement with RCA activities the “RCA prbcess " The RCA
process is one of=- * o

o appraising :esources -

o projecting demands. T
o establishing conservation objectives.. . ’

o developing alicraative strategies to meet the object1ves

o ‘'selecting the strategies for the recommended USDA Soil and water

conservation program. iy 5
by . »
Guiding this process is an interagency Coordinating Committee representing
seyeral federal agencies. 1/ The Soil Consetvat1on Service has 1eadersh1p
re pons1b111ty for the RCA process.
. k3
During this procesp,*USDA has prepared four major documents:
o Draft Appraisal Part 1. .
o Draft Appraisal t I1. .
o Draft Program Report, @ vironmental Impact Statement. -
o Summary of the ‘three draft do ' .
.« - N

-

USDA circulated these documents for public comment. is report analyzes the
. public's comments. ' "
Zhe Public's Role in the RCA Process - - ™~
s v . : . :?h“‘

Public participation is*an important feature of RCAml'The Act calls for

' cooperation among the Secretary of Agriculture, conservation districts,
state and local pgencies,'and other appropriate groups to ensure public
partjcipationdin.develog@ng a national soil and water conservation program.

¥

1[ The Committee is made up of representatives of nine USDA agenc1es--
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS); Economics, Statistics,
sand Cooperatives Service (ESCS); Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) ; Forest
Seryice (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 (OEQ)--and
two other federal agencies--Office of Manageaent and Budget (oMB) and Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ). ;

2-1 ' »
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Public participation in the RCA process is designed to--
o make the public aware of and informed about the features of RCA,
N including their role in developing new programs.
©  make the public aware of the condition of the Nation's resources
and the importance of developing a national soil and water conser-
vation program. ’
o encourage—people with diverse interests to contribute information,
© exXpress views, and assist decisionmakers in developing the program.
bring all views expressed by the public before the decisionmakers.
inform the public about the national conservation prograk that
results from RCA, .

do

~ *

" There have been three major RCA public partzczpatzon activities to date.

First was a series of public meetings to solicit citizens' views on resource

concerns and probleus Second wds a public opinion survey conducted for USDA
by Louis. Harris and Associates. Third was soliciting public comments on the

RCA draft documents. K _ _

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 regaxding

soil and water conservation concerns and problems and to identify potential’’
solutions. During 1978, more than 164,000 people attended 9,000 state and
local meetings where RCA 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, California; Atlanta,

~ Georgia; and Schiller Park, 1111n01s

I1: 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
a8 cross section of the Nation's population. Some of the survey's major
findings are included in this report.

III: Soliciting public comments.--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
by SCS and other USDA employees, supplemented by locally hired employees. -

‘The center be%an operatijons on February 19, 1980, and completed operations on

May 1, 1980.

Several impoitgnt points should be kept in mind when reading this report. -
o Responsesagenerated during a public comment period cannot be used as a
basis for generhlizatiom or inference because they are not derived from a
statistically deszgned sampling procedure, such as the Louis Harrzs and
Associates public opinion survey.

. A
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o The reason why people and organizations choose.to respond during a

" public comment period way not be known. However, thé fact that the

" respondents wrote to USDA about RCA indicates that tliey had-a€cess 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. citizenss

[The Harris survey“ihdieates that even though 72 percent of the
public prefers a eountry with many chancés for gitizens to/hsée'a
say in government decisions, only'a third of the public has partici-

pated in a government deeis1on (ﬁor ample, by writing a letter to
- the overnment) ) )
o ¢ g l] //
- National Scope of the Response ’ } X

Th:s.report analyzes 64, 872 responses, which eonta:n 1,513, 556 identifiable.
comments. Since many of the responsesfearry more than one signature, 118,213 i
people are” represented. T

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 noometropolitan population. Forty-four percent of the responses and 46
percent of the signatures come from the South. The South has 30 percent of ‘
‘the Nation’s nonmetropolitan population and 23 percent of the total popula-
tion. Disproportionately few responses are froi the Northeast. Sea table
2-1 and figures 2-2, 2-3; and 2-4. ’
Type of response.--People»responded in a variety of ways. Fifty-seven pereent
of the responses were’ ' subKitted on structured response forms. Many of these
. forms are the version distributed by the National Association of Conservation

Districts (NACD), 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, 82 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 tranemitted 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 aﬁe individuals. Individuals submitted
s 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, &Q?.'

, ‘ - \
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These six categories of respondents account for nearl?'all (98.6 percent)

_responses dnd signatures. As shown in table 2-5, individuals account for 71

percent of all responses and 77 percent of all signatures. Government agéncies
account for about 25 percent of all responses and 20 percent of all signatures.

pffiliation of respondent.-~Twenty-two percent of all responses are from
respondents who identify themselves as. farmers or ranchers. Ten percent are
from people who identified themselves as affiliated with conservation districts.
On nearly half of the responses, the respondents do not ideatify their affilia-
tion. Table 2-6 shows affiliation of respondents.

Content of responses.--Respondents discuss a wide %ariety 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 fuch 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 strateg:es and conservation
objectives account for nearly 93 percent of all comments .

Almost 40 percent of all comments are accounted for by five comment codes,
which éxpress 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.

0Of 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 amoug 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.

-,
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"Table ®-1.--Responses and signatures, by RCA region _ ‘ .
. % € r——
! Responses Signatures :
.RCA region . ' Number  Percent Number Percent,

- " " N _ A )
Northeagte----=vesmmmmmcsesmseenn 7,649 « 12 9,975 ° - 8 .
MidwestonoimeaXooTeceenenananees 21,763 , 33 - 45,030 . . 38 . s
SOUth--=---csamocavencrcemacecaaa- 28,458 . 4k 53,656 - 46 "
West-- —emmce- meeeem 6,856 11 9,327 . 8 ‘

Total 1/--tececiccmacadenass 64,872 100 118,213 100 :
o 1/ Total includes responses where the state of

origin is not known.
£° * .

»

. ——
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* - I e * [ -
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Figure 24. - The Distribution of Responses 10 the "
Drafts and the Diétribution ol th
3 Population (ESCS data for
* 1978), by RCA region. 3
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" Table 2-2,--Responses A
*-~ ) By response type and RCA région
: * oL \\ ‘ * v : . §
’ Response type \ Northeast  ~ Midwest South . West = Total 1/
I Personal 1:':&:-.& 3,10t * 3,753 6,645 1,851 "15,400. o,
: Petition====-en=- Vo3 . 406 3,275 135 - 4,052
Response form: . g . . o T
; Structuredes~=-- 1\ 2,511 . 14,036 16,357 4,296 37,264
. T Nonstructured-<- \1,751 . 3,455 2,092 502 7,820 .
©n Other 2feemeeeee- 52 . 113 - 89 82 336 A
Totale--move= - 7\§49 21,763 28,458 6,856 64,872 S
E: < ‘ 3
?“:h \l L3 l-;:‘:
b Percentage distrib tion among RCA reg:ons, by response type o
Personsl letter-- - 41 3 17 23 271 . 2%
Petition=e=~ccac-e ‘3 \ 2 12 -2 * t 6
Response form: . ’ : o
Structured--=~-- 33 64 57 * 63 " 37
Nonstructured~=- 23 ' 16 7 7 12
Other 2/=~~e-sae- 1 1 1
Total 3/---~=e-- , 100 100 100 100 600
- ]
. - Percentage distribution among regponse types, by RCA reéion
-r ~ - . [ *
¢ - Personal let.t.er--" 20 24 43 12 . 100
- ' Petition==~=n~==es 6 ©10 81 - 3 10
* Response form: . . M
Structured--~-=- 7 38 &b L2 100
" Ngnstructured--- 22 * 44 27 2ie6 100
Other ? --------- 15 34 26 w524 100
Totaf-menmncnan 12 =33 & 1 100 3/
1/ Toul includes responses where the state of origin is not known,
2/ "Other" responses include transcripts of public hearings, oral. ‘
"responsas, and telegraphs.
.3/ Percentagesz may .not total. 100 hecause of rounding.
* Less.than 0.5 percent.
A k
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® Table 2-3.--Responses, by respoudent type and RCA region
. . .
Respondent type . Northeast Midwest South West Unknown Total
. . . : ' . . }
‘Academicevvrerconn temsnanaaa 16 17 . 3 8 - 0 72
Agribusinesse-e~=v--reacaaa- 10 22 - 52 13 0 97 ;
Business/industry---=- m——— 14 4 100 26 0 {164 .. - 5 ..
/ Civic/social-=======c=ccaea- 9 7 90 3 0 112 ‘
! Commodity organization------ 26 29 42 42 0 139
Environmental organization-- 131 241 197 74 0. 643
Farm organization--=-------< 119 240 304 83 0 . 746
Federal government---~-----= . 428 1,486 1,988 611 9 4,520 .
Individual-e-=enccmmaaar- ~== 5,636 15,175 21,030 4,278 123 46,242
Industry/trade group---«ew-= 8- 1 15 1 0 35
‘Labor organization-=--==----= 0 1 1 1 0 3
Local governmente----= - mmmaw 1,057 4,107 +,012 1,447 12 10,635
Hinority organization------- 2 ¢ 7 R -5 0 " 48
- Statk government-------ee--= 174 g 3 498 157 1 . 1,167
Youth organization+~========- | 1 - 32 2 0 36
Other groups and J T T
' drganizationsve--=vs-anaa- 7 14 26 10 0 57
Othey~==eaea=a Semeccceracea- 3 59 7 91 16 176
wJotal==mmmnenenocencan 7,641 ° 2k,756 28,458 6,856 161 64,872
_L : S
“ .
-
) Table 2-4.--Signatures, by respondent type and RCA region
a Respondent type ° Northeast Midwest South West Unknowa Total
Academic-+v==esccccenacacacan 16~ 17 33 8 o 74
Agribusinesg-~=e=cecccnccaaa 1] 24 62 13 0 110
Business/industry-=->=-vece=a 14 _ 4 106 27, 0 151 -
Civic/social-====ecwacccaaax 9 - 6 127 6 £ 148 -
Commodity organization=----- . 26 o 41 43 i 44 0 154
Environmental organization-~ ' 162 312 285 539 0 - 898
Farm organizations---r--=--- 153 86 586 99 o 1,207
Federal government~======ne-~ 505 1,981 2,935 965 10 6,396
Individual-- emmnaa 7,454 - 36,079 41,985 5,279 197 90,994
Industry/trade group------=- 8 11 135 1 0 33
Labor organizatiops=-======- 0 . 1 S I 1 0 3
Local government--<e-eeacaa« 1,401 5,323 6,496 2,387 14 15,621
Minority organization-=====~ 2 7 33 5 0 47
. State government-=~--=-=-c=~ 203 47% 728 237 4 1,645
Youth organifation-=---=--~- 1 1 61 2 0 65
.Other groups and .
organizations=--====m=maa~ 7 . 104 158 21 0 290
Other=e--omceccocivoncncncan 3 277 4 93 0 &« 377
g - Totale====mcreccsracan 9,975 45,030 53,656 9,327 225 118,213
" - )
¢ . 2-9 . . s
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Table 2-5. --Responses and signatures, by selected respondent t.ype

.’.
3

. Nunbet Percentage 6f-- .
- Respondent . type Responses , Signatures Responses. Signatures
Individual---s=-mvanun 46,262 ' - 90,99 7T 77 .
Local government~---- 10,635 15,621, . 16 - 13
Federal gdvernment--- . + 4,520 6.396 ' 7+ 5
State government----- 1,167 1,645 2 1
Farm.organization~~-- 746 1,207 . 1 1
Environmental : - . ' ’
. organization-~=-=-- 643 B98 . 1 1
All otherg----cmmo--- 919 * 1,452 ! AR |
Totale=2-anmane-n 66,872 118,213 . _ 100 .- 100
L] N

." ’-

Table 2-6.--Responses, by, affiliation of i‘espondént- \

Affiliation of respondent . Number Percent

N
— —
Famr/ram.‘her‘- ----------------- . 14,351 . 22
Conservation district dfficial-- 7,086 1
.ASC county. comir.r.ee member---~- 2,339 L 4
Professional - ~ . 1,677 3
Houseperson-==-v---a-aw-a ammmmne 1,069 .. . 2
Student-~ N -, 380 ' 1
Soil Conservation Service---e=--- ¢ 323 * -
. Environmental organi:auqu‘-----: 127 *
Agticnlt.uzal Stabilization and -
.-* Conservation Service-e----=--- . 122 L.
Fars Ruregqu-------" - 109 .
Other affifiat tespondents---- 1,437 2 -~
Other greips--w-==secweccace- ;----- 4,488 7
Unknown affiliation=--se-sacwane 31,386 - R
TZtal— R . 64,872 . 100 -
| - - ! s ¥
* Tess than 9.5 percent, . .
J* bt
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- _ ) Toble 2-7.--Comments .
£y . . ° Sy topic groop and respoadent type , "
- -~ - c. »  Assuwmptions ~ Alternative- Present Related - * -
Respondent type & projections Resources Ohjectives  Activities otrstegies Agencies progians Issues. Miscellancous Totsl
‘ ) - - T —
. 7 Ingividualgm-eememeemae 12,817 11,348 298,112 21,310 39,303 14,545 40,403 A AN 15,741 7,703
, locsl goversment------- 7,900 2,174 168,330 3,145 206,695 1,951 5,106 1,464 - 2,107 438,072 .
. N State govermmeat--e---= Taz 306 16,208 536 24,274 255 k)] 170 " - 019 ’
. Federsl goversmeat=---- 3,273 1,069 70,947 1,79 116,266 1,123 . 2,776 [ SN "0 196,872 -
Form ozrgmpizationg====n n 17 9,940 _iw 14,384 - 204 a7 . 130 g 26,215
favirodmentsl groupsi-- 469 w 9,127 302 . 13,533 131 - * 129 24 253 25,206 - ,
T All other-===vvesevccas 103 A2 &, 617 412 3, 20 432 245 i) 220 10,%
. Totsl comments----- 25,376 16,19 577,882 27.610 745,759 18,781 50,087 LnE 287 +513,5 *
J; * ’ L " . - . s . I ’ . -
. 4 . . . Percentage distribution, by topic groep ‘o . .- .
; ‘ "o ' | ’
w o - Individuslgevemerezenee 49 n s1 n &% 78 80 =" . @5 TN s1 ‘
. + Local government--—3c-- = 31 W .2 n 2 10 10 13 10 29 p
> State government=--st-- 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 2 . 2 3
. . Federsl goversmeat----- 1n 7 12 é 15 é . 6 6 . 13 .
; A Form orgsatzations-b--- 2 1 2 1 L | 1 ) 2 2
-L Ravirommental growps--- - 2 ' 2 2 T | .2 1 1 2 1 1 7
= A1l other * 2 1 ~ 2 * 2 1 2 3 J
"t " Totalescemcccsnmea” ¥ 100 100 100 - 100 100 300 100 - 100 100 100
\ , ' Peccentage distribution, by respondent type ) ' .
Tndividuslo-mmvocesmne. 2 1 3 3 .4 2 's ; 2 100 .
Locsl governmeat--=-=-- 2 * s 1 - * ) * * 100 :
State govermmest------- 2 ¥ 7 1 + 55 1 2 * 1 100
Teders) .wu?t----& - 2 , 1 » 1 . 58 1 1 * o 100
Form orjsnizations--vm-, 2 1 » 1 55 1 2 S 1 100
: ¥ Bavi tal groaps--- ﬂ 1 ) 1 56 1 T } RS | 100
-, All other-devvvcccccasa 1 & . bb 4 » 4 2, 3 | ] 100 .
. " . Tetalesesceqemcatos 2 1 38 F2 51 1 3 - 1 1 100
- . -
¥ Less thas 0.5 percent, . : -
. . . - ’ ) |
., ¥ . -
A - = * - [y [y
- ) . . ‘
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y Chapter 3 -~ The RCA Procen. Anlntiong and Projections A

. This ‘i:ha r Presents an evamation of the co‘enu on the RCA process and on
the bniinlntions and projections that the U.S, Department of Agriculture
used ig eloping alternative programs for conserving soil snd water.

iy .
" The RCA Process

::iprocen enconpasses the general procedures for implesenting the Resolirces
' ervation Act and provides, s framework for formulating the final RCA
Mrogram slternatives, It inclnden appraising resources, Projecting future
conditions and desands, and ideatifying objectives aud ntnltesies for action.
It slso includes a ‘public review of the RCA draft docu-ents

The scope of the resp.aose.--Natioawide, 2,m ‘comments deal. wit.h the RCA
process. Forty-six percent come from the South region, 27 percent from the
Midwest, 17 percent from the went. snd 10 percent frod the Northeast.

The affiliation of 47 percent of t.he respondents is unknown. . Only 19 percer.t.

jidentify themselves as farmers or ranchers. The following list shows the
number of comments and signatures off the RCA process by topic.

. Nulber of , Number of

Topic . signatures
General procedures--- - 531 2,418
. Public participstion--e=-- 609 742
?otal----f--------------------------- 2,540 3,160

General procedures.~-There are 1,931 comments relating to general procedures.

. Hore~than half (51 percent) say that'the documents should have ‘been given
more public exposure and that the Depsrtment did not give people enough’ time
to review the documents. Nearly 20 percent say that the Depsrtment will
ignore public opinion, and 12 percent say tlist 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 asricnltnral Jte“

0 Information from the Harris survey and r.he 19?8 RCA public neetinss

should be used.
o The public needs to understand how data are colleéted.
o A resources poll may yield inacturate results.
o All USDA agencies should psrticipste ip RCA. :
o Soil conservation district involvesent in RCA should be limited.
o The questionnaire used in some conservation districts should have

been prepared by professional Pollsters.. < . W

.
L
-
3-1

25 *

*




Public phréigipation.--&s the following list shobs, most of the comments
on publ}c participation come from-the South and Midwest. .

~ " 15 ,‘;\ J

- Number of Percentage
9 RCA Regjon , __J’/ . comment s- of cosments :
b Northeast-----cvmm-nmm GO —15
,’ H‘idweﬂ_:----"--;----------------------------- 186 31
i South--«-=te-ns mm—w———— ————————— 206 34.
. S memenmnn- 123 20
emmam I ceee 609 100

B

that are not r“vagly grouped ‘or summarized. About 17 percent are positive,
saying that publicperticipation is useful in identifying trends or that the

T Depusrtment should give additional emphasis to public participation or expressing
general .support for and agreement with public participation.

. {The results of the Harris survey indicated that the public wants a
greater voice in governmental decisions. Of those sampled in the
survey, .70 percent said that they preferred a country that is
.willing to put‘up‘wiih some delay in order to let more people have
‘a2 say in big decisions. Seventy-nine percent preferred a country
that gives. citizens many chancés to participate in government -
decxsxons *

People say that in general the govermment 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
apd simpler, that the program is expensive and useless, and that data are in
efror 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
O 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 get-more facts on the problems and proposed
solutions, and 2I percent said that all they needed to know was
t 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 yearé“theyahgge
- ~~
3-2 ™
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increased their participation in the govornleniﬁl decisions, 31
percent said that they are participating less often, and 28 percent
» said that they are participating at the same rate.}

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

subjects related to public participation. These comments include the following -
siggestions: )

o Increase fnnding

Educate citizens on land stewardship. .

Expand public participation. .
Hold workshops and meetings. )
Improve efficiency and coordination among citizens, businesses, and
public agencies._

Consider, incentives for nonagricultural landowners.

Provide tax incentives to ensure participation.

Support the American farmer.

Provide an adequate assessment.

Base project activity on public opinion.

Actively promote soil conservation.

-Give farmers the major voice in the development of agriculturai
policies aid programs.

Conservation serves the best interests of all Americans.

o Divide conservation costs equally among all people.

»

-

Q9 00

00 00000

Q

Assumptions and ?rojections

"RCA assumptions and projections are based on extrapolations frol recent

trends, knowledge about dm that may affect £}:Im futur. and reason*
able expectations about fut es,

Population changes greatly .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, the Nation‘s Population would 8row from
215.2 willion people in 1976 to 260.4 wmillion in the year 2000 and to 300.3
million in 2030.

Disposable personal income--income available for spending or saving--is an
important determinant of .demand. Per capita disposable income (in 1972 -
dollars) was projected to increase from an average of $4,148 in 1975-77 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 leveis, 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 donestie consumption plus
projected exports, by 172 percent.




8%

Technological growth is one of the main factors influencing the productive
capacity of Americam agriculture. Increases in productivity due to techno-
logical improvements are projected to be 1.1 percent per year through the
~ year 2000 and 0.8 percent per year between 2000 and 2030. The Department
T will conduct additional analyses to evalvate the sensitivity of future resource
problems to higher, dr lower rates of growth inm agricultural productivity. l

. The scope of the response.--Nationwide, 25,376 comments deal with the assump-
tions and projections.. Forty-five percent come from the South regiom, 37
percent from the Midwesty 11 percent from the West, and 7 percent from the -
Northeast. The following list shows the regional distribution of comuents

and sigratures. . :
. Number of Number of \ ,
RCA Region . Lo comuepts signatures g
Northeast-------wom--uom- R 2,799 6,988 L
MidWest—--——- S PR S 9,086 16,173 .
SOUth-rer—=m oo oo e e 10,096 15,838
WeStmmmmmmmemmm e e e ——- 3,335 5,483 ,
Unknown------ e e et 61 .61 .
Total--—----------T-;--——--——— -------- 25,376 . 444,543 -
Comuents were received in the following forms: v
. o Number of .
Form of response comments
Structured response form--------------—--- ———————— ———— 21,588 -
: Petitiop——=~—r===m—= = e 1,677
Personal letter-----=------r-—rccmmomrm e - 1,602
Nonstructured response form---=-------- m——————— om—————e- - 424
Public transeript---==-----m--boemmo et 73
S 12
Total---=------co-rccmmm oo ——————- wo—oroo—— -- 25,376

Table 3-1 shows respondent types, Sixty percent of the regpondents are
individuals. The respondents represent various organizations and interest
groups. i _ :

Most of the comments on aséumptions and projections address energy. Economic
assumptions are addressed next most frequently. The féllowing list shows the
distribution of the comments. Many of the comments coded to the assumptions
and projections concern the general topic rather than 2 specific assumption or

projection as stated in the draft documents.

Number of .

Topic ) . _comments
Populatiop-----------~=-- wmmmm—— e W e 136
. Economicg--~---ec-cmmmmmmccmnom- Homeso— e rocom—e 3,171
Energy--------cr---c- ———————— ——————— e it 19,652
Technological change---=-+=--mceccmcucmcccmca e 115

Othetr/all assumptions and projections«m-~--e========---o 282 .
Total ---------—-—- e Rttt Mo et eessssucosmos 25,376
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Table 3-1.--Comments and signatures on assulptions and projections,

by respondent type ) . .
Nusber of Nusber of
Respondent type - . ) 'comments . signatures -
Academicr-----toe- - TR 14 14
- Agribusinesse---c-cocmcabecccicelincmcmcmaden 14 16
Busineas/industry----~scsceecncanccancanncen 15 .19
Civic/aocidlem-nacacccacccacana. m—— "6 15
Commodity----- ————— et L T SRR 25 28
Bnvironmental groupg------s--ecaccasanccaces 469 546
" Farm organizationg---~--reeee-cccacaccacaaes 472 617 .
Federal-government-~~==s~==aa===a e © 3,273 4,335
Individual (total)---e---acecaeammcaacancaae 12,417 26,226

Farmer/ranchep--«-swcanccancacadncncaa. 5,345

Professional-~=ss~-vnccanacanacanaccaaas 786

Houseperson-==-n==wnamaceacncerccanaeee 510

Other individusl~=rarscannvcacaccaceeas 3,776 -
Industry/trade groupg-~~=-~=vmemcsscwenaanan=a 7 - 8
Local government (total)--~~=swnrenwancancaas 7,900 11,688

Conservation district-~==~-asrcocaa--a- 5,191

ASC county committee---=~-sc-cs-ac-a-aa 1,584

Other local governments--=se~ecanacaaas 1,125

Minority organizationS----~--ssesccacaccccaaa 2 2
State government----~ws-aacccredocmancaceanx 742 - 936
Youth organizationg--~=v-vaconacaccccocacwan 2, 3
Other groups- S 5 Y]
Other-n-m-ram=cmmmcammnmmmanmre-assnaaanaa- 13 35
«_Total=eam=aaaa e LTS P LR 25,376 44,543
\\ - - ) -ﬁ 4
~ L

%

Population.--0f the 156 comments addressing USDA's population projections, 19
-_.Percent are positive comments—dealing with how conservation plapnsiing could
neet futnre demands for food. Seven percéﬁt*say—ix_“p important enough that
additionsl emphasis is needed, and 11 percent say thaE‘EEE“sqii\would support
the projected population. Other comments include: S
Increased réturns will encourage conservation. . Y
Farm the land at maxisum capacity to meeti increased demand.
Projecting population trends is «n effective use of tax dollars.
High general rating. ‘
Control population to limit strain on resources.
Control populatitn through taxation or education.

.

N

(- - I - - T - I -

About 25 percent of the comments on population assumptions and projections
are critical. Some say that the data ape in error, others say that there are
too few/data in the Summary to make agr:cultural decisions, and still others
think that more accountability is needed. i 3

o
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Mditional comments 32y :
o  The public’should know how the data were collected
Technical assistance is needed.
Additional resesrch and development are needea
Terws are difficult to sessure. :
_,Infomtién is inadequitely presented.
Populstion control is needed..
Unrelate\i to RCA.

000 00

Fifey-four per.cent of the commenta sre genersl statements sbout popnulition

,trends and projections. These comments include the following:

o Food:
Capitalize on aurplua of agricultural products to r
Support s waste mot-want not philoaophy

i\_f

L}
*

R

ce trade deficit.

- I

3

-

Kt Deterioration of fesources is a serious problem tha m’.‘l‘l 1ncreaae
% We canmot feed the world; provide technical ‘assistgnce to other countries.

l

‘0 Land: "3

Save agricultural laud for the futurc ' el Ty e
: Put houses on land not suitable for farming or grazlng
" . Cultivate flood plains; use sod cover during the flood cycle .
Limit residentisl use to nonfsrm areas and to 1lsnd unsuitable fo’l'
- farming.
Prohibit buildiag of public facilitiea on prime agricultural lanmd. .
&+ o Conservstion: R
Conservation of natural resources is the Nation's ﬁrat priority, even
before production -
!'arlera' problen and their use of land aliould intereat sll Americans. ..
Merican farmers are the greatest in the world t.hey are very efficient and
" deserve support. ,
-Incresse funds for cost ahariug
o Planning is essential.

Economics.~-This topic received 5,171 comments, over half of which (55 percent)
favor s & strong export policy. ‘About 10 percent say that conaemtion is
enhanced by higher proﬁta and sheulld be tied to economics.

[0£ those aalpled in the ﬂarria anrvgy, 86 percent said tlu!: t.he '
Nation's excess of imports over exports is.a Very serious or some- '
what serious problem. Only 5 percent said that it is hardly a

nerioua problem, and 7 percent were not sure.}

The rest of the comments addreaa a wide range of sometimes contradict r!;
ideas, including the fol}owing:
o Balance exports using long range supply projectiona

o Use exports as .a political tool to balance trade and 1n£luence
© . world affairs.
o Maintain current export levels.
o Export no agricultural products.
. 0 Do pot aacriﬁce fsrm income for the benefit of the consumer.
o The data are corréct.
0

The data are in error.
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0 The ].inelr progu-ing mdel is not conll;rainzd enough and may give LE
the wrong .impression. "y
o Do not permit exports or imports to affect f:rs production. - o
o  Cspitalize on surplus ngricultm:sl producr.a to reduce the trade
deficit. .
o ' Conservation increnel productivity -
( RCA sbould plsce more uphuis on the role of economics in sgricul-
)

.ture. - .
Additional enphuu 48 needed. ) . ,

m
_';,.“.'z 1 PN S

-

S
3 .3
ety AR

--Bnergy received 19 652 comments, hy’ fn: the lltgelt pumber of sll
co-ents coded to aulqtions and projections. Almost 3ll (9? percent) of -
_ thie comments relste energy to a atromg éxport policy for sgricultursl products.
*+ Hoat of the comments (67 percent) encoursge the use of farm exports to pay for
01} imports, thereby reducing.the Nstionts-trade deficit. The rminder (26,.
percent) mpport maintaining the 1975-77 lml of expom ' i} CF

o

:..iﬂ.: E
St o W L T
“‘:y:‘a‘.“i’:- e,

[The Barris suirvey indicqt.ed tlm: s greqr. many people sze concerned ,Q.«

sbout edérgy use, particularly ss it relates to the imjort and export

- of oil. Forty-nine percent of those queltioned by the ' . 5
- " Harris survey believed that gasohol ¥ill help reduce oil imports in <
the next 5 yesars; 23 percent believed t.lui‘synfuell will; 11 per-~ ' R

,cenr.-, that both will; and & percem:, that neither will.} g

Other le’.l on energy lumpuom include the following: ) " ‘n

o . Export no ‘agricultursl products. Co R

. Conduct studies on energy-ssving coaservation nethods. "
Diversify energy sources from oil to solsr, methane, and others. o
Rducste -the public sbout consérvation and the environment. . E
Produce gssobol from sgricultursl snd processing residuea. :
Halt excess transportation between states and regions. .
Emphasize the effects of energy use in agriculture, ‘;.

?
[ - - - - O

Technologicsl change. --On} hundred fifteen comments sré coded to the projections - -:
of technologicsl change, and these vary widely. More than 20 percenf suggest ;
that more esphasis be given to technology, USDA- demonstration farms,'and - .
research. ‘Others ssy that fundipg sbould be incressed. About 15 percent say .
r. ~that-the data are in error-or arf.based on toc little information. About 7
Ch . percent asy that technology must be flexible enough to meet s wide variety of
sh e needs snd changing economic conditions. Other comments include tbe following:

r o Diversify energy sources. . :
N o Protect water snd air from" pollunon.‘ ' .
. o  End dependence on technology; farmera should return to basics. \
N o The chemical industry sbould develop ssfer snd more specific pestic:del.
.t o, USDA should encoursge and subsidize orgsnic farming.
i ™ 0 .o Provide more technical assistance.
_ i "o - Conservation incresses production. - i, .

.Other/sl} sasusptions snd projections.--0f the 282 cosments on other or all o,
‘ ., sssumptions snd projections, sbout 8 percent sre fasvorable. Four percent say
- that tbe dsta are useful in identifying national trenda and making policy

decisions and that the data sbould be given more emphaaia. About 42 percent

4
< b
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of the comments are ﬂ.‘i\bcll of or unfavorable to t.he reports.’
_percent say that the dita sre in error,
" comments say that the materisl prea‘ent.ed should have been simplified.
comments include the followily: - o~ _

000 00CO0OO0

Thirty-five
unrealistic, or unfounded. Other

-

RCA is too expensive. . T~

—

; Documents are expensive and seaningless. =

RCA needs adequate funding consistent with proBlm ‘and needs.
Environmental concerns and cheap food are not coapa\t“tble
Loss of farmland to road construction is a big problem. ™.

-

Conservation must be implemented on a continuous, long term basis.
. Pollutants come from urban areas as well as agriculture.

‘Appraiul and Pro;rn Report are biased toward cropland and water -
. Tesources. _ .

Or.herh

-""-_

Su-.ng'

Some vf the respondents enforse the public participation effort and express

appreciation for, the oppertunity to comment. However, gome 'are disappointed

.with the RCA process and public participation effort. These respondents say

that there was not enough time for review, that not enough copies of the °

documents ‘were available, and that meeting places were inconvenient. They .

also say, however, that public review and participation are deairable and :
" need more publicity

Those who co-enr.ed on auunpuona “and projections ovetwbelningly suppprt a’
high level of agricultural exports té boost farm income and balance trade.
: Some respondents doubt the accuracy of the assumptions and projectiens but-
3 say that such informstion would be useful if it were ‘valid. The public
“ . vants more infomtion on the relationship ber.ween conservation and
.economics. [\
$
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Chapter 4 - Soil, Water, and Related Resources

This chapter examines the comments concerning the su?us and condit.ion vf and
trends in soil, water, and related ‘resources. A full discussion of this
subject. ia contnined in the RCA Appraisal Parts 1 and 1Ii. _

COuent.s on resources fall into the. following categorics:, soil, water, fish

snd wildlife habitat, wetlands, energy, waste (orgaric, inorgamic, solid),

outdoor ' recreatisn, open space ‘and scenic landscapes, sll natural resources, -

and other resources. Number- of signatures was examined but is discussed’

only vhere significant. The ratio of signatures to comments is as follows: -
" all natural resources, 4:1; vwater, 3:1; fish and wildlifp habitat, wet.lands,
.and soil, 2: l, and the rest, about 1: l.

Regio!ul variations 1n data are ndted. Regpondents in t.he Northeast make
‘about 24 perceiit of the comments on natural resources but only 8 percent. of
all comments on-all. topics. . v _

e ) I r g ’
.

The Scope of. t.he Respons

. Nat.:l.omide, 16,019 comments deal wit.h the status and condit.ion of and trends
in soil, water, and related resources. Thirty-nine percent come from the
* South regioﬁ 25 percent from the Midwest, 24 percent from the Northeast, and
12 percent from the West. Comments were.received in the following forms: .

I ' Number
Form of response of comments .
Personal letter-v=cerecceccscrccccsncccvascuans 5,415
Petitionw-=-vesrvesrresreseccvasacenasncascnans 2,567
. 4~Structured response forme~==ss-sveccccscciacans 4,467
Nonstructured reaponse forme=---ceecscomececi-. 3,310 >
Public transcripte-sesececrecccccvececarreracns 215

Other~vevereesmsesemsivrevsmnarmrasnararavsanns 45

Totaleesmeveademcovasssesacanennasccnncacnn 16,019

. Most of the comments, 71 percent., are fron 1nd1viduals. The respondent types

'reo . * .
- Number

. Respondent type, . - ' of comments
Tndividuala-----=re-serecesrecmermssomcmarees 11,3
Local government-~--=-reserecercrrctercecnaree ¢ 2,174
Federal goverument--ee-ceccecrereccearmencaras 1,069
State government~---=-=ceerceirrecrsamresrenee 506 .
vironmental groups-ee~essscecreccricsananens - 337
arm Organizationg-~-~ervesccrrerrrucreracerce 173
All other~-==-operecresssescsrasonrecaarraanre 412

Totaleveecvermrervecamememcececceeeneveme 16,019

‘Only 1 percent.'of all RCA comments specifically mention soil, water, and
related resocurces. The relatively low nupbers of comments dealing with

-
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' resource topics may have resulted fvom the fact that few structured response
~forms directly address resource status, conditiou, and trends. The number
and distribution of comments by resource topic are shown in the follouing
list: °~

[

) Number 'Percentage
Resource topic . . of comments of comments
So0il (quality and quantity)-~====-- 2,611 16 .
. Water (quality, supply, and need . .
for conservation)~=e=wecncaccacan 4,726 2 29
Fish and wildlife habitat---c--c--- 2,307 ) 14
Wetlandgeveecovoevecoracccccacaaces 702 . .5,
- Energy~e==seoccccccccccccannncccccs 1,377 9
Waste management (organic, . ) . ‘
inorganic, 30lid)=-sccéccccccacns 422 3
+.Recreation=s=seccssccccccccccnccans 161 1
Open space/scenic landscapesg--==-== 149 - _ 1
Al]l natural resourceg~---c-ssccccee 2,129 13
3 - Other resourcege-evevesacreccccccas 1,435 . 9
Totaleeeecccccccccaciaccaccann 16,039 . 100 .

0n’ the following pages, counents on the Vatious resource areas are discussed
in detail. . -

Soil Resources

Commants on soil resources fall into the following categories: iupoftanée of
0i] resources, problems assdciated “1§F-’°i1 resources, proposed solutions
to resource problems, and other comments. The distribution of these comments

follows: - oo
Number- Percentage .

Cate : - of cosments of comments *

Importdnce of soil resourceg=-==-== 1,028 39

Problesis associated with soil ' T
LESOULCES=~~ce=mescsccncnnccannan 419 16 -

. Proposed solutions to resource . '
problemg===eccccccccccccnccccann 406 16

Other commerits---------ccceetacccee - 758 29

Totuleeseeneeneeseeseenvennene 25611 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 valusbie resources”
and "steps toward conservation and protectior 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 conlents.such as generally‘opposed" or "disagree." The ranking
follows: ) . -

’




Nuaber Percentage

. Ranki P ‘- of comments of comments
o ST - B T
. Medium~---=---wea-- S e 56 6
LoW-===nnnemnnemmme -3 3
' Tg:al ----- D canae 1,028 100 Py

. '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 associatéd with soil resources are "saline:

seeps are a major conservation problem,"” "need to be more realistic in

defining and describing soil erosion," "deterioration of resources is a

serious problem which will increase,” and "support servicez arc essential: soil
survey, plant materials center, inventorying and monitoring, etc.” The. .
disgribution of these comments follows: ‘

»

e Number Percentage:
Problems related to-- o of comments of comments
" Soil regsourcegre--veccaccccanaa .- 103 25
RCA documents - cemmana © 316 ) n
" Total---- mecearnan AT 100 .

- - - ’

Proposed solutions to sofl résource problems.--Comméits 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 group of proposed solutions is shown below, with typical comments.

o General policy.--This group accounts for 12 percent of tae comments
proposing solutions to soil related problems. Typical comments are:
o Support a "waste not and use less" philosophy. .
o, Develop a continuing long teym policy for conservation.
0 Make "setaside" a permanent long term prograa and tie it to con-
. servation. ' v - .
o Increase research and development on soil related problems.
‘o Promote soil conservation thramugh information and education.

o Efficiency in government.--This grcup accounts for 4 percent of the
coaments Proposing solutions to soil related problexs. Selected comments
follow: .
' o Consolidate and phase out pOOr programs.
o Eliminate duplication.
o Use. existing agencies and administe:r them more efficiently.
. o

o Incentives for soil conservation.--This group accounts for 39 percent of
the comments proposing solutions to soil related problems. Selected comsents
follow:
«l ) Provide incentives, price supports, long term loans, investsent

' credits, low-cost insurancé, and reveaue sbaring for conservation.

: 0 Increase funding for soil and water conservation. ]
* o Reinstate cost sbaring. . . *

0 Divide the cost of conservation equally among all of tbe people in

the Eation.

4-3
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' _-portan;:e of water resources.--The following list shows the respondents’

o . Require that aoil losa be less than T value as s condition for
© participation in USDA programs.
.o Administer and eaforce conurvation and sediment control lavs and
ordinances.’
0 Keep soil and water conservation voluntaty.

o Farm Iaugenent.--}‘orty-five- percent of the conents proposing solutions

to soil related problems are.in this group. Selected comments follow:

Use soil .surveys: to_identify soil probless, .

Baae conservation decisions on.the conservation plan.

Fine tune existing conservation practices.

Enforce maintenance of conservation systems. ?

.Use land within jts capability, plant sarginal land to grasa..or

trees. ' .

R - Planit and saintiin windbrealu for wind erosion control, wildlife

habitat,. and £irewood. l’ ) :

Encounge conservation tillage or no-till. .

o  Improve aoil quality by usimg msnure, sod-based rotations, lime,
fertilizer, soil building crops, and chemicals.

o Carefully.control clgarcutting on erodible soils.

o  Use new timber harvesting sachinery aiid~techniques to reduce soil
compaction, erosion, and strea-_b.ed disturbance.

[ - - I - 4

o

+~".[Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 62 percent said » ahbrtage °
of good land for producing food is likely or somewhat likely within -
the next 10 yesra. Thirty-five percent said it is ynlikely there -
will be such a shortage. About 82 percent said the losa of good -
farmland is a very seridus or somewhat serious problem, and 83
percent supported government action to control soil erosion and to
prevent irreveraible conversion of the best, firmland to other uses.)

] - * N ? -

Water Resources f : o B h

Cosmenta on water resources fall into the following categories: mportance
of water reaources, problems associated with'water resotrces, proposed’ solu-

tions to resource pmblTa, snd other comments. 'l'he dissribution of these,® . .

comments follqws:

- . Nulber Percentage
> Category S : « of comments  of collments
Importance of water reaources=-=---= 1,421 30
Problems associated with water < .. 3 .
| Fea0UrCes---cceccscmcccscsccancs 658 14
Proposed solutions to resgurce , ° ‘
gichblemgonecvecccccameniennacaad 1,482 . 31
Other-~re=r=cveccccccirccccccanranan: 1,165, ‘ 25
© Totaleeeceyercccccscccccnntiion %,126 - . 100~

s

perceptions of the importancez-high; sedium, or low--of water resourdes. '

Exssples of comments that fall. into the "high" group include "water resources
are worth protecting st any cost,"o “the produttion of food and fiber is of

". L -
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. . food are not' compatible,” "many structural measures Compound ecolosical

. top priority,"-and ‘very concerneq‘about the future of water resources.™
"Haintain thege resources at the present level” was assigned to the “lediuu"
group. "No need for a national -soil .nd -water conservation program’ and
“yery low rating for Water resourcez" are examples’ of ‘comments in the "low

©ogrowp. - - ¢
. . Number - Percentage =
Ranking . e .. of comments of comments .

*  Highee-ececccccccccccncccnccnceaaas 1,296 - 9 .
Mediym-=coccrsccccacan cemences 63 5 s ..
Lowseocecacee weeresreeresas e 62 - _4

7 Totalese-ea-cesemmcemeeqescecs  T,421 700
' 3

Prob?~ms associated with water resources.~-The respondents identify problens
related to water resources and problems with the RCA dosuneuts. Examples of
comments in the resodrce problel gtoup are "environmental concern and cheap

Froblems," and “road salt runoff into streams is a major problem." Problems
related to the RCA docuiments concern inadequate or inaccurate information,
The distribution of comments dealing with water resource problems follows:

!

N Number - Percentage
Problems related to-- . of comments of comments
Water resourcegr-ee=-reserrreccccscas 202 ‘31
RCA documpents--==rececsrrcecerscnas 456 N 69
Total------------------------- 658 ' 100

?:oposed solutions to water resource problens.-dﬂonnents concerning proposed
solutiong to resource problems are displayed in this ‘section. These comments
are sumsrized below.

