Soil conservation:
“The search for solutions”

Farmland Trust (AFT) embarked on a
comprehensive analysis of the nation’s
soil conservation programs, in pait because
of congressional concern about soil erosion
and the effectiveness of current programs
to deal with the problem. Eailier, AFT
had received a request from the U & House
Agricultural Subcommittee on Conserva-
tion, Credit and Rural Development to
provide Congress with a private-sector
evaluation of cost-sharing, technical assis-
tance, and other conservation programs at
the federal, state, and local levels.
The project steering committee, which
included a representative from the Soil

) IN the spring of 1982, the American

Conservation Society of America, and the

AFT staff settled on a three-prenged ap-
proach to the analysis First, AFT under-
took a series of interviews with neaily 700
farmers and rapchers in six states to find
out what land ¢wners and operators were
doing and thinking about soil conserva-
tion. Second, AF'T commissioned experts in
various professions to prepare 25 techmical
papers on such important soil consesva-
tion-related issues as tax policy, cross-
compliance, set-aside programs, educa-
tion, funding, targeting, regulatory ap-
proaches, technology transfer, and state
and local programs Third, and perhaps
most important, the project involved an in-
depth review of the 1977 National Re-
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sources Inventory (NRI) data

All of these tasks were conducted con-
curtently over the past year and a half
Publication of the final project report in
early 1984 will mark their completion

The ownerfoperator interviews

The interviews of farmers and ranchers
were conducted under contract with AFT
by ] Dixon Esseks at the Center for Gov-
ernmental Studies at Northern Illinois
University. Esseks was assisted by Steven
Kiaft of Southern Illinois University The
interview process involved {a) the selection
of specific agricultural areas; (b) the selec-
tion within each area of a study site, usual-
ly corresponding to a watershed; (e) enu-
merating, sampling, and interviewing
farmers in each study site; and (d) analyz-
ing the collected data . Study areas were se-
lected to obtain as much diversity as pos-

_sible in the land resources and in the nature

of agriculture found among the areas. All
areas were characterized by high levels of
soil loss. _

To accomplish this objective, the AFT
interview team met with Soil Conservation
Service (SCS) personnel and obtained NRI
data on a number of counties in major fand
resource areas. Data on the nature of agri-
culture in each one of the counties were ob-
tained from the 1974 and 1978 Censuses of
Agriculture. From these initial data, a
number of prospective counties were se-
lected for further study

" The next step involved contact with Ex-
tension, SCS, and Agricultural Stabiliza-
tion and Conservation Service (ASCS) per-

sonnel in each of the prospective states and
counties The intent was to identify water-
sheds or other geographical units that
could become actual study sites Criteria
used to designate possible study sites in-
cluded (1) number of farmers {a maximum
of 300 operators); (2) average soil loss in
the area of at least two times the soil loss
tolerance (T-value); (3) existence of ade-
quate, up-to-date ASCS farmer lists for use
in enumerating the sample populations; (4)
diversity in land resources; (5) diversity in
type of agriculture and structure of agri-
culture, that is, tenure; (8) geographical
diversity; and (7) a likelihood of identify-
ing local people to conduct personal inter-
views with the sampled farmers

Another selection principle was to avoid
duplication of effort Those areas where
studies similar to the AFT effort had al-
ready taken place, or were in progress ox
planned, were temoved from the list.
Among the areas eliminated were the
Palouse region in eastern Washington and
western Idaho and a2 multicounty area in
western lowa, where lowa State Univer-
sity was planning an extensive survey

The six study sites selected were as fol-
lows: :

Nixon Creek watershed, Haywood Coun-
ty, Tennessee. The Nixon Creek watershed
in West Tennessee encompasses 28,000
acres. Much of the land is highly erodible.
The SCS district conservationist estimates
that annual soil losses per acre range from
12 to 54 tons and average ahout 20 tons—
four times greater than the national aver-
age on cropland According to the 1978
Census of Agriculture, 91 percent of the