1

o CongprVaJ;on of water resources.--This group includes 11 percent of the
compents offering solutions to problens affecting water resources. Selected
comsents follow: .
o ° Encourage the public to use less water, *
.0 Coniserve fresh water for the future,
0 Use all :easonable means to elpand and conserve the water supply.

o Responsibility for water resources.--Twenty-two perceq; of the connents .
praposing solutions to problems affecting water resources are in this group.
The percentage of comments favoring each proposal is shown in parentheses.
- o  Give responsibility for water resources to the privdte sector,
- including farmwers and other landowners (2 percent). {
o  Give this responsibility to the federal government (4 percent).
0 Give this responsibility to state government (14 percent).
.0 Give this responsibility to state and local govermment jointly (19
percent). .
o  Give this responsibility to local government (15 percent).
., ©  Give this responsibility to federal and state govermment jointly (7
percent).
to

o Give this responsibility all levels of goverpmept (39 percent).

- .




i

o Incentives for conserving water resources.--This group includes 13 P
percent of the comments propoaing solutions to water resource problems. . :
Selected comments follow:

Provide additional funds for use at the local level,

Provide more funds for water resource activities in geneul.

Provide more technical assistance. !
Encourage partfcipation in conservation programs by- of fermg i.ncentivea.
.Get water conaervation seasures applied by using\iptentives.

Make the farmer'a welfare a pri.nry obJecr.ive in designiag consexvation
Programs. -

coo0 o000

o Reaearch ahd ’Bﬁcation needs. --Ten percent of the comments offering .
solutions to problems affecting water resources fall in this group. Selected
comments are ahown below: )

o Encourage studies, reaearch, and develop-ent oh water resources,

o  Bring water resource néeds to the attention of the public.

(] Encourage research in water resource management. .

.0 Efficiency of water resource consexrvation efforta.--This group contains

"17 percent of the comments proposing solutions to water resource problems.
Selected comments are ahown Below:

o Eliminate duplication and conflicts in interagency and’ intra-agency
programs.
Tailor the solution to local resource problems and local conditions.
Base allocations on local resource conditions.
Organize USDA and USDI along functional lines. - .
Eosuve more accountsbility and, control in water reaource activitiea,
Encourage iacreased effic*ency of irrigation aystems.
‘Let improvements in water reeourcd{ be the result of efforr.s to
achieve other objectives.
Give more emphasis to-economics ia plaanning water resource projecu.
Cooperate with EPA more fully.
Solve the worst water resource problems first.
Put greater emphasis on irrigation system xtsiatenance.

0 0.0040

(-2 - - -

K Regulation.--This group includes 8 perceat of the comments proposing

solutions to water resource problems. Selected comments are shown below:

0 Keep water reaource programs voluatary.

o Restrict the entry of pesticides and herbicides i.nr.o lakes and
stresms. .
Require landusers to comply with sediment control ordinances.

Improve the-enforcement of water conservation laws. /
Prohibit using landfills to dispose of contaminated wastes.
Outlaw dry wells for sewage disposal.

o 000

»
+

o Improving water resources management.--This group contsins, 19 percent of .
the comments proposing solutions to water resource problems. Selected comments
follow: R . )
Recognize that drainage is a beneficial conservation practice,

Give greater emphasis to streambank stabilization.

Encourage building wore water storage.

Improve the delivery of water to farms and rural r:omunities.

Inprove the et}‘ectivenesa and safety of pesticides and herbicides.

0000
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o Use conservation practices to solve sonpoint pollution problems.
0 Encoursge the use of uute ‘managesent systess to reduCe water .
pollution. % .

o Protect streams froa soil erosion snd pollutiqn :
{Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 50 percent. ssid s shortage
of wster for homes, fsrms, businesses, and industry is likely or
somevhat 1likely in the next ‘10 yesrs. ~Forty percent ssid that this
is somewhat unlikely ‘or very unlikely. - Ninety-one percent ssid . .
vater pollution Is s very serious or sow-vhat_serious-probles. Six

_ percell:t said it is hardly s problem st sii, snd 3 Percent were not

* .sure . .

Fish and Wcldlife lllbi.tlt Rclourcel - Y

Co-eutt on fish and wildlife resources fsll into the follouin; cntegorier
importence of fish and wildlife resoprces, problems associsted with.these
resources, proposed solutiofis.to resourge problems, and other Comments. The
distridbution of these comments follows:

., -, Number . Percentage
Category of -commants of comments 3
" Importance of fish snd wildlife :
Tesources--- Teneae 706 £} |
Problems associsted uit.h fish lnd . .
wildlife T s S L L LS 269 . 12
Proposed solutions to relource
problemg--~p-~--= temmcamaccamana 313 ’ " 14
Other cosments-=-- o 1,019 - l43
Total--ccmarcccacacccncrcnnan 2,307 100

. » .
Importance of fish snd wildlife habitst resources.--fke cémments on isportsnoce
£s1l into three groups--high, sedium, or low--sccording to the rupondenu'
perceptions of the vslue of the resource. "High gemersl nting,
"favor practices vhich serve fish snd wildlife reiources” sre en-plen of
comments that fsll into the "high" renking. Examples of "medila' comments
sre "croplsnd is more important than wetland" snd "medium genersl rsting."
"Should not be s principsl objective in sqil and water conservstion programs"
and "very lov genersl rsting” .sre exuplen of comments in the “low" group.
The rsoking follows: .

.. Nusber - Percentsge
Raoking . . -of comments of comments
High- e 486 69
L ,gg 5 !
2 -—va- - i .. 26
Totsl------ camae comgmemoia 706 - 100

‘ .
Probless related to fish and wildlife habitst resources.--The respoadents .
identify two kinds of problems: those relsted to fish snd wildlife-resources

n
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and those associated with the RCA documgnts. Examples of problems associated
with fish and wildlife resources are "wetlands and wet so0ils need a clearer
definition," "biased toward urban people, noncommercial agriculture, environ-
mentalists,” "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 resourceg=<~=w=== 117 43
RCA documentse~-e-ve-vese-cececacann 152 57
Total----*------“4--~-j------- 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
farms management . .

. -
] General policy.--This group accounts for 49 percent of the comments
proposing solutions to fish and wildlife habitat problems. Selected comments
follow: ‘
' 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.
., ©° Establish better comsunication between agricultural and wildlife
igterests. '
o Inform and educate the public on fish and wildlife habitat improve-
ment.,

o Efficiency in government.--This group accounts for 13 percent oft 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 governsient agencies.

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

] Give responsibility to state and ldcal government.

o Give responsibility to the private sector tlsndowner), and leave

the farmers in control.

o Give the responsibility to the state. -
0 Incentives for improving fish and wildife habitat.--This group accounts
_for 22 percent of the comments offering solutions to fish and wildlife problems.
Selected comments are:

o Increase subsidies.
) Provide tax incentives.
o Establish fines for poor conservation.




(Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 68 percent said that ahortages
of good fish and wildlife habitat are very likely to somewhat likely
within the pext 10 years. Eighty-four percent considered the loas

of wildlife habitat to be a very semious to somevhat se¢rious prodlem.)

Wetlands

Comments on wetlands fall into cstegoriea as followa: importance of we'tlujda, ' .
problems aaaociated with wetlands, solutions to wetland resource problems, ;

and other comments. diatribution of theae commenta follows: N /
) _ Number Percentage
Category of comments of commenta LT
Importance of wetlands 131- 19 Foo
Problems sasociated with vwetlands-- 130 19 v, 3
Proposed solutions to wetlanda
problems - 299 42
Other comments -— 142 20
Total 702 70

Importance of wetlands as a resource.--The following liat ahows the reapond-
ents’ perception of the importance of wetlands. Comments fall into three
groups--high, mediam, or low. "Stepa toward conservation and protection
deserve immediate attention” is an example of ccaments in the "high” group.

" "Should be msintained at present levels, no change” is representative of the
"medive” group. The "l1ow" ranking includes "should be decresaed,” "very low
rating,” and similar comments. .

Number Percentage N
Ranking of comments of commenta
High---- - - 46 35
Nedivm-~=e-mommom - - - 11 8 '
Totel--- ‘ 131 100

Problems related to wetlands.-~Reapondents “dentify two hinds of probless:
those relat:l.‘i—; to wetlands as a resource and thoae associated with the RCA

documents. Examplea of resource problems are "wet soila used for cropland
and wetlands used for wildlife habitat are in direct conflict,” "emviron-+
mentalists’ concerns force farmera into bad financial situations,” "drainage
is good and needed,” and "preservation of wetlands ahould not be a principal
objective in a0il 8nd water conservation programs.” The distribution of
these comments follows:

Number Percentige

Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Wetlands - - 37 28
RCA documentg-----c--crccreceeeeees _93 _12
Total--+n=veocacana -——— 130 100

Proposed solutions to problems ob wetlands.--Comments proposing solutions to
wetlands problems fall into three main groups: genersl policy, incentives,
and management.,
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0. General policy.--This 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 farnxng efficiency,.

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

T, swamps, .and concentrate on preserving wetlsnds that have not been -
- farmed 3 out of the last 5 years.
o Control and presérve wetlands through educstion.

: o Put more emphasis on study and research.
; o Preserve wetlands *hrough public ownership.

o Incentives for preservation of wetlands.--Comments on incentives account
for 18 percent of the comments on solutions. Selpeted comments fol low:

d sore funds to the field and loijg'dﬁzels.

Program should be voluntary.

Add more technical assistance.

Use \tax incentives.

Compansate the landowners. .

©co0o0v0o0

"o -Farm management solutions for wetlands problems.-~=Seven percent of~the
comments offering solutions to problems on wetlands are in thxs category.
Selected comments are:

o  Use land within its capability, to its highest and best use.
o  Build more lakes, levees, and ponda.

' Energy Resourceé »

S

\ 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 by
comments follows: ' - ‘

: Number Percentage
Category of comments of comments
Importance of energy resources=-~== 276 . 20
Problems associated with energy

resourceg~==~ssscsscscsccscssmmans 215 16
Proposed solutions to resource ) )
problemg==ccccscceccsscccncnncann 388 43
ther===s=sccrccccccvecnccccccacacnns 298 21
Total-=ecescccsccasacainnccana 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 value to this resource. Comments that fall into the

"high"” group include "give immediate attention to consexving and protecting

this resource.” The "medium" ranking 1nc1udes comments such as "maintain

energy resources at their present level.” '"Very low general rating for .

energy resources" falls in the "low"”group.

Q ‘ ’ b= 10 .
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]’dd- Number Percentsge

. Ranking of comments of comments
High--~==== - 212 17
Medium----- —emmen T 8
Low e - Q. 15
Totsl - VI3 . 100

Problems related to energy resourcea.--The respondents identify problm con-
cerning energy resources and problems associated with the RCA documenta.

* Examplea of comménta on resource problems are "hard for farmers to decrease

. energy use while at the game time incresaing farm préduction,” "too ive,"
and "not enough water for agriculture and other usea (power product.i‘on .
Commenta on problems with the Content of the RCA documents include those con-
cerning misaing information or erroneous dsta. Comments on problems are
aummarized below: -

. . . * Percentsge
Problems related to-- of comments __of_commenta
~ Energy resources-- - - 7 ' 2 .
* RCA documentg--=---- w——-= 168 18
Totsl-----sacaua- memeasammaaaaa 215 1700

?rqposed solutions to energy problems. --COnncnts concernlng propPosed aolutions
to resource-ptoblens fall into three groups: energy conservation, responsi-

bility for energy resources, and education and research needs. Theae connenta
are liat.ed below.

o Energy conservation.--This group accounts for 44 percent of the commenta
propczing solutions to ptoblens sffecting energy resources. Selected commenta
follow: .
o7 Redirect funds now spent on importing oil to developing the Nation's
energy resources, '
» Make farms and areas energy independent.
Encoursge farmers to produce gasohol. -
Use forest biomass for energy production.
Mapage forests for firewobod.
Emphasize alternative sources of energy.
Conserve energy resources for future use.

00000

o . Responsibility for energy resources.--Twenty-seven percent of the commenta
proposing solutions to enmergy resource problems are in this group Selected
comments follow:
o _'G:tve—tesponsibilit.y for energy resources to other than USDA agencies,
0 Give responsibility for energy resources to state and local government.
0 Eliminate duplication of energy resource responsibilities between
USDA and DOE.
o Eliminate duplication of energy resource responsibilities anong
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: !

411
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o

o Give a bonus to landusers for inventive approaches to energy resource
’ conservation. -
o Encourage energy resourze conservation thtongh a hish rate of cost
sharing assistance.
o Provide subsidies for ener(y resource conservation.
.o Intrease funding for energy resources.
o - Reinstate cost sharing on selected ACP practices.

. o - Education and releareh needs.~-Twenty-two percent of the comments proposing

solutions to energy:problems are in this group.. Selected comments follow;
o -Conduct sdditionsl .research and develop.ent on energy reaource -
. conservation and energy saving conservation ‘methods . -
o Control comservation of energy resourcea through education.

(0f those nlpled in the Ilarril $urvey, 81 percent said the Nation
is likely or somevwhat likely to suffer a shortage of gasoline and
oil within the next 10 years. Forty-nine percent said that gasohol
could ‘help reduce oil imports in the next. 5 years.]

Waste (Organic, Isorganic, Solid)

Cosments on waste fall into categories as follows: importance of waste as a3

resource, problems associated with the resource, solutions to resource .problems,

and other comments. The distribution of these comments follows:

\“ Number Percentage
Category - of comments of comments
Importance of waste as & resource~- 53 . . 13

Froblems associated with the
LeSOUICE-—*=-+rerecmmntsmn s envas . 8 - 20

Proposed solutions to resource
problems--- - 273 65

Other Commenti==r-=--=n-n-mm-mvean-ov 1 _2
Total-=-----==-= —emmemeaas 422 100

Importance of waate as a resource.--The comments on importance fall into

three groups: high, medium, and low. "Increase or expand" and "waste msnage-

ment systems help” are ‘examples of comments in the "high" ranking. "Neutral"
snd “should be maintained" are examples of commsents in the “medium" ranking.

‘rhe “low" ranking includes comments such as "generally oppoled" or "disagree."

The distribution of the co-ents follow-

Number
%ﬂ. of comments
N 8h - tCammatatoaan®an - - - l
~ Hedivme=--eeocccccnccccccancncencaaa. 1
Low-=----= cbmmmmmmme e 1
Total-------=-e<sccccccaccccean 3

Perceived problems relating to waste.--Respondents identify two kinds of
probless--those relating to waste as a resource and those aasociated with the

-
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RCA documents. Exelplgs of comments on the problems associated with waste
are "laws are not adequate” and “industry and big business are responsible
for the problem." The distribution of these comments follows:

Number #
Problems related to-- of comments
Waste 33 a resource mee - 2 ‘
RCA documents~-+ : C59 LS
‘ . Total-- - - 85 k

Proposed solutions to resource .problems.--~Comments concerning the prdposed

solutions to waste resource problems are grouped into the following catego-

ries: general policy, incdntives, and farm management. These comsients
* are listed below.

-

\

o -General policy.--This group accounts for 82 percent of the connents-

proposing sclutions to waste related problems. Selected comments follow:

... O Dispose of hazardous waste properly. -

"o Include aznimal waste disposal systems in- FaHA loan appllcat;on

o Control waste through a stepped-up program of education and

training. .

K Add more technical assistance. - ’

o EaphasiZe production of emergy fron alternative sources, 1nc1ud1ng
- organic waste.

0 Need more research and development.

o Encourage a policy of wasté not and use less.

o “Recycle aolid waste--plastics, metals, and others.

‘

0 Incentives for using waste material.--~Incentives account for 8 percent
of the comments:offering solutions. Selected comments follow:

o Increase ding. - .

o More contr®l, enforcement, and accountaﬁxlxty are needed.

0 Farm nanagenent 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: .
0 Produce gasohol from garbage, manure, and other wastes.
o Use organic fertilizer to build up the land.
0 Leave organic residue to build up the land, provide cover for
wildlife, and retain moisture.
o Produce fertilizer from raw sewage and use it to reclaxm str;p
mines -and to fertilize agricultural land.

Qutdoor Recreation

_Comaents on this topic are grouped as folloygs: impottance of the resource,
problems associated with the resource, solutions offered by respondents, and

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

4-13
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Number Percentage

Category - of comments of comments
Impoxtance of the resources~==~-e-= 41 25
‘ Probless associsted with them .
' pesacuUrCes=e=~- = 52 32
Proposed solutim to re-ource
p:oblm-- ——m=a ———e - 19 12
Other=--~=-== —— 48 31
Total - - - 161 - 100

]

Importance of outdoor recreation s 8 resource.--The 1ist below. ﬁm t.he
respondents’ perception of the iq)omnee of outdoor recrestion as a
resource.  Rankings sre based on combinstions of comments sssigning » value
to this resource. An example of s comment that falls into the "high" ranking

“is “deterioration of outdoor recreation resources is 8 serious problem which

will increase in the future." The “medium" grouping includes such comments
ss "meintain outdoor recrestion resources st their present level." ™A very
l1ow .euul rating for outdoor recrestion resources” ig representative of the

"lw" group. -
Number
Renking of comments
'ni'h - .k g v 25 (
Hediug=-==-o-reearmcenn- . 5
Low==-e meve veteccas 11
Total - 41

Problems relsted. to outdoor recrestion resources.--The respondents ideatify
prm; zelated to outdoor recrestion resources and problems*with the RCA
documents. ‘An exasple of s comment on resource problems is “erosion is
caused by hunters, recreational vehicle operators, snd tourists." The dis-
tribution of comments desling with outdoor recrestion problems follows:

—

o Number
Probless relsted to-- : of comments ,
©  Outdoor racreation ss & resource--- . 19
m tg==eeccasscas - - - -3-3-
Toul-“--“------“--““---- . ' 52 N

Proposed solutions to resource problems.--Proposed aolutions to resource
problm nu shown below. Co-enu sre grouped by subject mtte:

o Keeping 1and for outdoor recreation use.--Thirty-eight percent of sl

+ comments contsining proposed solutions to outdoor resource problems sre in

uu. group. Selected comments are:

Regulste use of flood plisus for outdook recrestion.

Take no more lends for use as parks or wildlife habitat.
Ensure-public_sccess to outdoor recreation lsnds.

Prohibit posting lands where owner receives govermment support.
Limit outdoor recreation use to lands not suitsble for-.fsrming.

0000

o Conservation practices affecting outdoor recrestion use.--About 31
_percent of all comments proposing solutions to resource problems.are in this
group.- Selected co-cnta follow

4-14
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©  Control clearcutting. b
o Promote the building of ‘small enbanhent lakes.
©  Prohibit the building of unneeded cams. !

o Efficiency in promoting conservation.--This group includes about 31

percent of all commeants offering solutions to problems associated with outdoor

_recreation. Selected comments are:

o Encourage research and development in outgpor recrestion. -
Ensure more control over outdoor recreation resources. M

Tax hunters for wildlife habitat improvement. '

‘Locate development for outdoor recreation where use will reqnire
less travel;

o000

[Of those sampled in t.he‘ Harris survey, 58 percent said that a
shortage of lakes and rivers suitable for recreation use is very
likely or somewhat likely within the next 10 years.)

+ 4 - *

(_)pen': Space and Scenic Landscapes

Comments on open spice and scenic landscapes are grouped int.o the following
areas: importance of the resources, problems associsted wit.h the resources,
" solutions of fered by respondents, and other comments. The distribution of
these comments follows: :

Number Percentage

Catego - o . of comments of comments
I.po!t.ance of the resourceg----- ——— 36 . 24 :
-Problems associated with the i

resources----- : . ————— 55 . 37 .

* Proposed solutions to resource .

problems ——— - - 51 34
Other commentge------- wemmramabanaa—. 7 _3

~ Total--- o $ 149 100

Importsnce of the resources.--The following 1list shows-the tespo&enu'
perception of the importance of open space and srenic landscapes. Rankings
are based on combinations of comments assigning a8 value to this resource. An
example of s comment in the "high" group is "protect open space and gcenic
"lsndscapes from irreversible and harmful uses." “Maintsin open space and
scenic landscape resources at their present level” falls in the "medium"
group. "A low genersl rating of open space and scenic landscapes' is a
comment in the "low" group.

<

, : Number
Danking ’ of comments
High-===rccccccaccanararrerracancna 30
M:dium~-~~=-== et actaranam - -~ 2
LoWeevreemann e e rmcm e —a——-i R

Total=--mesnedacacmnanaman gam— 36

Problems related to open space 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 open‘pace and scenic landscapes resourcea is "oper
space and scenic-landacape concerns are biased Ttoward urban peopie.” Problems
with the RCA documents involve informstion left out or thought to be in

error. The diatribution of theae comments follows:

* t Ve

) Number
Problems related to-- of comments
Open space and scenic landacapel--- 13
RCA docubentsg=--- ot 42

Toul-------'-.¢.¢-----vh------- - . 55

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

o . Open space.--This group includes 18 percent of the comments proposing
solutiona to problems concerning this resource topic. Seélected comments
follow: . '

Make setaaide programa permanent. .

Take no more land for use as parks.

Control urban aprawl.

Encourage the use of streambelt corridors.

o000

o Protect and enhance scenic natural areas.--Severty-eight perceat of the
comments proposing aolutions to problems on open space and scenic landscapes
are in this group. Selected comments follow:

Beautify highways by planting hardy trees.

Control erosion slong highwaya and streams.

Control clearcutting. .

Promote clearing and snagging instead of ‘channelization. °

Protect sceénic woodland areas. A
Preserve wilderneas areaa.

Encourage building of impoundment lakes.
Prohibit development in acenic.sreéas.
Maintain water -quality and atreamflow.
Consider acenic values before Per-itting site development.

000000000

(] Rclponlibility *-Four4petcent of all comments proposing solutions to
problems on open space and scenic landacapel say that ltate goveroment should
have respoasibility for this resource.

" |Of thoae sampled in the Harria aurvey, 56 percent said that it is

very likely or somewhat likely that a shortage of pleksant views of
scenic landscap~s will occur within 10 years.]

All Natural Resovrces

E}

" The coding category "All natural resources” includes comments that refer to

resources in general. Comments on this topic fall into the following catego-
ries: importance of the resources, problems asaociated with the resources,:
solutions to resource problens, and other comments. The distribution of these
cobments follows: . :
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. A - Nuaber Percentage
Category - i : of comments - of comments
Importeace of the resourceg-------- 963 45
‘Problems associated wit.h the . .

resources ——-- -- - 314 15 '
Proposed solutions to resource \
" problemg-----nnn--- bgmmemmmmmnnen 362 17
Other--4---» 490 _23
‘ Total c—— 7,129 100

Importance of the resources.--The following list shows respondents' perception
of the importance -of all natural resources. Rankings are based on

combinations of comments that place s 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" is:represen-
tative of the "sedium"” group. The "low" group includes comments such as

"very low general rating of all natural resources."

. Number Percentage

Ranking - of comments of comments
High- - - 920 , 90
" Medium-- wom- 14 1
Low==ccocacane mmmmamaa, _29 _3
Total-ca~acmcccsadomaas -- '.\ 963 100

Problems concerning all naturnl resources.--The respondeats identify problems
.related to,all natural resources and problems associated with the RCA docu-

. ments. -Examples of Comments 00 regources are "concern with all natural resources
puts too many controls and expenses on landowners" and "concern with all

natural resources will nct as a disincentive to farm production.” Comments

on RCA document problems express coficern over information left out or judged

to be ia error. .The distribution of tiese comments followses

Numbe r Percentage

Problems related to-- of comments of comments
Resource problemg---cv-cccac- dommve 169 54
RCA documentg--«~cs=cccccvccacua~ea - 145 .46
. Total-====~ - —aa—- 314 100

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

o Relponnbilit.y ~=Seven percent of the comments pmposing solutions to
resource -problems are contained in this gro:{p/_s_elected comments follow:

o Give responsibility for all nztural resources to the federal goverimeat.

o Give responsibility for ,all asturdl resources to local government.
0 Give responsibility for all natural résources to zll levels of
government.
o\ The governmeat should share responsibilit.y for nll 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 comments follow:

o Prevent conversion of woodland to other land uses.

o 'Emphasize streambank stabilization. .

o Restrict urbaz development. .

0 Prevent mining of ground water. .

o Expand urban forestry ptogtaaa -

o Efficiency.-~Twenty-four percent of all comments propoains solutiona to
all natural resource problems. are in thia roup. Selected coalenta follow:

o Support 4 "waste not-want not" philosophy.

o~ Localize the approach for solving reaource probless.

o Encourage more research and development on all natural reaources.

| o - Establish conservation Policy on & long ‘term basis.
- o Relocate unneceasary atate and national USDA employees to the local
level,

o Ilprove long range planning by eatabliahing minimum fnnding levela
for each conservation program.

° Evaluate cost effectivenesa of conservation Programs.

o . Decrease jovernment involvement and interference.

o Incentives .--Thirty~eight percent of 31l comments proposing solutions to
all natural resource problems are in this group. Selected comments follow:
o Incresse funding for all nstural resources.
" 0 - Use a variety of incentives to increase participation in conger-

vation p
. o Let the pu ahare costs of couaervatiOn
Lo o Encourage conservation of these resources through education
o Encourage motivation for conservation through the use of local
input.

o Encourage more conservation through {figher farm profits.

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

} o Ensure that all nstural resources conservation programs are volun~
! tary. )
o Take into account natural pollution levels when setting standards.
o  Consider thst private dwnership and government controls are not

compatible.
o Saline seeps are a major conservation problea.

Other Resources . ’ s .

The reaources 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 categoriea: importance of the resources, problems
asaociated with the resources, proposed solutions to resource phobleaa, and
other comments. The distribution of these comments follows:

!
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) Number Percentage
Cate of comments of comments
rtance of the resourcesg------=- [A%] 31
Problems associsted with the
LESOULCeg~+==n= —ea 259 18
Proposed solutions to resolrce .
problems e e - 345 . 24
Other cOmMentS-«-cvs-smcamavanmanana 389 . 27
"4 Total - 1,435 100
»
lmportance of other resources.--The comments on importance fall inte”three
groups--high, sedium, and low. An example of a comment in the “high" group
is "conaervation 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 comments like “disagree, object."”” The . -
following list showa the respondents' perceptions of the importance of other S
resources: ;
Number Percentage
Rapking Yy - of comments of copments
High--4 ———- 413 93
Hediua~3¢ 17 4 ”
Low=-=--}-- : 12 -3
Total-~ - o bh2 N 100
Problems associated with other reaources.--The respondents identify problems
related to forest land, range, air, and other resources and problems associated
with the RCA documents. Exsmples of commgnts on resource probless are:
“Saline seeps are'a major conservation problem,” "USDA should provide continuity
to integrate all programs," "farmers need economic informstion as well as
conservation information," and "environmental concerns and high productivity v
are ngt compatible." The distribution of these comments follows:
Number Percentage
Problems related to-- of comments of comments
‘ Other resources .- 64 25
RCA docupbnts-~--=c-mecccccocccnncn 195 a5
Total--vacccscccecnsantccanaan 59 o 100

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

L4

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 follow:

0 Control problems through research and education.

o  Support s "waste not and use leas" philosophy.

o Make conservation a3 long term policy.
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o Mopt worthwhile conservation seasures »ud national conservation
goals and objectives.

o Protect air from pollution.

o The farmer should make connervation decisions.

o _ Programs should be voluntsry.

1]

1]

-

OppOle uniform national standards.
Protact woodlands, pr perly msnage forests, and make fireﬂood a by-
product of forest atand management.

o  Emphasize alf:::::;:f/spergy sources and study energy conservation
sethods. .

Provide sore cal assistange.

-

Q

o Incentives for conservation of other resources.--This gioup accounts
for 35 percent of the comments proposing solutions. Seleccted comments are:
o . Promote management of forest land through local assistance, tax
incentives, or-cost sharing.- . .

o Increase funding for conservation.
o Iwplement stronger enforcement laws.
o  Penalize the nonconserver. ‘ &
o Compensate the landowner for extra cost attributzd ¢o conservation
practices.
Summary ) .- !

Relatively few respondents comment directly on resource status, condition,
and trends. Comments that deal with resources show 8 de¢p appreciation of
all soil, water, and rélsted resources. Many cosments reflect a good under-
standing of resource atatus and trends. .
Concern for individual resources can be ranked according to the number of
comments addressed to each, On this basis, the resources covered in this
chapter gssume the: following order: water, soil, fish and wildlife habitat,
all natursl resources, otlier resources, energy, wetlands, waste, recrestion,
and open-space. Respondents express a strong concern over the capacity of
resources to meet increasing future demands. Increased incentives are proposed
as a seans of expanding conservation efforts to sustain resources in the
years ahead. _ .

ngtpondents are in fairly close agreement with USDA's perception of resource
problems as set forth in the RCA documents. HMany 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 numsber of comments reflect conflicting resource demands. For
exsmple, most of those commenting on wetlands say that they disagree with the
objective to stop net loss of vetlands to agricultural uses.

»
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Chapter § - Conservation Objectives - .
Related to ltésource Probleu

This clupte:"' summarizes the nature nnd ,nulutance of public comments that
relste to the conservstion objectives presented in chapter &, section B, of "-.
the drsft of the RCA Program Report and Environmental Iqact Statement and in -
psrt IV of the Summary. This chapter exsmines the interested public’s--

o perception of the significance and priority of the objectives.

[ ressons for sgreeing or dissgreeing with the stated objectives.

o judgment sbout vhether the objectim sctually sddress existing

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

This chapter présents information to help deciuiomhn Judge .probuble
public scceptance of the slternative proposed objectiveu .

e 5 of the Res

of 64,872 responses -nlyzed in this report, over 64 percenr. (41, ?03)
conuin\;&leut one ‘comment that desls with the proposed cmernr.i.on objec-
tives se responses include sore than 577,000 comments which relate to

one or more of the 20 objectives discussed in’ this ‘chapter. . These comments
srrived in the following respense types: structured response fore--94 per-
cent; personal letter--3 percent; petition, form letter, resolution--2 percent;
nonstructured response form--1 percent; tesnscript, nfher, or -unknown--less
than 0.2 percent t

Regionslly, responses come mostly froe the South snd Midwest. Of the 41,703
. responses sddressing conservation objectives, 42 percent’'come from the Scuth,
35 perceat from the Midwest, 12 percent from West, and 11 percent from .
the Northesst. Of the over 577,000 comments,|4) percent sre froa the South,
37 percent: from the Midwest, 12 percent from the Weet, and 8 percent from the
Northesst. N

The distribution of responses by rclpon.dent type varies slightly among regions,

but it corresponds closely to the natibnal psttern. The perceau;c of responses.

aade by selected respondent types in esch region is:
Reu@ndent type Northesst South West Hidwut Nstional

Individualg------ veanes 64 62 55 58 60 .
Locsl government----<-- 21 .21 27 -27 24 s
Federsl government----- 7 1 - 11 10 10
State govermmept---+--- 3 3 2 2 2
Farm orgsnizationg-«--- 2 - 1 1 1 2
Environsental sronpu--- 3 1 1 2 1
All otherg---c---ccdaa- 1 2 v 3 1 1

r

Note: Columrs ':ay not totsl 100 percent becsuse of ropndiag.
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The pertentaie of comments made by each respondent type in each region is:

Rgspondent type ﬁortheaat South West Midwest National

Individualse-eccvocansa 43 . 55 43 5N - 51
"Local government=-e=e==- 33 25, 34 n 29
Federal governmente---- 11 13 14 11 12
State government----~=-- 4 3 3 2 3
Farm organizationg--==-= 3 2 . 1 2 2
Environmental groupg=~= 4 1 2 2 2

1 1 2 1 1

All othergw~=ccecccncca=

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

.COGParihon of the distribution of responses and distribution of comments

shows that local and federal government respondents made more comments per
response than did individuals. The affiliation of many of the individuals
who commented on the-obj&étives camnot be ascertained. Of the 12,344 (less
than half) individuals whose affiliation can be identified, the distribution

"ig: farmer or rancher--79 percent; professional--10 percent, houseggrson--&

percenr, student--Z percent; all others~-1 percent.

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 goverament, 24 percent of the responses
coded to local government come from ASC county committee members.

The affiliation of only 352 (less than-ome~tenth) of the federal government
respondents can be identified. This number is low because many respondents
who used structured response forms when. asked for affiliation simply checked
the line for "federal government" and provided no further information. The
332 reapondents 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 2] _.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 number of signatures repreaented are presented in table 5-1.
Only three topics received less than 25,000 comments each. A large majority
of the copments arrived on printed forms, such as the one distributed by the
National Association of Conservation Districts. Because some of these forms
did not contain questions about the objectives to maintain soil quality and
improve rangeland fewer comments were received concerning these topics.

5-2
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Table 5-1.--Comments and signatures on conservation objectives

Nusber of--

Conservation objective Comments Sighatures 1/
Reduce 80il erosion ——— - =e=a 38,397 - 63,862
Maintsin soil quality werecan - 6,013 7,933 .
Isprove rangeland — ——— - 4,862 3,675
Retain prime farmland - wa- ~an= 39,174 65,006
Reduce toxic pollutants - ~== 31,997 35,159
Minimize adverse impact of organic waste----- 27,808 . 30,301
Minimize putrient pollutiopn-----=meccccncaaaa 29,750 © 51,504
Reduce salinity-~-=e~ewacaca- ~—- =n= 25,168 41,330
Reduce sediment--- - bt m=an= 30,022 52,645
Incresse irrigation effzc:ency -------------- 30,911 50,350
Maximize water supplies----- -—- -~e-= 27,423 50,004
Reduce loss of wetlandg--~-=-=ceconcccccncnaaa 35,924 37,034
Increase instream flows- mmmemeccmcmacaae 27,913 46,026
Isprove wildlife habitat---- -== 30,684 50,799
Reduce flood damager--=memnwcencacaccacacecan 33,033 57,382

* Flood prevertion project pr:ot1ty ------------ 28,004 46,040 .
"Reduce energy use------ -== 30,962 33,932
Increase energy production- === 31,000 53,776
Use organic wasie=-----ccccccccccoccaaaraaca 30,483 53,635
Urban area conservation----- ~- 29,556 49,962
Other/all objectives-- - reenecaae 8,798 13,294
Total~ e “rmmmmnrnnea 577,882 12/)

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

2/ The total is pot meaningful because @ signature may relate to one or
more objectives.

The comments indicate considerable support for the conservation objectives.
Favorable comments are made more frequencly than are unfavorable comsents for
each of the objectives Support is greatest for those objectives dealing
with agricultural conseivation, such 28 "Reduce soil erosion." Fever respondents
voice support for object:ves dealing with nature conservation, such as "Reduce
loss of wetlands." Overall, support appeais to be greatest for the objectives
that address traditional USDA comcerus. 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).




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 wxdely-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" hss connotations of
regulation and government control of individual rights, while "increase

" water use efficiency” suggests only utilizing improved technology and

gethods. .

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 jndicated strong opposition to stepping wet- -
land conversion, but suggested they would support the objective if it were
changed to "minimize wetland conversion." The word "stop™ say account, in
part, for the relatively large pumbér of comments expressing opposition to
this objective. .
'A high proportion of responses are structured response forms, which fea- o
ture checklists for indications of agreement or priority.ranking. Because

of this, most comeents about each objective simply express am opinion ranging
from stroagly agree to strongly disagree (over 70 percent of the comments

for most objectives) or place a priority ranking on the objective (over 10
percent  of the comments for most objectives).” Table 5-2 shows the proportion

of comments expressing a range of agreemdnt or disagreement with each objective.
Table 5~3 shows the propprtion of comments that place a general rating (pri-
ority) on each objective.) Because structured forms asking the respondent

to place a priority on egkh objective yere used primarily in.the South,

almost 92 percent of thé comments regarding priority are from the South.

The general priority ratings in table 5-3, therefore, may be more repre-
seniLative of respondents inions 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). Im table 5-4, the objectives sre 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 érosion (64 nercent 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 diatriyution

: . . Total
.- Percent 1/ . pumber
» Contervation Strongly " Strongly’ of
objective agree Agree’ Neutral Disagree disagree comments
. Reduce soil .
erosion=~-ve-w--~ 64 32 1 2 1 27,973
Maintain soil . ‘ )
quality 2/-~---=~ 28 &5 1 5 1 1,418
lIaprove range- - .
land 2/--wee=eee= 27 61 -3 8 1 : 992
Retain prime '
farmland-=-=---+- 54 38 . & 3 ‘2 27,712
Reduce toxic
" pollutantg~-=~=-~ 41 44 7 5 3 26,365
Minimize adverse
. impact of orgamic '
- wastervr=romnvama 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 1 4 24,978
Maximize water v
supplies---~--~v~- 38 47 9 3 o2 25,449
Reduce lﬁss of )
! wetlandg=vre=anas 21 27 19 21 " 12 25,643
Increase instrean
flows=~====easse= 20 42 25 9 4 22,909
Ioprove wildlife - ‘ "
habitat=-erevoowee 32 41 15 7 4 25,733
Reduce flood : o .
asmage~-e~ceceene 39 47 8 & - 2 26,516
Flood prevention
project priority- 31 42 16 8 4 22,657
Reduce energy usé-- 35 47 9 7 2 25,824
Increase energy .
productionsrwrr=e 45 44 7 g 3 1 25,502
1 *
5-5
33




Table S-2.--Colnents'e:prelaing agreement or disagreement with conservation
objectives, percentage distribution--Continued

~ Total

_ _._Percent, 1/ : number ‘

Conservation Strongly Strongly of
objective agree Agree Neutral Disagree disdgree comments

) . 7

Uss organic waste-~ 41 " 49 7 2 1 25,724

~ Urben sres '

. conservation-=~~~- 8 &b 10 5 2 24,922
Other/all ) ' .
oQJectives'g/ ----- 17, 74 1 7 2 1,890

1/ Total for each objéctive may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

2/ The number of comments made about this objective is extremely small
conplred to the number made about other objectives because the most frequently
used structured forms did not contain questions about this objettive. It may be
inlppropriate to compare these p?rcentages with those of other ob;ectives
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Table 5-3. --comts phcing “)_% i‘lthﬁ; or priority on consemtion

objocti ge’ distribution .

. A Total
- C Support 1/ : aumber

Conservation i Vexy . Very of
objective ~~ . QOppose low = Low Medium - High high comments

Reduce soil erosion-=--- * 2 -2 "6 18 72 4,545

Maintain soil quality--- *, 2 4 12 . 30 52 3,390
Improve rangelind~--e==+ * 4 8 21 31 3% . 31

Retsin prime farmland--- * 4 . 4 10 18 64 6,428
Reduce toxic pollutants- * 6 7 15 23 49 3,431

Minimige adverse “impact . , :
of organic waste 2/--: 1 6 11 18 22 42 472
Minimize putrient ) . .. .
. pollution--eus=ai * 7. 9 21 27 36 3,276
Reduce salinity 2/<--i=a- 1 2 9 13 29 45 376»
Reduce sediment-o----ne-c ¥ 6 7 18 27 42 3,358
Inciease irrigation- .
- efficiency--ss=reacacni- ] 4 - 6 17 . 25 47 3,486
Haxinize water . ) . :

“.supplies 2/--v-cv-== i ¥ ) 4 14 20 27 25 426
Reduce loss of wetlands-- - 2° 11 10 20 22 36 6,244
Increase instream flows-- 1 12 12 23 25 27 3,021
Improve wildlife habitat-" 1 11 1n 18 19 40 - 3,133
Reduce flood damsge~---- » -1 7 =7 15 25 45 3,583
Flood. prevention : o . : _

projeét priority---~--< 1 6 - 16 22 48 3,318
Keduce energy"uoe-------- * 6 10. 21 22 32 3,157
Increase energy . . : ,

production-cv-rmmccouane * 35 - 16 21° 53 3,432,
Use organic waste--“--c-- 1 6 8 22 30 "33 . 3,361
Urban area conservation-- 1 6 < 7 18 25 44 3,114
0ther/a11 objectives 2/-- _ 6 4 & 14 23 50 80

. ‘n-
v ¥

— NOTE: The vast majority (about 92 percent) of the responses repreaentod
by this table come from the South.

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

2/ The nulbetf f compents made about this’ objective is extremely small
compared to the’nunber made sbout other objectives because the most fre-
quently used/structured forms did not contain questions about this objective,
It may be. i’nappropriate to compare these percentages with those of other
objectives.

'5/ Less than 0.5 percent,
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Table 5-4.--Ordinal ranking of the objectives by intensity of support and
opposition ‘snd by proportion of comments expresaing a neutrsl opinion 1/

e

Objective . : Support 2/ Oppose 3/ Neutral 4/
Reduce soil erosiop-~~==~eccescccmacnncca 1 . 20 ¢ .19
Maintain 20il quality--e~-=cccccccccee R [ B 12 - 20
Improve rangeland----cccceccccacnnonncacas 12 10 < 18
Retain prime farmland-=--=ccscccccrcaraas 2 15 17
Reduce toxic pollutantg-==e=cccccccccocan 6 .9 - 14

 Minimize adverse impact of organmic vaste- 13 8 8
‘Minimize nutrient pollutiop---==-ce=decee- 16 6 7
Reduce sslinity-cccccccecccnccdanancccan. 17 14 2
Reduce sediment---c-cececccccccccncnccan. 8 - 17 9
. Increase irrigation efficiency=-==r=ov= ~= 18 2 4
Maximize water supplieg---==cccccecceccae 7 16 11
Reduce loss of wetlandge==co~seccccas cees 20 1 3
Increase instream flows----=c-cccccccccnae 19 4 1
Improve wildlife habitate----eiececceccnna 14 5 6
Reduce flood damage~~=<=ecceccccccccncacs 5 13 13
Ffood prevention project priotity -------- 15 3 .5
Reduce energy use-~--==s=csevefoccccncces 11 7 12
Increase epergy ptoduttion --------------- 3 18 15
Use orginic wagte-==-eresveccrecrceccancn b - 19 16

10

Urban area conservatiop~=~~»=ssrscscncccs 9 o n

1/ This weighted ranking was calculated from table 5-2. "Strongly
agree” was-given twice the weight of "sgree," 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). Although ranked 20th,
the obJective to reduce loss of wetlands has more support than opposition (48
percent "agree" or "strongly agree” and 33 percent "disagree" or "strongly
disagree").

* 3/ From greatest opposition (1) to least opposition (20)

6/ From largest proportion of "neutral” responses (1) to least (20).
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_oppolition are:

. One objective ‘does not £s1l within theae groups and sppears to be a notable

. Tsble 5-5 ghows the relative ranking of support for each objective.by RCA

‘conversion and increase instream flows rank lowest. The objectives to maintain

‘Table 5-7 lhcfws the regionsl distribution of comments on the objectives,

percent atrongly disagree snd 2 percent d:lngue) The proportion of neutrsl
comments rangea from s high of 25 percent to a low of 1 perceat.

Comparing the rsnkings” 6f agreement w:lth rankings of disagreement shows &
clear pattern. 0bj¢ct:lv¢l that teceive high support and relatively low

Reduce ioil erosion.

o
-0 Incresae the uae or vslue of organic wastes.
S Incresae caergy production on sgricultursl land.
) Retain prime and unique farmland,
o Reduce upstream flood damage.
o Maximize wster auppliea.
- o Reduce aediment.

Objectivea that are opposed by s ufatively high percentage of comments snd
aupported by a relstively low percentage include:

o Reduce losa of wetlanda.

o Incresse the efficiency of water use in agriculture.

o  Incresse instream water flow:

o laprove terrvéstrial wildlife hsbitat.

0 " Minimize pollution from nutrienta. . ’

o Minimize sdverse effects of organic wastes. : .

o Give top priority to preventing flooding of wetlsnds .

. and fsrmlsnd. .

Objectivea that recc:lvc s middle range level of support snd also a middle
range level of opposition sre:
o  Reduce toxic pollutsnts.
o Urban srea conservation.
o lmprove tondition of rangeland.
o, _Reduce enetgy use in sgriculture. ~—— ad
o. Maintain soil quality.

departure fros the patteras of support and opposition. Reduction of the
levels of dissolved aolids (sslinity) elicits little support or oppoaition.

TI;‘ere is some regional v«rlr:lat:lon in the ranking of conservstion objectives. Si
region. Tsble 5-6 shows the relative ranking of opposition. As theae tsbles

show, the objectives to reduce soil erosion and retain prime farmland rank

higheat in support throughout the Nstion, and the objectives to reduce wetland ’

soil -quality and to improve the condition of rsngelsnd appear to be regional
dssuea, ranking high in ordinal tsnking only in the West. The objective to
reduce toxic pollutants has most support in the Northeast snd Midwest. The
objective to reduce upstream flood damage has grestest support in the

South.

Tsblea 5-5 and 5-6 do not show the degree of support and opposition for each
individusl objective in one region as compared to that in another region.
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Table 5-5.--0tdinal ranking of relative support for the . . :
objectives, by RCA region 1/ ' d
Conservation objective . Northeazt South West Midwest
Reduce g0il erosionse<dec—ecccccnncan 1 1 1 1
Msintain soil quality-e=cecccccececaa 12 . 11 2 12
Improve rangelapd-----=-ccccceccccccan 17 17 3 15
Retain prime farmland-----c-=cccce- - 2 3 4 2
Reduce toxic pollutantge==e==ce=cc=e 4 9 .10 4
Minimize adverse impact of organic SN
‘Hafitemoedmcccccsccsnccncnns RELITT 13 13 16 14
Minimize nutriemnt pollutiop=-e-===-= 15 14 18 16 .
Reduce salipity-=cececccccccccccccce 16 16 .15 L0 17
Redyce sédiment----cccccecccaccccaae 9° 7 1 " 8
‘Increase irrigation efficiency------ - 18 19 14 18
" Maximize water supplieac-c-ceccccee. 7 6 5 9
Reduce 1oss, of wetlands===s===ccccce 19 20 20 .19
Increase instream flowse--=--cceccec-e 20 18 19 .20
Improve wildlife habitat-----ce-- - 14 12 17 13
Reduce flood damageeecccccccccccccaa 10 4 8 . 7
Flood prevention project priority--- 1 15 " 13 -1 _
Reduce energy use---------ccececceccce 6 10 12 10
Increase energy productiop~=ee=e=s== 5 2 6 3
Use organic waate~=--=-===c= Scesscae 3 5 -7 5
Urban area conservation=-==- semceeas 8 8- .9 6 ) '

17 The method of calculating this rankins ia sinilar to that used for the
rankings of support given in table 5-4.
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Table 5-6.-~0rdinal ranking of relative opposition for the
' objectivea, by ch region 1/
Conservation objective Northeast South West  Midwest
Reduce so0il erosion---=-- pemmcacaane 18- 20 19 20
Maintain aoil quality-ec-ccvcccccane 19 12 20 10
Isprove rangeland-----ccccccccncacna 19 4 17 - 6
Retain prime farmlang-=--===~=» evaane 16 - 13 13 19
Reduce toxic pollutantg-----cv-=c-=e 11 6 9 1
tHinimize adverse impact of organic .
WASLe -t mcmcbanc e pann cnadeaas 8 11 6 8
Minimize nutrient pollution-----s--- 9 8 7 7
" Reduce salinity~------ “wmmmccmaniace 13 14 11 14
Reduce sediment e L -—ra 15 17 12 17
Incresse irrigation efficiency------ 2 3 2 2
Haximize water supplies----------c-- 14 15 16 15
Reduce 1038 of wetlands----v-accrac-s 1 1 1 1
Increase instresm flows---v-acane —— 3 7 2 3
Improve wildlife habitst~e--r-creaae 3 .8 4 4
Reduce flood damage~---- wemmmmmaana- 6 16 15 13
Flood prevention project priority--- 4 2. 8 5
Reduce energy use~----+roecvearcecane 7 10 . 5 N 9
Increase energy production------ o 12 18 14 .16
Use organic waste----+-mencccccnac.e 17 19 18 18-
. Urban ares conservatiop-e----=------ 10 9 10 12

—_
)
-
. _c! -
.

1/ The method of calculating this ranking is

rankings of opposition given in table 5-4.
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Table 5-7.--Percentage distribution of comments sbout each obje?tive,
. * by RCA region
7]
Conlgrv;tion objective Northeast South West Midwest
Reduce sbil erosiof--cv-cccccraccaaa.a 8 44 li 36
Maintain soil qualitye-er----- em———- 3 62 1 22
leprove rangeland - - 1 64 15 20 =~
Reu}q prime farwmland--- - 9 45 12 3%
Reduce toxic pollutantg--c---ceccana- 8 43 12 37 .
Hinimize adverse llpact of organic
vaste - oaaa 8 k- 11 42 .
Minimize mutrient po11ueion ------- - 7 43 13 38
- Reduce salinity - walaa 8 37 12 42
Reduce sediment. 2boa e 8 42 3 38
Increase irrigation efficiency--=--- ‘ 7 43 4 36
Maximize water supplies ?':‘i 43 3 36
Reduce loss of wetlandg----===ccacaa 8 36 4 41 ;
Increase instream flowas--<c-ccccaraa 7 50 10 & 34
Improve wildlife habitate-e-c-ceccca--a 7 43 12 ~ 38
Reduce flood damagg-~--==-r=cc-cna~- 7 43 12 38
Flood prevention projecr. priority--- 7 45 11 37
Reduce energy use--~---enrccccccnana 7 .42 12 38
Increase energy productior-----c-=-- 7 43 12 38
Use organic waste-- - 7 43 11 38
Urban area conservation==--ca-ecaaaa 7 43 12 38
Ot.he‘r/all objectives-mmeecccraa- -—m- 13 o 29 17 41
a\venge--‘F --------------------- 8 43 12 37
-—. ry I‘/\
L
L J
¢
'
’
N
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One possible measure of the degree of concern about each objective in each
region is the proportion of the total coameénts about the objective thst comes
frOl\gach region. Table 5-7 shows that information. If the proportion for
each objective is compared with the average proportion for all objectives, it
is eviziqs;gfor exsaple, thst respondents from the South are more concerned
(that is, made more commenta) about the objectives to msintain soil quality,
improve rangeland, increase instream flows, give priority to flood preveatioa
projects, and reduce loas of farmland and less concerned about the objective
to reduce converaion of wetlanda 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 aurvey those sampled were asked to rank many natural

resource areas, isaues, and uses in order of importance. The rankings
follow.

~

Issue .

Adequ.u fooderravansnnnnansvssnsnasassnsnavnsnnanas
Best farmland retaiped-==ccccccccacccccccccccccccan
Water pollution===e=cccccccccecccccnccacancncccrecnn
Water lupply---------------------------------.-.-.-
Energy efficiency (farming)======ssccengeccccccccan
. Adequate tree supply====ccccccccccccccccccccanaaaae
Natural places==ssc=csccsccsccncssccsccccanananncnns

Flood control (rural)-;5;r~¢=:::-------------------

Recreation Aresge---«t cccccccccccccccccnnnnnnnncan

f

S RN SN

The following list shows how those sampled in the Harris survey saigd
that the federal government gshould divide $100 2mong aress of resoutce

concerns: )
Kumber
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--<recsecccscccccscsccccsccsnsacan 18.3
Increasing the availability of water----eccececccceccca. 17.1
leaning up streams, lakes, and riverg----~o-cccccc- 14.6

roviding places for fish and wildlife to live-====- 13.3
Reducing the damage caused by floods-=-cve-voveorove- 12.7]

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
slso rapk 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., nonenvironmental) as well, all of the
resource issues ranked lov, behind such issues as "waste in goverrment spending,”
“"cost of food and energy," "unemployment," and "crime." ..

-

-

H
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Three of the proposed objectives relate to soil. resources. ) 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 cosments addressing the s¢il resource objectiVel, over
three-fourths express agreement or strong agteenent vith the objuctives or
give them a very.high ‘or high rating.

{The general public also exhibits a high degree of support for

government efforts to conserve soil and retain prime farmland.

Of vhose sampled in the Harris survey, about §3 percent luppOtted

government iction to protect farmland from erosion and to'gnsure

that the best farmland is not used for new houses, factoriel, snd

roads. About 11 percent said that the goverament should not take

those actions. }
Reduce soil erosion.--0f 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 traditionsl congervation
objective of reducing erosion. About 73 perceant of the comments are accounted
for in tablé 52, Of these comments, 26,878 express support, 722 express
opposition, and 373 are "neutral." Some 106 comménts state “no ‘opinion."
Another 12 percent of the comments place a priority on the objective (see
table 5-3). Of these comments, 4,083 rate th: objective to reduce soil
erosion a very high or high pc:ority, 458 rate it a lediun -or lower priority,
and & are "generally opposed.” .

The most frequent comments are (1) expregtionn of support for the objectives,
(2) suggestions to make setaside programs permsnent or long term, (3) requests
"for-more funding jin 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 pract:ces
for eros:on reduction. .

E;press:ong'of support for the soil erosion reduct:on objective generally

come from environmental organizations, federal and state goverpment respond-
ents, individual farmers, and local groups, such as conservation districts or
s0il and vater 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 sgree," ™agree,” "very high general
rating," or "high general rating." Furthermore, many of Che reiaining,fzfth
of the comments ‘express-support in other terms. The ratis of support is , - ¢
higher than that for any other consé%vat:on objective listed in the draft RCA
Progral Report. -

¢
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There is, however, some opposition to the soil erosion reduction objective as
describedlihjthe RCA documents. Less than 3 percent of the comments are
"dissaree” ox "strongly disagree.” This opposition generally comes from
1ndividuals, rather than other types of respondents. However, several farm
organizations express some measure of disaﬁreement

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 levels say that the specific T values are not univer-
sally applicable and that lower values (for example, 2 tons per acre per
year) might 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 distribution of comments addressing the level -of the
Department's efforts to control erosion.

: N " Number
- . ) ‘ of comments

Increase efforts; give more emphasise-=eee-- 393

Maintain at present leveleesveccceocecacccaas 42

Decrease efforts; give less enphasls-------- 26

' 461

. . Comments on‘the.level of efforts to achieve the erosion redustggn objective
] _ are gimilar to comments made about soi] resources (see chapter %).

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 levsl for addressing the most severe,
locally identified erosion problems first.

. Number
Public comments on funding of comments
Increage funding--<==-=-cevecsacccancconann 135

. Sources of funding (see below)---==-s~cecce- 74
Provide additional funding to fieid=~-=ce==e- 235

Direct funding to worst problem firste=e=ees 148 ’
Direct funding to participant. ot state==== 2
Adequately fund enforcement program-=~====== 17
Fund agencies directly, avoid transfer-e=ee- 1
Fund program based on RCA findings-=~~===~-= 2
Give premium funding to poorer stateg-====-= 1
Other funding-<--~=erescccccccccancccacacans _2
617




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

Number

of comments

Raise tageg-w«: mmwecccummcavccwumcnccaumeann — 5.
lUsers expense, not government--«=we-ecswseqaa 26
Public consumer----=s=--sacomaemmmmnoacacca. 13
Special tax (e.g. hunters)~-- cmramaman 3
Mostly government PR - - 18
Mostly landowner ——— 1
Share costs 50+50------ cmmm et tam mm o —————— 6
Other cmm- mmmamm—— 2
74

Some comments, such as those that suggest dividing the ccst 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 incedtives (283 comments), finmancial
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 comments -on regulations list conditions under
which regulations might be acceptable: where resource problems are most
severe; vhere regulations are embodied in local ordinances dnly, wliere regula-
tions operate through the market system; where laws are directed to‘5u81n233
interests like mining, logging, and land developleg; 5“ RS

T A
"

More than 350 comments suggest general ‘methods for achlevlng the objectlves
About two-thirds of these address the existing setaside program, juggesting
that it be made permament or long term. This relatively hi f&gquency of
comment suggests that respondents feel strongly about an endurini\sgt.aslde

program where the rules and requirements are relatlvely‘?onstant. \k\

~
1

Other comments on methods of achieving the erosion’ reductlon objective relate
to: training (4 comments), planning (13), management (44), pendltles (21),
loss of benefits (10), and long term comtracts (17). TN

There are some 786 comments on specific measures to achieve erosion ‘veduction.
Tillage methods, trees and windbreaks, permanent grass ver, dra1nagé and
structural measures are mentioned most frequently. The host frequently made
comment in this category (193 comments) concernms develop{nent of improved
erosion reduction methods.

Respondents also suggest actiops that might help achieve the objective.

These ipclude: 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 cbjective are included
in the appendix.
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Maintain soil quality.--0f 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 przorzty, 623
rate it a medium or lower priority, and 2 are generally opposed.

0f the comments that express an opinion as to the adequacy of azlivities 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 gquality are:
Number
of comments
Use fertilizer or lime for improving soil

qualitye—--———- kbl L L P P r——m——— 56
Build soil through a stewardship ethic and

a waste not-want not philosophy--ceraccu- - 109
Any program to build soil qualzty should be

voluntary---«<= R e e e 10
Saline seeps are probleme----~-- ---------- - 10
Improper forestry practices cgpuse problems-- 10 -
Pesticide Use is a problem---coco——ro—cacce- 8

The chemical industry apd big business are
responsible for some soil qualztv

prob1ems--~-------~------ ------- wtmom————— 9
Use orginic fertilizer~--==-sermcencaaa e 11
More soil survey work is needede————=--- ——— 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.

Isprove rangeland.--Almost 5,000 comments concern the improvement of range-
land as a USDA conservation cbjective. About 20 percent of the comments are
accounted for in table 3-2. 0f theac comments, 873 express support, 93
express opposition, and 26 2re “nautral.” Another 50 comments state "no
opinion." Almost 63 percen! of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3.
0f these comments, 2,085 rate the S$bjective to improve the condition of
rangelapd a very high or high priority and 426 rate it a wedium 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 iz mainly from respondents representing state and federal govermments

and is greatest from the South and Midwest.
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0f 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 shgws the number of comments addressing the
level of the Department's efforts t merove rangeland.

+ Number

. of cosments
Increase efforts; more emphasise--=c-v-ecoca
Maintain at present tevele-=v=-ee~cec~ceanca 29
Decrease efforts; less emphasis=~~wews=c==-a . _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.ayre directed to overgrazed rangeland and the need for better
grazing management systems. A few comments say ‘that the RCA documents did
not adequately address grizing 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. Agother 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, estabiish better grazing management and control systems,
plant more switchgracs, provide greater economic incentives for conservation,
include contracts in a coordinated long term program, and irrigate for more
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 i8 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
35-2. Of these comments, 25,288 express support, 1,282 express opposition,
and 1,142 are "neutral." Another 243 state "no opinion.”™ About 16 percent
of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these, 5,277 rate the
obJectlve a very hlgh or high priority and 1, 148, rate it a medlum or lower
priority. :

[

Other comments say that (1) loss of prime farmland is caused by economic
conditions and nonfarw speculation, {2) land should be used within its capa-
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 respoadent
complains about conyersion to wildernmess. -As noted in table 5-2, the number

of comments in support of this objective far outweighs the number in opposi-.
tion. However, the opposition to retaining prime faxmland-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 from 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 vwaoership 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 compents (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 lapl is vital for producing
fvod.

[The general public sees loss of prime farmland as a serious proh-
lem. Of those sampled in the Rarris survey, 82 percent 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 about goverament 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 farwland is not used for other
things, 25 percent said that their families benefited a fair amounmt,
21 percent just some, and 2] 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 orgidnic waste--27,808 comments, (3) minimize nutrient
pollution--29,750 comments, (4) minimiZe the adverse impact of dissolved
solids (salinity)--25,168 comments, and (5) reduce sediment yield--30,022

. comments . : ' :

[}

{The general public clearly feels that preaerving water quality is
ah appropriate job for goverament. Of those sampled in the Harris
survey, 95 percent gaid that the federal government should make sure
that water is clean, only 3 percent said that the government ghould
not do this, and 1 percent were not sure.

The public would also appear to be receptive to more goveriment
action in the area of presexving water quality. Of those sampled in
the.Harris survey, 23 percent said that their families benefited a

~ great deal from the federal government's efforts to protect the
quality of the Nation's rivers) -streams, 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 consider\sd in relation to the 95 percent who
said that preserving water quality is an appropriate goverament
activity, it suggests that many Pelieve the government should be
doing more.} ’

Respondentsfagree with these objectives, as table 5-2 shows. For each of the
water qualfty objectives, however, "agree" comments outnumber "strongly
agree" coghents, 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 objectivVe to reduce sediment
delivery. In terms cof 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 higheat propovrtion of 'reutral”
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 environmercal groups than by
L




individuals, farm organizations, and local govermment. Staté government
respondents and indiVidupls express moat support for the objéctive to reduce
toxic pollutsnts. Federal government respondents show great support for- this
objective but expresa 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,
vhile 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 régions.

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

Some of the comments relate to specific features of each objective and -

are discussed under‘ihat objective. Patterns of opinion are seen most
clearly, however, if the number of comments for all five water quality )
objedtives 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. 7This objective also elicits a larger number of
comments exXpressing a need, for more research and tougher laws and better
enforcement. Comments ab®ut the level of government which should be post
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.

1
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 "neutral." Another 292 stats "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

objective.

Many of the other 6 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 water guality objectives

7

Reduce Minimize Minimize, Reduce
r toxic ' organic nutrient Minimize sediment
Comment discharge waste pollution ~salinity delivery

hd PR —

i

A useless effort; impossible.
to administer; unnecessary;
politically unacceptable--- 108 22 15 ] 15 10 )

The objective is difficult to . : -
eviluate; terminology is :
inconsistent, confusing---- 27 15 11 7 8

The data are insufficient or . .

AT _ EXLONEOUA~+=~*rawmtntansnan 19 15 17 . 8 7

' .. There are too many regula- : ‘ ' 4
tions, too much red tape;

- government iatervention ‘ . 2 .#
should be used only as a . .

_ last resort----ceececccmceen 27 24 22 16 22 ’

Tougher laws and better
enforcement are needed---=~ 56 ¥ 17 24 5 3

Compliance should be . i .
voluntary-=-~s-revemcrcanan . 7 4 4 1 4 7,

Additional ‘research and (

‘ development are rieedede---~ 63 26 T 22 14 9

. Too 'many agencies involved; .
combine agencieg=-w-Focaeoa 11 11 11 11 5|
Avoid intra- and inter- . :
‘departmental duplication;
should not be part of a

- USDA program~veev=e-aceemnn 48 44 45 13 15

, Should be a federal ) ' .
" respongibility-~-v-=<cemcns 4 4 2 0 2
Should be a state “
responsibility--=-a-cccan~a 22 22 22 20 7
Should be-a local '
_ responsibjlityssc-s-cicees- © 18 4 4 2 6

Should be a ptivate sector

responsibility->~ccnnecn.- 2 3 3 1 3
Needs ;more emphagis=-+rev-=e- 137 105 73 . 55 113
Needs less emphasig-e==-e-ca= 36 = 232 22 186 18
Maintain the present level 4
- of activity---e-v-necceaan - 27 .26 - 26 28 25
The proposed activities are .

adequateevrewmceccccnnran~ 210 208 213 205 198
The proposed activities are

‘inadeguates-~---~-aescncaa L 106 101 . 100 99 106~
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industry in general--

. %
. "Other significant comments include: -
i s , . Number of
: : ; comment s
;. Reduce or restrict use of pesticidess--==-== - 105
" Comments about chemicals and the éhemical

A e O min A i i Y i W Y i 168

Develop programs to reduce nonpoint source

pollution- —am—-

and acceptable to the

Protect the air from po
Conservation plans shou

Control dusposal of tox

, . The effort must cost:

Develop a program to deal with all

. " . 14

~effective, practical,
publicev-eremceanina 50

Educate the public about the need tn control

toxic discharge-ee-vccevoccicrcnencacinnns ' 33
Wildlife and nature preservation should have .
top prioricyr-r-r-crrecccctcravacnnrancaaa - 18
Consider naturél pollution in set#ing ,
T toxic discharge standardg----se-aa=-seocas 24
: Most toxic pollutants come from nonfarm
.-" ) 8oI.lx'ce-s-—----:-----:--------°-------'---:--- - 2?

llut.ibﬂ--—-------—--- ] 2?

Nerfy concerned about toxic pollution----=--- 16

14 be the basis for

instituting Best Management Practicese---- 13

iC wasteg==erwecnnaaa 13

anmamnn 5

poIIuZZnts-- -
Miniwize adverse impact of organic waste.--Over 27,800 comments are dirdcted

for in tab
Many of the other 8 percent,

|

to this objeltive. Over 92 percent, or 25,624, of the comments are accounted
3-2. Of these comments, 20, 093 express support, 2,377 eXpress
opposition’, and 3,154 are "neutral.” Another 364 express "no opinion."

or 2,184, of the comments are listed in table

5~8. Other comments include:

:Number
. of comments

) The objective should have very high or high .
oo priofity=—---veccennanarccascar s vn s aaa , 302
The objective should have m:dium or lower ‘

pr;orxty—- b

- increase funding, subsi

Comments about problems

native strategies dis

dl sposa].-----""----ﬂp

— iy - 163

Generally opposed to the obJectxve---------— 7

dize farmers'

effOrtsmmmmmmmansmvmnvmmremaencaceacanean 33

Corsider natural pollution in setting
standa rds------------------“--------- [, 10

involved in animal

waste storage and disposal--=--reswccccaa - 14
Combine the objective with one of the alter-

-

cussed in chapter 7

(15 comments suggest _Combining with 3
Comments expressing concern about waste

e 37

Develop programs to reduce nonpoint source

e emamaccavncave 10

pollution
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~ A
Conflicts with other objectiveg==meaccwcaacs 10 ,
! Farmers are not to blame for the problem---- . V1

1

Minimize nutrient pollution.--About 84 perd®i1t of the 29,750 comments on the
objettive to minimize the adverse impact of autrient pollution are accounted
for in table 5-2. Of these cComments, 18,9_. express support, 2,446. express
opposition, and 3,613 are "neutral." About 2 percent, or 492, express "no
opinion.” Another 11 percent, or 3,276, of the tomments are accounted for in
table 5-3, Of these comments, 2,071 rate the gbjective as a very high or
high priority, 1,198 rate it as a medium or lower prdor:ty, and 7 are gen-
erally opposed to the object:ve. 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-~===new~=- LT TR mene < 1n
Combine the objective with one of the alter-

native strategies discussed in chapter 7

(12 comments suggest combining with -

present Programg)e-=-c-~-c--ecesscnmvoscemaas 43
The effort must be cost-effective and

practical--------------------------.ﬁ-m---- t 8

Farpers are not the cause of the problem---- 8

Minimize adverse impact of dissolved solids (reduce salinity).--Over 89
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. 0f the comments, 16,105 express support, 1,228
express opposition, 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:

Nusmber of
\ comments
The objective should be a very high or high
pl‘iOtity------------------------------..--- 2?2
The objective should be a medium or lower
priority==e=sc--srcmcssnsccctccannacacanns 90
Opposed to the objectives=c-e-coc-cccrncmana 5
Salt runoff from highways and saline seeps
are problemge-=ve-se-cecccccccaucncncccnns 42
The objective does not address all related
probleps=-=reccowecceccssccesnscanliocmanan - 8
The effort must be cost-effective and
practical~-ecereccsccecaacenseccnncnccanas 7
A water rights lay is needed= e-ecececacc..e -

Reduce sediment yield.--About 83 percent, or 24,802, of the 30,022 comments

on the objectave 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 support, 1,163 express opposition, and 2,499
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are "neutral."” Over 2 percent, or 678, state "no opinion."” Another 11
percent, or 3,338, of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of these
comments, 2,308 rate the cbjective as a very high or high priority, 1,044 rate
it as a medium or lower priority, and é are generally opposed to the pbjective.
Many of the other & percent, or 1,184, of the comments are listed in table

5-8. Other coaments include:

. Rumbag of
comments .

Combine the objective with one of the alter- *

native strategies discussed in chapter 7

{compents were almost evenly distributed

among the 7 strategies)-=-~-~~===~----- - 146
Increase funding (including employee

salary) -—- - 20
Increase funding at the local level---=v-- - 15
Addreas gediment delivery from urban con~

etruction siteg~------ —— 44
Teach codtractors proper drainage system

design and implementation---- 21
Control nonfarm erosion (roadside, stream~ .

bank, mines, etc.)=véevv==~- S e ———— 17 .
Control sediment yield with structural

DeaSUrEg == mttnn rre aet m e r e s e ——— 18

~ Incréase funds for cost sharing=~--~=---u--- 10

Hater‘Supﬁiy 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 agricul-
tural water supplies.: Support for maximizing supplies is much stronger than

- that for minimizing irrigation use, probably because of the potential restrice
tions on irrigation inherent in the latter.

[The opinion of the general public about the likelihood of a water
shortage ig divided. Of those sampled in the Harrig survey, about
50 percent said that there is very likely or somewhat likely to be a
shortage of water for homes, farms, businesses, and iridustry in the
‘next 10 years, while about '46 percent said it is somewhat unlikely
or very unl:kely that there will be guch a shortage.

The public apparently feels that they benefit from government efforts
to ensure adequate yater supplies. Qf those sdﬁpled in the Harris
survey, 27 percent gsaid they benefited a great deal from the federal
governaent'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 wster supply is similsr to the percentage of those
asying that the.benefit from efforts to preserve water quality.)

Minimize irrigation wster-use.--This overall objective includes the three
elements of incressing efficiency of agricuitural irrigstion, limiting water
conservation to selected seasures in water short sress, and working through
states to improve operation and maintensance of existing structures to incresse
instress flows. Alwost 31,000 comments address minimizing water use as a

USDA conservation objective. Of these, 95 percent simply indicate a position
without further explanation.

Slightly over half (54 percent) of the comments indicate ngreement or strong
sgreement with USDA adopting an objective to minimize wster use.  Another 8
percent assign this objective a high.or very high genersl rating. Yet 13
percent-of the comments state disagreement or strong disagreement. Another
389 comments, slightly more than 1 percent, register 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 a USDA conservntion 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 rankingi-second from
the top. - See table 5-4.

The greatest support for a USDA comservation objective of minimizing water
use comes from individuals, local goverpment, 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 cosments state that present activities are adequaté 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 objective. These 163 comments suggest
that additional emphasis is needed. )

. Number

. of comments
Increase efforts, more hasig-----=~=-- -~—— 134
Maintain at present lev:?ﬂ----------------'- 18
Decrease efforts, less emphasis-----—------ ‘- A1
Total---~==smce—eco—a- R 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.
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Haximize water supplies.--Over 27,400 comments addreas the objective of
implesenting seasures to improve the reliability and availability of water

for agriculture. Nearly 93 percent of the comments simply state whether

the reapondent agrees or disagrees with the objective (see table 5-2). 0f
these comments, 21,832 express support, 1,268 express opposition, and 2,349
are “neutral." Anot.her 468 comments atate “no opinion.” About 2 percent of
the commeqts 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 addresa the sdequacy or inadequacy of the proposed
activities to meet the objective.

-

©

0f the remaining commenta, a few auggeat'conbining the objective with one of
the alternative strategiea diacussed in chapter 7. Several others comment on
the methods of maximizing water supplies, including building dams and lakes,
, conaerving ground water, assigning riparian rights, and improving water
delivery. 1In contrast, one respondent from South Carolina states that "in
our area . . ., an excess of water is more of a problem than a shortage.”
OEPer cospents relate to funding 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 emphaaize the importsnce of conserving ground water suppl.es.
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
sethod 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 expsnding 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 instresm 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 objoctive (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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- The public clcanﬂy feels that thc Nation as a whole bencfxts ftOI

Reduce loss of wetlands.=--Almost 36,000 comments address the objective to .
reduce the net loas of wetlands rcsultzng from their cgnversion to agri- g
cultural uses.
tive are accountef for in table 5-2, Of these comments, 12,507 express
support;, 8,386 éxptess opposition, and 4,750 are “neutral.” nlnost 3 per-
cent, or 717
comments are accounted for in table $=3. Of these comments, 3,589 rate the
objective to reduce conversion of wetlands as a very high or hzgh priority,
2,510 rate it as » acdiun or lower priority, and 115 comments are "generally
opposed "

As table 5-4 shows, there is less support for this obJecti:j(Enhn for any
other. Support is higher among environmental groups and s

is greatest in’ the Northeast and Midwest, Support is lowest in the South.
Respondents in the West and Midwest make thc greatest proportion of "neutrsl™-
comments. Upposition is greater than for any other objective. Opposition
comes primarily from farm organizations, individuals, and local goverument
and is greatest/in the South. Opposition also .ran high among ‘respondents
affiliated wigh environmental groups. ' ,

Several groups of comments could be discerned in relation to the objective to
preserve wetlands. Over 1 percent ¢f the comments (494) state’ tHat cropland
48 more-important than wetlands or that wetlands should be drained for use as
. cropland. Other comments (84) state that wetland drainage jis necessary.
_Many comments (294) say that achieving the objective would have adverse
effects on agriculture. . . . .

{Although the- fish and wildlife habitat objectives ranked among the
lowest in support and among.the highest ia opposition spong RCA ;
respoedents (see table 5-4), the general public clearly supports ,
sgovermment efforts to preserve habitat. . Of those-sampled in the - . |
Harris survey, 92 percent ‘said that the fcdcral government should
make sure that the natural homes of fish &nd wildlife aré protected,
only 4 percent said that the govermment should not do this, and 3 ;
percent were not sure. - . - . //

—

habitat preservation. Of thosé sampled in the Harris sucvey, 61 .
percent gaid that they benefited a fair amount to a great deal from
the federal government's efforts to help make sure that fish and
wildlife habitat is protected, 23 percent said that they benefi

just some, and 13 percent said that they benefited hardly at al:f?::ﬁ<;

3 percent, or 25,643, of the comments about thii objec-

ate "no opinion." Anothcr 17 percent, or 6,244, of the

government and

Some Comments state that the RCA documents did not clearly-explain the term
"wetlands."” One respondent states that he is in favor of the objective to
preserve vwetlands "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 the term needs to be clarified
or redefined. Some of these 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 confusion over
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- what gualifies as wetlands, 133 comments say that the data are in error or
insifficient, a much greater number of such comments than were made about
other objectives. Other comments (62) state that the termimology 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 adwinister, or that it is polit-
ically usacceptable. Over 80 comments say that the objective needs more
emphasis, and 65 say that it should have less emphasis. This is the only
wildlife aabitat objective with a majority stating more e®phasis 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-
T 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
frabitat. Most favorable comments focus on the intemsity 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 vetlands
(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
3 of comments
. Compliance should be voiuntary--------—--——-- 75
There are too many eXxisting regulations; too
much red tape------==-s-e-—-ccrocrecancaa- 33
Tougher laws and better enforcement are
needed--=--=-=v=r=-=-=- Sremmama—- e mmm——— 30
Protecting nature and wildlife should have
o top priority--------- S-——e-—--- Smmmm—ane—a 29
Comments about methods of compensatiop--=---- 82
Avoid duplication cf effort; this should not
be a USDA objective------coccv-cnr—coouon - 12
Reestablish wetlands drained in the past 10
b =T e i 10
: The objective would have an adverse impact
| on agriculture----=====ce-memmmmeecaacuaan 294
: The regional meetings did not supply enough
informatign=-=ee=c-seescecsoncacacnac s naan 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 inirease instream
water flows in water-short areas are accounted for im table 5-2. Of these
comments, 14,256 express support, 2,881 express opposition, and 3,772 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 lower priority, and 23 are
generally opposed. :

[Those sampled by the Marris survey were asked to allocate excess
water for various uses. In this context, increasing instream flows
(water for fish and wildlife) ranked lowest. O0f 100 excess gallons,
the general public proposed the following allocation:

. ‘ . Gallons .
Water for producing foode--=-scecccacna 26
Water for household uses=--v~ecocecccana 21
Water for industry and jobg~--=---e-ce= 19
Water for developing enmergy résources=~ 17
Water for iish and wildlifes----~ S 17}

_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 tiiz West. The South shows the least opposition.

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

Number

of comments
Drainage is necessary----- seseaa reaeecasara - 12
Channelization is useless~=-==-csc-ecccaa-_— 10
Permit limited stream channel changes~-=---= 13
Build more dams and lakes-~-=-~==-==-=-- L 10

Improve wildlife habitat.--Over 30,600 comments address the objective to
improve the quality and diversity of terrestrial wildiife habitat by enhancing
vegetation on uncultivated land and improving farming practices. OQver 83
percent, or 25,653, of the comments about this objective are accounted for in
table 5-2. Of these comments, 18,834 express support, 2,830 express opposi-
tion, and 3,969 are "neutral.” In addition, 377 state "no opiniomn." 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 h1gh or h1gh priority,
1,260 rate it as 3 medium or lower priority, 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 comgents 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. Fonvirommental groups express both high support
and high opposition. Both support and opposition are greatest in the West;
the other regions have 3 higher proportion.of "peutral" responses.

Comments of support for iMproving wildlife habitst say that clesrcutting
should be reduced (5 comments), the objective should be.combined with one of
the alternstive strstegies ,discussed in chapter 7 (47), hsbitat should be
conserved because fish snd wildlifé have 8 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)
cotplain 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 yould 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 povernment hss doné a poor job so far~-- 56
Maintain present level of activity--=-=~--=- 39
Drainage is necessary---------- tmmertem—eacea 39
Conservation practices will benefit wild-
life~-emv-arcaamecaca e e e L L L P 70
The government should subsidize efforts,
reimburse landownerg---~=-=----= R 46
Programs should benefit farmers----- -——————— 16
' Wildlife protection measures should be dif-
ferentiated from agricultural policies---- 26

Flood Damage Control (bjectives

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.=-~0f 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
3-2. Of these comments, 22,890 express support, 1,503 express opposition,
and 2;123 are “neutral." In addition, 387 state "no opinion.” ~Another 11
percent, or 3,654, of the comments are accounted for in table 5-3. Of ‘these
comments, 2, 56? rate the objective to reduce upstream flood damage as a very
high or h:sh 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 ebjective to reduce
upstream flood damage are diverse. Among the more frequent of these comments
atre: -
" Number
. of comments
Restrict development of flood plains; use

. flood plains only as farmland-~veeveereccs 215
Reduce flood damage by using structural .
measures; build more dams and lakes====~=- ’ 226 ’
Reduce flood damage primarily through non- )
strictural measurese===c=vescecaccnicnnnvan . - 96
Prohibit construction of unneeded dams; dam .
construction causes ecological problemge«~ 80
Reduce flood damage through education=~====» . . 11

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

water depletion-e=~ereermenceccaccannannan 23
Put greater emphasis on preventing flood

damage in urban areag===~=~s=escccaccecsasa 19
Drainage is necessary=-=-=-ce--seececseacanaa 55
Streambank stabilizstion is important====-== Bt (35
The government should subsidize efforts=--=- » 14
More -technical assistance is needed~~=-o=-== 16

Tougher laws and better enforcement are

needed-=-~eeccccceccccnancaarccasnacacarans . 7

More research and development are needed---~~ 50
Increase funds for cost sharing==re====ccce= 38
Respongibility belongs “o either federal, o

state, or local govecnmente~eeeveccesccaan 28
Responsibility should rest with all three

levels of goverament===~+=escsccccccrcca.a 58
Proposed activities are adequate to meet the

objective===sssrcecccscsccccancrcrmranaana : 128
Proposed activities are not adequate to meet ¥ .

the objectives=-=e-eccwseves vasacvenccncnna . 161
Mairtain present level of activities~v=ve=== 30
The objective is unrealistic, politically '

unacceptables-s=eqeccceccccccarccacracanas 20
The objective nceds more emphasise=-e<ecc<ecs 314

+  The objective needs less emphasise=e=ww-=cwe 11

There ar~ too many existing regulations, too

much government red tape-==-=c-evrrocccees 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 {39) followed by performance

bonus [33])cerescomeomessoccamecncesaccee . 195 L
Comments about the effectiveness of

chapnelization=-==-s=aan- emscascessasanee 75 B
Comments about forest land-==-s--c-cccrmcaves - 22
The data are insufficient or erroneoug~-~~-- 31

Support for the objective is lowest among stat.c govermment respondente and in
. the Midwest. Support is greatest in the South. Opposition is greatest in
} ) the Northeast and is highest among 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 regulation), the need for reaearch, funding
. (cost sharing and technic4l assistance), and the need for education.

(The large number of comments saying that development 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-prone areas.

Only 15 percent said that this was pot a proper function of govern~

ment. ] f :

Respondents wh% express opposition to the objective mention primarily the
. excegsive 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.--0f the 28,004 comments addressing the
objective to give priority to projects -that ptévent loss of prime farmland
and wetlands due to flooding, almost 81" porcent, or 22, 657, are accounted for
in table 5-2. Of the comments, 16,424 express suppnrt, 2, ?12 express opposi-
tion, and 3,521 are "neutral." Over 3 percent, or 949,'state “no opinion."
Another 10 phrcent, or 3,338, of the comments are accounted for ih table 5-3.
Of these ¢ nts, 2,361 rate the objective as a very high or high priority,
940 rate itf as a medium or lower priority, and 37 are generally opposed.

Certain nte cast some doubt on the validity of these totals for aupp?rt
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
thén they would agree. Other respondents state they agree only with that

part of the objective that proposes protecting cropland. The issue of pro-
tecting cropland versus protecting both cropland and wetlands iz also reflected
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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-redute the loss of wetlands through their conversion to agricultural use.

The other 4 percent, or 1,060, of the comments about flood prevention project

) Suﬂport for this objective is highest among enviroumental groups and is

greatest in the Northeast and Midwest. Oppositior comes Mmainly 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 the types of land or places where land should be pro-
tected. A few oppose uniform national standards. There are few comments
relating to funding, expense, or objective levels.

Energy Conservation and Production Objectives

In the RCA documents, USDA proposed two objectives which would coniribute 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 of oppesition 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 so0il erosion and to retain Prime farmland enjoy more support.

535

priorities address priwarily the igsue of cropland versus wetlands, the pro- s
posed activities, ang methods of flood prevention. Some. of theése couments are: :
. .
Number o
] : ’ - of - comments - e
- A hetter inventory of wetlands is needed; _ . P

"wetlands" should be redefined--c-cvcovaea- 188

Cropland is more important than wetlands;. . )

, rotect prime famlapd-=-v-=v-socroccocaes - 66 -

Restrict development-of flood plains==-=w-=-- 23

Build more dams and lakes to control fleod
damage=e~-s-recerecccnoncconsianacanccnann ) 22

Use nonstructural measures to control flood /
damage; prohibit unneeded damgr=-<evmecese 9 14 )

The proposed activities are adequate to
meet the objective~~eccecccrmunacicccannan 131

. The proposed activities are not adequate

to meet the objective~r~evesccacuancncenn. : 135

Maintain the present level of activitiese==- 264

The objective needs more emphagis---ececvee-c 37

The objective peeds “less emphasig=e~e=wee=-c 11 "

Responsibility should rest witk local
gOVErnMent~=~==~enrcrancnecctwrtn e anaanne 16

Responsibility should rest with federal
or state government, or should be shared
Ly all three levels-s=-sc-cscccesccacanann 3
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{Although these objectives address only agricultural productzon 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 produéing more energy. Thirteen percent were neutral.)

These two objectives are closely related. Many of the comments about saving
-energy. vere made when refbrring to the objective to produce more energy, and

Energy can be saved by using appropriate

politically unacceptable-====-==accacsncn-
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vice versa. These comments are summarized in the following list.

Number
of comments

conservation methodge==cewccnccmrersaccsne 302
fomments in favor of gasohol production----- 191
Leave crop recidue to control erosion, .

do not use for gasoholece-concemmmncannnee 52
Regionalize production to eliminate -

excessive transportation-~-=-~----  rmmmesa. 63
Diversify energy sources (e.g., solar,

wind, geothermal)«w~=w=wmroceccocmsarccacaae “193
Government should subsidize efforts to .

" reduce r"ergy Use---=-----c-eccccaaa ————— 56
More res. *:h and development are needed--- 193
Additional emphasis is needed; the ob- Ny

jective deserves jimmediate attention----~- 242
Less emphasis is needed--~----+--=rocccccaa. 30
Present level of activity is adequatecv=~erac|” 16
Combine witu one of the altermative‘:,

strategies in chapter 7 (redirecting

present program has the highest number of

compents [77] followed by state leadership

f59))mmemacaccctcnnnmaranancanea. e 356
Meeting the objective is too expensive, an

ineffective use of tax dollarg~=-=="mecra- 41
Objective is not compatible with or does

not address crop production--= ‘==e=cccea- 49
The proposed activities are adequate to

meet the objective-e~mmmsamicamccmcacanean 261
The proposed activities are no? adequate

to meet the objectiveses-revecamcacaaa “mmae 361
Responsibility should rest with the private
_ sector=-=--= L aE E L EE PP 41
Comments about whether this should be a
- federal, state, or local responsibility~-- 13
There are too many existing regulations,

too much red tape~-~--ereacaraccccccrccnna 21
A useless effort, impossible to administer;

28




‘Support for this ob;ective is greatest from state and federal sovernnent

Avoid intra- and inter-agency duplication .. .

of effbrt,,should not be a USDA

"objective-- sec-rwem—oe 70
Drainage will be necessary- - K} |
The deciaion should be left up_to the land- i

owner; compliance should be voluntary----- 20
American farmers are doing a great job, -

.they should be commended-----tccccccacacas 25
‘Comments about irrigation sethods-----==-=-- : 14
uﬁE forest biomass - - 13

The 624 coments not inciuded in the list or tables are very diverse ;nd have
low frequenciea. Many do .not relate directly to the objective. These are

‘listed in the appendix.