value of agricultural preducts in the coun-
ty was derived from crops The county is
part of an area targeted for combined SCS
and ASCS efforts to reduce soil erosion.
About 70 percent of the county’s eropland
in 1978 was in soybeans and corn
Rattlesnake Creek watershed, Grant
County, Wisconsin About 80 percent of
this watershed's 35,000 acres is cropland
Soil losses in the watershed range from 3 to
50 tons per acre annually; average soil loss
is about 25 tons. Rattlesnake Creek is
located in a county with much dairy farm-
ing Corn and hay are majo1 crops
Coal Creek watershed, Werren and Mari-
on Counties, Iowa Soil losses at this Towa
site average 10 tons per acre annually, but
they range as high as 35 tons. More than 60
percent of the watershed's 48,000 acres is
in cultivated crops The 1978 Census found
that 28 percent of the value of farm
marketings in Marion County came from
crops and a majority from production of
slaughter hogs and pigs In 1978, 52 per-
cent of Marion County’s cropland was in
corn; 28 percent was in soybeans
Ora-Bradley area, Jackson County, Illi-
nois. Five small watersheds drain this
48,000-acre area. Half the land is in row
crops. Soil losses range from 5 to 20 fons
per acre annually; the average exceeds 10
tons. Jackson County farm marketings in
1978 consisted mainly of crops (72 per-
cent); soybeans and corn dominated
Perry County, Missouri The survey was
conducted in an area distinguished by a
particular group of soils, collectively called
the Menfro soil association The area com-
prises more than 20,000 acres, of which
about 69 percent is cropland Soil losses
range from 5 to 60 tons per acre each year;
the average is 17 tons Countywide, more
than two-thirds of the value of farm mar-
ketings in 1978 came frem livestock Hay,
corn, and soybeans each accounted for
about a fourth of the cropland in 1978
Cope Conservation District, Washington
County, Colorado The Cope Conservation
District encompasses mare than 500,000
acres, almost evenly divided into dryland
crops and range. This is the only survey site
where wind poses a major erosion hazard.
Annual soil losses average more than 9 tons
per acre (4 tons from wind, 5 tons from
water) . The 1ange in soil loss is 3 to 45 tons
per acre per year. In 1978, 44 percent of
the farm marketings in Washington Coun-
ty were from crops, 56 percent from live-
stock. Dryland wheat is a major crop

Interview methods and findi'ngé

A total of 678 farmers were interviewed
in the six study sites, with a range of 73 to

143 per atea. Farmers were selected 1an-
domly from county lists provided by ASCS.
Interviews were conducted by local indi-
viduals, including vocational agriculture
teachers, retired farmers, and farm house-
wives All were trained by the AFT inter-
view team.

The survey instrument, a mix of open-
ended and fixed-choice questions, was pre-
tested in the six study sites during August
and September 1982 Interviews were con-
ducted during the fall and early winter of
1982-1983. Each typically lasted for more
than an hour per farmer In addition to be-
ing asked the normal background informa-
tion on the size and type of their operation,
farmers and ranchers were asked to report
what conservation practices, if any, they
had applied to their operation and how ef-
fective they found these practices to be
They were also asked to evaluate govern-
mental programs for promoting soil con-
servation that they had come into contact
with and to comment on a number of con-
servation policy issues.

Because the six study sites all had aver-
age erosion rates at least twice the T-value,
AFT wanted to find out how area farmers
viewed erosion problems on the land they
operated. Farmers were asked: “Does any
of the land you own [or rent) have erosion
problems, that is, where, without some
conservation measure, vields would suffer
and/or field operations would be interfered
with, such as gullies?”

On average in the six locations, about 21
percent of the farmers owning land said
none of it was affected by such erosion.
Nearly half the rancher-owness in the Col-
orado survey area said they had no such
problem, perhaps because erosion rates
there were among the lowest in the survey
areas. At the other extreme, only 10 per-
cent of the farmer-owners in Haywood
County, Tennessee, said none of their land
was affected by such erosion

The mean percentage of owned land re-
ported as having erosion problems varied
from 15 percent (Colorado) to 61 percent
{Wisconsin} Across the six sites, an aver-
age of 25 percent of the persons inter-
viewed who rented land said erosion was
not a problem Washington County farm-
ers said 55 pexcent of their rented land did
not have a problem, while eight percent of
the renters in Haywood County made the
samme claim

These measures of erosion’s severity are

. subjective. But they indicate the extent to

which the farmers believe there is a soil loss
problem on their farms While no actual
measurements of erosion rates were made
on the fazmers fields, the observations of
SCS district conservationists indicate that

the actual extent of erosion problems is
much greater than the farmers reported
There are probably several reasons for this
Sheet and rill erosion are the main forms in
the counties surveyed, just as they are in
the United States generally Very often,
only a relatively smafl amount of land
within a field, farm, or county is severely
affected by these forms of erosion

SCS experts are able to estimate sheet
and zill erosion rates and gauge their sever-
ity, but most farmers will see little physical
evidence of such erosion in their fields—a
few rills after spring rains perhaps This is
hardly enough erosion to interfere with
field operations, though estimated soil loss
may reach 45 tons per acre yearly, as it re-
portedly does in some fields in most of the
study areas It is somewhat suiprising that
highly visible wind erosion did not elicit a
greater awareness among the ranchers in-
terviewed in Colorado

Conservation practices used

Terraces wete used by many faimers,
but only at the Tennessee site did they ac-
count for an appreciable percentage of the
total acres treated with conservation
measures (25 percent)