Reduce energy nse.--OVpr 83 pexcent, or 25,824, of the 30,962 comments about
the objective of reducing energy use per unit of agricultural output sre
accoynted for if table 5«2, Of these connents, 21,138 expresa support, 2,417
expreas oppos:tion, and 2,269 are "peutral.” In addition, 369 comments state
"no opinion.” Another 10 perceat, or 3,157, of the cosments are accounted for
in table 5-3. Of these comments, 1,685 rate the objectiVe as a very high or
high priority, 1,467 rate it as a mediun or lower 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 ti.. Harris survey,

22 percent said that they benefited a great deal fros the federal -
government's efforts to help comsexve energy by encouraging efficient
farming practices and 31 percent said that they benefited a fair
amount. Twenty-tlirer percent said that they benefited just some,

and 16 percent said hardly at all. Eight percent were not sire.]

Most of the other 5 percent, or 1,594, 'of the comments address: (1) the
posa:bility of saving energy by using appropriate dbnservation methods, such
as conservation tillage; (2) the need for further research and developuent ;
(3) the need to regionslize 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 sbout the adequacy
of the proposed activities, 60 percent state that the activit:es are 1nadequate.-

\

respondents.” Support is greatest in the Northeast. Opposition comes pri-
marily from local government and individuals and is greatest in the West.

objective most frequently mention comcern about government interference with
individual rights, concern about liwiting the options available to farmers,
andﬁconce:n asbout the sffect on crop production and food prices.

Those supporting the objective give few reasons why. Those opposing the éé;sz
Disagreement with the objective to reduce energy use (9 percent) is.more than
two times greater than disagreement with the objective t¢ 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 very con=-
cerned or alarmed about the implications of the objective to reduce agri-
cultural use of energy. .

Increase energy production. --Over 82 percent, or 25,502, of the 31,000 com-
sents about the objective to increase net product:on of energy from agri-
cultural land are accounted for in table 5-2. O0f 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. 0f 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
redvcing 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).

o ‘Gasphol was clearly:preferred 0f those sampled ip the Harris

survey, 48 pexcent .said that’ the government should support gasohol

- i mbre than synfuels, while 22 percent favored synfuels over gasohol.

" - " Twelve percent said that the government should support both, and &
percént said that the government should support neither. Fourteen
percent were not sure, and 1 percent d:d not answer. '

T .
The public was also asked which would cause the least damage to thé%?
land. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 59 percent said that .
gasohol is-likely to causs the least damage to the land used in
producing it, while 19 percent said that .synfuels would cause the
least damage. Six percent said the effect on ‘the 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 also -support gasohol production. Some are
concerned about the consequences 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 add:t:on, 370 state "'no
opinion." Another 11 percent, 6r 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. -

Number
- of comments
‘Encourage organic farming; use sewage as

fertilizep==vm=-mececemacmcnmcaccnancccnaas 110
Government should subsidize efforts to '
increase use of organic wasté---=-erecacses 24
Recycle wastegs~-~--r=+---crecececcccranacaaan 17
Produce gasohol from organic waster~-~«ac=a= 17 .
‘Diversify euergy sources---=--=-+--cccecoca- 17
.Increagsed funding and technical assistance _
are needed=-~==~==ccccaaa ~sesccacaa memmeaa’ 39
Animal waste disposal is a problem---==-~===- 8
" Additional emphasis is needed; the obJective .
. deserves ipmediate attention-~-~~=ce=caca- 64
Less emphasis is needed--~---=~=------- me——— - 2

Conbine with.one of the alternative
strategies in chapter 7 (redirecting
present programs and performance bonus

tied for wost comments [34 ezch])~---vr--- 178
Proposed activities are adequate to meet the
objective~racmmecanmcnccacaa wmremmmmaaaa - 167 i
Proposed activities are not adequate to meet .
the objective=~==cvmrmccacacnacacqanananan 119 z
- More research and development are needed—~-- 35

More education is needed-~-s=nemnseseemaaann 15 -

4

gﬁgﬁ;
Urban area conservation.--Over 29,500 comments address the objective o z,
conservation in urbar areas. Th:s objective contains several components-jf“~3
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 of the comments are accounted for in table 5-2. Of these comments,
20,614 express support, 1,855 express opposition, and 2.453 are "neutral."
Anothnr 544 state "no opinion."”  About 11 percent of the comuents 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 rank 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

r
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to conletvation efforts in urban areas, most say greater emphasis or ﬁulediate
sttention is needed.

Number

of comments
Increase efforts, give more emphasig---=-=== 88
Maintain at present levele-e-c-coccececec-a 3
Decrease efforts, give less ‘emphagige--==c=- 5
96

By 168 to 118, respondents say that activities are adequate to meet the
objectives, A-ong the remaining comments, those relating most directly to
the objective and uade most frequently are:

Number
) of compents
Control urban sprawl=--===ec-sscccecscccacaaa. 27
Land use concerng-=<s-ssm-ncccscaccccccscnana 27
Comsients about erosion and sedirante-cecec-- 14
Comments about division of responsibility
among federal, state, and local govern-

. Bel-==ccmoccecscccsacacccccncssccanncanna 26
There is too ruch governmént red tape=----- - 11
More education js needed==<-=---c-ccccacaccea 24
Concern for 'rights of individualg=eecece-evy 15
Combine with one of the alternaiive '

strategies listed in chapter 7=--e=-ecccaa 43
Comments about funding---<-cc-cccccccccccaan 31

Other/all conservation objectives.--Some 8,798 comments ére coded to the
+ topic Mother/all couservation objectives.” These comments relate to conservae
tion in general, any group of conservation objectives, any additional suggested
conservation objectives, and some comments about government in general.

More than 2,000 comments express support for or opposition to all of the
objectives. Ten times more connents express support than opposit:on (see
tables 5-2 and 5-3).

An additional 251 comments say that conservation is good, deserves immediate
attention, or contiibutes 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

£i00ings-nn=mas-sncscscnamscsasocemssenscs 162
Source of fundin?----------h---------------- 83
Raise taxes (4), users expense (9),

public (25), shared by government (45).
Direct funding to worst problems firste---- 66
Increase funding to field, enforcement

sgencieg====ss--cecccccamacecccasooaaan .18

Other----==c=w-semsreecmccacemo—scosaceanans 7
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h
Hany comments relate to the methods for achieving conservation in ge.eral. .
- These include: ) ’
.Number
C of comments
Use incentives .- .. mmw e cmcc———- 17¢
Conduct more research----------- seeaaa wemmaa 7 165 .
Make no change in existing programs---=----- 109 1
Provide technical assistance-===e=--aa wameaa ’ 52 ‘
Keep programs voluntarye-e--c-etcatecccacaaa 198
Avoid uniform national standards------------ 184 /
. 878

Compents 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 impessible
task” som€ 45 times, but call for cooperative work 41 times.

Other comments sre 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 a2 specific objective, the thrust of these
comments may be indicative of public attitudes toward implementation of the
objectives,

Number
of comments
Provide incentives to laadowners.(such as
price supports, low interest loans, tax
credits); eliminate disincentives; sub-
sidize to reach goals ————— —— 961
Efforts to reach objective levels must be
cost effective, practical, and esthe-

tically correct~===wscacaacaad. . 64
Penalize those who do not conserve-se----a-a 61
Do not limit individual rights; reducing

farmers' choices may be detrimental------- 465
Solve the worst problems first: target >

FeEOULCES~ == ~emrmemcecc et o cam———————— 64
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The comments express strong support for USDA's traditional conservation
objectives. These traditional objectives have soil erosion reduction as
& cornérstone.

The respondents support allocating greater resources (funds and personnel)
on 8 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.

Respondenta want USDA to take an active role in helping to protect and
preserve farmland yet not attempt direct federal control. Retenciion of
farmland haa very strong support from the responding public. .

Conservation objectives directed to noncropland, such as wetlands pre- .
servation and wildiife habitat improveaent, 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 gee as more important conservation
concerns. They also express.concern that these objectives will conflict
with the traditional USDA obJectives.

For the traditional objectives, guch as erosion reduction, flood damage
reduction. and the like, which are updertsken at least partly to benefit
society as a whole, the respondents want the beneficiary--through the
fedexal goverament--to help béar the cost. They are asking for partner-
ship-~for cost sharing, not cost shifting.

Even as they seek federal dollars, the respondents want local control,
particularly of the methods for achieving conservation. This suggests a
two-tiered prog.am as a possibility. "

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 30ﬂe
incentives and technical assistance.

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.
~

The respondents appear to favor maintaining traditional coaservation
objectives. and redirecting the program to meet water quality, energy,
and farmland retention objectives. '

-
"

The principal s tenenta asde in supp&rt of the objectives are: natural

resources conservation should have 8 higher priority than production;
conservation is in public interest; accomplishing the objectives
N 542 . .
}
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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 The-principal ob;ections to the objectives are: excessive goverument
control; cost-ineffectiveness; production is more impc-~tant than con-
servation; the proposed program would be ineffective.

o

Nearly all comments address only a general question, such 53 "Should .
prime fsrmland Be retained?” Very few comments are made about the
propoaed objective levels. While public response indicates concera for
conservation issues, the results suggest little about whether the public
feels the proposed objective levels are adeguate.

o This report does mot indicate which objectives are of highest priority

to the public. While the degree of suppor. for an objective may be *
»taken as s proxy statesent 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
pércent express agreement and 33 percent express disagreement. This
objective receives less support than iny other.

o

The few comments about cost are prisarily negative, that is, achieving
the' objective would cost too much. Other comments say that conservation
is worth any price. Concern about cost is directed more toward "who
Hill pay?” rather than "what will it cost?“

1 . -
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Cﬁﬁﬁtgr 5= Activities for Redgﬁzhg Conservéiion'dbjectiieé

.This chapter focuses on the public's:response to how the objectives are to be

achieved=-that is, the practices, policies, data collection and dissemination
methods, research, and planning that will be most effective in realizing the

objectzves. The dxaft Program Report and Env:ronmental Impact Statement and the

Summary detail specific activities for each of the seven resource areas. The

public responded with & wide variety of conments on conservation act:v:t:es. '

Comments reveal generally widespread support for traditional actiwities that
USDA has practiced and encouraged over thé years. For example, many people
express enthusiasm for conservation tillage, pechn:cal and fidancial aSsis-.
tance, erosion and gediment control measures, 1rr13at10n water ‘management,
and flood control measures. A significant number of responses suggest .that «
farme: s need economic information as well as technical information. *THe :
public makes fewer/ comments about relatively recent 1ssues such as new energy
forms, biomass productlans use of alternative chemicals;-and methods of vater
conservatzon and storage. Responses come from both sides of long-standing’
controversies, for example,. preservation versus dra:nage of wetlands, struc~
tural versus nonstructural flood control measures, chemjcal versus organic
fertilizers, and determination of T values for‘xgyious soils and‘various land
uses. Some practices such as chanpelization elicit widesSpread cosment even
though they are not- presented as suggested activities in the RCA documents,
Respondents make a great number of suggestions about practices and policies
that are not discussed in the RCA documents but that apply generally to one
.- of moté of the resource areas. - . . . 'e
[When asked what conserving the soil means, those sampled in the
t Harris survey responded by naming warious conservation activities.
* Some of those, frequently mentioned include: b ! )
o - Rotating crops.’
Tilling and cropping methods.
Planting trees, grass, and cover crops.
Building terraces.
Stripcropping. - - -
Contour plowing. h s
Using conservation tillage.
Planting windbreaks.
Using natural and chemical fertilizers.
Preserving forest and wilderness. )

-

00 000000

The: frequency of responses on these activities is roughly parallel
for the Harris suyvey and, the public ‘comments, with gne exception.
The one activity mentioned more frequently by far than any other in.
the Harris survey was crop rotat:on, wvhich was named by 30 percent
of the 7,000 respondents; crop rotation is nent:oned rarely by
resPondents to the RCA documents.} -

‘e

The Scope of the Response

Nationwide, 33,767 comments (64,963 signatures) deal with specific activities

proposed to meet RCA objectives or suggest other activities that are not -
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* listed in thé RCA documents. Forty-five percent of these comments are from
the South, 26 percent from the Midwést, 18 percent from the Northeast, and 1} .
percent from the West. These responses are in the following forms; .

~

RN ‘o
i Ca T . Percentage $ 7
Form' of response C e . of coumments . . RS
Personal letter-~-----cc-esnccmaneciomamaaaan — a0 - . .
‘Petition or fom letter- .- . *23.
. Structured résponse fors . > 33
. Nonstructured response fora- - . 4 12
Public transcript----- '----.--7 ------- e - 1
- - Other-e------ nses ——— _*
Total----er-imammaccniana: semaas W00 . . Y
*  Less than 0.5 percent. . . . : ' . :
s ! : 5
Most of the respondent.s are individuall. The spondent.s represent. various P
organizat.ions and.cinterest groups, as follow . -
. « 5 Percentage v,
'Respondent. type . ’ of cComments
Individuals--s-mani-ar X et T e R I
Local government<--- ===e == - 16 : -
Federal, gdvernment--~-< Smmvenas < ’ 7 . '
State ‘government------ e e e T 3 .
. Environmental groups---<- - m-- 2
, " J Commodity groups- - .= - . . 1 =
¢ Farm organizatjons--- v -y 1
. . Acadenic ———— caa- - *
T Agribusinesg-~--=~-=c=c---e - 7. )
Civic/social mmeeeemace e _ * ‘
- - Industrial/trade~------- -—- -- * S
«Minority orgsnizationS-------==aa mmemepracena . Tk ,
. Nonagricultural bnsj.ness/mdust.ry------------- * .
Youth organizations-- — m—eneceaceaa *
' Other groups-----r-=w-=- ~ : - * a
Other - ——— msmaqecancbcanaann o *
Total-- e - 100 N

* Less than 0.5 percent

- -

-

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 fot "activities topics alone. Instead,
this chapter considers commentr relsted to activities regardless of the topic _

‘ to which they were coded. Comments dealing with #ctivities in. other tgpic .
areas, therefore;, are also discussed in other chapters. The frequencies for :
specific comments may be different in other chapters because they represent ,
differen{ topic code-comwent code combinations. -

- x
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-Data in this chapter rbbresen£ the number of comments, unless otherwise o
.indicated. Where there is % notadle difference between the number of com- .
ments and the numbey of signatures, the number of signatures is also shown.

Activities for Solving Resource Problems N

 Across all rcsourccj;teas, specific activities most often mentioned include

_ technical assistance, agricultural research, and erosion control lqashres.
Conservation tillage, dratnage 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 or¥\questioned by a number o
respondents. Hbtland retention is opposed by a margin of 8 to 1 by comments,:

" 14 to 1 by signatures. Use of land for wildlife hab:tat in general is

- supported by a margin of 2 to 1. . ) L

e ti Sl .

- ) Bt

- &
Comments were received on activities in all seven resource areas. Although
some co-lents relate to more than one resource area or activity, the fol-
‘lowing list indicates the approximite number of comments qu each najor activ-

38

ity by, oumber of comnt.s and by number of signatures. v
. ~ .
N : Number of — . Nusber—of - —>—-°
.. ' : comments oad ures I
Soil Resource Quantity and Quality: o - ) -
o General coaments onm -soil resource 7,553 15,13 . ﬁﬁ
activities. " - i ) ' ' S
.0 Collect data on soil and water 1,903 . 2,285 :
. . resources reliable at the county - ‘

level for the 1985 RCA report. lse
inventory data to identify :
S priorities to bz=-addressed by con-
. servation programs. -
[ Provide the land user with informa- 6,930 20,577
. tion” to. evaluate 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 '
A will permit a high level of cropland

! and rangeland productivity to be - 4
obtaifed economically and indefi-
s nitely-—Forcroptand;—forestlamd, — T
pastureland, and native pasture, to
the estimated average is 5 tons N .

per acre per year. For range-
. land, the estimated average is 2 -
: tons per:acre per year.) Make .
enough assistance availadle to
the user to solve the grosion
. problens.
-0 Maintain conservation systems already . T S 422
in placé. .
6-~3
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. . ¢ Install. conservauon pracuces on 93
' million acres of cropland néw losmg
between 5:and 14 tons of soil per.

. _ acre per year. ’ Represeptative
practices include perzanent vegeta-
tive cover (2.7 million acres), con-
servation tillage (93.7 million
acres), stripcropping (10.8 million
acrea), and texracing (8.4 million .
acxesd: Install conservatiot practices
‘on 48 million’acres of- cropiand. now
loging wore than 14 tons of soil per
acre per year. Apply conservation ’

D : tillage to »11 lands that atay in .

. , ,'crops. Remove some 17 lﬂhon
. acres of cropland from cultivation,

-
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; ﬁat.er Quality: - TS e

o Conduet research to develop and ‘
‘ . transfer cogt effective nonpoint -
e e — " pollution control 't.echn.ology

‘: - ) L . '.

Uge cult.ural measures. mcluﬁing
- - - alternative che-icals-, ’ ,
- optimus timing for application
oo of pesticjdes and nutrients,
_ resistant crop varieties, - 7 -
elimination of -excesgive _
applications of pésticides o
- - : agd nutrients, and toxic
” Co- manageseint techniques such -
o integrated.pest management.
()Ltrol runoff and erogion to con-
~ trol pollutants typic
.. . to soil part.icl‘es.
Control animal waste.”
. Manage irrigstion water,
5 : tailwater, conserve w;t.er.
™ ' .

1y attached

cover

# »
* by

Hat.er Supply and‘ Conservation:
o General comments on wat.er supply
. activities,
o Increase ont‘tpn irrigation .
“ efficiencies: ditch lining,

piping, .land leveling, tailwater
recovery, improved management. of
irrigation water, shifts to low
water use crops and stress- °
resistant plant varietiazs,

# . El

N ' , 6-4

100

+ Number of |,
‘signatures
2,194

Ll
.
L

»
1 N1

}

»*

-

\¢

- -

Research needs and t.echnolozy
‘- deyelopment are

1ncluded in
this tabulation\mder %Soil
Resources. ™
is under "Related Resources. "
902 2,147

2,191

259 - 313
Irrigation activities are
included in this tabulation
under "Water Supply.” -

¢
947

1,467

737
_Anﬂz‘.‘ —-——— 1Y

4,082 .

Technology transfer
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O "+ - -Number of _Number of
Increase off-farm irrigation . ’ ‘ ) L
.efficiencies by canal lining. : .
Provide irrigators with informa- S s
uononwhen,howlnch,mdhowm v ' X

apply vater on 24 millidn acres

in the West. Develop information

on all aspects of water use and

. supply for use by irrigators. ’ o
.0 Develop. add use crop varieties more 59 )
resiuunt to or tolerant of drought . *

70

Fish and ‘Hﬂdlife Habitat: '
‘General commenta on fish and wild- - 960 1,09.
Lifé habitat ackiVities. a
o  Determine what type of wetlands’ : 186 - .. 1,010
T remain, vhere they are, and the :
' relative value of each. .

‘o Preserve existing wetlands and . : 148 153
restore other wetlands t.hrough land : a
rental and otd - me . )

o - Change any fede.al poli.ci.el that -1,071 : 1,748
result in wetland destruction. _ ~

o De'ulop wildlife habitat management 454 620

’ teria and implement wildlife ‘- .
gemcnt systems op. cropland,
rangeland, and ot.hj areas.

. Upstresm Flood -Damages: > : ' )

o General commienta on 'ﬂood damage 245 - 422

‘ sctivities. . & . .

o  Develop and mple-ent (a) 20 small - 1,182 . 1,451
vatershéd plans each year using non- ’ )

- _ structursl and structural measures

vhere appropriate and (b) 150 flood-
 hezard studiés-per year during the - -
next 20 years. .

2 . o Develop 25 nonstructural plm in 32 33

E . - - the next 10 years. to develop and -

;- .o test néy technology.

*

DENE Y
LI

Energy Conservation and Production: .
- 0  General comments on energy - 1,182 . 1,563 '
- activities. .
o Encourage fethods of. crop drying - . No-comments received.
: , . that would use forms of eaergy other e
than fossil fuels. , , . N
* _Step up* research and infomtion on Research needs are included

°
v ¢ fertilizer use, improve irrigation , in this tabulation under
- mansgement, and establish more "Soil Resources." Irrigation
lhelterbeltl is included under "Water
t . Supply."

' . . - .- /
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' .aapagement systems.,
o Conduct flood plain hazard studies

- and implement storm and floodwater included in.this tabulation
' mariagement programs. under "Upst eam Flood
s . v Damages."

.0 . Work with state and local agencies
o tg help: gn:.de'_de\mlopment. Toward

+
L R T T T R TR e T T e T e T TR T TR AT

i ) ] ] "
k3 ’ . . - Q
: ,,

o e e I L

: ‘ P :
. o R / - ’
Lo - : L .Number’ of . Number of
o . N T * _comments signatures 1
o Produce biomass as an energy scurce 113 - 163 .
_ “* . and develop téchnology for its con- s
. . version to usable energy; grow S -
3 - legimes as a source of m.t.rogen “x
fett“l‘iZer“. e i A e e e
kelat.ed Nat.ura’.l. Resources: '
o  General comments on other resources. L1683 201
d o Conduct research to ascertain the 387 582
value of .orgafiic wastes for dif- ' ’
ferént soils. ‘ ) .. .
o Improve technology transfer. 73 ‘ 13
o  ‘Develpp and implement improved wast.é! 89 © 9 ;

* Floodwater management is

. See chapter 9

f.areas wbere it wanld be compatible-

< with natural resource protectioi,

.. To. Develop and implement sedinent. con~

trol activities. . T, N
.Other Compments:
o Comments received about.
activities other t.han those”
. ligted. - ‘ ¥

\
. . M "

_Adeguacy of ‘t:.he Activities L

i _ o
b

314 422

}

3,383

More tham 6,200 comments express opinions on the adequacy of the activities
in general. Of these,' 60" percent say .that USDA's conservation activities are
adequate to meet. t.he objectives and 40 percent say that thoge 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 empaasis on
cohser,vatio:; practices. According to 50 commlents, envj.ronment.ai concerns

- should uot interfere with conservation activities.

Some. respondents point to a need for change in emphasis among activities.

For instance, ome individual says that streambank erosion is overemphasized.

The act.:.v:.t.:.es for ach:.eving fish anG wildlife habitat and water quality
objectives are considered adequate. by the greatest percentases. Judged least
adequate .are the activities for energy. The figures are:
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\ - Percent saying activities are Numbe

Activities related to-- ~ Adeguate Iﬂadeguate d% comments
N Soil rescurcesieacarac=ramance  gh 36 1,286
Water quallty:"‘r""-' ------ 67 33 1,546 -
Water supply and conservation- 56 . &b | 574
Fish and wildlife habitat---~= 68 © 32 842 °
Upstream flood damages-------- 45 55 5375
Znergy conseryation---+------- 42 58 620
Related natural resources }/-- 59 . 42 . 572
Activities in general----=--=- 79 “ 21 - 180

“1Y Total exceeds 100 percent because of rounding.

1

‘ Soil Regource Activities .

~

Ero;;ku”control measures.--Conservation tillage ‘is favored in more thap 609

* commenis, 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 censervation tillage does not work well on all soils. A few observe P
that no-till reduces yield more than ord:nary conservat:on ,tillage. ~

e

-

Strzpcropp:ng and shelterbelts are favored by 77 respondents, including 8
representatives of environmental organizations, who point out their environ-
mental, econofiic, and energy benefits. F;ve respond that stripcropping
creates a double cost. Others feel thit the landowner Should be compensated
for using stripcropping.

More than 170 comments, almost all from the Midwest and South, suggest ter- N
racing for reducing erosion; 56 state that large equipment destroys terraces,
Fifty-two call for less dependénce on terraces and_other Fechnology. L

Only 37 comments say'that T values are too high. Inaccuracy or inconsistency .
of T value determination and use of the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE)
iS cited in 252 comments (471 signatures). More than 1Q0 comments, moitly
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 vq:etat:ve dover. :
About 50 comments favor increased emphasis on the maintenance of present

" conservation systems. Maintaining the present level of conservation assis- '
tance is favored in 16 comments. Fourteen say that farmers caanot 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

» . . - »
5 ~Nationally uniform standards for conservation maintenance are opposed b§)13
¢ respondents, *Education is seen as a solutici by 15 respondents. Nine say

that conservation practices are too expensive to maintain. Although 52 call ‘
for subsidies for maintenance of conservation systems, another 52 say that
maintenance should be at the land user's expense. Farmers do 2 great job of
maintaining conservation systems, say 124 comments.

. 6~7 . ¢
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-" . Data collection.--4 number of comments Question the data used-in the RCA™ -
documents or the methods of collecting these data. Four suggest that forest
‘acreage\data should he o?ta1ned from forestry agencies, F1fty-four comments
.say the public needs to understand’ how the data were collected, and about

1,500 say data atewggroneous or are insufficient to make dec1s1ons. Data -

11nk1ng noapoint po

ution to agciculture are questioned by 164 respondents,

mostly. in personal letters.

Two comments suggest separating pastureland and

rangeland data because. coﬁ$1n1ng rangeland and phstureland data assumptions

is inaccurate and misleading.

# . ™

A
More emphasis on problem ident1f1cat1on and data ‘collection is favored in 20
comments, ‘and less emphasis is-suggested in 2 comments. The need for. soil
surveys to define problems is ¢ited in 158 comments, More than 250 comments -
mention that saline seeps and road salt runoff ’are major conservation prob-

iems; three~fourths of these copments are from the Midwest.

!

Other practicee.—-Respoﬁ ents alsq comment oh a few practices .relating te

soil rescurces that are not listed as RCA activities,

!
-

+

These inclﬁdeé

Number of -

) . . comments
Apply lime t~ woodlots because of acid’rain-- 25
) Prevent convers1on.of steep woaded slopes to u
. crgplang------~- Podmme——e-osmo—u-sd-ascec. . 131
. ' ) Stop harvésting timber for firewood-----=--=-= 53 A
. Require“legume planting 2 out of 3 yearss=-=-- .13
Plant trees for erosion control, energy, )
beauty, or péllution abatement-------‘ ----- 98
R lmprove.methods of weedﬁand brush controle--- 265 .
. iy .
, Water Quality Activities - i

+

Toxlcs and nutrients.--Concern about the safety of pesticides and: herblcides
is mentioned in 590 comments calling for voluntary or mandatory restrictions
on their use. Of ‘these, 71 percent are from individuals; 20 percent from the
federal government; 5 percent, state ‘government; l4 percent, local govern- .
ment; and 4 percent, environmental groups. Nineteen others specifically
suggest encouraging integrated pest cont-cl. Biological and cultural” pest
control methods are costly and rarely successful, note three responses.
Apnothex ‘respondent is concerned about the pollution of ground water through
spring runoff if sewage sludge is applied when tne groun¢ is frozen. !

- Use of chem1c#1 fertilizers is seen as necessary for production in 244 co;}
ments, more than.half of which are from the Midwest. Ninety-five comments,
say that USDA should discourage f£dll 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.

i0f those sampled in the Hafris survey, .61 percent felt strongly
that the country should be moving in the direction of emphasizing
end improving the natural productivity of the soil. Twent?&i}x
. » - .
,, | Y |
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- percent felt the country should be moving in the direction of

emphasizing the use of more and better chemical fertilizers and

farm technolegy.]‘ . . . ) ,
Sediment’ and dissolved ‘solids.~-Reducing sediment by controlling erosion is
identified as: an importanmt concern in 2,096 tomments. Manmy respondents
suggest reducing erosiom by a variety of methods. These methods imclude
limiting the time éggde&sfﬁsre, avoiding cropping of erodible soils, levying
fines on landowners for excessive erosiom, encouraging small farms, permanently
seeding marginal lands, terracing, stopping logging operations at high eleva-
tions prantinhxﬁgees along highways, and improving forest management. Road
salt runoff.inté r5treams is mentioned as a majer comservation problem in a

"few comments. Of the comments concerning sediment-and salinity, 39 percent

are from the South, 32 percent from the Midwest, 20 percent from the Northeast,
and 9 percent from the West

t

o

Some respondents identify other causes for erosion and water quality dnga—
dation. An environmental group in Penngylvaria points out that in' their t -~
aregi strip mirfing, gas and oil well drilling, and logging create mapy resbdurce
problems, including toxic pollutants im surface waters and severe erosion and
sedimentation. Another respondent writes that drainage of agricultural lands

. reduces water pollution by helping to retain phosphorus and potassium on the
land and by reducing erosion and sedimentation.

e management.--Concern about proper waste d1sposa1 is expressed in 259
commﬂnts, half of which are from the Northeast.- Of these comments, 71 per-
cent are from individuals, 14 percent from local units of goverument; 7
percent from the federal government, and 4 percent from environmental groups. .
Some comments suggest specific solution$, such as encouraging use of waterless . '
toilets in areas where soil is unsuitable for septic.tanks and outlawing tse
of dry wells for sewage disposal. §

Water Supply afid Conservatiom Activities

" Ground water supply.--Concern over deplepion of ground water is expressed in

349 comments. Another 81 say that water(shortag& will be a serious problem

in the future. A Kansas farmer writes, "Our largest deterremt to good long-

range comservation practices is the increasing. use of underground water ’

supplies, especially by sprinkler systems on marginal land."” Another respondent

is concerned thdt aquifer and water table composition can be drastlcally

changed and may never be replenished if’center-pivot irrigation ig used on a

majority of the ‘existing cropland. Ground water supplies can be stabilized R

by modifying permit systems and water rights laws, suggests one respondent.
. Others call for improving sources of surface irrigation water to reduce
dependence on ground water.

Comments from 38

) water supply, we

demand for water.

respondents say that the high cost of water will reduce
About 230 comments say that to expand and comserve our
should drill wells rather than build reservoirs, build water

recycling plants and desalination'systemsy use rivers as a water source, .
- piant grass strips, and dredge old ponds instead of qu1d1ng new ones Use

LY

— L. . ’ [t
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of waste water is mentioned in several comments, including a suggestion from
a federal agency that imfigators be furnisted 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
! nitrogen and phosphorus in wastewater as fertilizer. -

[Future ava;lablllty of water is a concern to those sampled .in the
Harris survey. About 50 percent said that a shortage of water for
hpomes, farms, businesses, and industry is very likely or somewhat
likely in the next 10 years, and about 46 percent said it is somewhat '
unlikely cor very unlikely. When asied to distribute $100 among six
resource areas, those sampled in the Harris survey allocated §17.10
to increasing the availability of vater, ranking it third among the
. six, resource. concerns. ] «
. . - *
Irrigation.~-Irrigation water management elicits both positiGe and negative
. regponses. A total of 380 comments, two-thirds of them from the South, say
that using water for irrigation is mor:2 important .than using water for wild-
life. fYwenty-seven comments recommend more storage projects for irrigation.

Ninety-i\hree responses suggest that j:rigation systems should elipimate -
tailwater and not affect live streams, that a low-pressure center pivot

¢ system can reduce water and enmergy use, and that rising epergy costs will
force farmers back to gravity irrigation systems, which will increase ero-
sion. Twenty-one comments {138 signiatures) say that increased maintenance of ' .
iriigation systems is meeded. Reduction im the use of irrigation is favored
in 56 of the comments that idertify irrigation as a contributor fo environmental
degradation. Sixteen favor limiting the amount of irrigated land that cam be
owned by one family, but 19 say to increase allowable irrigated acreage.

{Future availability of irrigstion wster is a comcern te the general
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 mext 10 .years, while 41 percent said such a shortage -
is somewhat unlikely or very unlikely.]

o

Plint materials research.~-Fifty-nine comments mentien strengthening plant .
materials centers and other res/ rch to develop drought-resistant, stress--
resistant crop varieties and vegetative cover.

Othar suggestions.--Activities not included in the RCA program were alsg
suggested, including:

' ' . Number of . . i
- . comments - .
Provide finmancial help fo: use of rainwater v
in homes or businesses----<-=-=-o-u--==---- 7 . ¥
Convert cropland to forest ig uatér-short
: AF@AS-=----rmreee e ehE e oS e s ese—eoe——e 18
Use saved water to incresse streamflow and
develop farmlapd—------=--or--crmoono- - 5,
, Improve brush management to meet increased
demand for water----------c-oco-3o_ ) --
- (’ .
' 6':10 .
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"Fish and Wildlife Habitat:. Activities |

Wetlands. --The defznztzon of wetlandg is questioned in 258 comments. Of
these, 62 percent are from individuals, 29 percent from state and local
governnents, 17 percent from-the federal governmect, and 7 percent from

. agricultural and farm organizations. Approkimately 500 comments call for

-better inventory of wetlands. 1In 287 comments, respondents favor practices
that. serve fish and wildlife resources.

On the preservation of wetlands, 76 respondents call for establishing speczal
preservation districts, stopping conversion of wetlands adjacent to navigable
,waters, and stopping conversion of tidal wetlands. Six suggest that wetlands .

can be formed at the expense of open water. Anotlier 22 call for reestab-
lishing wetlands alregdy lost. Forty-four respdndents favor public ownership
for wetlands/ ’

Another 793 comments fav drammg wetlands for cropland and suggest removing
reS$trictions that prevenf;provzdzng assistance for draining wetland types 1
and 2. 8&ixty percent of the comments that favor retaining wetlands are from
the Midwest. Support for draznlng wetlands is strongest in the South, where
63 percept of the comments favonng wetland drainage originate. Of the
responses that favor draining wetlands, 63 percent are from individuals, 22
percent are from local government, 8 percent are from the federal government,
and 2 percent each are from farm ofganizations and state governments. Other

sponses are’ from environmental groups, commodity groups, and one industrial

" group. e comment recommends establishing interagency work groups to consult
on wetlsnds-related policies ang programs. -

. . r
Support”fﬁr draining wetlands is expressed in 3 variety of comments, such as:

"If a farmer can bring wetlands into productioh wzthcut affecCing sur-
rounding wetlards he should be allowed to do so.

Q L1
“Regulaté wetland conversion--not all conversion is bad."

""Regulations [on wetland drainage] must be practical.” .
. LR .

"1 do not agree with stopping wetlands from going to agricultural uses.

.Someone neads 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.”

"1 favor draipage of wetlands. A farmer is in the business of producing.”
Not everyone however, sees a conflict between wetlands and production. One
confervation district in Texas writes: 'Major wetlands should be preserved
as they are esseutial and productgve lands. The production of fish, craw-

fish, and shrizmp should be developed to a fuller extent. This would conserve
soil and water resources while producing nutritious, inexpensive food."

~ 6-11




Other measures.--SuPPOrt for tivities and solutions &to wildlife habitat
problems are offéred in more than 850 comments. These include: plant wind-
breaks for habitat--186 comments; develop wildlife :areas--44; reipburse
landowners for preserving.wildlife--56; provide technicil assistance for
streambelt corridors; prevent dam construction that destroys habitat--145;
stop clearcutting forests--99; tax hunters--374 sow switchgrass--9; protect
streams from livestock and clearing--47; encourage conServation practices
that benefit wildlife in general--192; prevent cruelty to.animals--23.

One farm organjzation objeces to the statement'that habitat Quality is higher
in ungrazed forests than in graZed forests. Another respondent points out
that drainage of agricultural lands 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 8% say that the
federal government should take no more land for wildlife habitat. In 122
-comments, respondents call for better communication benween wildlife interests
and agricultural interests. Fenc:ng out wildlife to ensure enough forage for
livestock is expensive, notes on¢ response.

{The public as a whole gives moderate-sMpport to the preservation of wild-

life habitat in general. The Harris survey did not specifically address
wetland retention. Of those sampled, 61 percent said nhat they benefited
a fair amount to a great deal from the federzl 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 513.30 to fish and wildlife habitat, ranking it f1£th among the
six resource .Goncerns.] k

Flood Damage Contiol Activities

Structural measures to control runoff from large storms and prevent flooding,
especially in urban areas, are favored in 757 comments. These comments
mention building more dais and levees for flood control. Nonstructural
measures such as regulation and flood insurance are suggested in 425 comments,
and 32 others {including 5 from environmental groups) say that structural
measurks compound ecological problems. Half of those supportifg ponstructural
measures are individuals; 17 percent represent the federal government; 15 -~
percent, local goverament; 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 reduc:ng
flcod damages® by nonstrictural measures. Of those sampled 81 _ -
percent said they thought the federal government should discourage
bu11d1ng in flocd-prone areas. Only 13 percent said that this is

- not 2 _proper function of government.

6-12

. ' 10«

.-

i



L]

In another question, 2] percenu said that they had benefited a .
great deal from the efforts of the federal government in helping to
minimize flood damage in fural areas, 30 percent said they bene-

gited a fair amount, and 22 percent just some. Twenty-two percent

said that they haddhardly benefited at all, and 4 percent were not

sure. When asked‘ allocate $100 among six areas of natural

résource concerns,®hose surveyed allocated $12.70 to veducing

flood damages. This is slightly less than was allocated tc any of

the othét’rpsource concerns. )

khergy Conservation and Production Activities

Shelﬁerhelts.-vSévenﬂy-seven responses favor encouraging establishment(;f
shelterbelts and making destruction of shelterbelts illegal::

Biomass, methrane, and alcohol.--Forty-five responses suggest using forest
biomass for en€rgy production, but 68 express disapproval of or reservations .
about using crop residues for this purpose. Although 378 commeats favor
agricultural production of alcohol or gasohol, three commodity groups say, the
production of methane from manuxe or of alcohol from grain for‘use in gasohol
is impractical. Comments favoring gaschol or alcohecl production were received
on structured forms (52 percent) and in personfl letters and nonstructured
forms (42 percent). Sixty-eight percent are from individuals, and 28 percent
are from various levels of government. If energy resources are found, one
individual says,’ fish and wildlife resources should be relocated sc that the
energy resources can be used.

Research needs and newer energy forms.--On generally ré&lated energy topics,

268 comments say that studies on energy-saving conservation methods are

needed. These are from a‘v:;IEl sources, including individuals; local,
state, and federal government; and enviroamental,. civic, and farm organi-
zations. Personal letteys and nonstructured fo count for 37 percent of
these; peritions and form letters, for 37 percent; a tructured forms, for

26 percent. The difficulty of decreasing energy pse while™iacreasing food
andfgibgr production is pointed ocut in 79 comments. More than 450. comments .
mention use of solar, wind, hydroelectric, geothermal, nuclear, and biological
energy; Earsh gas; synthetic fuels; energy source diversification; methane; .
ethénol; hydrogen; dried sewage; and waste heat. But one environmental group ™ \&
s:sq,ra{‘l “Even widely-touted gasohol is impractical until the demands for

nonr. hawable fossil fuel, poth to produce the cereal grains an?aquh thqj) .

fermentation and distillation, are reduced drastically."

& ' 5

Related‘heséurce activities . s »

1

Organic fertilizer.-JQse of; organic fertilizer is favored in 292 comments,
some of which suggest elifiinating fertilizer requirements from cost sharing
programs. Another 95 suggest .leaving »rganic residue on fields o¥er the
winter. Proponents of using organic fertilizer include individual

mental groups--4 percent; state governments--3 percent; and civic, farm,

+
s

5\
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agricultural, industrial, and other groups--3 percent.
of these comments are o
personal®letters or nonstructured forms.

Fifty-seven percent

structured response forms, and 42 percent are in

-~

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 technSTogy tracsfer and <improving training of field
«personnel. Nine favor maintaining the present level of technology transfer.
Eight respondents say tﬁgt the responsibility for technology transfer rests
wifh all levels of government, 3 say that it rests with federal and state
governments together; 1, with state and local governments tggether; 2, with
local government alome; 1, with state government alone; and 3, with the
federal government -alone. Negative responses to technology transfer include:
concera 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.
should be continuously monitored to detec
to 39 comments. State regulations tq-control sediment are favored in 293
comments. Another 21 comments suggest ways of reducing sediment. Recycling
solid waste, plastic, metal, radioactive waste, wood, paper, and waste water
is favored im 143 comments from a variety of sources

-

A pumber of comments call for programs or practices éﬁat are not listed as
activities in the RCA documents.

unicipal sewage used as fertilizer
toxics and heavy metals, according

Cther Resource Actiyities

Drainage of wet soils.--Drainage needs are mentioned in 1,536 comments, sgme
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 progrags 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~=--==ecereromo e 156
Retain prime farmland, but also assist those
who are farmin nonpr1me land~=-=~-r==u--- . 91
Encourage mine—reclamation to farmland
rather than to original contour--=-------- 56
Establisﬁ state technical libraries=--«----- 28
Study cohservation solutions in other *hj
countries----m-em----  t-momcaocacoccuomeo 15
Enconrage urban forestry-----------==-=-«-— 2
e Ny
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(:, Establish a program to control insects such )

as black, flies, mosquitoes, gnats, f1re

ants; and pine bark beetles’ birds such' . ) T

as blackbirds, wild geese, and swans; /

animals such as nutria, deer, coyotes, /

ouskrats, beavers, and gophers; and /

plants such as kudzu-------------=-- v = 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 ponds, and drill planting in narrow rows--12
comments; and widening old roads instead of buying new rights of way-~39
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 erawfish and rfce production.
X \ .

A citizen from Lincoln, Nebraska, calls attention to the failure of RCA to
address activities related to cultural values sucq?as historical and scenic
resources. Because living standards will not rise as quickly in terms\of
material goods in the future, he says, people will demand that such ’ \\Hngl-
bles" as scenic resources and other ' ‘quality” goodﬁ and resources be available.

-

Channel1zat1on.--although channelization was not 113 s an activity to
accomplish an objective, 231 comments bearing 640 s1gna€ﬁr33fexpr¥ss opinions

on this practice. 0f these, 136 comments bearing 526 Signatures favor permitting
channelization to protect land where is this economichlly. feasible and 85
comments oppose channelization. Ten comments point out that the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Delaware Fish and Wildlife Sekrvice use channeliza”
tion. Respons;s on channelization come from the fellowing sources:

- Favor Oppose

- Respondent type channelization  channelization
i Academic-=------- oA -- 3 :

Agribusinesg----- ; - 1

Civic/social-=-=-------- -- 3
Environmental----=-=---- 1 12

Farm organizations------ 1 3

Federal government------ 10 7

Individualsgy--------=--= 101 32

Lezal. govefLment -------- 21 16

State rament----~=--- 2 7

Other--Wrr-m--ommooeoeee == !

Total------=------- 136 , 85

¢
Implementing Conservation Activities .

Cost sharing.--Many responses deal with cost éharing 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-

ﬂg =15 .
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cent from the Midwest; 16 perqgat 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, anmd 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, tile3 fencing, water impound-
ment reservoirs, seeding steep slopes and critical areas, long~term vegeta~

tive cover, erosiom control, maintaining timber stamnds, wildlife habitat,

chemical fallow, animal waste disposal, pollution control, fertilizer,

orncribs, crop dryimg structures, removal of thornapple trees, seeding of /(/
marxinal land, crop damage from wildlife, maintemance of grass, road repair,
conversioh of seasomally flotded cropland to grass or forest, pasture
¢learing, loss of land due to wetland classification, livestock watering
facilities, waterways, setaside acres, class VI and VII land, .and other

‘permanent practices.

L -

Respondents make’231 comments-calling for elimipation of cost sharing for
some or all purposes and 44 suggesting that coft sharing be limited to-50
percent. “ore than 200 comments, half of whigh are fropm the Midwest, say
that cost. sharing programs are discrimimatory; of these, individuals account
for 82 percent and local goVernments for 10 percent. \

Funding.-~0f the comments.rgiating to "who pays for comservatioy ac-
tivities,” a high proportion says that the federal govermment,should pay
50 perceant or more of the cost of comservation practices, that landusers
should pay the next largest share, and that state and local ernments
should pay the Tsast. Table 6~1 shows how many comments favdr each

? option. : .

- Comments about the federal government’s share most frequently say that
this share should be more than 50 percent—ef the—cost of comservation. ‘»,,/'*-
/ Comments about the share to be borme by state or local government or by i
individual landusers, 6n the other hand, most frequently say that this- share

should be less than 50 percent. LB/r)

‘ [The Harris survey shows that by more tham 5 to 1 the public 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 ‘is a proper role for local, state, or federal governpent.)
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 approach to a national soil ag} water cgnser-
' vation program. {Almost %4 percent of the responden¥s to the RCA
drafts who address the issue seem to share this position. See i

table 6-1.)1 . ’Mﬂ;

-~

. . 6-16 :

: 112 ' ,




-

0

»

& vation plans should be the basis of Best Hanagenent Practices, arcording to .

p
| / ’. 6-17

= Table 6-1.-~Who should pay for conservation activities?

Comments saying a proper share is--° .

. Less than ' - More than
_~—Payer 50 percent 50 percent 30 percent Total
. ' S
ederal govbroment---~v=~-~-=--a 304 314 : 951 1,569 .
tate government---=-==-—se===-o 426 68 59 - 553 "
Idcal government-~~=~~===v=a- = 271 32 - 43 - 346
Landuser---=~~=vc=ve=- bemaaaa e=== 505 309 132 946
~ .
Technical assistance.--The need for more technical assistagce 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 spubmitted 75 percent of these comments,
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 form, 26 percent; and o
nonstructured response form, 11 perceant. Orly 29.comments oppose extending
assistance. Many of these comments were directed to soil resources or to

soil and water resour%Fs together.
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 3pec151 areas is ident1f1ed in 101 comments. Increasing technical assis~
tance to foreign countries is suggested by 80 comments. Technical assistance
in the form of modeliprojects and d nstratkon farms is favored by 189
comments, mostly from the South. Tec ical assistance is«requested by 144
respondents. e need for economic information as well as techrical infor-, ]
mation is expressed in 958 comments from individuals, units of government, =
academicians, and farm, envirotimental, and commodlty organizations. Conser~ q? -

141 comments’}Landownenﬁ,rezelving assistance should be required/ to carry out.
t

the conservatjion plan, according to 168 comment s. . N
o~ - .

E1

Research and technol_gy development . -=More than 0 comments,’ (9,553 signa- -
tures), two-thirds of them from the South, identify s need for more research
on many subjects, including sediment delivery ratios, crop genetics, new -
plant species, conservation tillage, returns on Qg%:ervatlon pradtices,

eq

sprinkler irrigation systems, shelterbelts, convergion of crops to energy,
efficient uses of organic wastes, fuel-efficient ipment, insect and diseate .
control, energy use, and soil and wat®r management. Many of these comments '
are in form letters or petitions that make a general request for research on
conservation practices but do not name z’?artlcular practice. A member of a
consefvation district organization ‘research committee Proposes addlng the
following activities: -
-3 Stréngthen research on erosion control. \\\ ;
~0 Improve USLE for western and Delta states.
o Expands research on mechanics of erosion and sediment transport.

. 11y
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o Expand research on irrigaticn, including infiltration rates, avail-
‘ able water capacity, erosion potentials, fertilization vequire-
ments, and sprinkler ir:;g;d&on systems. .
o Increase research on land application of sewage §1ﬁdge,
Nearly 3000 comments, 97 percent of which are from the South, deal with the
public’s general rating on technology development. These are:
. Number of: Percentage
. Comments of comments
. Very high general ratinge-«-<-c-ccecccocacesa 1,136 39 °
High general rating---+=--=+esscscaaiccaanan 834 28 _
Medium genkral riting--=--=====- “emseescacen 526 ° 18
Low general rating---#==-cececeeccceccacancaa 221 8
Very low general .rating========== e 212 1
Total-e--eeoammaniaan . d--- 32,929 160

In another structured form, 187 responses bearing 824 signatures expreéi
opinidns on the propriety of technology development as a cqnservatxon objec~

tive.

These responses are:

1

u

Percentage of
'187 responses

Percentage of -
824 signatures

Strongly agree-e--memummscmucancanpanaceanas 20 9 :
Agreew-cecceccccacaa. memseseee———— S 62 73 E
Neutraleesmecacymnoeadntecnadalommmcacnnnn 10 ~12 ¥
D:sagree----------------—-----------~--—-- . . 4
. Btrongly dfsagree~ciacacemacecivan Fomm- 2 - %
- . No opinion~%-===-=- R L e LR L LR S P e 1 _2
Total-=-=~ Semmsmessmmssssiseeneacoaoome 100 100
b Less than 0.5 percent. ’ .

-

‘o In add:t:on, 95 comménts, mostly from the South, call for expand:ng or im=,

proving technology development and 47, mostly from the West, say 1mproved
Ltechnology development is needed to reduce damagés to resources. Twenty
comments call for increased funding for-technology development.
adm1nistra§‘9n.--a number of gencral comments say USDA needs to administer
current practices more effectively, concentratg on permanent practices, and 7
align priorities ac&rd:ng to implementation costs. Fatmers cannot afford to
install . conservaﬁ;on practxces, according to 269 comments. .
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government to cooperate with the farmers."

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 soxl and water resources by traditional 88
well as innovative practices and policies. 7/

Response is most favorable for conservation tillage, drainmage activities,
erosion control measures, and structural flood control. Least popular are-
wetland retention policies and data collection methods, which are critidized
by a*number of respondents. The activities most often mentioned, however,
.are techn:cal assistancey agricultural research, and erosion control measures.

Fy

A number of respondents identify practxces or suggest policies that are not -
included -as activities but would help to achieve the objectives. Others’
identify areas of confl;ct between various objectives. .

Respondents say that land users are conaervation minded and sinceﬁely'want to
be good land stewards; what they desire from the Department of Agriculture is
cooperation and assistance in‘carrying out that degire. A proper role of
government, they say, is to help the individual f{ r do things he cannot do
for himself, by providing research, technical assgstance, and ecoqpnxc ihforma-
txon, and by providing cost sharxns for practices” that benefit socxety but
yield little or no short-term economic return. Despite changes in structure .
and land tenutfe, 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 be farmers. The distaste for regulation of
congervation practices seems to “be related to the idea that farmers and
governnent should be a mutvally beneficial pirtnership. In a partnership/
one party does not regulate the other.

/ ) —_—
The thrust of the public's reaction to the 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
lIegislate .congervation. The 3nly way conservaticn can be achieved is for the

3 o
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T. Chapter 7 - Proposed Alternative Strategies for
. Conserving, S50il and Water Resources .

¥

This chapter summarizes comments on the seven alterpmative strategies thétSlhe -
. Department of Agriculture presented* jn the RCA draft documents. These strategies
are 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. .

. *

The écope of the Response

. Nat10nw1de, 765,759 comments deal with the- a1ternat1ve st;ategIE“"' Forty

percent are from the South region, 40 percent from'Ehe M1dwest 12 percent
from the West, and 8 percent from tgegggﬁhhéést. Comments came ift. the follewing'

forms:
-~ Number , Percentage
. Form of response * of comments of comments
Structured response ‘form-«--eses-wsusneonous 703,300 . . 92
e Personal letter--=—v-u- Fee et —————— 30,658 4
‘ Nonstructured response form------=-----=---- 15,354 2
, ) Petition---~e--m-cicmmmcanrtm e eeee o ———— 15,572 2
. Public transcript------e--=-=-s--=—e-ce-—c-o e 771 &
S0il and wategtconservation districts' lbng ] . )
. range plapss-«---=-== -remm e o . ~ 18 {\ . &
. e Other—smmm e e ol 86 _*
. Total-===mu-- T T TR PRI -~ 765,759 " 100
' [ ) ’ E > .
* Lesz than 0.5 percent. ) . \‘ . -

Most of those who commented on strategies, 68 percent, are individuals, most
‘of whom do pot identify themselves by occupation or affiliation. ' Nine percent
represent various organizations and_interest groups related to agricultdre.
Twenty-three percent identify themselves as farmers or rdnchgrs apd mention
no other affiliatiori. Tables in this chapter presenting the view of farmers
and ranchers include comments from this 23 percent only.

g L
~\6;;; following sections of tn1s chapter show the distribution of comments' on

. each strategy.. Each section shows~- '
o - the extept of the interested.public‘s support for or opposition to
’ the strategy.
\\h“ o the respondents perception of each strategy's potent1a1 effective-
’ -~ ness.
vy J' reasons why the ;espondents liké~or dis%}ke tHE)strategy.
e o a compilation of overall preference. . N,

-

-

. t . }

Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize all respondents' support for and oﬁbositiOn 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

% ' L3 ?-1? N ) ' 3’
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Table 7-1.--Summary of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies, °
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

] - L]

Strongly | , ' Strongly .
support Support Oppose oppose . Total
. Alternative ' ) .
strategy Number Pzrcent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percept
. R Ty
Redirecting----- =~ 31,919 48 - 21,745 22 5,593 8 8,207 12 67,464 100°
# Cross compliance-- 17,930 26 15,652 23 18,994 26 16,376 24 68,952 100
L 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 A
Regulation-----~==~ 12,420 18 12,472 . 19 23,659 | 35 18,784 - 28 67,335 100
Bopuses-=c-=cm=w- 29,364 46 16,746 26 7,507 12 10,225 16 ~ 63,842 100
Contractg~--===v~~- T 20,517 r'ﬁp 14,886 24 12,137 19 14,940 24 62,480 , loo

3

Source: tahle 7-11.
i

[Aaf 4

; ' /.
Table 7-2.--Summary cof support for or 'oppos'ition to the alternative strategies,
with percentage distribution-by deéf'te of support or opposition p

Strongly - . o Strongly

. support Support Oppose oppose Total
N Alternative L \ .
strategy - Number Percent Number Percent Number Percen ~§?mber Percent  Number Percent
7 Y - ' * v : n
Redirecting--~--~- 31,919 22 21,745 “19 5,593 6 8,207 8 6?,&61" 15 =

Cross complsance-- 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-< 17AI81 12 15,500 13 14,465 16 16,577 16 . 68,723 14

. ,'fgaegulatibn ----- === 12,420 9 12,472 11 23,659 25 18,784” 19 67,335 15

Bonuseg-~--==-=-- === 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
11; 'I‘Iol'.al ------ -~ 146,118 100 ] 114,975 . 1.00 ‘_93‘,290 100 100,958 100 455,341 10@1 )

(&) N 1 L[S
EMC Source: table 7-11. ’ . i Eﬁﬂ, ’ i
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Table ?-3 --Summary of support for or opposition to the alternative strategies among firmers and ranchers,
with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

Table 7=4.==Summary

of support for or
with percentage

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

Alternative . .

strategy Number Porcent  Number Percent  Number Percent  Number Percent Numbez, Percent

#
. : g

Redjrecting=~===== 5,965 43 4,453 32 1,515 11 1,898, 14 13,831 100 -
Cross compliance~= 2,823 19 ¢ 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
. State leddership~- 3,218 25 2,800 22 3,646 29 3,037 24, . 12,701 100 -

*  Regulatione~ee=s=e- 2 218 16 2,157 16 » 6,108 A .3,384 24 13,867 100

Bonusese=e=eevease 5 452 43 3,078 24 1,980 - 16 2,148 17 12,658 100
Contracts==ss=sees 3 837 31 2,650 21 3,030 24 2,933 24 12,450 * 100
Source: table 7-12. ]

opposition to the alternative strategies smong farmers and ranchers,
distribution by degree of support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support , Support Oppose \\\\hhoppose Total
Alternative
strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent , Number Perceat Number Percent
Redirefting=--==== * 5,965 22 4,453 ‘21 1,515 6 1,898 9 13,831 15
Cross compliance-~ 2,823 11 2,530 12 5,762 23 3,414 17 14,529 16
Regional projects~ 2,847 11 3,176 15 3,030 12 3,254 16 12,307 13
State leadership-- 3,218 12 2,800 14 3,646 15 3,037 15 12,701 14
Regulatione=eseeee 2 218 - 8 2,157 10 6,108 24 3,384 17 13,867 15
Bonuseg==eessscass 5,452 21 3,078 15 . 1,980 8 2,148 11 12,658 14
Contracts=~=ee=ec= 3 837 15 2,650 13 3,030 12 2,933 15 12,450 13
Totaleee-eeea"" 26,360 100 20,844 100 2530?1 100 20,068 100 92,343 100
Source: table 7-12. ‘ .. o
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. ' "Table 7-5.~-Summary of comments’ predicting the effertiveness of the alternative strategies,
_ with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy

. Py * - N
‘ . Vary high Very low or low . )
effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective * Total
’ Alternative ’ . , N
’ strategy ’ Number Percent Number, Percent Number Percent ~Number Percent Number Percent
1’
Redirectiag=~-~=-- 4,200 23 - 10,134 35 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 & 5,717 32 17,719 100
Regulation-=~=-=~- $ 22036 T 12 6,780 39 2,419 14 6,143 035 17,378 100
Bonuses-~=-=~~ == 4,886 27 9,650 54 . . 184 4 2,595 15 17,915 100
Contracts---=-~---- 3,489 20 8,408 48 1,403, ,8 4,275° | 24 17,575 100
TJ.Source: table.?-IB. ' )
s Tabie 7-6.--Summary of comments predictingbthe effectiveness of alternstive strategies
. with percentage distribution by predicted degree of effectiveness
Very high ' Very low or low . ,
effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total
Alternative - ~ Y
strategy ’ Number Percent Number FPercent  Number Percent  Number PFPercent fﬁ?ﬁer Percent
* LY
. p
Redirecting-=-=-~--- 4,200 20 10,134 17 1,014 9 3,109 10 18,45 15
Cross compliance-~ 2,538, 12 8,289 ‘14~ 1,740 15 5,372 . 17,93 i4
Regional projects~ 1,350 9 9,233 15 1,663 14 4,644 1> 17,390 14
State leadership-- 1,797 9 7,702 13 2,503 22 5,717 18 17,719 14
Regulation-~->~=-~ 2,036 10 6,780 11 2,419 21 6,143 19 + 17,378 14
: Bonuses~~-==-- == 4,886 23 9,650 . 16 784 7 2,395 8 17,915 15
Contracts=--=~~~=~ 3 489 17 8,408 14 1,403 12 ¢ 4,275 13° 17,575 14
Total-=====v~- 20,796 100 60,196 100 11,526 100 31,855 100 - 124,373 100
: N N -
149 Source: table 7-13.° { ‘ o
Q . . \.
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-fable 7+7.--Summary of comients from farmers and ranchers predicting the effectivensss of the
‘alternative strategies, with percentage distribution for each alternative strategy
” :

~ Very high Very low or low .
effectiveness 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
State 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™-w«-w-ccwn- 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
. Very high Very low or low |
effectiveness Effective effectiveness Ineffective Total

Alternative .
_ strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Peccent 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---wwe-- 338 9 1,144 10 462 19 1,486 19 3,426 14
Bonuseg~-~=-=n-e-x 921 25 1,827 17 185 7 650 8 3,583 14
Contracts----~ "e—— 681 18 1,546 14 323 13 965 13 3,515 14

Totalen-moum- 3,759 100 10,926 100 2,491 00 7,683 100 24,859 100

Source: table 7-14.
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f//’f Table 7-9.--Summary of support i‘f and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region

Strongly - Strongly ,
support Support Oppose oppose ® Total
Alternative. )
strategy + "’ Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Redirecting present -
conservation - (
prograns: )
Northeast-—~fp—wec-wcnuv 2,572 47 1,883 34 431 8 636 14 5,522 -100
Midwest---~-----~-- 12,612 47 8,579 32 “1,791 7 3,622 14 26,604 100
South--=----=3cocee- 12,924 48 9,158 34 2,298 8 2,761 10 27,141 100
\ 0] S — 3,775 47 * 2,093 wms 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
o Midvest----oc--o-a-- 7,904 29 7,088 25 6,276 22 6,668 24 27,936 100
s South----------a-o—- 6,186 23 5,418 20 9,055 34 6,286 23 26,945 100
Westo-wo-me—memecana 2,059. 24 1,726 21 2,528 30 2,121 25 8,434 100
b .
Regicnal resource T -
' project, approach: . o
[ Northeagto-=---a--—- 1,591 32 1,568 32 686 14 1,106 22 q 4,951 100
Midwest-=-=--=ace—u= 7,063 28 7,989 - 32 3,566 14 - 6,507 26 25,125 100
South=--------eaca-—- 5,892 25 6,386 27 5,268 22 6,284 26 23,830 100
West~---oecccaccac—a 2,220 29 . 2,007 27 1,394 18 1,935 26 7,536 100
"\ .
State leadership: : : '
Northeast----------- J,349 30 1,348 26 915 18 1,324 26 3,136 100
Midwegt------ -—————— 8,317 32 7,265 28 . 4,353 17 5,974 23 25,909 100
South---=a--caac—uu- 5,055 20 4,919 20 7,380 3 7,333 29 24,887 100

West--n--mm-mnraa-—n 2,235 29 1,943 25 1,599 21 1,921 25 7,698 100

100
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Table 7-9.--Summary of support for and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA nnMwonaanonnmszwn .

e

]

]

Support

1

- Oppose

.

Strongly
oppose

A4
Total

) Strongly
support
Alternative
strategy Number Percent

z -

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent

Number Percent \\

. /

Regulatory emphdasis:

“

4

Northeast-=-=~-==== 1,186 22 1,156 21 1,514 27 1,645 4 30 5,501 100
Midwegt--=~=====--= 5 837 22 5,830 22 7,064 27 7,753 29 26,484 100 .
South=-~---=vvvewee 3014 14 4,060 15 12,111 45 6,933 26 27,018 100
Westewammmocaaaanae 1,473 18 1,403 - 17 2,924 35 2,434 \30 8,234 100
Conservation <L . -
performance bonus: . - .
Northeast--=----- -- 2,395 46 1,481 29 509 10 796 - 15 5,179 100
" Hidwegt-=---=-==--- 12 729 49 7,016 27 2,461 9 4,004 15 ~26,210 100
Southee-vs-=eenuess 10,695 44 6,166 25 3,529 14 4,093 17 24,483 100
m“ Wegt=-w=m=-mmev-=ww 3 .508 44 2,048 26 . 994 13 1,323 17 7,873 100
Natural resource . xMa
contracts: !
Northeast==e--=---- 1,621 33 1,163 23 925 19 1,246 25 4,955 100
~ Midwest------------ §,871 35 6,612 26 3,709 15 6,159 24 25,351 100
Southe---=swoccaae- 7,498 31 5,265 22 5,997 24 S, 641 23 24,401 100
Weste-smemmeccuo——- 2,501 M 1,822 24 1,484 19 1,875 24 uﬂwmw 100
Source: tables 7-23 through 7-50. h
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E' . Table 7-10.--Summary of support‘?br and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region
n L*“‘“‘\—MEA . with' perceitage distribution by degree of 'support or opposition
. ) Strongly \ ﬁ‘? Strongly , :
'\ \€{:> ’ support Support q‘hhﬂppose » Oppose All comments
Alterpiative ) . .
© . strategy Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
s ¥ . l - '
+ Northeast region:, A
Redirecting presé;:<\
conservation ’ ' ) .
Programsg=-====-===-= - 24,972 20 1,883 19 - 431 7 636 8 5,522 15
Cross compliance---- 1,768 4 1,388 14 1,103. _~ 18 "~ 1,277 16 5,536 ¢ 15
Regional resource ' ' v
project approach--- 1,591 13 1,568 16 < 686 11 . 1,106 14 4,951 13
. State leadership---- 1,549@% 12 1,348 13 915 ° 15 ° 1,324 16 5,136 14
Regulatory emphasis- 1,186 9 1,156 11 1,514 25 1,645 2 5,501 15
- Conservation per-. -
4. formance bonusce~=-=-~ ‘!,395 19 1,481 15 509 9 794 1§ 5,179 /1&
4 Natural resource . e
contractge-=--=--==- 1,621 13 1,163 12 925 15 1,246 15 955 14
Totale---cceecnn 12,682 100 9,987 100 6,083 100 8}2’8 100 36,780 100 -
Midwest regidh: i / ’

Redirecting present

conservation . .
Programs---==-~---- 12,612 20 8,579 17 1,791 6 3,622 9 26,604 15
¥ Cross compliance---- 7,904 13} 7,088 14 6-,276 21 6,668 16 27,936 15
Regional resource . .
project approach--- 7,063. 11 7,989 76 3,566 2 12 6,507 16 25,125 14
State leadership---- 8,317 13 7,265 14 4,353 15 5,974 15 25,909 14
Regulatory emphasis» 5,837 9 . 5,830 12 7,064 24 7,753 19 76,084 14
’ Conservation per- : )
formance bonus---y- 12,729 20 7,016 14 2,461 9 ,,004 10 26,210 1%
Natural resourdc® ' *
contractg==-=revec-w 8,871 14 6,612 13 3,709 13 6,159 15 25,351 14 .
194 v ~ 1
Q Total-wec--w~man- 63,333 100 50,379 100 29,220 100 40,687 100 183,619 100

2
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A ‘, Table 7-10.~~Summary of support for and opposition to alternative strategies, by RCA region
with percentage distribution by degree of support or opposition--Cont:nued

: a
. Strongly _ Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose All comments
Altelnative :
strategy ) Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
~F . .
South region: ‘ ’ . '
Redirecting present '
conservation | .
¢  PrOgramg~-——-r==~-==--== 12,924 25 9,158 ° 22 2,298 5 2,761 7. 27,141 15
Cross compliance---- 6,186 12 5,418 . 13 9,055 20 6,286 16 26,945 15
Regional resource’ - :
project approach--- 5,892 11 6,386 15 5,268 11 6,284 16 23,830 13
* State leadership---- 5,055 10 , 4,919 12 7,580 17 . 7,333 19 24,887 14
Regulatory emphasis- 3,914 7 4,060 10 .11 26 6,933 18 27,018 15
Conservation per- A ’
. formance bonus----- 10,695 21 6,166 15 3,529 8 4,093 + 10 .24,483 14
Natural resource ) i
- contractg---~=-=-== 7,498 . 14 5,265 13 5,997 ’3 5,641 14 24,401 14
1 . . . - ’
© Total--=m-=mnn-m 52,164 100 41,372 100 45,838 100 39,331 .100 178,705 100
. . %) : .
West region: -
’ Redirecting present
conservatifn T ,
programs—---=----~- 3,775 21 2,093 16 1,168 16 A m1,065 9 8,101 14
Cross compliance---- 2,059 12 1,726 13 2,528 21 2,121 17+ 8,434, 15
. Regional resource . "
project approach--- 2,220 12 2,007 £ 1,396 - 12 1,935 15 7,556 14
State leadership---- 2,235 13 1,943 15 1,599 13 1,921 15 7,698 14
Regulatory emphasis- 1,473 8 1,403 11 2,924 24 + 2,434 19 8,23%¢ 15
Conservation per- X '
formance bonus----- 3,508 20 2,048 16 994 8 "1,323 5y T 10 7,875 14
Natural resource '
? contracts-=--~-~--~ 2,501 14 1,822 14 1,484 12 1,875 15 7,682 14
. Total---=--=====" 17,771 100 13,062 100 12,091 100 12,674 100 55,578 100

-

Source: tables 7-23 through 7-50~ .




summarize bow 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 tharf did other .respondents, the -
ranking of all strategies’ effectiveness is similar. Tables 7-9 and 7-10
show regional breakdowns of all respondents’ suppo?i and opposition. /)
‘Table 7~11 summarizes all comments that express support or opposition without
elaboration; table 7-12 summaiizes all such comments from farsers and
ranchers. Table 71-13 sunnarizg% all comments that express opinions on the
strategies' effectiveness; table 7-14 summarizes all such R{omments from
farmers and ranchers. Table.’-15 arrays the strategies by .’Stings assigned
by all respondents; table 7-16 shows how farwers and ranchers rate the
strategies. «The peﬂientages shown in each of these tables represent a frac- i
tion of all comments on ecach individual strategy. Tables 7-17 through 7-22
- are derived from these tables. They rank the strategies by numbew of comments.
These‘sables 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
autborities but with adjust@lents. It would emphasize coordination and inte-
gration of program planning and evaluation. In the adjusted programs, USDA
would redirect funds.and personnel to accomplish national conservation objec- .
tives, establish priorities, and make common Workload analyses. Eligibility

for assistance in this redirected program would be bated on the expected”

effect such assistance would have on meeting national objectives. Coopera-

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/mot. About’ 22 percent rank *
this strategy first ammng\the others. About 7 percéht rank it last. Among

all strategies, redirecting present conservatidn programs is the most pre-
ferred. " '

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
priarily 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. o

*




Respondents who are not in favor of redirecting present conservation programs
fear that this strategy would tend to divert control of comservation policy

away fr e state and local levels. They are particularly conceiged with
maintaipingflocal control. '

P [ 1 .
A few comments favor combining this strategy with others, as follows: with
performance bonuses (54 comments), natural resource contracts (12 comments),
cross cowpliance (11 comments), and the regional resource project approach

(10 comments). Respondents very often rccounend 1ncrcsscd program funding
and increased cost sharing payments. *

All regions favor rediyecting present conservation progrLus. 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 rcg:ons -
are favorable. . -

*
L]

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 and 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 prifcrrcd
-

Sixty-seven percent of the comments from environmental organizatigns and 70
percent of the comments from individuals are favorable. Responses from ’
federa) government agencies contain the highest percentage of favorable

‘ comments, 86 percént.

12 {The Harris survey did oot directly sddvess redirecting present ’
programs.}
-]
Tables 7-23 through 7-26 show all comments that indicate support for or
opposition to.the strategy, by RFA regﬁrg\and type of respondent.

Cross Compliance

4 Under this strategy, farmers would be required to apply ceytain conservation
measures in accordance with USDA standards in order to qualify for such
benefits as commodity price support programs, low~interest loans, cost sharing
prograss, or crop insurance. C(ross compliance provisions could be 1ncorporsted

_into a number of the existing USDA programs. The farmer could be asked to
bear the costs of “eeting eligibility standards alone or could receive technical
and financial assistance. Program assistance might have to be inc:;}gcd
under this strategy to ensure participation and accomplishment of offjectives.

A total of 109,398 comments bearing 169,820 signatures address/ cross compli-

ance. About 97 percent of all comments on this strategy are fhown in tables
7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 49 percent fupport the
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‘strategy 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 suppor?t 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 anch

red tape,” "too much government involvement and interference,” and similar
complaints’

Others believe that cross compliance would be "too &xpensive 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.

The respondents who support cross compliance recommend that USDA use high
pPrice supports, low-interest loans, long-term loans, tax breaks, and investe-
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 landovners to protect their soil and water in order to qualify
for;other government help for their farms, 41 percent of those
sawpled in the Harris survey thought that such action would be fair
to'both farmers and taxpayers, only 6 percent thought that it would
be fair just to farmers, 18 percent thought jt would be fair just to
taxpayera, 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 résponses were tallied, the action corresponding
to the cross compliance strategy ranked fourt@.]

Nationally, only 49 percent of the comments expressing support for or opposi-
tion to the strategy support it. However, 57 percent of the comiments 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 35 percent from the-
West oppose the strategy.

Opposition to the cross compliance strategy is noticeably more promounced
among farmers and ranchers. About 63 percent of the commsnts 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, wheresas 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.

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.
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Comments from members of environmental groups in all regions mgftiy 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 :pe South and West RCA 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. .

Tables ?-2? through 7-30 show all comments that indicate suppo}t for or
opposition to the strategy, by 'RCA regiin and type of respondent.

v L

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, wquld be
developed and carried out on a multidisciplinary and :interagency basis.

A total of 100,954 comments bearing 158,916 signatures idd.oss the regional
resource project approach. About 98 percent of all comments on tuis 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 percent oppose it. About
64 percent think it would be effective, and 36 perce.t do not. About 1l
percent rank this strategy highest among 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. Respondents
who favor the strategy say it ought to werk well when combined with others,
then mention "redirecting present comservation programs,” "conservation
performance bonuses," and "natural resource contracts."

Respondents like the idea of solving the worst problems first, thar is, con-
centrvating 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
the- county or state level because they think that regional control is too
broad.

Hany qupondents wvho oppose the regional resources project strategy think

that ragional decisionmaking would encourage “more government involvement,"

"too much red tape," or "too many government employees."” Some respondents
+ fear redictions in the funds and personnel for states and conservation districts

7-13
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once critical regicnal pricrity areas are identified. Others say the strategy
is "unrealistic," "not possible," and "politically unacceptable.” These
respendents believe that the responsibility for resource coposervation should
rest with state and local governments, not regions.

In all regions, slighktly more comments favoer 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).
‘Fnvironmental organizations in the Northeast have a higher proportion of
favorable comments (77 percent) than any pther respondent type. Individuals
in the South have the highest proportion of unfavorable comments (48 percent).

Amont rmers and ranchers, regicnal rescurce projects are less enthusiastic-
ally supported. 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. Ooly 55 percent of the comments from
farmers and ranchers say that the strategy would be effective, compared to 66
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 suppert for or

oppesition to the strategy, by RCA region and type of respoandent.
!

State Leadership

Under this strategy, states would assume leadership for plaoning 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.

0 fund those activities that bengfit state and local conservation

efforts but contribute minimally te national objectives.
The federal government would--

o ensure that national pr1or1t1es for soil and water conservation are
addressed.

o establish standards for accomplishing national objectives through
the state programs.

o provide grants to states for conservat1on 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 bé:;ing 163,144 signatures address state leader-
ship. Abhout 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 thén half of the comments on state leadership
give it a medium or higher rating. Among all strategies, however, state
leadership is- ranked sixth.




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-
spoadents 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 involvesment.
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
leadexship would work well with other strategies in various combinations.
Many respondents are against 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 he left with conservation
districts and local govermments and not with state governments. HMany others
say that the responsibility for resource conservation programs should be
shared by all levels of government. Other re¢ 'pondents 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 govermments 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 effactiveness
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 favorabhle 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) ~f the comments from all respondents support it.

About 52 percent of the comments from farmers and ranchers say that thé
strategy would he 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 enviroamental 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.

gggplatory Emphasis

This strategy would emphasize the use of regulatory authorities at the local,
state, and federal levela to carry out a national seoil and water conservation
program. The Eegulatory apgproach would be coupled with a strong conservation
assistance program offering incentives for effective resource management.

USDA would provide guidance and funding to states teo 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 taxXx or be reguired
to reimburse the government for cost sharing funds or technical assistance
received. The burden of complying with regulations would be reduced by
signif!cant iticreages 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 93 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 31 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 $ percent of a1l 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 respendents 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, congistent, 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
strategiesy particularly those offering cost sharing incentives.

Some respondents recommend that conservation measures be required only on
iands where conditions adversely dffect 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
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These respondents desire less government involvement and interference. They
think that the strategy would create more resentment toward the government
than exists now. A voluntary conservation program is their main concern. A
few respondents provide more exp11c1t comments, suth as "RCA smells like the
work of a totalitarian bureaucracy," "RCA is a railroad job," and -"RCA is the
beginning of a national land use plan.®

[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 amd 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 neither,

and 9 percent were pot 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-fair it would be for the government to require farwers
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 as 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
regpondents. Sixty-eight percent of the comments on this strategy from
farmers and ranchers express opposition, compared to 63 percent among all
regspondents. Although 51 percent of the comments from all respondents say
that' the regulatory emphasis would be effective, caly 43 percent of the
comments from farmers and ranchers say so. Farmers and ranchers, like the
otherhggggpndenti, 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 reaulatory emphasis.
Sixty-four percent of their comments are positive.

Tables 7-39 through 7-42 show.all ments that indicate support for or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA{region and type of respondent.
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Conservation Performagnce Bonus

This strategy would(give incentivéw to land users who voluntarily apply and
maintain conservation measures that meet USDA standards. JIt 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. USDWywould give priority -
attention to problem areas that present the greatest threlt to future food

and fiber production.

A total of 105,922 comments bearing 166,616 s
performance bonuses. "About 97 percent of al
shown in tables 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As
support the strategy and 28 percent o e it, About 8l 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.

tybles show, about 72 percent

The remaining 3 percent of all comments on conservation performance bonuses
present a variety of reasons why respondents suppori 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
iacentives, low-interest loans, long-term loaas, 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 mature 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. -

{Two 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 tp 42 percent thought that they would be fair to
both farmers and takpayers, 24 percent thought they would be fair
just to farmers, & 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 te. These two bonus-related
actions ranked third among eight orff 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.

¢ Among farmers and rancliers, support for this strategy is strong but not’ quite
a8 strong a#s support from the other respondents. About 67 percent of the
comments on this strategy from farmers and ranchers. support consgryation
performance bonuses, compared to about 72 percept among all respondents.
About 77 percent ‘ofs the comments from farmers€and ranchers say that the
strategy would be effective, whereas 81 percenty of the comments from.all re-
spondents say so. Farmers and ranchers agree i the other respondents in
ranking bonuses as their second most preferred’dtrategy.

Environmental groups in the Midwest are the most-in favé}; 80 percent of
their comments express favorable opinions.

Tables 7-43 through 7-46 show all comm;;ts that indicate support for or
bpposition tq the strategy, by RCA region and type of respondent.

Natural Resource Contracts

on .

A .

Under this strategy, the public would agree to "purchase“Jconservation from
those who own and oﬂ!?n{s‘:?rms and ranches. or otherwisgimanage natural
resources. Payments recéiyed through natural resource contracts would be
based on price and quantity, just as payments for crops and livestock pro-~
duced for sale in commodity markets are. A farmer who actuallysreduces
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 beay the cost of producing
commodities. The per ton payment would reflect the value of erosion control ©
to society. Because payments would be tied to the actual solution of natural

. resource problems, only those farwers operating on problem lands could bene~
fit from participaeigy.

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 tsbles 7-11, 7-13, and 7-15. As the tables show, about 34 percent
support the strategy and 43 percent oppose it. About 68 perceant 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 }t last. Among
a,! 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
recomsend 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 performance‘bonuses. 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-
sidle to administer, that the strategy involves too much regulation and red @
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 Harri$ survey directly addressed natural rdSource
contracts. However, when those sampled were asked how fair it -~
~would be for.the 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 tec 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 mest 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 from 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 mesource 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 compents from all respondents say so. Farmers and ranchers agree with
the other respondents in ranking natufal resource contracts.as their third
most preferred strategy, -
Tables 7-47 through 7-50 show all comments that indicate support for or
opposition to the strategy, by RCA regicn and type of respondent.

o

No Change
Y.

A total of 1,837 comments bearing 2,265 signatures address the possibility of
not changing present USDA counservation programs. Almost all of the comments
on this issue favor having things as they are. -

[When asked to rate the fairness of eight possible governomental
actions to protect the Nation's scil 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 ahout how the present programs
could be improved or expanded. Some of these comments can be summarized as
follows: .

] Maintain present programs, which can do everything necessary
if given proper suthority, funding, and pexsonnel.

o Maintain present programs at their present level; the preseqt
system ig acceptable and responsive to-problems and to changes in
programs.

o Continue to use present agencies; estab11sh no new agencies, create
no "super agency." .

o Maintain program responsibility at the local level.

] Maintain the gzesent system because it involves less goveroment

interference and reghlation than the proposed alternative strategies.
Maintain the present .system because: it is less expensive than the
proposed alternative strategies.
Continue voluntary programs.
Increase funding of present programs to provide more technical )
assistance and cost sharing.

o .0 o
N

o  Provide additional funding to soil conservation districts.
o Increase the rate of cost sharing.
0 Provide more regsearch and development for present Programs.
o Give wmore program responsibility to ASCS and more contxpl to farmers.
0 Add tax incentives for conservation to present systems.
No Program _,/’)S ‘

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" opinions but are unfavorable toward pres{ht 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 ‘andowners should have the sole
responsibility.)

Of the comments supporting & no program approach, many say that any type of
national resource conservation program is meaningless, useéless, or unneces-
sary. Others say that the actions of American farmers already have s posi- .
tive effect on the land, so further national conservation efforts are no

longer 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 expresszng support for some kind of national resource
_conservation program are primarily concerned that having no program would
“harm the Nation's agriculture. hey think that the present programs are
scceptable and that farmers cannot afford to carry out a successful conserva-
tion effort without goverhment agsistance.

|
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The comments not expressing support or opposition express a fear of p new or
"super" conservation agency.- Others advocate simplifying present policiss.

They oppote régulatory conservation efforts. A few say that federal :...;uzes
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 A national program that--
o is flexible. '
requires very little government regulation.
is highly subsidized.
is inefpensive. ’ \
is voluntary,
is locally controlled.