While many farmers in the survey areas
used some form of reduced tillage to con-
trol ercsion, only in the Marion-Warren
area was as much as 40 percent of the land
affected by some form of conservation till-
age And in Haywood County, more land
was served by terraces than by reduced till-
age systems, despite the large cost advan-
tage that conservation tillage should have
in that area. The relatively large number
of farmers using tillage practices on a small
amount of their land suggests a period of
experimentation rather than widespread
adoption of this practice

Rented land apparently received nearly
as much conservation treatment as owned
land, and in the case of the Perry County
survey site, rented land may have received
more treatment The data have not been
fully analyzed yet, but if this relation
holds, it would contradict 2 widely held
assumption that owned land tends to be
much better consexrved than rented land.
Several other studies have shown differ-
ences in conservation effort among tenure
types However, the AFT survey indicated
that if a farmer practices conservation
tillage on land he o1r she owns he or she is
likely to practice it on rented land as well

How much effort do fazmess and ranch-
ers devote to soil conservation? That is a
difficult question to answer, but AFT at-
tempted to measuze it in the survey by ask-
ing about the number of conservation
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practices used and the amount of land
sexrved by more than one practice

Excepting the Washington county sur-
vey site, the average faimer interviewed
had a repertoire of three to four practices
On the average, each acre in the survey
areas was treated with about one and one-
half practices

By far the highest ranking practice used
by the farmers interviewed was the grassed
waterway Over 90 percent of the farmers
had grassed waterways in the Marion-
Warren and Grant County sites. Grass wa-
terways also ranked first in the Jackson and
Perry survey areas.

It is important to note that grassed wa-
terways in themselves do not protect large
pottions of a given field from erosion They
are designed to work in combination with
other soil and water conservation prac-
tices, such as terraces, contour farming,
and diversions, which direct water into
grass waterways The waterways conduct
this concentiated flow of water off the
field with minimal damage to the soil
Grassed waterways are always planted in
those portions of sloping fields where wates
concentrates naturally and where gullies
are most likely to form

Farmers taking advantage of USDA soil
conservation assistance programs tended to
have higher gross sales and more years of
farming experience than nonparticipants.
A sizeable majority of those interviewed
{69 percent) said that the major reason for
using a particular practice was the expec-
tation that it would lower operating costs

This contrasted sharply with the expec-
tation of receiving cost-sharing funds and
technical assistance from ASCS and SCS
Of the relatively few farmers who identi-
fied governmental assistance as the pri-
mary reason for doing conservation work,
only about 27 percent, on an average, said
that such aid had been indispensable The
survey indicated, therefore, that a great
deal of important conservation work (im-
portant at least in the eyes of the farmers
interviewed), particularly reduced tillage
practices, may have been undertaken with-
out any governmental cost-sharing or tech-
nical assistance On the other hand, many
farmers may have forgotten how signifi-
cant governmental assistance really had
been to their decisions to adopt conserva-
tion practices, or they may have been re-
huctant to credit government with a contri-
bution of this nature

Reaciion to policy options
.~ On the policy side, the survey found that
ers tended to support targeting,

L requ:red maintenance of government cost.
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Acres where wind and water erosion exceed
five tons per acre per year, 1877

A six study sites

shared conservation practices, statutes to
protect farmers against damages from soil
erosion on adjacent land, income tax
credits for investments in soil conservation,
and government payments to take highly
erosive land out of intensive cultivation
Such suppoit tended to be broadly based,
at least in the sense of not being significant-
ly different by levels of operator’s farm
sales, experience in farming, or rental
status.

One of the other key policy questions
asked involved the issue of cross-compli-
ance, a term that has been used in refer-
ence {o literally dozens of conservation
policy ideas It was learned in the survey
that much of the negative response among
farmers and operators to this term can be
traced to misunderstanding of what is
meant, When farmers were asked directly
how they felt about one of the most -ex-
treme forms of cross.compliance—the
question: “Farmers who grow crops on
erosive land without conservation protec-
tion should not be eligible for participation
in government commodity price support
progzams or other assistance programs’—a
majority (52 percent) in the survey sup-
ported this approach.

Broadening the information base

While the AFT soil conservation project
was ongoing, a number of other important
activities were either underway or com-
pleted The U S Department of Agzicul-
ture {USDA), of course, completed the ini-

tial phase of Public Law 95-192, the Soil
and Water Resources Conservation Act
(RCA) Overall, RCA revealed USDA’s
limitations to do what Congress had in
mind in passing the act The conservation
agencies within USDA struggled with some
difficult issues and with some hard policy
choices

Overall, there has been progress Today,
at every level, fiom the general public to
the conservation profession, people have a
more sophisticated grasp of soil conserva-
tion problems than they did in 1977 This
Improved understanding has opened the
door to innovative policy ideas The farm
community and the general public are
more receptive RCA had much to do with
that.