00 000

A few comments indicate that “the respondents would consider other alternative
resource conservation stratégies, 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 preferegpe. '

Summary

Redirecting present cons:rvation programs is the most preferred alternative,
followed nlosely by conservation performance bonuses. However, the conser-
vation performance honus strategy is considered the most effective in achieving
conservation goals, followed by redirecting present conservation programs,

RCA respondents consider *he regulatory emphasis the least preferre< alter-
native, the le;st 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 smalibr percentage of
support to ll strategies than do the other respondents. While a majority of
comments from all respondents support each strategy but cross compliance and
the regulatory emphasis, a 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
rankipg among those who identify themselves as farmers and ranchers. Table

\ wr
7-22
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w 3
719 and figure 7-2 rank the strategies in tecms of all Qcapondcnts' percep-
tion of their probable effegtiveness; table 7-20 shows farmers' and ranchers'

- ~ opinions. Table 7-21 and figure 7-3 display the strategies by general rating .
assigned by all respondents; table 7-22 shows how farmers and ranchers rank
the strategies. The illustrations show the percentage distribution 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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Figure 7-3. - Summaery of Comments Assigning General
- Ratings 0 the Altemative Stretegies
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Tadle 7~11.--Comments supporting or oppesing the sitemstive strategies ]
" L
“Redirecting Reglonal
. present resource Conservation Wstursl
conservation Cross project Stete Regulotory performance resduree
Comments pPrograns approach lesdership espbasis bonus contracks

Kumber Percent

cospliance
ﬁr Percent FMusber Perceat Number

Percent - Number Percent Womber

Percent Musber Perceat

Btroagly support:

Stroagly sgree weeo 1,615 2.4 M2 1.0 49 0.8 561 0.9 403 0.6 1,086 1.7 510 o8
Very high scceprebiliry to

formtrs, reachers, tad other

land waers . 6,451 9.6 1,393 2.0 1,706 2.8 2,251 3.6 1,423 2.1 6,846 10.7 4,3 7.3
High accéptabdility to farmers,

ranchers, sod other land users-- 5,675 8.4 2,306 34 3,412 5.9 4,015 6.3 1,933 2.9 5,591 .8 4,54 7.3
Very bigh scceprability to the :

genersl public 3,830 5.7 2,38 3.4 1,491 2.4 1,58 2.4 1,221 1.8 2,54 .0 1,515 2.4
High acceptebility to the gessrsl .

public-- 5 5,29 1.8 %,096 5.9 3.an 6.3 3,752 5.9 2,083 4.3 %,036 6.3 2, .45
Vory high effectivencss in use o

tex dollare--- - 4,531 6.7 2,846 4.1 1,086 3.1 1,871 2.9 1,77¢ 2.6 4,210 6.6 2,913 &7
Righ sffectivenecas in use of tax )

dollare 4,523 6.7 §,249 6.2 3,927 6.4 3,180 5.0 2,785 &.2 5,037 1.9 3, Noa 5.9

Subtorei stroogly supporving--- 31,919 47.3 17,930 26.0 16,787  27.3 17,181 27,06 12,420 18.3 29,364 46.0 20,517 32.9
Support:
Agiee-----===== B — --= 7,866 11.0 3,2%9 4.7 2,629 4.3 2,622 4.1 1,979 2.9 6,698 1.3 2,57 4
Mediom scceptebility ko formers,

renchees, sad other lead veers-- 4,264 6.3 3,96 5.7 5,13 8.3 4,129 6.5 2,719 4.2 2,817 & 3,384 5.7
Medium scceptobllity to the

geaere) publie------ “memmmm———— 5,201 7.8 4,902 1.1 5,556 9.0 911 7.7 8,366 6.4 5,480 8.6 4,87 1.7
Hediym effecrivencas in uee of

tax dollare - 4,7% 7.1 3,54 5.2 4,655 7.6 3,838 3.7 3,33 5.0 3,75 3.9 3,908 6.3

Subtotal supporting------===u-" 231,785 322 13,6852 21.7 17,974 9.2 15,500 283 12,872 18 % 1,7 262 18,988 238

Totel stroagly supporting
snd supporting------ =---w--= 53,666 79.5 33,582 48,7 34,761 56.5 32,680 51,3 24,892 3.0 k6,110 72.2 35,403  56.7
A .
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Table 7-11.--Comments ‘wpportllg or oppoaing the alternative atrategiea--Continued

> — Redirectieg Reglonal :
present resource Conaervation Natural '
conservation Croms project State Hegulatory performance readurce
Comment o Progrsne compliance approsch leaderehip  _ _ empbasia bonua contracts °
Wamber Perceat Musber. Percent Wusber Percent MNumber Percent Nusher Fercent MNumber Percent Mumber Perceat
Uppose: . .
MHasgree or object—----m==cnmmam 1,183 1.7 4,9 1.2 2,179 4.5 3,520 5.5 5,513 4.2 2,219 3.6 2,971 4.7

Mot seceptable to farmers,
rapchers, snd other Isad users- 1,073 L.
Sot acceptable to the general

h,3%% 6.3 2,139 N 2,817 h.h 3,812 8.6 1,104 1.7 1,944 3.l

6
. public- 1,059 1.6 . 2,581 3.7 1,726 2.8 2,210 . 3.6 ‘3,239 4.8 1,393 2.2 2,158 3.8
loeffective vae of tax dollars—- 1,19% 1.8 2,879 4.2 1,951 3.2 2,797 AL 3,973 5.9 1,337 2.1 2,447 39
Geoerally agsinat---------o----- 14083 1.6 4,220 6.1 2,20 3.8 3,053 A8 5,122 1.6 1,39 2.2 2,617 4.2
Subtotsl opposed 5,583 8.3 18,998 275 10,935 17.8 14,465 22.7 23,659 35.1 7,507 - 11.8 12,137 19.4
Strongly eppeee:
Stroagly disagree---------u-- - 326 0.5 1,756 2.5 689 1.1 991 1.6 1,867 2.8 539 0.8 849 1.4

Very low acceptsbility to

fareera, ranchers, and other

land weera -— 82 1.2 3,213 A7 1,951 3.2 2,317 3.6 3,250 hd 753 1.2 1,698 2.7
Low acceptability to farmers, '

~ zanchers, sad other lapd users- 1,237 1.8 3,631 5.3 3,826 6.2 2,786 h.h 3,154 4.7 1,39 2.3 2,052 3.3
!:) Very low acceptability to the .
@ geteral poblic-----=mmmmemmm ==~ 930 1.4 1,472 2.1 1,047 2.3 2,062 3.2 2,476 iz 1,376 2.2 2,333 3.7
Low ar:eptability to the
Eemeral poblic-w=-==-- e 1,727 2.6 2,367 N Y 3,166 5.2 2,737 4.3 2,861 b2 2,694 4.2 3,617 3.8
Very low effectiveness in uae of
tax dollazs 1,202 1.8 1,701 2.5 1,82% 3.0 2,602 4.1 2,441 3.6 1,084 1.7 1,769 2.8
Low ef fectivenean 1ia uee of tax
dollaza 1,943 2.9 2,236 3.3 2,941 A8 . 3082 [N 2,733 4.1 2,187 3.4 2,622 4.2
Subtotal stroagly oppoaing---- 8,207 12.2 16,376 23.8 13,889 237 16,517 26.0 18,784 21,9 10,22% 16.0 16,940 23.9
Tots! opposing sand atrongly .
ppoaing - 13,800 20.5 33,30 51.3 26,784 435 31,042 48.7 42,443 630 17,730 27.¢8 27,077 433
Grand total---=-==-== == ST, 464 100.0 68,952 100.0 61,543 loo.p 63,723 100.0 67,335 100.0 63,6842 100.0 62,480 100.0
i50
J
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Toble 7=12.~=Comments wade by farmers sad rsochsrs supportimg or opposing t‘ slternative stretegies

Redirecting Regional
present resoutce Conservstion Matursl
consstvation Crous . project State Regulstory performance respurce
Conments Prograne ¢ompl fence spProach lesdership . enphasis b coatracty
Wuwber Percent Number Percent Number Perceat Nusber Percent Nusber Percent Number Perceat Number Percamt
Strongly support: / . .
Stroagly sgree-~-~rev-cccucmmonaa | 245 1.8 85 0.6 61 0.5 76 0.6 5& 0.4 145 1.2 n 0.6
Very high scceprability to
fermers, reuchers, snd other :
lond wserg~--~vv-crvoccncccacaa~a 1 347 9.8 302 2.1 376 . 3.1 482 3.8 338 2.5 1,359 0.7 915 1.3
High scceptebility to farmers,
ranchers, snd other lsnd users-- 985 1.1 &17 2.9 595 &.8 162 6.0 e 2.7 1,032 8.2 847 6.8
Vary bigh scceptability to the .
geaersl public---=r-oeeoo L | 5.8 31 1.6 247 2.0 289 2.3 228 1.6 &57 3.6 306 2.5
High scceptebility to the genersl
pudlic. 860 6.2 638 &.& £3t 5.1 658 $.2 &6 3.6 694 5.5 &34 3.5
very bigh effectiveness in use of .
tex dollafgm-crarrrimnrrcacccnar 93] 6.7 i1} 2.6 340 2.8 kiY ) 2.7 azxs 2.3 026 6.5 586 &7
fiigh effactivencas ia use of tex
dollere- a--ma- B34 6.0 610 &.2 597 &8 602 &.7 &25 3.1 93 1.4 672 5.4
ry . L
Subtotal strongly supporting--- 5,963 3.1 2.823 19.4 2,847 3.1 3, 25.3 2,218 16.0 S.ié 3.1} 3,89 3.8
-
Support - - : : N
Agreg-vu-smmmmnne- memememesevesan 1,700 12.3 15p 2.4 35 2.9 345 2.7 216 1.5 51 5.9 402 3.2
Medium scceptability to ferasers, .
ranchers, snd other lsnd users-- 078 6.3 701 &.0 961 1.8 %0 6.2 S5& &.0 590 &.7 60 S.4&
Medivm scceptability to the
genersl public -a v 1,023 1.6 Bk2 5.8 1,015 0.2° 922 1.3 190 5.8 1,017 8.0 867 6.0
Medium effectiveness in use of '
tex dolises---- ~amas 852 6.2 637 k& | BA6 6.9 153 5.9 589 &.3 120 5.7 i 5.9
Subtotsl supporting-~---cccceaa 4,433 32.3 2,5% 17.4& 3,176 25.8 2,000 22.1 2,157 15.6 3,078 24.3 2,650 1.3
Total strongly supporting
snd supporting----=v--=-=--~10,418 15.3, 5,353 3.0 6,023 .9 6.018 &7 .4 &,375 1.6 8,530 67.4 6,487 52.1

< '
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. Teble 7-}f.--Comments made by farsers snd ranchers supporting or opposing the slternative atrategies--Continued

-
. Redirecting Regiona) .
- preaent reagurce ' Conservation Natural
conaservation Croms project State Regulatory performance reagurce
Comment s ptograms complisnce spproach leaderahip . vephesis bonus contracts

Nomber Percent HNumber Percent Humber Percent Humber Percent Nusber Percent Number l’ercent Humber Percent

/ Oppoae: i

5 Dlasgree or object---=-=ccmacem= m 1.6 1,154 8.0 . 545 &. & "663 5.2 1,522 9.5 P11 K] S&k ok
Not scceptable to {armers, ’
ranchers, and other lend users- Y ¥4 2.4 1,283 8.3 640 5.2 764 6.0 1,382 9.9 328 2.6 550 L.h
Rot scceptable to the geners) . .
public - - 303 2.2 791 5.5 551 4.5 653 5.1 911 6.6 %03 3.2 625 . 5.0
L - [neffective use of tas dollara-- 3B 2.5 291 6.1 608 5.9 756 6.0 1,052 7.6 395 3l 641 5.1
, Generslly opposed o =321 2.3 1,663 11.3 686 5.6 310 6.4 1,461  Jo.& 405 3.2 670 5.4
Subtotel opposed--v--s-mosmman 1,515 11.0 5,762 39.7 3,030 2.6 3,646 28.7 6,108  &44.0 1,980 15.6 3,00 25.3 '
r ’ .
t 1y oppose: -
Strengly dissgree------==ouema -- 66 0.5 443 KN 150 1.2 1% 1.5 419 1.0 110 0.9 175 1.4
3 . Yery low acceptability teo -
1 farpera, ranchers, and other
land user@--=--==--mm-eeaceee-- 239 1.7 604 4.1 461 38 &kl 3.5 583 5.2 206 1.6 n 3.0
Low acceptability to farmers,
~y renchiers, and other land uaers- 261 1.9 578 4.0 656 5.3 503 &.0 497 3.6 296 2.3 37s 3.1
' Very low acceptability to the ) -
g general public--cmcomcrcmmaaaas 254 1.8 B 2.5 328 2.7 Ik 2.9 &kl 3.2 348 2.8 476 3.8
Low acceptability te the
genersl pubilc------=--cecemeeo k! 3] 2.7 ﬁz 3.4 624 5.1 509 4.0 455 3.3 531 4.2 649 5.5
Very low effectiveness in use of .
tas dollagp-=====mcmmemmcnemn s 285 2.1 . &3 3.0 442 3.6 hig 3.5 504 3.6 260 2.1 k¥ 3.1
Low effectivencas in use of tax ’ :
d0llar@--===mmmmmemmem e == 412 KN 505 as 593 4.8 566 4.5 485 3.5 w7 R | 463 ar
1 Subtotal stroegly opposing---- 1,598 13.7 3,414 23.5 3,256  26.5 3,037 3.9 3,384 24.4 Z,TQB‘ 7.0 2,933 23.6
Total cpposing and ntrongly
oppodings-==-=- Semmmsmmatm——— 3,413 4.7 9,176 63.2 6,284 51.1 6,683 52.6 9,492 68.4 4,128 2.6 5,963 &7.9

Grand total----e-eme ———— 13,831  100.0 14,529 100.¢ 12,307 100.0 12,701 100.0 13,87 1000 12,658 100.0 12,450 100.0

Emc -
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Table ?-l!.--Mtn predicting the effectiveness of I':he slternative atrategien

L
Redirecting Regiousl
present reapuiLCe ; . Conseyvation Natural
+ conaservation + Crom project State Regulatory pecrformance Tesource
. i ___proprass _ complisnce ____approach _ lesdership __ empheanis ___bopus contracts
. Musber Percemt Fuwber Percent Mumber Percent Number Percent Nwaber Pertent MNumber Percent MNumber Percent
Hedium to very high
effectiveness:
Very high effectivencss fn
getting conservation on the -
md - 4,200 22.% 2,53 142 1,850 10.6 1,797 10.1 2,006 11.7 4:886 27.3 3,489 19.9
fHigh effectiveness in getting - i
consarvetfon on the lasd---=---- 5,137 278 4,274 222 4,218 243 3,96 19.2 3,175 183 5,493  30.6 4,307 245
Medivm effectivencas in getting
couservation on the land---=---- §,997 27.1 4,015 22.4 & 5,015 2.8 4,306 24.) 3,605 20.7 4,157  23.2 4,101 233
Subtotal . 14,33 7.7 10,927 60.4 11,083 63.7 9,699 53,6 8,816 50.7 14,536 B1.1 11,897 6).7
== Low effectivencas to ineffective: +
Lov effectiveness in getting #

copservation on the land----==- 2,116 11.4 2,480 13.3
Very low effectiveness in
w Betting comservatios on the .
1 less- -——- 1,04 5.5 1,740 9.7 1,663 9.6 2,503  14.1 2,419 139 186 4k 1,403 8.0
L Mot effective in getting con-
servation on the land-rra----- - 993 5.4 2,892  16.1 1,608 9.2 2,563 14.5 3,457 19.9 1,09 5.8 2,015 1L.8

3,09 115 3,15 17.8 2,69¢ 155 1,556 8.7 2,200 12.5

1

Bubtotal---- = 4,123 223 1,112 3.6 6,307  16.3 8,220 Ab.4 8,562 4.3 3,39 189 5,678 32.3
Total- é ——a———— 13,457 100.0 17,939 100.0 17,39¢ 100.0 17,719 100.0 17,37¢ 100.0 17,915 100.0 7,575 100.0
N
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Tebla 7«14.«~Compents made by farmers and renchers predicting the sffsctiventss of the slterustive stretegies

Redirectiag Regionsl
present & resource Conservation Natursl
coasarvation Croes projaet Stats Regulatory performance ressurce
Comments e ) complisnte spproach laadership u fo __ boous contraets
Nusber Percent Noaber Parcent WMumber Peresot Nusbet Percent HNusber Percent Numbet ° Perceat ‘Number Percent

Madiwm o very bish

affectivenens:
Vory bigh affectivesess in
getting ccasarvation oa the

logdeemecnemam o e aanas §30 22,5 37 9.9 07 8.7 2 93 336 9.7 o 25.7 681 19.4
Righ affectiveness i getting
consarvation 09 the lpod-wvsceae 883 239 824 17.4 668 1%.0 660 18.6 507 1A.8 1,068 29.8 A 232
Hediwm effsctivencas in getting
conservetion on the laad---—--—- 1,016 27.6 4 20.9 99 27.6 80 237 637 186 % 21.2 732 20.8
\ .
Subtotal - -~ 2,729 740 1,730 8.2 1,94 55.3 1,529 51.6 1.3?? 4.1 2,768 747 2,727 6.4
Low sffaetivensas ~te iveffective: .
Low effectivensss im getting
consarvation oa the lapd-------- 450 12.2 569 15.9 620 17.7 590 16.6 525 15.3 m 9.2 A26 12.1
_4 Yory lov sffactiveness fa getting
comsarvation oo the land------ - 243 6.6 432 12,0 %6 1t.) ASO  12.7 A52 135 185 5.2 n 9.2
u Bot affective in gettiag con- .
servetion on the land---s--eve- 265 1.2 57 239 553 15.7 §17 191 961 28.1 Ny, 83 53 15.3
Subtotal - - 95% 26.0 1.458 51.8 1,569  44.7 1,717 48,4 1,948 56.% 835 233 1,208  36.6
Total -- 3,688 100.0 4,588 100.0 3,513 100.0 3,546 100.0 3,426 100.0 3,583 100.0 3,515 100.0
?
&
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Tabla 7-19.~-Comments of ratisge ssaigeed to the jltarmative strategies®
' Redirecting Regionsl
. praseat TeaeUICE Conservation Natural
T coasarvation cm- project State Regulatory performance resource
Covmente Jreprong - mcl leadership (TH] bonus coatyatts
Fenber Percant r hr rcent Nember Percest Petceat WNumbet Fercent Number FPerceat
Yory bhigh geseral \rltl... tirst -
prierity — $,35¢ 2.4 2,872 1%.7 2,166 11.1 2,627 139 1,9% 1. 6,208 - 130.6 4,13 21.%
Wigh geaaral rotiag, seceed .
prierity--—~-- $,29 2.8 4,293 2%.4 4,322 22.2 4,077 217 2,868 17.4 6,135 9.9 4,84 2.1
Wedivwm gesoral rating, third Lo
priepity o~ —-memvmac e e $,277  24.4 4,59 2.8 6,262 132.2 4,820 5.4 3,048 23.?\\ 1,8 19,4 4,58 .
Low gesaral ratiag, fearth
priatity-~~-- 1,82 8.4 3,2 117 3,54 1.2 3,393 1.0 3,386 20.6 Y, 9.1 2,737 WD
Very low geserel reting, fifth .
<and pigth prioritisp--~~--o-au 1,43 6.7 2,080 15.% 2,460 12,7 2 128 6% 237 1,831 LS 2,2% 1.7
Youtral--- — 1.6 34 1.9 41 2.% 440 2.3 as? 2.2 ns 1.4 663 2.4
No epiniep-—----—--- ———— -———— L 0.7 11 0.7 22 1.1 1% 1.0 147 0.9 Rk 0.7 23 1.2
- Tetal reabing---~—-e---a---— 211834 100.0 18,299 100.0 19,45 100.0 15,831 100.0 1é,shé L00.0 20,58 105.0 19,280 100.0
 COSINTS IN TARIES 7-11, 7-13, ' C
‘:’ Al 7-1% === 107,35% 93,1 105,1% 9.1 9,391 97,5 100,273 e4.s 101,139 95,0 102,298 %6.6 95,3335 %9
w COMRIETS DISCUSSED IN RARRATIVE- 71.06) &.9 4,208 3.9 2,563 2.% 3.667 3.3 5,305 s.0 3,624 3.4 3,604 , 3.1
TOTAL COMMENTS ADDRESSING TIR :
ALTERSATIVE STRATRCY-v---oee --- 114,618 100.0 109,399 100.0 100,954 100.0 103,940 100.0 106,462 100.0 105,922 100.0 102,79 100.0

*Ta this teble commeats showiog gemersl

ratiage by respoadests age combined with priorities ssaigned by respondests.

. ...-—rﬁ
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f L. Teble 7-16.--Comments of rstings sssigned by farmers and renchers to the slternstive atrstegiest
Redirecting Regional
present . resonrce Coaservation Haotursl
, comervetion Cross project State Regulatory performance resource
Comments ! prograse compliance spproach lesdership emphasis bonus comtracts
Mowber Percent Number Perceat Fumber Percent Number Percent RNuber Perceat Fumber FPercent Number Perceat

Very high general rating, first

priority - 1,588 31.6 53 13.6 553 12..% M3y 16.9 424 11.% 1,569 336 1,080 24.7
Righ genersl rating, second
priofity-~-mvevocmucmarmcen— 1,283 25.2 719 19.8 852 19.8 912 21.8 558 15.7 1,322 28.4 oW 2.6
Medion genersl rating, third
prioritye~-oa--- S aar ————— e 1,120 23.7 930 2.7 1,260 29.4 1,019 24.2 17 218 333 1% 9k 21.6
Low ‘geseral ratiog, fourth
priority B L 2 K TR 18.2 197 13.6 707 16.8 663 183 29 9.2 518 13.2
Very low general rating, fifth
sad sixth priorities----~vrer- 53 9.3 922 N.4 137 1.2 1% 1.9 1,084 M0.4 #7173 10.1 609 13.9
Neutrsl--~vr=csee =-- 232 0.7 24 0.6 &6 1.1 k. 0.8 25 0.7 17 0.4 L] 1.1
No opiniop-—--—--oom-- Arm————— - Fi) .5 28 0.7 4% 1.0 28 .7 23 0.7 17 o4 40 e.9
~ Totsl renkinge----s--veme-vs &.929 100.0 3,933 100.0 5,290 100.0 5,216 100.0 3,560 100.0 4,660 100.0 4,376 100.0
COMMENTS IN TABLES 7-12, 7-14,
S AD 7-16- - -=  Z2AA8 930 21,050 95.4 20,110 98.5 20,463 97.7 20,853 950 20,90t 9r.1 20,341 5.1
W -
+ COMENTS DISCUSSED IN NARRATIVE- 1,701 7.0 1,058 4.6 ke L% &9 2.3 1,110 5.0 627 2.9 1,047 4.9
TOTAL COMMENTS ADDRESSING THE
ALTERNATIVE STRATEQY-r-wr--=--= 24 1A% 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

*Ia this table comments showing yenersl ratings sseigned by respondents are combined with priorities sssigned by respondents.
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Tavle 7-17.--The aitermative

atrategies ranked by degree of support or opposition

Degree of swpport

Seventh

or opposition First Second “Tuird Fourth Fifeh Sixth
Stromgly swpport-~=------co--- == Redirect present Bosus Contracts Crosa com- State leader- Regional Regulation
. programe plisoce ahip projecta
Support Redirect present Regional Boous Cross com~ State lesder- Contracts Regulation
prograse projecta plisnce ship
Total strosgly support and
support Redirect present Bongs Contracta Regionai Cross com~ State leader- Pegolation
prograns projecta pitence ship-
Oyp ————— -—— Regulation Croaa Com- State Xeader- Contracta Reglonsl Bopus Redirect present
piisnce shi projecta prograne
Strengly oppose--»--v-avaan m———— Feguistion State leader- Crosa com- Reglonal Contracta Booua Redirect present
ship yliience projecta projrams
Totel oppose and strongly
e Regulation Cross com- fState leader- Contracta Reglonal Bonua Redirect present
pliance ship projecta prograns

Source: table 7-11.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tebla 7-18.--The llrmtive

strategies rasked by degree of

support or oppoaition among farwers and ranchers

Deagres of swpport

rloe

or opposition Second Third Fourth Fifeh Sixth Seventh
1
Strongly support---=--=-omeoeoeo- Redirect present Boaws Cont.racta State leader- Regional Crome Regulation
programe ship projecta complisnce
Support Redirect preseat Regiocosl Boaus State leader- Contrzacta Croas Regulation
prograng projecta ship complisnce
Totsl stroogly support and
support Redirect present Bonus Contracta Regional Btate lesder- Croas com~ Regulation
progr e projecta ship plisace
Oppose Regulation Crosa com- Btate leader- Contracts (1) Regional Poous Redirect present
plisnce ship projects (1) pProgrems
Strougly oppose Croaa Ccom- Regulation Regionsl State lesder- Contrac Bonus Redirect present
pliance projecta ship Programs
Total oppose and strongly
oppose--- Regulation” Cross com~ Btate leader~ Regional Contyracta Bonus Redizect present
plisnce ship projects PEOLEREE
Source: table 7-12,
—\\f

]




Table 7-19.--Perceivad effectivencan rlnkili. of the alternative strategies

Degree of support

Fourth

i or opposition Finst Sacond Third Fifth Sixth Sevent},
Hadipm to very hith
lgglcti;__ugu:
Very bigh af fectiveness in
getting tonservetion on the
lgad - Boaua Redirect present Contracts Cross com~ Regulation Regional State leader-
prograns - plisnce projecta ship
Wigh effectivencas in getting
consatvaticoa on the land------  Bonus Redirect present Contracta Croas com~ Regional Spate leader- Regulation
/ programe - plisnce “projects / ahip
ue effectiveneas in getting - .
caservetion ou the land---=--- Regional Redirect present State lesder-  ronus Contracts Croas com- Regulation
projacts program abip plisace
Low affectivencos to imeffective:
=~y Dow sffectivencss in getting
&, Couservation ca the lsad------  State lesder-  Regional Regulation Croas com~ Contracts Redirect preseny, Bonus
~ ahip projecta plisnce Programs
Very lovw effectivesess ia
getting cossetvation on the
. lspd=--- State leader- Reguiation Cross Com~ Regionsl Contracts Redirect present Bonus
' . ahip plisnca projects pPrograns
Bot effective in getting con- i}
servation on the lsad---«+----  Regulation Cross con- State leader-  Conthacta Regionel Bonua Redirect present
plisnce ship projecta programs

-

Source: tehle 7-13.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 7-20.--Perceived sffectiveneas Tonking of the slternative stretegies among farmers snd renchers

Degree of support

or oppesition Fizat Second ‘l'hlni © Tourth rifeh Sixth Seventh
Neditm to very bish .
effectivenens:
Very high effectiveness in
getting conservetion oa the - .' '
LELT - B Redirect present Contracta Cross com- Regulation State leader- Regionsl
prograne pliance ship projecta
Righ effectivenean in getting )
conservstion o0 the lpnd------  Bogus Redirect preseot Contracta Regionsl © State leader- Cronn Regulstion
projrans ’ projects sulp «cuplisace
Medium effectiveaess in getting .
cwurv-tlon on the land-~-==-- Redirect present Regioosl State leader- Bonus Cross com- Coltracts Regulaticn
programs projects ship " plisnce
Low effectiveness to imeffrctive:
Low effectivencss in getting :
conservation .on the laad------ Reglooal ‘ State lesder- Ceoan Com- ulation Redigect present Conteacts Boaus
‘ projecta ship . plisnce . prograss
Very low effectiveness in
getting conservetion on the »
land==-=rrocrere e s s Regulation Atate leader- Cross com= Regional Coatracta Redigect present Bonua
ship plisnce projects pPrograns
Not.effective in getking con-
servetion op the lynd=--=--===~ Regulation Cross com- Btate leader- Reglonsl Contracts Boous Redfcect preaent
plisnce ship prejects - prograas
Source: tlhl/ T-14.
/
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Table 7-21.--Genersl rotings® for the ng.ernnlu steategien

Priority rating Flrat Second Thicd iﬂb Fifeh Bisth Seventh
- Very high genersl roting, firee
priority ~ Redirect present Bopus Contracts Cross com- Stete leader-  Regionsl Regulstion
progrems plissce ship projects
Righ genersl rating, second ) .
priority--- ——— fedirect preseat Ropus Coatracts Regionsl Croas <om- Scate leader-  Regulstion
programs projecta plisace ship
Hedium gemersl ratiag, enived
priority i ~= Reglonsl Redirect Present Seate leader- Coniiacin Cross Com~ Bopus Regulation
projects progrees ship plisnce
iow genersl roting: fourth
prioricy === Regioosl Seate leader- Regulation Cross com- Contracty Bonua Redirect present
projects ship plisoce Prograne
Very low genersl reting, fifch "
snd sisth priority----- R Regulstiva State lesder- Crass com~ Regionsl Contracts Bonus Redirect presest . -
ship plisace projects prograne

4

6E-L

Source: table 7-15.
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*In this tahle comments showing gene

A

{nl rotings sesigoed by respondents sre combined with priorities sssigoed by respondents.
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Table 7-22.--Geners] ratinge* gade by farsers and reachers for the alternative atrategies

Pclority rating Firat Second Third Fourth Fifth Siats " Seventh
Very high general eating, firat N .
priopity--==-=r-memem e e Redirect present Bopus Contracta State leader- Regional Croas com- Regulatioc.,
prograas ahip projecta pliance
Righ gemersl rating. second by
priority B Redicect present Conteacta State leader- Regicnnl Croaa com- . Regulat fon
programs ship projecta pliance .
fedfum gemeral rating, third
prinrity -— Regionsl Redirect present State leader- Contractd < Croan com~ Bonue Reguletfon
projecta programs ship plisnce
Low genersl rating, fourth
priority-- === Regiona} Cross com- State Jeader- Regulation Contracta Redirect preaeat Bonua
projecta plisnce ship projgrams -
Very low general ratiog, fifth .
and aiach priopity---s====- ===+ Regulation Croan com- State leader- Regional Contracta Sonua Redfirect present
. pliance ship projecta programs |
4
*In this table commeots sbowing geaeral ratfngs sssisned by cespondents gre combined with pricrities ssaigoed by reapondents.
Source: table 7-16. .
—
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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 ©?ercent 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 9% 5.5 213 12.5 1,709 100.0
Federal government-- 396 54.6 223 30.3~ 24 3.3 82 11.3 725 100.0
Environmental )

BrouUpg--======-===-= 92 47.4 50 25.8 17 8.8 as 18.0 194 100.0
Farm organizations-- 113 54.8 53 25.7 16 7.8 24 11.7 206 100.0
All other------=c=w- 104 43.9 90 3g.o 17 7.2 26 10.9 237 100.0

Total-----------=- 2,512 46.6 1,883 34.1 431 7.8 636 11.5 5,522 100.0

I
i
- Table 7-24.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, Midwest region:
(\‘ summaty of comments expressing support Or opposition
™~ Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose 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 1.0 79 17.9 441 100.0
All other-----=-~v=-- 367 50.5 217 29.9 29 4.0 113 15.6 126 100.0

)
F i(j Total--=======cwu-- 12,612 47.4 8,579 32.3 1,791 6.7 3,622 13.6 26,604 100.0
RI
i, —_
1~ \
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Table 7-25.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, South region:

summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondengytype 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 goveranment-- 2,289 57.8 1,074 27.2 185 4.7 409 10.3 3,957 100.0
Environmental
groupg---------=-- 202 51.7 104 26.6 22 5.6 63 16.1 391 100.0
* Farm organizations-- 306 64.4 91 19.2 23 4.8 55 11.6 475 100.0
All otber----------- 453 46.1 330 33.5 82 8.3 119 12.1 984 100.0
Toral----~-------- 12,924 47.6 9,158 33.7 2,298 8.5 2,761 10.2 27,141 i100.0
Table 7-26.--Redirecting Present Conservation Programs, West region:
summary of comments eXxpressing support or opposition
Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose 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 3,016 100.0
Local government---- 1,532 48.3 639 20.1 489 15.1 523 16.5 3,174 100.0
Federal govermnment-- 839 59.5 357 25.3 158 11.2 56 6.0 1,410 100.0
Environmental
ErouUpg-==========~- i 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---mmwoweomn- 3,775 46.6 2,093 25.8 1,1€¢8 14.4 . 1,065 13.2 8,101 100.0
o
A _rn
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Table 7-27.--Cross Compliance, Northeasﬁ_region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Individeal-==seceea- 654 26.1 597 23.8 704 28.1 551 22,0 2,506 100,0
Local govermment---- 606 36.5 438 26.4 231 13.9 386 23,2 1,661 100,0
Federal govermment-- 279 38.5 188 26.0 76 10,5 181 25.0 124 100.0
Environmental
groupg~=--=-~--==-- 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====s-cem-=n 78 3.8 54 23.4 36 15.5 63 27,3 231 100.0
Total=w=weeevcenc=" 1,768 31.9 1,388 25.1 1,103 19.9 1,277 23.1 5,536 100.0
q ;
1 N
L .
L
Table 7-28.--Cross Compliance, Midwest region:
sumnary of comments expressing support or opposition
Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent  Number Percent Number Percent
Individuale-wevrcur-- 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 9,343 160.90
Federal govermment-- 1,252 KT/ | 995 27.1 414 11.2 1,013 27.6 3,674 100.0
Environmental
group--=s--~---cee 236 51.6 115 25.2 26 5.7 80 17.5 457 100.0
Fare organizas fons-- 126 28.7 108 24.6 86 19.6 119 27.1 439 100.0
All other-veew--e=-e 286 7.6 225 29.6 54 7.1 195 25.7 760 100.0
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:
sumeary of comments expressing support or opposition

-4

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total
L Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Numher Percent Number Percedb Number Percent
Individual-—=~~-cv-= 2,339 18.2 2,317 18.5 5,316 41.4 2,810 21.9 12,842 100.0
Local govermment----.2,078 25.7 1,589 19.6 2,504 30.9 1,927 23.8 8,098 100.0
Federal govermment-- 1,218 30.1 981 24.3 748 18.5 1,094 27.1 &,041 100.0
Environmental
Broupg-«cveecccoos 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 otheyrerwcwcoccee 287 28.1 269 26.3 27 22.2 239 23.4 1,022 100.0
Total-vee-e- e 6,186 23.0 5,418 20.1 9,055 33.6 6,286 23.3 26,945 100.0
~i
1
2~
=~

Table 7-30.--Cross Compliance, West region:
suvmmaxy of comments expressing support or oppositioq

Strongly Strongly

support Suppork Oppose oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent  Number Pé%cent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

1

|
Individual-~~=~>==== 564 17.2 770 53.5 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 1060.0
Federal government-- 514 35.4 341 23.5 198 13.6 400 27.5 1,453 100.0
Environmental

SrOUPB~+ v —wmmecn—ua 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 23.9 135 100.0
All other~--~=--~ - 97 33.6 65 22.5 39 13.5 88 30.4 289 160.0
15i Total-===cececc-un 2,059 24.4 1,726 20.5 2,528 30.0 2,121 25.1 8,434 1000 155
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Table 7~31.--Regional Resource Procject Approach, Nertheast region: i
/:7 summary of comments expressing support or opposition
Strongly B Strongly
support Suppo.t Oppose 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 3.3 520 32.4 170 10.6 365 22.7 1,606 100.0
Federal govermment-- 254 37.1 213 31.1 38 5.6 179 26.2 684 100.0
Environmental
Broupg-------=-=---~ 74 7.7 - 76 38.8 17 8.7 29 14.8 196 100.0
Farm organizations-- 61 31.5 73 37.6 15 1.7 45 23.2 194 100.0
All other-----====-- 56 26.9 81 39.0 19 9.1 52 25.0 208 100.0
Total---------=uo- 1,591 32.1 1,568 31.7 686 13.9 1,106 22.3 4,951 100.0

SH~L

Table 7-32.--Regional Resource Project Approach, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly

support ‘Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

A . . ) %

Individual----=----- 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 ‘ .

BLOUPB=-==----=-u- 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---«---w--- 213 29.3 269 37.0 27 3.7 218 30.0 727 100.0

Totale-----mcomone 7,063 28.1 7,989 31.8 3,566 14.2 6,507 25.9 25,125 100.0
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Table 7-33.--Regional Resource Project Appreoach, South region:
summary of comments expressing support or oppesition’

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent HNumbar Percent Number Percent Number Percent  Number Percent
Individual-e=-=eveca= 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 -
groupg=-===-==--== 130 35.0 99 26.7 42 11.3 100 27.0 Sﬁ 100.0
Farm organizations~- 141 28.8 127 25.9 118 24.1 104 21.2 490 100.0
All other----coea--u- 268 28.1 3{.9 36.6 128 13.5 208 21.8 953 100.0
Total-------+-=v=- 5,892 24.7 6,386 26.8 5,268 22.1 G,284 26.4 23,830 100.0
] -
&~
* . Table 7-34.--Regional Resource Project Approach, West region:
summary of comments expressing support or oppesition v
Strongly Strongly
support Suppert Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Individuale===v=ceca- 657 246.3° 739 27.13 649 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 goverament-- 448 32.2 424 30.5 95 6.9 423 30.4 1,390 100.%
Environmental
BYOUPS= == =scmcnran 33 31.% 32 30.2 10 9.4 31 29.3 10% 100.0
Farm organizations-- 30 26.6 31 27.4 14 12.4 a8 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 7,356 100.0
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Table 7-35.--5tste Leadership, Northeast region:
summary of comments eXpressing support or opposition

Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

Respondent type Number Percent Number Parcent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Individual=-=~s=====x 587 26.5 516 23.3 589 26.5 525 23.7 2,217 100.0
Local goverpment~--~ 568 35.4 432 26.9 195 12.2 410 25.5 1,605 100.0
Federal government-- 168 23.8 214 30.4 17 10.9 246 34.9 705 100.0
Enviroomentsl

groung===—r===-= - 70 36.3 54 28.0 18 9.3 51 26.4 193 10...0
Farm orgsnizations-~ ‘70 35.5 53 26.9 23 11.7 51 25.9 197 100.0
All other=-==-=-= - 86 39.3 79 36.1 13 5.9 41 18.7 219 100.0

Total-=-mec-mereu 1,549 30.2 1,348 26.2 915 17.8 1,324 25.8 5,136 100.0

F .
? -
e Table 7-36.--State Lesdership, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition
Strongly Strongly
support Support Oppose oppose Total

kespondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent  Number Peqcent
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 n 10.5 978 27.4. 3,575 100.0
Environmental

groupg=-=-=-- fmmmm— 188 41.7 128 28.4 42 . 9.3 93 20.6 451 100.0
Farnm organizations-- 147 34.2 126 29.3 72 16.7 85 19.8 430 100.0
All other-~=--ceva- ~ 21 37.1 262 35.8 35 4.8 163 22.3 731 100.0

Total-=s--wocccaun 8,317 32.1 7,265 28.0 4,353 16.8 5,974 23.1 25,909 100.0
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Tahle 7-37.--State Leadership, South region:
_Summary of counmnts e;presszng support or gppasxtzon

R AT e e T T e S S e TS iy e

e

3 o Strongly . Strongly .
support Support Oppose [ oppose Jotal
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
* . i T
Individual-~~~cc=~2- 2 030 18.3 2,263 20.3 3,951 35.5 2,880 25.9 11,124 100.0 -
Local govermment---- 1,836 23.4 1,387 17.6 2,288 29.1 2,350 29.9 7,861 100.0
Federal government-- 653 16.2 823 20.4 913 22.6 1,646 40.8 4,035 . 100.0 i
Environmental Tt L N
© RrOUpS~==———=--= 119 31.1 89 23.2 66 17.2 109 28.5 383 100,0-
Farm organization--- 145 2847 99 19.6 146 28.9 115 :22.8 505 - 100.0
All other-=—wwcew- 272 27.8 - 258 26.3 216 22.1 233 23.8 979 100.0
Totale--emweemun 5,055° 20.3 4,919 19.8 7,580 30.4 7,333 _ 29.5 24,887 100.0
> .
Table 7=38.--State Leadership, West region: ) .
sumnary of comments expressing support or opposition
Strongly T Strongly
. ., . - support Support Oppose oppose Total
- - ) ] -
- Respondent type Nusber Percent Number Percent Number Perceat  Number Perccnt_ Number Percent
Individual--~---=~ 663 24.1 800 29.0 684 24.8 609 22.1 2,756 100.0
Local govermment---=- 1,046 34.8 642 21.3 655 21.8 667 22.1 3,010 100.0
Federal goverament-- 372 26.0 365 25.5 189. 13.2 506 35.3 1,432 100.0
Environmental
RroOuUpg=—==c==r=x 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-=-=r=-- 97 36.1 85 ' 31.6 31 11.5 56 20.8 269 100.0
Total-~-===---<- 2,235 29.0 l,9ﬁQ 25.2 1,599 20.8 1,921 25.0 7,698 100.0
i "
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- - ‘ . + Table 7-39.-~Regulatory Emphasis, Northeast Regioﬁ: . N . / -
. summary of comments expressing support or oppositién - N N
ol - = T e A—--_:I-—— T L v L - .
. . Strongly T TBErengly TS R
s _support - Support Oppose oppose Total
[ “ . - N {‘
Respondent type Nusber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent ¢
. Individual-eeceeen- 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 23.6 538 31.9 1,689 100.0
Federal government-- 161 21.9 167 22.1 172 23.4 . 235 32.0 135 100.0
Environmental - o
Broupg=-~-r---ceo- 56 29.0 31 16.1 - 38 19.7 5 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-~-=---a--- 50 22.5 61 21.5 36 16.2 75 33.8 222 100.0
‘ o Total--le-eooeooo 1,186 21.6 1,156 21.0 1,514 27.5 1,645 - 29.9 5,501 100.0
. }
-.‘ ’
' Ll
g . .
v Table 7-40.--Regulatory Emphasis, Yidwest Region:
. ’ summary of comments expressing suppprt or opposition -
« & N .
Strongly . - Strongly
support Support - Oppose ~ ¢ oppose Totfl
Respondent type ’ Number Pﬁrcent Number Percent Number Percent Ryumber Percent Number Percent
Individual-s----u-- 2,180 17.4 2,596 20.7 4,394 '35.1 '.3ﬂ361 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 govermment-- 835 23.7 855 24.3 Shis 15.5, 1,282 36.5 3,516 100.0
: Environmental >
«gIOUPS-—-wrme—cacan 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 2
. All other--------~-- 173 24.1 177 24.6 104 14.5 ° 265 36.8 719 100.0
22.0 5,830 22.0 7,064 26.7 7,753 29.3 26,484 A00.0
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Table 7-&1.--Regdiatory Enphaéis. South Regioh:

summary of comments expressing support or opposition o
o Strongly . ' Strongly
s support . Support Oppose oppose . Total
-~ Respondent type '”Huqber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Individual-----==-=-- 1,594 12.9 1,741 14.1 6,086 K 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-------=~===  QQ . 20,9 82 19.1, 140 . 32.6 118 21.4 430 100.0
Farm organizations--- 93 17.7 79 15.1 205 39.1 . 147 28.1 524 100.0
All other--=--===a-- 175 16.9 232 22.4 353 34,2 274 26.5 1,034 100.0
Totale-------ccu-- 3,914 14.5 4,060 15.0 12,111 448 6,933 25.7 27,018 100.0 ,
7 \ J -
8 Table 7-42.--Regulatory Emphasis, West Region: .
) ’ . summary of comments expressing support or opposition
i Strong.iy - Strongly ,
'- support Support Oppose oppose Total )
Resprundent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
’ Individual----=---== 427 4.1 542 18.0 1,206 39.9 847 28.0 3,022  100.0
. Local goverament---- 622 19.6 500 15.7 1,183 37.3 g71 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 - . .
groupg-====-—-====x- 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--------- —~— 60 19.6 49 16.0 88 28.8 109 35.6 v 306 100.0
. ' Total----dmecueau- 1,473 17.9 1,403 17.0 2,924 -« 35.5 2,434 29%6 8,234 1606.0
. 19w : . 19
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" . Table 7-43.--Conservation Performance .Bonus, Northeast region:

summary of comments eXpressing ‘support or opposition

Respondent type

Strongly
oppose

“Support Oppose

Total

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent, Number Percent

Number Percent

- 5 g .

. LT .
Individual --------- - 873 38.5 173 34.1 319, 14.1 301 13.3 2,266 100.0
Local government---- 848 53.2 364 22.8 116 7.3 267 ° 16.7 1,595 100.0
Federal government-- 326 . 46.7 202 _ 28.9 '35 5.1 135 19.3 698 100.0
Environmental .

groups----- m—— - 116 58.3 37 18.6 16 8.0 30 15.1 199 100.0

: Farm organizations-- 131 66.2 30 15.2 8 4.0 29 14.6 198 100.0
’5‘}: other------- “=== 101 - 45.3 75 33.6 15 6.7 32 14.4 223 100,0
. otBl-—memm e 2,395  46.3 1,481 L 28.6 509 9.8 . 794 15.3 -5,179 100.0
~3 . . ~
1 ‘s
g ‘i - .
Table 7-44.--Conservation Performance Bonus, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or gpposition
, . Strongly ) . Strongly _.

' support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent ,Numbzr - Percent Nupber Percent  Number Percent Number Percent ’
Individual —-=-vr==" 4,885 40.5 3,710 + 30.8 , 1,511 13.4 1,854 15.3 12,060 100.0
Local government---- 5,062 56.6 1,956 21.9 585 6.3 1,340 15.0 8,943 100.0
FedeEaI goveroment-~ 1,936 53.9 932 2.6 153 4.3 569 15.8 3,590 100.0

. Environmental . ' . )
+ ErOUPE=————=————u- 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 18.8 420 100.0
All other---«cere-u-. 383 51.9 213" 28.9 35 4.7 107 14.5 738 100.0
Total-—v——remwacen 12,729 48.5 7,016 26.8 2,661 9.4 4,006 " 15.3 26,210 100.0
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Table 1-45. --ConserVat1on Performance Bonus, South region:
sumndry of comments expresaing support' or opposition

Strongly ) ) Strongly
support Support ’ Oppose‘ oppose ‘ Total .

— s S oy s T Tt m T A e D et 2 T adad e 2nT 2 b T D2y 4 n YT i

T "Number Percent Number Percent “Number Percent Number’ Percent Numbetr Percent .

1,598 4.4+ 11,072  100.0

Individual-~----=--- 4,192 37.9 3,069 27.7° 2,213 20.0
Logcal government----_3;810 49.8 1,587 20.8 855 - 11.2 1,393 18.2 7,645 100.0
Federal goveryment-- 1,855 47.4 996 25.4 287 7.3 778 19.9 3,916 100.0
Environmental ' ) ’ _ .
q;gnpﬁf ----------- 203 53.6 25 22.4 12 3.2 79 20.8 379- l00.0
Fatm organizations-- T 228 47.0 123 .25.4 59 12.2 75 15.4 485 100.0 .
’ . © All other----------- 407 41.3 306 31.0 103 10.5 170 17.2, 986 100.0
. Total---e--ecrec-- 10,695 43.7 6,166 25.2 3,529 14.4 4,093 16.7 24,483 100.0
~
| -
'iJ‘ -
3% ] .

Table 7-46.--Conservation Performance Bonus, West region:
sumzary of comments expressirg sipport or opposition

Strongly o i Strongly .
support ' Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent A
Individval-c==-voc-" 1,104 37.5 909 30.8 426 14.4 509 ' 17.3 2,948 100.0
‘Local govermment---- 1,453 48.3 601 20.0 467 15.5 48 16.2 3,010 100.0
Federal government-- 700 49.8 ~ 411 29.2 53 3.8 2?%/‘ 17.2 1,406 100.0
Environmental .
-BLOUpPS-~==c~=----Zo &0 55.6 21 o 19.4 10 9.3 17 15.7 108 100.0
! Farm organizations-- 57 48.3 25 21.2 14 11.9 22 18.6 118 100.0
All other-----«--=---:. 134 47.3 81 28.6 24 8.5 44 15.6 283 100.0

Total---=----=--——- 3,508 44.6 2,048 26.0 9294 12.6 1,323 16 .8 7,873 103.0 :3{)1"
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Table 7-47,--Natural Resource Contracts, Northéast region:
summary of comments expressing supgort or opposition

-l ] Strongly . . Strongly
st b embne 0e it e vre eman e GUPPOEL . — .- Support—-: . - - .- Oppose - — - . - -Oppose Total = | I
_Resbquent type Number Pergént ‘Nimber Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
. ,f; - .
Ind_ividllal-------'-"‘-' 611 29.6 484 23.5 507 24.6 459 22.3 2,061 100.0
Local- governument~=-=-- 572 35.9 350 21.9 268. 16.8 406 25.4 1,596 100.0
: Federal government-- 208 , 29.8 175 | 25.1 73 10.5 241 34.6 697 100.0
Environmental - !
groupg==-a=-<=oc-s 79 40.9 46 23.8 26 13.5 42 21:8 193 .100.0
, Farm organizations-- 86 43.4 52 26.3 19 9.6 41 20.7 - 198 ~ 100.0
All otheré-c-mceua-a 65 31.0 56 26.7 32 15.2 57 27.1. 210 + 100.0
‘ -
Totalew=wececaaana 1,621 32.7 1,163 23.5 925 18.7 1,246 25.1 4,955 100.0
~ .
“‘ ' ’ L
‘ .
in
. [ %) , . -
Table 7-48.--Natural Resource Contracts, Midwest region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition v
’ Strongly . . Strongly
support Support ?épose oppose Total
* .Respondent type ‘Number Percent Number Percent Number ' Percent Yumber Percent Number Percent
_ Individual----e---+- 3,380  29.8 2,969 26.2 2,302 20.3 2,693 23.7 11,364  100.0
Local government---- 3,574 40.2 2,184 24.6 965 10.9 2,156 24.3 8,879 100.0
Federal governmeot-- 1,291 36.5 1,041 29.5 265 7.5 933 26.5 3,530 100.0
Environmental !
BIOYUPS-~=—==—=w—ana 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=-=---c-—wa 274 38.2 224 31.2 48 Y 6.7 171 23.9 717 100.0
35.0 6,612 26.1 3,709 14.6 6,159 24.3 25,351 100.0
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Table 7-49.~-Natural Resource Contractg, South region:
Summary of comments expressing support or opposition
) .

-

Strongly . R Strongly
support Support . Oppose oppose Total
Respondent type Number Percent Number Percent ‘Nnnberb Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Individual-~-------- 2,896 26.9 2,391 22.2 3,229 30.0 2,261 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 governdent-- 1,243 31.1 945 23.7 662 16.6 1,141 28.6 3,991 100.0
Enviroamental ° )
groupg=-==---= Fe=-= 158 41.3 89 23.3 53 13.9 82 21.5 382 100.0
Farw organizations-- 168 35.8 107 22.8 90 19.2 104 22.2 469 100.0
"All other----4-=-e-u- 299 31.0 261 . 27.0 - 170 17.6 235 24 4 965 100.0
Total~---vovmom—a- 7,498 30.7 5,265 21.6 5,997 24.6 5,641 23.1 24,401 100.0
- L
o
= Table 7-50.--Natural Resource Contracts, West region:
summary of comments expressing support or opposition
. ' b - -
Strongly Strongly ]
support Support Oppose oppose Total
Respondent tYPE' Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Numbes Percent
Individuval-w-w-u-m- <+ 754 26.8 752 26.8 641 22.8 664 23.6 2,811 100.0
Local government---- 1,036 ——_34.8 553 18.6 659 22.2 724 24.4 2,972 100.0
Federal goverament-- 522 37. 2~ 379 . 27.0 128 9.1 <375 26.7 1,404 100.0
Environmental e
groups------w-===- 53 47.3 28 22 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 Y 29.0 29 10.9 65 26.4 266  100.0
Total---=~-=v-=m=ux 2,501 32.6 1,822 23,7 1,484 19.3 1,875 24.4 7,682 100.0
' 48
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g Chapter 8 - Alternatives, Objectives, and Activities

USDA, through the RCA process, identified seven areasiof concern for soil,
water, and related resources and proposed conservatiop objectives for each.
The Department also proposed strategies-that might b¢ used to implement the
national soil and water conservation program. Thes¢ strategies include two
organizational refinements--redirecting present pr grams and expanding state
leadership; two incentives--conservation bonuses anu uatural resource con-
tracts; two disincentives--cross compliance and/regulat1on, and a region~
alized approach to problem solving. ,
Preceding chapters discuss the public's-comwents 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 cr opposition without commenting on which strategies would be most
effective in achieving each of the RCA objectives. Gther respondents comment
on the acceptability of a strategy or suggest adopting vatious combinations
of strategies. Those comments are anql?zed 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 hetween 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 RGA goals in terms of program administration (both
funding and which level ::/gzvernment 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 accoaplish the objectives.: Less
‘than 1 percent of the comments link specific strategies with specific RCA
ocbjectives.

’
Some respondents comment that théy were not given enough information about
the programs and proposed strategies to adequately relate the strategies and
conservation objectives. Otherc can see no clear connection between strategies
and objectives. These comments and the gmall number of responses addressing
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 attempted to
retrieve these comments using the topic code-comment code combinations;
however, many of them could have been retrieved only by reading the griginal
letters.

UG




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 nrograms is the preferred alternative for
meeting most of the resource objectives. Respondents favor linking programs
more closely to soil and wat®r 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 gfesent prograns.

. State leadership is ranked as the second most favored alfernative in achievihg

specific conservation objectives. Most comments, however, say that giving
the state an expanded role in a program that involves national leaded¢hip 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 are also seen as highly effective. However,
some respondents think that bonuses would be too difficult to administer and,
would give recipieats an ygfair 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 viewed as beinig the most difficult strategy to
administer and as involving too much bureaucracy. Respondents are cosncerned
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.

LR

" The cross compliance strategy is seen as another form of regulation; it has
- less support than most other strategies. Respondents say that short term

emergency programs should not be tied to long range conservation programs,
Some say that cross compliance would put.2 financial burden on farmers who
could not participate in commodity 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 4t ignores livestock producers,

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 farmers and landowners. In addition,
regulation is rated least effective #n*getting conseryation on the land. Of
those who support a regulatory approach, most are conderned that volintary
programs are ineffective in meeting conservation goal Although these

] . 8"2
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Table !-l.;-Prefeqred atrateglens to schieve the objectives, by nuwber and percent

/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

] Redirect *  Regloasl . Conservation Natural
e present Cross respurce State * perlf':::nuce resource
scurces and progras  complisnce projects "¢ lesdecahip Regulation . contracts _Total
ohjectives o. Pct. No.' Pct. No. Pct. . No.  Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No., Pct. No. Pct.
Soil resource qusntity end -
quality: -
R~duce soll erosiop------- 19 25 11 15 5 ? [ 8 10 13 19 25 5 ? 15 100
Retein prime formisnd----- 50 20 26 10 ¥ IS 41 16 39 15 32 13 26 10 253 100
Maintein soil quslity----- 17 31 7 .13 & 7 4 ? & 7 16 k1) 2 4 56 100
Improve rangelond ----—--- -— - -- - - -- - - 1 100 - - - -— 1 100
Other 32 2 21 13 20 13 23 15 16 10 24 15 22 14 158 100
Totel-===cm==nean anm—— ns 22¢ .65 12 8 D 74 14 13 91 17 55 10 541 100
~ Water gquslity: .
Reduce toxic pollutents--- 10 19 5 <9 T 13 10° 19 17 » & 8 -- -- 53 100
Winimize adverae impact of
orgenic, vaster—--====-=u- 15 33 # 13 5 1t & 9 9 20 & 13’ - -- 4 100
Hinimize putrient - -
,./ pollutiom-==—--sm--muen -- 12 28 7 16 3 7 6 14 9 21 5 17 1 2 43 100
h Reduce sslinity----- =it 9 21 ] 14 9 21 10 23 s 12 4 9 -- -- 100
o Reduce sediment-+---v====- 2% 16 20 14 22 15 20 14 20 14 21 14 19 13 146 100
1 Otber w15 29 12 3715 40 ‘16 0 12 3% 14 as 16 264 100
w Total-e=-memmmmmm—ane 106 18% 1 13 83 156 90 16 99 16 T 13 58 10 57 100
L] } -
tiater supply snd conser- ’ ,i'/
vation: f . ~u
) Incresse irrigation
efficiency - % 3% , 6 15 8 20 5 12 2 S 6 15 ) .- 41 100
Haximize water supplies--- 14 28 % 18 5 10 Tr 14 w 20 4 8 1 2 S0 100
Other--- 14 23 10" 17 1017 10 17 & 10 8 13 2 3 80 100
. Tﬁt'l;‘:* ------------- a2 28 25 1?7 23 15 22 15 18 12 I8 12 3 2 151 100
- Fish snd wildlife habftat: ' ' .
Reduce loss of wetlends--- 11 22 5 10 5 10 9 18 7 14 6 12 ? 14 50 109
lacrease inatresm flowe--- -- -- - e - =- - t-— -- == .- - 1 100 I 100
Ieprove wildlife habibat== 15 32 6 13 & 9 ? 15 2 & L 17 i n 47 00
Dther-—vmsmmmcsemncamae -_28 18 19 12 23 1% 25 16 17 1 19 12 23 15 156 100
Total-======-= R N VN 1 L) 12 32, 13 41 16 26 10 33 3 kT3 1% 252 100
-~ : :
) L]
LS
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1

. ' Teble n-l.--l'réfetted‘ strategies to achieve the objectives, by nusber and percent--Continued

s
Redirect Regional Conservation Natural
4 present Crosa " resource State Performedce resgurce
Resgurces @ COgram lisuce rojecta lesdership Regulation botup contracts Total
objectives No. Pct. % Pet. . Pet, Wo. Pet No. Pct. ' MNo. Pct. No..  Pet. Wo. Pet.
Upstresa £lood dmmagea: . Y e -
Reduce flood dsmages----~- 40 20 26 13 N 1 26 13 23 12 28 14 20 10 196 100 -
Flood prevention project .
priority - e - - - e i -- 2 100 -— == - == 2 100
Total------- emmmem—aa &0 - 20F 26 13 N n 26 13 25 13 8 NG s 20 10 198 100
Eaergy conservation
. and production. .
Reduce energy use-=------ ~ 3 n 2. 12 22 12 30 n 18 10 28 16 22 12 179 100
Tocresse eaergy pro- v
duction 33 22 1 12 22 12 29 16 16 -9 29 113 21 12 177 100
Other .17 100 -- -= == - -— -- - == -- - -- - 1 lop
3 Total--==---cmereeroe 228 42 12 19 ‘ﬁ N 59 17 3% 10 57 16 &3 12 357 100
) Related relourcea:‘ ¢
Use organic waste--=~----- 9§ 15 6 10 6 10 9 15 25 &0 5 ) 2 3 62 190
Drban area conservation--- 9 21 5 12 6 14 ? 16 5 21 5 12 2 5 33 100
Other - - -- - - = L == -~ 110 -- -- Te=t - 1 0
Total-a-mmmmremceeeea 18 17 11 10 12 1 16 15 3% A BT 9 & 4 106 160
Other resource objectives--= 7 28 5 20 2 [} 2 [ ] | & ? 28% 1 [ 25 100
“ il L]
TOTAL»-----+ - 463 21% 2717 13 297 13 30 15 299 14 318 14 220 10 2,206 100

: _1
% Preferred strategy to achieve the objective.

*
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resnondents are few in number, they suggest many-different ways in which
farmers ang landowners should be regulated.
Regional régource projects are not strongly supported. Respondents think
that RCA should address the conservation' probléms of all regions, not just
the most severe problems in some regions. They think that this strategy
would favor areas of greater agricultural importance. Comments supporting a
regional approach emphasize the berefits in resource management if regional
and area projects were combined. '

Soil Resource Objectives ya

A total of 4,608 comments address strategies and activities for achieving

soil resource objectives. Comments addressing specific combinations of
strategies and objectivés 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. Such.requests make up more than 17
percent of these comments on soil resources. Of 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, lire, 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 othe: 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, ageincies,should be organized along functional
lines tp eliminate interprogram and intraprogram duplication. !

- - - "
The largest group of comments (1,131l) addresses regulation. Most of these
advocate keeping soil programs voluntary-and encouraging soil conservation
through economic incentiv2s. Comments on retaining prime and unique farmland,
however, support more regulation of land use through locq} zoning and land

lse controls. . LA
- - én’
v b

Vater Quality Objectives

AN . - .
A total of 1,654 comments address strategies and activities that relate to
water qQuality 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 reducing®nonpoint 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.

8-5 ) {
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Of the commeiits on water quality, 15 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 USDI and
EPA.

-

Another 15 percent of the comments address the level of government that

should be responsible for meeting the objectives. Of these comments, 63
percent say that state government should be involved in iuproving water l
quality. X . '

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 empha31s is not a highly preferred
alternative strategy.

Water Suppl¥ and Conservation Objectives

i
A total of 1,036 comments address strategies and activities that celate to
water supply an& water conservation objectives. Comments eddressing specific
combinations of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs
to achieve the objectives. Ten percent of the comments on water supply say
that additional federal fundiug is needed to increase and conserve supplies.
Only 18 comments a %ress the organizational structure of water supply programs
at the federal level, and four of these say tlat programs should be adminis-
tered through existing agencies. :

Of the comments relating to .program redirectidqn, 25 percent encourage ground
water recharge; 21 percent want programs redirlected to build more dams,
lakes, and levees; 15 perceat suggest improving water delivery and importing
water in water-short regions from regions of ogersupply; and 10 percent
suggest improving irrigation efficiency. Other comments suggest expanding
the water supply by dredging old ponds, installing water recycl:ng plénts,
1nstall1ng pressure reducing valves in homes and industry, desal1nizatzon,
and monitoring water use.

-

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Objectives ,

A total of 1,680 comments address strategies and acti’ ities that relals to
fish and wildlife habitat objectives. Comments addressing speC1f1c combina~-
tions of strategies and objectives favor redirecting present programs “to
achieve the resource objectives. ) . S

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 c¢all for increasing federal
funds. Of the comments on program responsibility, 44 percent say that the
state should be involved in program implementation. 2

8-6
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Upstream Flood Damage Objectives

A total of 1,605 comments address strategies and activities that-relate 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

*-.that building, cropping, and energy development should be prohibited on flood
plains.

of the compents on funding, 38 percent call for 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.

L4

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
percent encourage use of no-till farming methods to reduce energy use and
~ guggest that no-till or conservation tillage bte required on lands with slopes
B} --over 8 percepi. 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
“.féderal 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. .

u

-
- *

Related Resource Objectives

Only 569 comments address strategies and activities for related resource
obje:tives. 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 af' planning and zoning are neces-
sary in preventing urbanization of farmland. Of the comments on related
resource funding, 57 percent call for 1ncreas1ng/%ederal funds to meet the
objectives.

Conservation Activities N

About 12,000 comments. (170 different comment codes) 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 propesed RCA”activities to meet the objectives
are adequate, while 2,499 respondents say that the sctivities will' not meet
the objectives. Comments on specific conservation act1v1t1es are more fully
discussed in chapter 6,




Summary .

Only 2;204 comments, a tiny fraction of the 1.5 million comments received,
link specific strategies with specific RCA objectives. It is hard to draw
any conclusion from such a small group.

The fact that so fey 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 shitable approach. If respon-
dents canpot 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 slter-
natives, objectives, snd activities, more favor redirectiang existing prograas
to meet the conservation objectives than any other strategy. Most comments
support increasing funding. phasing ocut programs that duplicate services, and
linking programs more 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.

L
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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 prekented ;ndependently.

RCA program development ghould be based on an understanding of what the

publit perceives is needed and desirable as well ,as 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 constitueancies will have a high degree of acceptance and

effectiveness. This chapter will provide help in designing such a program.
. kY

-

The Scope of the Résponse

Nationwide, 18,74l 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 pércent from the West. Responses are in the
following forms: '

~ Number of Percentage.

Form of response - responses of comments
Personal letter-------=-eeccucuaccoooon- me=-on " 4,485 38
Structured response form—-----==--=---- m———— T 3,588 . 30
Nonstructured response form---------=-=----- 2,054 17
Petition--=-=-cm==-cc e 1,590 14
Other-v-=cocrm et e 139 1
Totalemomo-momomm e e coacc e 11,856 100

Most of the respondents, 78 percent, are individuals. Respondents repre-

gsenting state and local governsents 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:

Numbe s of Percentage
. Agenxy comments of comments
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation: - -
Service (ASCS)-~--=--mommmrome e e e 6,514 35 ™
Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives .
Service (ESCS)--=------=-reeccmcmncsmcemaanan 42 *
Farmers Home Adhinistration (FmHA)-------<------- 375 2 - “‘g
Forest Service (FS)-e-ve---memecmeomocoanocoonaa- 329 2 |z
Science and Education Administration (SEA)------- 253 1 - #
Soil Consersation Service (8CS)----------coouooe- 5,515 29
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Office A
of Management and Budget (OMB)--------------u-- 17 * F‘
Secretary of Agriculture---«---e-=cmo-ccccooooaaa 136 1
Other/all USDA agencies---=----e-m=--so-=cuacooux 5,560 _30
Total-~----- e e e e A e S ———— 18,741 100
: ' “~

*Less than 0.5 percent.
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& . Tai)le 9-1.--Comments on USDA agencits, by respondent v
type and RCA regicn

1

5 . . :
. - Resiondenﬁgpype Northeast Widwest South West  Unknown Total
Academic-=sveemmma o S 0 11 0 0 16
Agribusinegs------- .- 1 11 28 yA 0 42
Business/industry--~~-~ 11 0 30 0 0 41
Civic/socisl-wmmau—mas 0 2 58 1 0 61,
Ckodity*- ----------- 20 9 41 46 0 116
ﬁf Environmental-=---=-- - 40 32 42 17 0 131
. Farm organization----~ 54 39 65 6 - 0 204
Federal goverpment---- 232 281 459 151 * o -1,123
Individual----vroccana 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 organizaticn- 0 0 80 0 0 80
State government----- - 147 ‘63 106 39 0 355
Youth organization---- 1 1 9 0 0 11
Other groupg=-~«=====- 2 £, 7 1 0 16
Ogher~-=--a= —m———amme- 0 17 0 17 0 34
“Total-~vrrameme—- ~ 3,33 5,195 8,463 1,763 20 18,741
. L
Table 9-2.--Comments on USDA agencies, percentage distribution
E;_ . by RCA region
= B X
T RCA region ¢
Agency Northeast Widwest South West  Total
ASCS--rmmmmrrarem e camea 17 34 43 6 .100
. ESCSmrarrrrcaccamcccmaas 26 . 19 50 5 100
FofA---ocoemmo e eee 32 20 41 7 " 100°
1 e - 55 12 24 9 100
SEA--e-ermem e e aan - 38 24 34 4 100
SC8rmmmme e -- 19 24 44 13 100
* CEQ/OMB=~-r—=—-maem e 29 53 - 6 1 100
Secretary of -Agriculture-- 27 18 13 \’ 100
Other/All USDA agencies--- 13 25 52 10 10Q
All comments on ’ . :
agencieg----rme-ama--v 18 28 45 9 * 100
Nonmetropolitan popu- '
lation-~-+s-wrreccacoa 24 31 3l 14 100
’ 9-2
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Agricui;ural Stahilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) fﬂ\

Nationwide, 6,514 comments relate -directly to ASCS. Most deal with organiza-
tion, 26 percent;  acceptability, 15 percent; funding, 15 percent; effective-
nesg, 5 percent;-or staff1ng, 3 percent. The other 36 percent are listed in
the appendix. .

Organization.--0f 1,637 comments, 97 perceat say that ASCS's present delivery
system is satisfactory, ahout 2 percent advocate consolidating ASCS functions
with those of other USDA agencies, and 1 percent advocate fine tuning
existing ‘ASCS programs. The Northeast and Hidwest respondents, while
favoring the present organizational arrangement, had the highest percentzge
favoring change--12 percent and 9 percent, respectively. ’

Acreptahility.--0f 923 comments regarding acceptahility of ASCS programs, 97
percent indicate that ASCS programs have medium to high acceptahility to
landusers and the general puhlic. Only 3 percent indicate low to very low
acceptahility, .

Funding.-~-0f 915 comnents nearly all say that 1ncreased funding would help
achieve conservation goals
Effectiveness.~--0f 282 comments, 90 percent say that ASCS programs have
medium to high effectiveness in achieving conservation goals and 10 percent
say that ASCS is ineffective or is not very effective.
. 2
Staffing.--Of 178 comments, 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 administeéring Federal soil and water conservation Programs. If funded
properly, ACP with technical assistance from SCS could accomplish RCA."

"County committees should haye more flexihility in developing local ACP
program in consultation with Soil and Water Conservation Distrirts."

"ASCS and SCS are good prograes but they are always run with insuffi-
cient funds.'

"I feel the farm programs should be le‘t as they are, hut there should
he more money for programs." -

"The place to start in my opinion is with the time pProven, 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.”

g9-3 ‘ \ e




Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives 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 preograms and
activities or its role in RCA.

Organization.--0f 14 comments, eight say that no change is heéded; four
advocate improving efficiency, coordination, and communication; and cne
advocates consolidating ESéQ\functions with those of other agencies.

Funding.--0Of eight comments, six say maintain the present level and two say
increase funding and pay.

Acceptability.--0f five cumments, 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 FmHA. Most deal with funding, 22 percent;
acceptability, l4-percent; organization, 9 percent; effectiveness, 7 percent;
or staffing, ! percent. Thke other 47 percent are listed in the appendix.

Funding.--0f 82 comments, 58 say that the present level is adequate and
should be maintained and 24 want funding and pay increased.

Acceptability.--0f 52 comments, 38 indicate FmHA programs have medium to high
acceptability. Fourteen say that FmHA programs are umacceptable or disagree
with them. 'Y

"

Organization.--0f 32 comments, 19 say that no change is needed, seven say
that some agencies and programs could be combined, and six say that better
coorfdination 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
fellowing: ’

"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 te¢ dv the needed job in the future with assis- -
- tance of the $CS and fmHA if they get (the meney they need." ,

*
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"I would like to see SCS, ASCS and FmHA continue to operate just like
they are doing now."

"I would suggest that we take existiné 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, ]2 percent; organization, 10 percent;
funding, 10 percent; or acceptability, 5 percent. The other 42 percent are
listed in the appendix.’ ’

Staffing. --0Of 70 comments, 57 say. that the present level is adequate and °

should be maintained and 13 say that additional technical assistance is
needed.

Effectiveness.--0f 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.--0Of 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
tuaed. . -

- Funding.--Thirty-two comments say to maintain or increase present funding.
Acceptability.--0f 18 comments, eight agree with forestry programs, three

give forestry programs a high general rating, and seven say that FS is ready
and willing to give assistance. .

Some examples of respod;es about FS activities follow:
"The cost-sharing programs ]ike ACP &5 handled by ASCS, SCS and FS have
proven their ability to solve local soil and water problems."

"Our present relétionship with the State and Private segment of the USFS
responsibilities is and bhas 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 (S74)

NJtionwide, 253 comments relate directly to SEA. Most deal with organi-
zation, 26 percent; funding, 16 percent; acceptability, 9 percent; staffing,

.
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6 percent; or effectiveness, 5 percent. The other 38 percent are listed in
the appendix. (Othér comments relating to activities conducted by SEA are
discussed in chapter & under "Proposed solutions to prohlems" for the
resource areas [see pages 4-6 and 4-12}, in chapter 6 under "Research and
technology development [page 6-17), and in chapter 10 under "Information .
and Education' [especially Extension] {page 1¢ 21 and "Research" [page 10- 10])

The content and numher ¢f comments on SEA seem to indicate that the respondents
may not he very familiar with the agency, perhaps hecause of the recent name
change during Departmental reorganizatien. o
Organization.~~0f 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 he
combined and coordinated with those of other agencies.

Funding.=--0f 41 comments, 20 say increase funding and 21 say maintain the
present level. .

Acceptahility.- -0f 23 comments, 15 rate SEA highly acceptahle and 8 agree
with SEA programs.

Staffing.--0f 16 comments, 14 say they want more technical assistance and two
say that SEA already has too many employees. . .

Effertiveness.--0f 13 comments, seven rate SEA programs high in achieving
conservation goals, three rate SEA low, and three say that SEA employees
are inept.

Responses ahout SEA are varied, including such statements as:

v

"The Cooperative Extension Service is doing a good joh in education."

-

" 4'ASCS working closely with SCS and ES ha; done a great joh."

"Information and education should bhe one of the major program direc-
tions.™

"A poditive step the Departme;E‘of‘lgrreulture could take would he to
1ncrease funding for Federal research and exten31on‘pxngrams for conser-
vation.

"The Secretary of Agriculture must exercise grgat leadership to get
Extension to support any and all these strategies. Right now Extension
in each staté’'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; acceptahility, 15 percent; organi-
zation, 12 percent; and effectiveness, 6 percent. The other 33 percent are
listed in the appendix. '




Funding.--Of“959 comments, 61 percent favor more funding, 38 percengpfavor
maintaining funding at the present level, and 1 percent favor less funding.

- Staffing.--0f 1,484 comments, 67 percent favor increasing technical’ assis~
« tance, 32 percent say maintain the same level or provide more to so0il conser-

vation districts, and less than 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.

‘ Acceptab:lzty --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 commente, 89 percent say that the present system is ﬁ;
effective and responsive and 11 percent say that redirection of the agency ~3
- would be deszrable. . . . ‘ ¢

SuggesQ:ons for redirecting SCS programs include (1) consolidating all USPA )
. 80il 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 comsolidation. No

-8CS organizational change was seen as needed by 84 percent in the Northeast, L

90 percent in the South, 93 percent in the West, and 87 percent in the-Midwest.

Comments supporting existing agency programs include those saying SCS does a
"good job," “no change is needed,” “tlle public endorses SC5's efforts,” and
"the present system is acceptable and responsive.”

.

Effectiveness.~-0f 337 ccmments, 84 percent rate 5C5 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 ‘ates SCS high to o

very high by 91 perceat; the South, 83 percent; the West, 86 percent; and the
% Midwest, 76 percent.

Selected statements on S5CS follow: v
"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 invelving SCS and ASCS is doing a very adequate job

~\ of educating, guiding and assisting local farmers in their conser’ ;
vation efforts.”

"I have farmed and ranched for 40 years. The 5CS and others 1nvo
ere doing a good job. Leave it as itis now. I don't think your
appraisal and program report amount to much.”

"The present Soil Conservation Service is doing a good job with the
amount of funds available. I believe this gervice should be continue
with local people in charge.”




[

The Secretary of Agriculture ' .

o= N

About 53 percent of the 136 comments directed toward the _Secretary of Agricul-
ture say that he should take the follow1n3 actions: . : .

Number
’ of comments

- Provide leadership and guidancer==r=s=cccccccccca- 14

Plan to save agricultural land for the future----- .12

qf Emphasize conservation practices, no restrictions- 12
Encourage proper use of land and water-----cacavu- : 12

, Maintain and effcctzvely implement a conservation
‘ Policymmmtmmocincomcmmmsoceunennannnnaenaenaa- 12 _

Represent farmers, not -consumerg=------ it 5

Change DO Prografie~<emmmcwubrmmnmarantananncanaaa ‘ 4

Totalomcmmmmsceomnmconmncmncmcoasnemannnnnsine 71

Other comments make up the renainiﬁﬁ 47 percent, and nc more than two are
alike. These include: "no change is needed,” "recycle waste," "maintain
present level of assistance,” "sediment control ordinances are needed,”
& "oppose S-year plans," "better USDA organization is needed," "there is too
* mych regulation,” "fine tuning is needed," and "USDA faVors large farms‘
See the appendix for a complete list.

Selected statements about the Secretary of Agricultu}e are:

"We feel that our present programs are adequate to ﬁknd;s,most
sitifations 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- N
sary, and would create more and bigger government."

"Try to remove the tax eXemption for clearing wetland. Each year
in Mipnesota alon: 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.” .

.

e .. "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 pr&ﬁrams should address national problems, but, the solutiocns
e must be based on locally identified priorities.”

Other/All ysSDA agencies

Nationwide, 5,560 comments relate ‘to other or all USDA agencies. This total
is nearly 30 percent of all comments on agencies. The coding system does not
identify these other. agencies. Most of the comments deal with organization,
4] 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.--0f 2,310 comsients; 60 percent say that the present agency
makeup of USDA is satisfactory and that no new agencies should be estab-
lished, 38 percent say‘that 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.-~-0f 421lcdhlents, 54 percent say that present funding is adegquate,
43 percent say that funding should be increased, and 3 percent say that .
fupding should be reduced. . : - °
Staffing.--0f 209 cogments, 67 percent say that technical assistance

should be increased whereas 33 percent say that present techn:cal assistance
is adeduate’. s

Accggtaﬁility.--Of 162 comments, 48 percent say that USDA progrsms are highly
acceptable to landusers, 31 percent are heutral, and 21 percent say that
programs are unacceptable to landusers and the general public.

Effectfvengg .~=0f 148 comgénts, 62 percent say that USDA piograms have
medium to high effectiveness in getting comservation on the land, 29 percent
' say that USDA programs have no effect on conservation and that goverament
employees are inept, and 9 percent say that USDA programs have low effective-
ness.

A few of the responses pertaining to other agencies'ér all of USDA are:

»

"The USDA is doing a good job, but I believe some dupl:cation and Cross
purposes could be eliminated.”

"Less overlapping of USDA agencies would be of gréat benefit."

"Favor retaining the present USDA structure with increased coordination
and cooperation encouraged among agenc:ei

"We think the present agencies provide adequate technical authority and
provide the leadership needed.”

"Fine tune existing USDA organizations.”

+

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 twoc non-USDA
agenciea and their role‘in RCA.
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More than 60 percent of the 18,742 comments pertain to only five major
issues. These are: S
Organizational arrangement

Effectivenesa in achieving conservation goals.

Efficiency in uvae of dollars.

Levela of governmental responsibility (whe leads,. who pays)
Program delivery (levFl of assistance, voluntary or régu{ptory).

‘o000 0

Those commenting strongly support USDA's present organizational arranéenent.
Comments favor fine tuning over combining agencies by a 4%o 1 ratio.

0f ,the comments addressing the effectiveness of USDA agencies, most (89
percentl_rate USDA highly to very highly efifective 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 USDA's effectiveness
wedium. Comments indicate a less favorable view, however, of USDA's effec-
tiveness in using tax dollars. The ratings‘are: high to very high effec-
tiveness, 39 percent; medium, 23 percent; very low to low, 25 percent; and
ineffective, 13 percent.

Most comments (83 perc::t) say that local governments, not the federal govermment,
should have vested authority for conservation. While strongly supporting
conservation as a responsibility of local government, comments also strongly’
supportr increased funding from the federal government in helping local government
to meet thi's responsibility. .
Comments strongly favor maintaining or increasing present levels of USDA
assistance (98 percent) rather than decreasing assistance (2 percent).

. 3
Thoae responding say that the present USDA organizational structure is effec-
tive, but aome fine tuning and some combining may ‘be helpful in accomplishing
conservation. They strongly support local government leadership with increased
support from USDA. They smuch prefer voluntary participation in scil and
water conservation to more rules and regulations. They also believe that
increased cost sharing along with more assistance in informsation and educa-
tion can sgchieve conservstion objectives,

Tha largest group of comments directed to USDA and its agencies favors waking
no organizational Mgange. Other frequently made comments call for increasing
funding and staffing, increasing technical assistance, and maintaining present
levels of USDA assistance, or express opposition to thp formation of-a new
conservation agency.

&35 | '




-
k

Chapter 10 - Present USDA Soil and Water Conservation Programs

This ®thapter summarizes comments received on USDA's present scil and water
conservation programs and related programs. Current programs are discusbed f{
in the draft of the RCA Appraisal Part II, chapter 5. Alternative strategies
(see Appraisal Part II, chaptdr 6) are ways of changing current programs for
the future. Chapters 5 and 6 of Appraisal Part 11, therefore, provide the
basis for comments on present programs. Additionally, individuals and uaits

of government who participate in present programs and who were aware of RCA's
Jpotential impact on these programs made a significant number .of 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

Natxonwxde, 50,097 comments from 21,659 respondents .address USDA's present -~
programs. Of those 32,154 comments are aimed at USDA programs in general, )
including commodity programs, food stamps, and se on. Another 17,926 comments
deal with present conservation programs. Of the comments on conservation

. programs, 57 percent come 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---==--c-ceccccaa-- O
Petition-~~=-~~- R ——— 19
Structured response form----e=-=mmmmmmmmmmemm e . 13
Nonstructured response forp---e~---=c-cceoccnmm—e= 13
Public transcript------- R P 1
Totale=reweeane- - —————— " ——————— 100
. Most of the respondents are individuals. The respondents represent various

organizations and interest groups, ‘as follows:

-

Percentage of

Respsndent type responses
Individualg==-~-«=- S emeeseecemccedccrae oo 80
Local government---------- e e L == 10
Federal government-------ce-----a- e n———— . 6
State government------s------escso—uooo -
Farm organizations---~-----= Sesomo- asocacooeoo- 1
Environmental organizations--'-------- sommooooe- 1
, Other--=----- e e e e S A e L D et 1
Totalw~~---- e e 100

Table 10-1 shows how many comments and signatures are directed at the dif-
ferent programs.




Table 10-1,--Present USDA conservation programs, by comments and signatures

S

J Program ’ Comments Signatures )

ASCS Programs: . '
Agricultural Coaservation Program-«-veesecwcecns 9,653 13,818

Water Bank Programeecececcescccsmcssrcecssvnncse 71 ' 74

Forestry Incentives Program-=e-eeee-cecccovcrcs ‘260 ) 261

Rural Clean Water Programee-v---e-cccosvcvccaen . 143 182
FaHA Programs:

Soil and Water Loans--- vesreascen - gb - 113

Farm Ownership Loang----==-==ceccccccccccrnnans- 36 - 36
FS Programs:

Cooperative Forest Management Program----===-«- 72 88

’ SEA Programs: .

Information and Bducatiof===~-v~cmnrcoonaconnu= 3,325 3,680

Regsearch-==~==ceccccccecrrcnnoccccucvucncnuanns 2,355 8,551‘
5CS Programs:

Conservation Operations Program-«-«--=cvecccqcua 304 647

Resource Conservation and Development Program=- 297 ‘ 370

Rural Abandoned Mine Prograp=---~c-cccccccconca 96 136

Watersheds Program==receccccscscvesrcoccauen..o 874 1,699

Great Plains Conservation Program--------=--=- 362 512
Multiple Agency Programs:

Emergency Progragige~=-=====weveccrcrccccrcscnaan 45 45
Other/All USDA Programg-=se=i-veeseessmemmeeasoeos 32,156 70,895
"Other/All Non~-USDA Programg------~-<- meepTmmmmem 262 _ 302

Totale-e~-eecenn- emmmmmmmmaaccccceesecseoes 56,359 101,409
’ ’




Iasues Addressed vy 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
a ‘few casea 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 alsoc support continuation of
voluntary programs; 2,518 comments with 8,838 signatures support voluntary
programs or oppose regulatory.programs.

% ,
"Table 10-2.--Summary of comments expressing general support for or suggesting

more funding of existing conservation programs, by percent (

.+ Expresses Suggests increased
Program general support funding
~
ASCS Programs:
Agricultural Conservation Program----- 14 50
Water Bank Program------=revvecccccene 34 . 35
Forestry Incentives Program-+--=v====- 12 42
Rural Clean Water Program---«~-s~=v==e 19 ) 24 .
FaHA Programs: ¢
Soil and Water Loang~--v-v-ccecvecacan 8 58
Farm Ownership Loang------s--c-ecveco- 11 . 28
‘NFS Programs:
Cooperative Forest Management Program-- 14 't 11
SEA Programs: .
Information snd Education----~--s--s-e- 76 2
Research----- R DL LS EL Rt 15 . 9
‘1 9
SCS Programs: ) ,
Va Conservation Operat.ions Program--«-=-+~ - 24 23
Resource Conservation and Developnent
., Prograe - ———————————————— 22 © 35
Rural Abandoned Mine Prograp-+--+==-==- 32 8
Vatersheds Program--+c-e-ec-cocooccaac. 40 20
"Great Plains Conservation Program=----- 36 43
Multiple Agency frograns:
Epergency Programg-+r-----cocecc-cconooo 13 33
10-3
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Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP)

A total of 9,653 comments address ACP. About 80 percent of these express (1)
a need for greater funding, (2) support for the pr8gram as it is, (3) the
desire for local control of ACP, and (4) support for a voluntary program.
Less than 1 percent of the comments express opposition to ACP. A listing

of supportive comments follows.-

: Percentage
Need for greater funding of comments
o Increase fundinge-rr-s-—ne-crnracrw e e aa 32.4
o Maintain or increase fundipg---=~-=--c--ce-cw-c--- 6.0
] Provide greater incentives through cost sharing-- 1.2
o Provide adequate funding so the program can
achieve its objectives----- e memwa——a 2.4
o Allocate additional funds to the field~---+-vu-—-- 1.7
Total favoring increased funding----- S m—— 9.7
General support for ACP
o Agree or strongly agree--«ss-camuuaodacuocacauaa 5.1
©  No change needed---<--=o-eucooocmmoua ———————— 4.7
o Effective in getting conservation on the land--- 4.0
o Additional emphasis is needed--=--==-s--s-v-mv-- 0.6
Total supporting the present program--~----- - 14.4
Support for local control . :
o Support the local committee system----- ~ommmem— 10.2
° Continue the current organization-------==-=-«-- 2.7
o Give responsibility to local government--------= 1.4
° Use local inpute-=-=sere--am—ccoacacccaooao -——- 0.4
Total supporting local control of ACP----- -- 15.0
Support *for a voluntary program
] Keep program voluntary-=-=v=-cummuccuucceuaua. .- 2.8
o Minimize regulationg«--=-«--scccc-caddacacccaaa- 0.3 "
° Eliminate goverament control-=-~--g----==qe--u-« 0.1
Total supporting a voluntary program-------- 3.2

Oiher 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.

Percentage

Who pays for ACP? of comments
o User should pay==--=e----ecmaummcumctocuaccana -~ 0.1
o Federal government should pay 50 percent-------- 0.1
o Federal government should pay 51-100 percent---- 0.6
o State government should pay 51-100 percent------ 0.1
o Farmers cannbt afford to pay----=--==--=-====-=-= - 0.1
Total--=<c-memcm s cdmscucteumm e e mm e 1.0
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Percentage
Availability of ACP of comments
o Restrict ACP to full-time farmers-----=----- ——— 0.1 >
o Use ACP to benefit farmers------------------o-—o 0.1
Q Make ACP available on all agricultural lands---- 0.2
] Make ACP available on nonagricultural lands----- 0.1
o ACP funds are inappropriately directed---------- 0.1
o ACP is discriminmatory----------===--ccc——o 0.1
Total------e-------ommm e 0.6
Private responsibility for ACP
o Responsiblity should be with the private sector- 0.2
o Farmers should control conservation practices--- 0.3
o Landowners should make decisiong-=-==-w-=-------- 0.1
Total--=--- e e tatatnted 0.6
Government responsibilitﬁ for ACP
o Responsibility should be with federal goverament - 0.1
o Responsibility should be with state government--~ 0.1
(] Responsibility should be with state and local
' BOVeIrnment--——-~=--#-—w-— ko mememm——ee==— 0.1
Total--~--==-=- mm—m—————— w————— e mmm—————— - 0.3
Administration of ACP
. o ASCS and SCS should lead conservation programs-- 0.6
o Administer programs through existing agencies--- 0.5
a Give responsibility for ACP to SCS-=--c---eeee-- 0.6
o Administer all cost sharing through one agency-- 0.3
o Coordinate ACP with technical assistance
¢ PrORLAMS====r=e-cmee e e ceeeemeeeeee—ee—e——e—— 0.4
o Consolidate programg-=---=---====--===-=---c——o-o 0.1
o Oppose creation of new agencies----=-----=------- 0.3
o Eliminate interprogram and intraprogram
duplication--=----==---== e et L LS L DL DL 0.1
Q improve efficiency and coordinatiop-----«ce-a=a- g.1
Total==-==m=-==-== —=——- mm——————— R 3.0

Comments not summarized above are listed in the appendix.

Water Bank Program

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 oppese the program.
These comments are swmmarized in the following list.

. Number
of comments
General support for the Water Bank Program------------- — 24
General opposition to the Water Bank Program----------- 4
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Need for greater funding ' "

o Increase or maintain funding-----=--c=-cme-eacoca- 21 . ’
o Provide greater incentives through cost shar1ng- " _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 voluntarye-e~-e---e-a- D s T P | 3 ,
] Administer through SC§=------- A R ST +5 *
o Give program responsibility to ASCS-ewwe--srereaa- 2
o Enforce rules and regulations better--~---—-—-—--=--- i , ’
o Target program more effectively-d-e--eacracracana- 1 ’ , ,
o Eliminate discrimination in progrdgs-=-+re--a-eo--- 1
'Iat.al comments on adninist.rat. eerre-ceenc—w 15 .

The other three comments recommend addit1&nal data or agk for clarification
of the documents. : .

Forest1y Incentives Program (FIP)

*

'&bout three-fourtbs of' the 260 comments on FIP express general support for
the program, point to a need for increased funding, or addross progrim
administration. These comments are summarized below.

Peléentage

Support for increased funding . + of comments

o Increase funding---~---- easea-raes - sesses—o-e 32

o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 11
Total-=-~--- cres=- ammva———— Einiintteieidettatetaede - 43

General support for the FIPe--v-veos-deccoreacwoccuoe. 20

Adwinistration . '

o Coordinate RCA and RPA-------<--- e-wmmeae——————- *

o  Keep programs voluntary------- e et L e S L e 3 .

o Provide adequate technical assistance---=«---u-- L ,

o Give responsibility to local goverament--=------ - 2

o Administer through ASCS-----=---=-=w-s-mcecroora 4

o Administer through existing agencies----- e—m—— _2
Totaleerrrmeme i ceara e ————— e —————— 12

Other comments are listed in the appendix.-

L)

Rural Clean Water Program (RCWP)

One hdndred forty-three comments address RCWP. Many comments express geheral a .

support for the program or call for increased funding. An additicnal 10 percent 4

oppose RCWP. Several compents address administration. These comments are
summarized in the following list.

10-6 "




Percentage
of commeats
General support for RCWP----=-s-msccccccccrcecccana. .. 19
General oppeosition to RCWP- ~---mmmmmmmmmmmeecemeemamn 10
. Increase funding-----—-—=-—w-m—emmmm e - 24
Administration
o Give responsibility te local government-----<---- 1
o Give responsibility teo state govermment---------- 1
° Coordinate RCWP with PL 92-500----==--v==co-==enn 2
o Administer through AS({S------mecccmmccccccvacaa.- 6
o Administer through SCS-=-re-mmmcmmcrmm e 5
o Coordinate ASCS and SCS efforts---=-----r--c-omw- _3
Totsl——————mmemmr s e e 18

The remain?ng comments on RCWP address 8 wide range of issues. These comments
are listed in the appendix.

Soil and Wataer loans

Fifty comments discuss s0il 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. These comments
are listed below.

Number
of comments
o Increase funding of loans--=--------------recee-- 29
° General support for loans----===---cccccccccaae.- 4
o General opposition to leang----=--=-==r--m—me—eaa- 3
o 8CS should administer loang-------em-me-mcoeaaa- 2
o State government ghould addinister loang--------~ 2
o ASC county committees should administer loans---- oo ) S
o Local government ghould admimister loans~-«--=--- 1
° Reduce red tape---~-=---==-===3gcacioo-. S ——— 2.
o Stop favoring large farms----- =y mmmmmm— e ———— 2
o Keep programs voluntary-+----—-—-«-3-——c——mm—wo 4-- 1
o Make conservation a prerequisite for loans------- 1
"o Improve coordination among agencies------ _———————— 1
o Make loans for planting permanent cover=w----=---- 1
Total-==-==r=mme e e - 50

Farm Ownership Loans

Thirty-six comments address USDA's Farm Ownership Loan progrhm. Many expreEE
concern ahout the economic viability of small farms and about the difficult
economic conditions facing young people entering farming. In addition, several
letters indicate willirigness to make conservation a precondition for leoan
eligibility. Many comments say that increased funding of loan programs is
needed. These comments are summarized as follows.

10-7
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Q00000

One comment requests information.

Increase funds----s--cucomccncccnocccccccccnoonn
General support for loans------w----sccmeomcvone
Make conservation a condition for loan

eligibility--r---eecocccmmccmc e cccccccmcen e

‘Make more loans available to new farmers or

those with limited resourcegs----=em-=econccccoo--
Administer loans through ASC county committees--
Administer loans through the federal government-
Make loans available for tree planting----------
Make loans available to adopt new technologies--
Deny loans for housing on agricultural lands----

Reduce red tapeg-------------------=c-cco--oo-ooo J

and development.

Number

of comments
10
4

6

Bk et et et et gt TN

o

Three other comments call for more research

{The support for loans to new farmers is paralleled in the : ’ihgs
of the Harris survey. Of those sampled in the Harris survey, .
percent said that the federal goverament 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 (CFMP)

Seventy-two comments address CFMP. These comments can be grouped as follows.

General support for CFMP

o
o
o

Additional emphasis is needed-------------c-----
Agree or strongly agree--------------cmoooocuwoo-
No change needed----=----ccsccccccnccucccccucnana-

Total supporting the present program-------

Need for greater funding

o
o
o

Increase funding----=--==-weocccmmemmme oo
Maintain or increase funding---~---==c=cr--=--u--
Increase incentives through cost sharing--------

Total favoring increased funding-«-----~----

General opposition to CFMP

[+

o
o
‘o

Disagree=---=-==----ccmmmcmme v
Programs are inadequate-----------c-ccmonocoooax
Government employees are inept--------=o==sc-=--
Unacceptable to land usersg-----------cc-ccceco--

Total opposing the present program---------

10-8
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Number
Responsibility for CFMP . of comments
o Give responsibility to the private sector=----- - 1
0 Give responsibility to the federal government--- 1
o Give responsibility to the state government----- 1
Total addressing responsibility for CFMP--- 3
Administration of CFMP
] Let ASC county commitiees administer-----=------ 1
o Give administration to SCS-=---er-we-—a-- - 2
o Administer jointly through ASCS and SCS--=----—- 1
0 Improve interagency cooperation and $
coordination-=-----~ e —— et - ——————— 2
] Keep program voluntary-----«--==-ee--. e 1
] Use existing agencies------ e —ne——me———— —————— - 1
0, Make program available on urban and other non-
agricultural landg--=-------re-cmeenoc=a- -—————e 2
] Let agencies do what they do best-==----- ——————- 1 ’
Total addressing administratiop--=--==-==--= 11
4
Resource related comments
"o Subsidize the management of forests for offsite
and public benefitg~~--~--- e e L T L 12
o Increase forest fertility and productivity------ 1
] Manage forests for timber, not firewood--------- 4
] Control clearcutting---==-=---=-=r=- —————— -—————— - 3 .
o Prevent conversion of woodlands to croplands---- 1
o Provide more weed control--+----=--w---r-ec———- 1
] Plant trees on marginal land--=---r---emuacaaouno 1
o Stop conversion of forest land to wilderness---- ) 21
Total resource related comments----- ——————— 3¢

The other comments are listed in the appendix.

A Information and Education (especially Extension)

Comments relating to information are varied and cannot be grouped as

neatly ag comments on other programs. Although most comments address
information and education activities as carried out through the Science

and Education Administration, some comments address information and education
in general. Major issues addressed by the 3,325 comments are listed below.

Percentage
of comments

0 General support for the information and
education activitieg------=-w-w-cmccamc e neeae 49
o Increase citizens' sense of land stewardship---- 19
° Increase funding----------=-=e-emeeeeeooo —————— 2
o Create USDA model projectg-=----- ——————— e 3
o Inform public of data=-=---------eccee--- ——e——a 3
- o Hold workshops and meetingg==-=-~==-============ -——— 2
78

10-9
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The remaining comments on information and education are listed in the 8ppéh-
dix. .
.

[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 &

percent gaid that the government should not do this, 2 percent’

were not sure. ]

LY

Research
fesearch )
Comments relating to research gengrally support (1) continvation of theé

program or (2) higher funding levels. More than 80 percent of the 2,335
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 genmeral. About half of the comments

on research are contained in petitions and form letters. .

g Percentage

General support for research of cousments

o Give research additional emphasis----~--====-au- ' 14.8 ~
o Agree-=cecc-c--ciccnanceccaccananaa ©25.0
] Increase research and development--=<r-wece-ecce- 35.1
Total---=ecwcoccacua- veseme—ea m————————— 74.9
incresLe fundingee-=m-=csmmecrcmet e eiaaccaaa 9.4

i

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 all other comments is in the appendix.

+

Congervation Operations {(CQ)

Three hundred and four comments directly address conservation operations., *
About half of these comments offer general support for the program or call
for increases in its funding. Other comments discuss administration of the
program and who should be responsible for it. These four categories account

for twn:thigﬂgﬂgﬁ the comments made on CO. A ,
Percéﬁtage
General support of comments
° More technical assistance is needed---<--- ——————— 11
o Additional emphasis is needed----- e w———— 4
° Agree or strongly agree--+--<-sccroccceccanccon- 4
o Acceptable to land users or public---~«-e===-- - 1
o Effective use of tax dollarg-===reececccacicaaccus i
° High or very high general rating-r--<«-c=cocomuns 2 ,
o Effective in getting conservation on the land--- 1

10-10
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Percentage
of comments
° More support gervices are needed--«-----------« - 6
o No change needed------«-=-=--uuum ————n—m—— ——— 1
Total expressing general support------=----- 30
Need for greater funding
o Increase funding of program------ ———————————— == 10
o Incraase fupnds to the field------ - r———————— 6
o Maintain or increase present funding------ ————— 3
o Increase incentives through cost sharing-------- 3 ‘
o Redikect funds from soc¢ial programg-—------ -————— *
] Provide adequate funding sc the program can .
carry out its objectives-«-e-—-vo—cmmmmmmmomo e 1 .
Total supporting more funding---+~----«-«--- 23
‘ Responsibility for CO . ’
c Federal government ghould have responsibility--- 1
o Local government should have responsibility----- 1
o State and local government should &hare - .
responsibility----------c-u-oo ——————————— —————n ' 1 T
o Federal and state government should share
responsibility-------=—-cmommi e cwe e *
o All levels of government should share
responsibility--------—-em-mmmm oo *
Total addressing program responsibility---- 3 ,
Administration
o Continue administration of program through
existing agencieg--------==-=-=e--—e—oeo o . ———— 4
o Give program responsibility to ASCS------------ 1 -
o Give program responsibility to S$CS--«--- ——————— 2
o Adninister all conservation programs through
one agenLy-----------=—-=====-- ———— et - *
o Keep programs voluntary-------e--=-----e-- -——— 6
. o Use employees who are thoroughly fam111ar with
W lecal conditiong«------ it et 1
o Make programs available in urban areas--- ------ 1
o Improve efficiency and coordination of
program----«----—-—=—----- —————————— .———— * 4
o Use federal control as a last resort----------- %
o Reduce the number of ASC county committees---«- *
o Minimize red tape------------------ veerem———— o 1
Total addressing program administration~-- 16




~

Reacurce Conservation and Development {RC&D)

'

. The wajor issues addressed by the 297 comments on RC&D are listed below:

Percentage
. of comments -

o General support for RC&D-~-t--vemracaccaaa. ——— - 23
° Increase fupding-«---vsvoencmcovoaeaa. wmvanwan— 35
o  Responaibility for RC&D should be it the vt
* local level-recrmcssoracccvtencanccnccccae———- ———— 5
o General opposition to RC&D-w--w-w- remmeemmana - 1

Total-srvmrmavrerrecrsencvacnana “emmammmaa - 69

-

Other comments sddreas a widefvarieiy of concerns, each of which received »
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 wine reclamation rasther than RAMP. It is impossible in
many cases to distinguish between comments on reclamation and those on RAMP.
Reatoration of farmland is of primary interest to respondents concernad 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.

. Number
General support for RAMP of comments
o Additional emphagig---v-=-ssmsresarrancacnacadan 22
o Agree~—vc---s-ccoccacasssnnnnnnan. “acemccsnaaa ——— 5
. ° High general rating--~------ e el 4
o No change needed-----+=~===c--scscovac—cacacaan - 1
° Increase funding of RAMP~------cccccccccecancac- 8
Total indicating support----~-e--cocacamaa- 40
General opposition to RAMP
o Disagree~--=von--- smmmm—- e 2
o The program uses tax dollars ineffectively----- 1
¢ The program is dequate~--=~=e=smnna= em—saa— 1
o El minate red tape~---+-+=c-cseatroccac—ccaean. 1
Total indicating opposition--------=---=--- 5
Enforcement of RAMP
o Require restoration of farmland-+«=-==-- svmmm———— 17
o Current laws are not adequate-------~-’~-~: """" 3
& ©  Enforce laws uniformly-----==-=----====== wemmmaa 1
o Enforce maintenance~~=--s==s=v-cca== svmasaamaa—an 1
o Protect farmland-+-~=s=v-ccccccas “emasasco—sases A
Total addressing enforcement--~=-==-=~ ~amanaa 23
10-12
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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
shich it should address, or address administration of the program. These
comments are swomarized below.

Percentage
‘General support for Watersheds Program of conneg;s
o Additional emphasis is needed---~=~--c--e--ssena 18.6
o  Agree or strongly agree--------- e ——————— 16.6
o Medium to very high general rating----------=--= 3.5
° Effective in getting conservation on the land--- 0.9
o No change needed--~r--vccecccncacacac~ae —ecma—a- 0.7
Total suppdrting the present program------- 0.3
. ! Need for greater funding } ,
o Increase fundinge--=--- L T e 17.5
o Maintain or increase funding---~~===-=s-e-raaa-- 1.6
o Provide greater incentives through cost sharing- 0.5
o Provide adequate funding so the program can
carry out its objectivegs---r-cececa- - ———— 0.2
o Allocate additional funds to the field--w------- _0.2
Total favoring incressed funding------ -———— 20.

‘Almost 4 percent of the comments express opposition to the Watersheds
Program, and about 1 percent express sgpport for a voluntary program.

About 10 percent of all comments address administration of the program.
These comments are listed below.

Percentage
Responsibility for Watersheds Program of comments
o Responsibility should be with the private sector- 0.1
o Responsibility should be with the federal
gOVerNmMent--=~-~w--renr e e e e ccmcsacarn 0.1
6 Respounsibility should be with the state .
goverament~e-e--ec-aceaa S TR ammemamaan 0.1
o Responsibility should be with the local
ZOVernment ----cmemectecncrsnmrae e camacaan ————— 0.4
o Responsibility should be with the state and
local govermment«-<--eec-caccaccocaca. ———eeeee- .- 0.5
o Responsibility should be with the land user and
goverament---------=-= waumaccamacca—ceaae ——— -- 0.1
o ASCS ghould carry out the program==--=--=--- e 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--=----v--e~-=---- 0.5
o SCD's are ineffective--e=-ev-cecno-- vm———— ——m—— 0.1
, Total addressing responsibility----~---=-~-- 2.2
-~
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0000000

.Availability of Watersheds Program

Hake program available in urban dreas---=+---ve--
Treat the entire problem ares at oncev=-==vasa——=
Use watersheds to benefit farmerse--~ee—--coe—coe
Tailor solutions to individual problem areag--«--
Redirect program to more appropriate problems----
Limit program benefits to full-time farwers------
Increase availability to small farmers-—---+--w--=

Total addressing availability--~ee——vetecan-

Political influences on Watersheds Programs

]

]

]
]

Strengthen laws to minimize politically based

decisionmaking-~====-+—-=cc oo -
Eliminate political appointments in watershed-

decisionmaking--~--~-=-- DU R
Minimize favoritism in watersheds----- cemee—anaa

Politics hamper accomplishment of program goals-
Total addressing politiqgevve-ve-e-c-euaae.

Plapning and implementation

]

]
]
]

Coordinate watersheds with PL 92- plang«--+--«
Planning is essentiale-v-=-vw—w—eocanan e
laplement plans immedistely--«--v<s—-es—w——ea—.
Concentrate on developing conservation
Practices, not restrictions--=--=-=-=-- ————— -——
Total addressing planning and
implementation--v--~vss-mveracoceaaan——- -

Other administrative considerations

]
]
]

Q0 0 v O Q

Q

Make standards more flexible--<ccw—cenncca—wanna
Increase availability of technical assistance---
Increase efficiency, coordlnatzon, and
communication-~~--------- e - .-
Resign yourself; the program is 1mposszb1e to
administer well----=-=cec—cec——————_ Ammmmnms —een
Reduce paperwork-e——-—=--rreeicsmmecmmaaaan —————
Compensate landowners for participation---------
Tie participation to commodity payments«--------
Adjust program as needed----------- ————e———ea—
Penalize poor practices through public exposure,
not fineg--------—---- Vet me et ————————— .-
Combine Watersheds Program with emergency
programg—-~-----= e e
Total addressing other administrative
considerationg——-~--——==——-==- e -

0f the remaining comments, the following are made most

Resource related comments

]
]

Give natural resources a high priority----------
Conservation pays----«------ ammsmmnm—a— ——————

Percentage
of comments

*
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Percentage
of comments
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Percentage
Y of comments
Protect resources at any cost-===-=== weasessccsas ’
Prohibit flood plain development----«=ea=sc.. vam-
Give flood damage reduction a high priority-----
Use nonstructural approaches to flood control---
Do not build unnecessary damg------- rommecccanan
Build more dams, lakes, and leveeg-vwwecevcccanaa
Flood plains are valuable--=---=-ccccccccccaan -
Protect all farmlandg------=------ wmmmmm—- —easmaa
Use small dams to generate electricity------v---
Build dams to conserve water and expand water
supplieg-ccccccccccnactnntannnccancaanan -
Give water supply for agriculture first
priority-s-v=sesa- messsemssan Tessssmesesnsssana-
Encourage drainage«-<«--emsciacamcasccaa wessesasn
Stop rcadside ergsion==-===--- e wessemessnae
Eliminate channelization------ oeamane wsesmnans -
Increase channelization-«----=ccevoacaa. e
Prevent irreversible degradation--vs-sccccccacaca
Eliwminate overgrazing on public lands--===-==a -
Institute streawbank stabilization»-+--c-we-ceea
Reduce nonpoint spurce pollutiop--===cceea - ———
Keep stresms cleap----=c-cc--- wesssecsescctannan
Total resource related commeptg-«=----- Riaiade

1
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Comments not listed abtove are included in the appendix.

3

Great Plains Conservation Program (GPCP)

The Great Plains Conservation Program is the subject of 362 comments. Almost
80 percent of these couments express general support for the prograp or call
for increased funding of the program. A summary follows.

. Percentage
Need for greater funding of comments
o Increase funding---==-ss-cv-= e D Turr 30.2
0  Maintain or increase funding--------=ccccc-c- -——— 6.9
o Provide greater incentives through cost
sharing-~==- vomsaan wmmmmsmana bmmm——— wetmmam————— 2.9
o Provide adequate funding so the program
can carry out its objectiveg-«-~-- “esecesmemecann 1.9
o Alloc%Fe additicndal funds to the field---=wo=e-e 1.1
©  Redirect funds from social programs to GPCP----- 0.6
Total favoring increased funding--~~--- —————- 2.9
General support GPCP
o'  Agree or strongly agree--=<--ccscosccomancn. - 13.6
o No change needed----=-+~=cececcecmccncecanacano.a 10.2
o Medium to very high effectiveness in )
getting conservation on the land--~scovceccucana 7.8
] Additional emphasis needed-i--=ssccocccioncccaas 2.2
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; ~ Percentage
B General support for GPCP ' of comments
o  Very high general rating-------=-cccccmcmcconoo 0.2
o Righ to very high acceptability to land users--- 0.9
° Medium to high acceptability to general public-- i} 0.9
Total supporting the present program=------- 35,

A few comments express opposition to GPCP. About 2 bercent 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 farwers and GPCP, and other issues. These
cogments are addressed in the followiug lists,

] . Percentage
Administration of GPCP of comments
] Continue administration by 8C8--=c-cccccrccaaaas 5.4
o Give responsibility to local govermment---«-v-=ee 0.8
o Do not give admipistration to ASCS---=-w--vccewe- 0.3
o Administer all ¢bgt sharing through one

agency==-=w=-== e ittt L LT 0.8
o Periodically review and update GrCPesewevocecua- 0.3
o Adjust the program as needed-~-----~--- wem—m———— 0.3
o Enforce rules and regulations more vigorously--- _6.3

Total---csmomcc et ccccccccncc e e cmaes .2
Importance of corservation
o Conservation is good----- et e —————— 0.3
o ° Natural resources should be a priority--=----=-= 0.3
o Proper lanc use is important-------------c-co--- 0.3

Total---=--ccccmcccaaaoo e L LR S 6.9 }
Support for a voluntary program
] Keep GPCP voluntary-«-«--s-cecscccvcmancccacacaas 1.7
o Reduce government red tape--~--w-----s--ccccnce- 0.2

Total-----m-cmc et e e 1.9
Farmers and GPCP
] Farmers cannot afford to participate~sscc-ccea-- 0.3
© " Farmers are doing a great job----- o ———— -——- .3
o Farmers should control the program-------------- 0.3

Total---~----------ccmmcmmc e 0.9
Other commznts .
o Trest whole farms at one time------r---coccceaa-n 3.0
o The public is not concerned aboui GPCP------=--- 0.3
¢  RCA and PL 92-500 are not coordinated---------<- .3
o Use tax dollars wisely-----<---vroccoocoocoaaooo 6.3
o Increase technical assistance----=--w--cccccec-- 0.6
] Phase out programs which do not contribute

to conservation------------ R bty 0.3
©  Guidelines are adequate---------- it 0.3
¢ 16-16




Percentage
Other comments of comments
] Increase research and development-~s=-n-—-v-w-—- 0.3
o Provide honuses for innovative soil and -
water conservation----~--wecaac - el L P 0.3
o Use GPCP incentives to control urhan sprawl=----- 0.3
] Ensure adequate farm |income, and farmers
will take care of conservation--«===~- ra—m————ae 0.3
Total=~-=wea—= L R — O 6.3

Emergency Programs

Forty-five comments addresL USDA emergency programs. They cover several
programs, including the Emfrgcncy Loans Programs, the Emergency Conservation
Program, the Emergency Watersheds Program, and the Drought-Flood Conservation
Program. They also cover,!in general terms, all USDA emergency programs.

Almost half of the cumments express general support for the programs or call

for increases in their funding. However, several comments .express oppositioen,
and nearly a fifth of the comments express concern ahout in2ppropriate direction
of emergency funds. Other comments discuss program adpinistration. A summary
of all compents follows.

Number
of comments

o 6
o 4
¢ o 17
o 3
o 2
o 2
o 1
o 1
o 2
] 3
o
2
° Stop channelization in the guise of emergency .
Programg===<==—==-= S 1
o Increase researchfand development~--~------==--~ 1
Totalewew—-sforemrceann e e 3
Other/All USDA Prograéi
g addition to comments on specific USDA soil and water comnservation Programs,
154 comments address USDA programs in gemeral, including those that are not
ectly related to/soil and water conservation. These other programs include
gmmodity programs,/ the food stamps program, food qQuality and safety programs,
and others. Althoygh these comments are of interest to the Department, they
have not heen reviewed as part of the RCA process. In addition, 262 comments
on non-USDA programs were submitted hut not analyzed.
10-17
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Most comments on USDA's present soil and water comservation prograams
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 caanot
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 opimion 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 amore in
order to get more done.

10-18 -
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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 %1-1 shows the regional distribution for these comments.

-

Table 1l-1.--Comments on related issues, by RCA region

Issue _Northeast Midwest  South West Total 1/
- "
Small farms----=--=--------- 294 320 228 112 954
Land use-~«------ mm————————— 684 893 996 376 2,958
Retain farmland---=-~-~w--o- 487 547 €34 212 1,882
Suggestions for governmental .
action------ e — - 283 661 1,065 414 2,425
Laws, regulations, and
legislation-----=-- mm———— 439 594 962 311 2,314
General social comments----- 111 302 21¢ 100 725

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

Small Farms s

¥
The changing patteras in ownership of agricultural land are discussed in
chapter &, Part II of-the Draft Appraisal. These changes ani their economic
and sociclogical 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, thege 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, whereas 42 percent ¢f 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.

JThe comments received by the USDA-RCA Response Analysis Center and
the results of 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 fgrms (19 percent). The rest

had no comment or were neutral.]
8"
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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 gshould 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.

[0f those sampled in the Harris survey, two~thirds (67 percent)
said they would support more federal control ovn farmland ownership
if these controls would help increase the numbers of small farms
and of farm owners. Only 19 percent d1sagreed The rest were not
sure or had no comment. )

Sote people commented on the economic problems of farmers who hold small
acreages. A few comments say that small farms are ip jeopdrdy unless assisqtnce
is forthcoming from the federal government. More than 1 percept of the’ '
tomments (12} say that stronger leadership and guidelines are peeded. More

than 3 percent say that the decline in the number of 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

A few people point out how difficult it is for young people to get started in
farming. They think that the government should provide assistance. They
suggest ellmlnatlnh the ipheritance 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 acreageé practice
better copservation 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, "1 feel thit the small operator or
family sized farmer in many cases uses better management and conservation
practices and especially so if it is a.diversified qperation. Many 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 efficieat
work scheduling which doesn't necessarily make the best use of much of the s,
land."” Respondents criticize the conservation attitude of owners who do 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 Hinnesota
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.

]




By helping smaller farmers stay on the farm there will be less precious
energy qasted in"bigger and bigger equipment when the most abundant energy
form we have (feople) 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 Belaware 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. Hore 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 or part-time farmers or operators
of largé 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 about 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 exXpress 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 ~ross compliance or the bonus strategy would
favor large operators unless the programs were specificially designed to
avoid such inequity.

Criticism of regulations in gemeral, however, is expressed by some respondents,
such as a Washington farmer who says that RCA "appears to me 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 make 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.
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Nearly 3 percent of the comments express general support for conservation and
concern gbout the status of resources. Respondents stress the need to instill
a sense of responsibility and land stewardship; express concern about urban
sprawl, the detericration of rescurces, 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
comeents 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.

Additicnal comments that 2re 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 ©n land use issues, 424 are from respondents
who identify themselves as farmers and ranchers and 143 are from resnondents
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 cencern
land use in relatien to specific objectives or programs are analyzed in other
chapters of this repert. 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 dhgﬁt these
topics seems to vary from region te region. Concern is very high 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.--5elected comments en 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------s------=« 23 30 34 13
All comments on farmland retention---- 26 29 34 11
Urban sprawl is a problem~--+-»-=-s=-- 26 30 30 14
Laws are needed---+-==<---cn--nv-c-ooo- 70 10 12 7
Owners rights must be protected: ------ 3 32 51 10

Regional percentages may not total 100 because of rounding.




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 alsoc 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 eXxpress concern about
increased flood plain development, reclamation of mined land, and proper use
of woodland. Some comments alsoc 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 commeuts 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 peoplie who express an opinion absut 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“hg::f urban sprawl suggest actions that would necessarily
involve governmental planning and regulations. A few people want to prevent
excessive urban development through local land use controls; a few want to
centrol 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 tbink 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 prehibit 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 govermment should not infringe

‘on the right of individual landowners to manage their land ss they please.

[Of those sampled in the Harris survey, 61 percent felt that thed

owner has the right to mske decisions about the use of his or her

farmland. Twenty-eight percent felt that it is the public's right

to make sure that farmland is used only for produciﬁg food. Ten

percent were nét sure or could not decide.) .~

STy

More than 5 percent (159) of the comments addressing land use and more than 2
percent (44) of those addyessing the retention of farmland assert that the
rights of landowners shoyld be considered, that land use controls should be
eliminated, that acreage \controla and allotments should be eliminated, or
that citizen ownership an vernment control aregot compatible. O0f all
comments on all topics, a total of 1,665 comwents exXpress this opinion. Of
these, 267 comments are from the Weat 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 plamning, I have
seen it work in the various areas. But what it seems to do is lock up the
lands so that the faymer 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. I 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 worle needs more food and more

people who can produce."

As table 11-2 indicates, the opinion that efforts to reduce urban ¢ncroach-
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 reapondents
in the Northeast express aimilar 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 locsal
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 co7ﬁents addressing the retention of farmland call
for the reduction of taxes/on farmland, especially the ianheritance tax.
Ncarly 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 a8 fair returr for their crops.they sould 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 boldings and be reguired 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 are“qualified to manage lind 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 famrms, idle
land, or marginal land be brought inte producticn. 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.

bl

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,%25 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 substantially different from the breakdown for all topics together
except that tbere are more responses from the West and fewer from the Mid-
west.
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The following statements illustrate what some respondents say about the role

The responses are in the following forms:

Form of response ! Number of responses
Personal letter----- R e DL P S LT EE T 461
Petition or form letter-~-=-s-recnsvacavsanaa 588
Structured response forg~--r--v-eca-vcvarsasaa 542
Nonstructured response form~=~~=v-=wrsvpess=s ' 222
Public transcripte~s=srerececncccsacacrccaves | 34
SWCD long range plan----=-=s--r-scccsoceoaaa. 1

. Totalemssemcnscnseensmcmnromnrennnsasnss 1,58

Of the 1,848 responses, 1,500 (81 percent) come from individuals. In additien,
there are 174 responses (9 percent) from locsl governments, 74 responses (4
percent) from federsl sgencies, 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 fsrmers. .
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 néed 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
conseryation practices. A few respondents. say that better qualified teachers
are peeded. A few argue that education is the best way to achieve conser-
vatidba goals and is preferable to regulations and penalties. cﬁi
£

{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 & proper role
of the government. Ninety-three percent said that the federal '
government should inform people about the need to protect soil and
water resources. Only 4 percent gaid that the government should not
be involved, and 2 percent were not sure.]

of education in achieving cbnservation goals.

"Provide a more intensive educational program to show the advantages of
keeping soil loss levels down . . . "

"Establish a public education program covering the public's vital
involvement in continued soil productivity . . . ."

“So many attempts at regulat1on 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 ok farmers and the general public.
If possible, have 2 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 atnd for stronger enforce-
pent of eXisting laws (3 perc¢ent). Far more, about 14 percent of the comments,
indicate that the public wants the government to reduce the scdpe of its
activities, improve its efficiency, and cut taxes. Respoldents complzin that
the bureaucracy is too big, that there is too much red tape, and thigfgovern-
ment is préoccupied with numbers and quotas--in short, abstractions t’l’
than con¢rete problems and practical solutions. A few respondents complain
that there are too many employees at all levels of government. .They want
nonproductive employees fired, some offices closed, operations reduced, and
the budget reduced.

Some comments showing difpleasure with government regulation follow:

"During recent ye our productiyity lead has been slumping. Is it a
“coincidence that JAring this same time period the number of government

rules and regulations nas 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 agritultural 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 cyt the spending.
- So please, let's -have less government controls not more'"

Although a significant percentage of comments calls on the government to
curtail its activities, an equally large ﬁ;:up calls for more governmental
action. More than 15 percent of the commen®s 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 f{or 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 maKing suggestions for more
governmental action.

"First, continue with research into better farming methods and publicize
the results of this resezrch, 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 farmers can
make a reasonable n.ofit."

"Regulations against building on prime agricultural land is the only way
to halt the advance of urbanization, and the destruction of useful
productive fields."




There are a multitude of other suggestions for governmental action. Some

exanples are listed helow. Few of these individvally amount to more than 1
percent of the comments.
o Increase research and development.
Preserve agricultural Jland for the future.
Enact adequate legislation.
Protect and encourage small farms.
Increase cost sharing.
Decrease taxes on agricultural lands and for young farmers.
Reduce nonpoint pollution.
Enact land use laws to preserve agricultural land.
Penalize those who do not conserve.
Use tax concessions to promote soil conservation.
Aid farmers in woodland management.
Put more emphasis on field training for conservation workers.
Give new farmers grants and loans.
Provide more leadership and guidance for farmers.
Eliminate the inheritance tax.
Reestablish the CCC. ~
Control urban sprawl; it consumes more farmland than erosion does.

CcCOoOoCO0OCOQOCOCOOO0OOQOC0CDRDO

Nearly &4 percent of the comments caly for the government to end policies
which reduce farmers' profits. Slightly more than 1l percent demand that
farmers receive 100 percent parity. Another 1 percent say that farmers’
income wust 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 sbout 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.

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-
tiorately low. The responses are in the following forms:

Number
Form of response of responses

. Personal letter-~~--==-----cecmemmoeaooocaooo 598
Petition or form letter--------=---essoocean 171
Structured response form-------------e----e-o 675
Nonstructured response form-«----«--w---vum-- 228
Public transcript------------cos-tmmtm . 22
Other--«------r--cemm e e 1
Y e peme——— 1,695




0f 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-

21 'citly 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 regulationm,
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.

(0Of those sdmpled in the Harris survey, 67#percent 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.} 4

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. S$ixty-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
regulationse-===-« imsccmcccmwiocaaaaaa 14 1
Disagree with conservation laws and
regulationg-----=--=--=-roc-c-ccoocooo 49 2
Strongly disagree with conservation
laws and regulations-=-==-=-e-cco=-=-- 28 ) 1
Maintain the present level of laws
and regulations-----------c-m--cw ———- 37 2
Enact additional legislation, and
enforce the laws more vigorously------ 114 [
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Number Percentage
Comment A of comments of comments
Individual rights of landowners should
come firgt~-=+=s=veom-a- mmmmemteme———— 76 3
Use of forceful methods to achieve
conservation is not acceptable-------= 54 2
Oppose uniforw national standards------- 36 . 1
”» Federal controls should be the last
regsort===r=-sveccecca-a e bl 17 1
Laws and regulation put too many con-
trols on people and cost too much
DODEy====~mm=em mm——- N 16 1
Farmers should control agriculture and
congervatiop=-=-~==- e esssem——————- 113 5
Farmers are already doing a good job
of conserving resourceg-=s=crw—a-ce——- 28 N 1
Laws and regulations should reflect.
the farmers' interestg===-=-scccevacea 12 1
Control development and urban sprawl---- 33 i
Taxes are too high-—==-*=s--werercrcane- 22 1
Eliminate the inheritance tax--=-~-=-<«- 13 1
Lack faith in govermmept~-e-vvvvweeceee" 15 1
Give bureaucrats more practical
experience in the field-==--=ccce=a - 14 1
~. Penalize those who do not conserve--<--« 15 1
Laws and regulations are too .
expensive-~======== e —————— 12 1
Conservation programs need more local
input-=--- e . ————— 10 <1
*
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 comservation
practices."
*I will support any program that will stop the destruction of agricul-
tural land . . . . This can be done by a common gense law dealing with
the use of these lands for construction, dumping, and other irreversible
or barmful uses."
"There is too much government meddling now {i.e., EQ, EPA, etc) . . . .
Too many 'way out’ enviromnmentalists 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 ecomomically 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 fature. Lind for food production
is dwindling and population increasing. The natural quality of food is
decreasing because of rhemical use in commercial operations."
Q 11-12
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[The Harris survey included several questions on the fairmess 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 lcans and financial help to do this, it

would be fair to both farmers and taxpayers. Eighteen percent said that
such an arrangement would bu-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 & percent said that it would be i
fair just to farmers. Forty percent said it would.be fair to neither i&?&i
and 10 percent were undecided.] r

General comments opposing government regulation do not play an inordimately
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 Ewphasis™ and "Cross Compliance”™ in chapter 7.)

General Social Comments . .

Some commentS are too general to fit into specific categories. They are
primarily statenents 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 fellowing forms:

Number of

Form of response reshonses
Personal letter-«--e~--------=-= e bl 210
Petition or form letter-------===---ccoo-- -——- 68
Struct response form-------=----------- - 145
«-\‘_,fﬁﬂﬂgf;ﬂifﬁred response form----s-=-=c-ec-m-x .- 62
Public tramscript----==--=====-=-=-- Smmmmmmmseee 18
Total-=---=--c-cwccccomoemec e ———— 503

A total of 396 responses, 79 percent, are from individuals. About 29 percent
are from farmers or ranchers. The next two largest groups of respondents are
local governments (47 percent) and federal agencies (20 percent). The responses
from local governments include 28 from conservation districts.

Q ) 11-13
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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 énds." The comments can be grouped as follows:
government, laissez faire, and other.

proconservation, anti-

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 scil and water shoyld
receive very high priority =-ecevdecacacoc 19 3
’ More emphasis, money, or taX concessions
are needed for conservatione--==-<--c-c=s 13 2
The Nation needs plans to save agricultural
land, fresh water, and energy for frture
Use-~-=m-c=escoocosron- bbb DL il ety - 9 . 1
Everyone should share the cost of
conservation--«=s=--Phovccac e rem——- 131 18
Subsidize conservation-=+~-=--=-cmc-creeeca. 4 1
Very concerned about conservation=------=-- __3 <1
254 35
Antigovernment
8 Forceful methods of achieving conservation
are not accuptable-------------ceccceeonq . 84 12
There is too much regulation---=-=-----c--= 28 4
There is too much red tmpe and bureaucracy- 27 4
Lack faith in government----- rosmmeeooeae -- 4 1
Government programs are a waste of tax
NNy === === e e cadeem———-—— 1 _<1
. . 144 21
Laissez faire
Individual rights of landowners come first- 89 12
Conservation programs should be voluntary-- 8 1.
Farmers are already doing a great job------ 32 4
A free market economy will take care of the
problems-----c-m--mmmeccmcemceaooolooo 24 3
Farmers and other landowners should make
all conservation decisiong---=-~--------= 290 3
Responsibility for conservation should be
with the private sector, landowner, or -
farmers-----ce-ccococraemcccc e K <1
177 24
* Other
Control conservation problems through
education---~=r---c-ceccomroaooo- we-- 12 2
Environmental goals and abundant cheap food
are not compatible objectivese-c--w-=---- 10 1
Conservation programs should be designed
to benefit farmers and landowners-------- 10 1
Government should promote farming as an
occupation-=-----------srercocmococuooroo 8 1




Number of Percentage
Other Comments of comments
v Government should give more leadership and
. guidance to farmerg-----c-ccccaa- B - 7 1
s “Low profits, high operating costs, and
taxes are endangering small farmg-----=--- 3 1
Oppose uniform national standards for
‘ conservation---=---«-mcc-ccmccccccccoaao- 4 <1
Recycle wasteg==-ccccccnncaa- e ee———————— 3 <]
USDA should expand programs 1nto areas of
social concerp--~====memeceeu=a e et 3 <1
62 8
) Comments that could not be grouped in a
meaningful way----=---- Rt LR TR E T ——— © 12

Samples of some general social comments follow:

MAt no time ghould the rights of the individual landowner be céntrolled
or denied. No mandatory conmservation or use of private land can be -
tolerated in a nation which professes to be a democratic republic."

"We as Americans should pe stewards of our soil and natural resources
if future generations are to live in our world. Everyone should be
interested in preserving ourujgfiﬂggﬂ water."

"In the drought of '77 moW#§ was 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 effect1Ve
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 .

My head bhurts from the bureaucratic stone wall."
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Chapter 12 - Conc&usions

The RCA public review process was one of the largest interagency public
participation efforts ever undertaken by this Department. Some 10,000 copies
of the draft Appraisal and draft Program Report and Environmental Impact
Statement were distributed for review. In addition, 200,000 cqpies of the
Summary were made available to the public. The public suybmitted nearly
65,000 responses, which contaiu over 1.5 million comments and represent the
views of 118,000 people. Responses were received from all 50 states and the
Caribbean area. More respousés are from Arkansas than any other state.

i)

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
organizations are added to these, the agricultural community acrounts 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 thaose
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
topgc group.

B

-

Table 12-1.--Comments, by topic group

-

Number of Percentage of

Topic group . comment s commeént s
Assumptions and projections-----=--=-- 25,376 2
Soil, water, and related resources---- ' 16,019 1
Conservation objectives«---cceccoaao—- 577,882 38
Conservation activitiess--=-cvecccceoo 27,810 2
Alternative strategies------ewweccoax = 765,759 51 °
Agencieg--=--m-mmmmme et a e ——————— 18,741 1
Present programs--<----==+=-=-=-=------ . 50,037 * 3
Related issueg----===c-ccccccccacccaa. 11,258 - 1
Miscellaneous------------cccuomouooo- 20,704 1

Total--===mmmwmmmmmmmmmm—mme 1,513,556 100

Comments on the strategies and objectives account for nearly %0 percent of

thep comments. The number of structured forms submitted conld hdve: influenced
this distribution of comments. About 57 percent of the cesponses are structured
forms, and nearly all versions of these forms include alternative strategies

and objectives. - *

-

AR

The preceding chapters deal yith the subjects in detail. what follows are
the principal conClusxons ~
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The RCA Q{ocess; 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
Mation's resource problems. However, they express greater concern about soil
and water and wildlife habjtat than about waste management, recreation, and
open space. They do mention conflicting demands on certain resources.

Conservation Objectives

Comments on objectives are the second largest 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 active 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 rapk low in an ordinal ranking of all objectives.
Respondents do not waut efforts directed toward meeting these objectives to
divert USDA resources and personael f:on what they see as more important
conservation concerns {(those affecting cropland). Traditional objectives,

such as erosion control and floos 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 originale in

urhan areas. Respondents accept USDA's moving into urban conservation if by
doing so it would help solve resource problems,

12
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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 saving,
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 &8

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 pelicies and data
collection methcds, which are criticized by a number of respondents. The
activities most often mentioned are techhical assistance, agricultural research,
and erosion control measures. In short, respondents say that activities are
worthwhile and should be carried ocut 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. Kespondents 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 with 72 percent favorahle. In rating strategies in terms of
rheir 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 jig 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 straregy for achieving water quality cbjectives. 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 and 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 e

Repondents generally perceive PYSDA 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 Conservalicn Programs

The comments on the Depariment s vongetvation programs are similar to those
made about its agencies. Respondanis generally support the programs and the
agencies administering them and believe that with adequate funding, the
present programs could meei the resource objectives.

Related I[ssues

The few respondents combeating on the status of small farms say that in
planning programs, USDA should coniider the needs of operators of small farms.

A few respondents comment on the izsues of land use planning and the retention
of farmland. Some respnndents, wostly in the Northeast, say that regulation
is necessary to prevent arban 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 intreased 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 copservation 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. Hoﬁever,
general comments opposing government regulation do not play an inordinately
large part in the public's responses.

-

* k%
¥

In the final analysis, respondents ceem to say tnat they are fairly well
satisfied with present conservaticn programs. They request more funds for
on-the-ground implementation and less regulaticn and red tape. They suggest
that better communication and coordination among USDA's conservation agencies
would alse improve delivery. These comments translate to a desire for a
voluntary; locally controlled, highly subsidized, noaregulatory program. If
alternative strategies are combined, the preferenceozixfbcxgzgirecting present
programs, utilizing conservation bonuses, enforcing cross ¢ liance in
special areas, and implementing regional resource projects in)areas 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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