Unquestionably, the most important
contribution made by the law was the ap-
praisal process it mandated: the collection
and analysis of a vast amount of data on 1e-
source conservation conditions and trends
This information represents nothing less
than a revolution in people’s understand-
ing of the erosion problem Consider the
fact that no reliable estimates of soil ero-
sion rates existed until the 1977 NRI By
mid-1984, results of the 1982 NRI should
be available This information will further
refine people’s knowledge of where erosion
is occurring and at what rate.

Also, in early 1981, ASCS released the
first evaluation of the Agricultural Conser-
vation Program (ACP) in the program's
30-year history The evaluation expressed a
great deal about the entire voluntary




framework of conservation and its effec-
tiveness at every level of government. Itin-
dicated which practices were most cost-ef-
fective, and it opened important opportun-
ities to improve both cost-sharing and tech-
nical assistance. That evaluation is ongo-
ing and forms the basis for a2 comprehen-
sive evaluation of major USDA conserva-
tion programs, including the technical
assistance activities of SCS

This basic informatior presents exciting
opportunities as well as fundamental chal-
lenges to the conservation interest groups
and agencies that have had primary re-
sponsibility for conservation programs
since 1933 Without it, the types of policy
options available would be restricted

In addition, little research had been
done until recently on the relationship be-
tween soil loss and crop productivity In
the next few months, the results of several
important research programs investigating
that relationship will begin to appear. This
research will go a long way toward helping
to identily where soil erosion is hurting
farmers and society the most

The basis for this abrupt improvement
in knowledge is, of course, the use of scien-
tific methods to estimate soil erosion rates
The 1977 NRI was the first such land sur-
vey to use these methods, providing the
first valid estimates of rates and total ton-
niages of the major forms of soil erosion at
the national and state levels The 1982 NRI
will provide such estimates with multi-
county-level reliability.

These methods are not perfect to be sure.
For example, the universal soil loss equa-
tion, which was used to predict sheet and
1ill erosion, underestimated erosion iates
in areas where irrigation water or snow-
melt were the major causes of these forms
of ergsion Furthermore, SCS was unsuc-
cessful in its atternpt in 1977 to use the
wind ercsion equation to estimate wind
erosion, except in the 10 Great Plains
States The 1982 NRI will provide this in-
formation for other states, however

Imperfect though they are, the estimates
represent an unprecedented improvement
in information about soil erosion They
provide reliable data on the major types
of erosion for most climatic conditions
and geographic regions in the United
States. '

Without question, the most important
finding in the 1977 NRI was that a rela-
tively small proportion of the nation’s agri-
cultural land accounts for a very large pro-
portion of the total erosion The degree of
‘this concentration could not be estimated
prior to the 1977 inventory and in fact was
not fully evident for several years after the
NRI results weze released Conservationists

had always known, of cousse, that some
areas were affected more than others by
erosion But it is fair to say that even
experienced soils experts were surprised by
the degree of concentration

Sheet and 1ill erosion account for about
60 percent of the 5 3 billion tons of scil loss
reported by SCS in 1677 If all land uses
are considered—cropland, pastureland,
forest, and rangeland—60 percent of the
area suffered erosion rates of less than 2
tons per acre per year

In contrast, sheet and 1ill erosion rates
on some land were extremely high. Nearly
20 percent of the total sheet and rill erosion
in 1977—772 million tons of soil—was
found to occur on just six-tenths of one per-
cent of the land area On this land, erosion
rates averaged 60 tons per acre per year
That is approaching one inch of soil loss
every two years

The most erodible five percent of the
land base—that which was eroding at rates
in excess of 11 tons per acre annually in
1977—accounted for 52 percent of the
total sheet and 1ill erosion, according to
SCS. With adequate conservation treat-
ment, soil loss on this five percent of the
land in the United States could be reduced
43 percent

The central concern in AFT's project
was erosion on cropland Again, the 1977
NRI showed soil erosion to be highly con-
centrated. Just 25 million actes, six percent
of all cropland, accounted for 43 percent of
the sheet and rill erosion

AFT’s analysis also showed that erosion
was concentrated within a state In Ten-
nessee, for example, about five pércent of
the land accounted for more than half of
all sheet and 1ill erosion, according to SCS
data Erosion rates on that land averaged
48 tons per acre each year, about 11 times
the national average. That is a loss of near-
ly an inch of soil every three years. This
overall pattern held true even where wind
erosion was the main problem

In fact, soil erosion was concentrated
within every land use category, within
every county, within certain fields on
every farm, and within certain portions of
those fields To a surpzising degree, erosion
was even concentrated within each of the
land capability classes Most. of the land
with a great potential for erosion had es-
sentially no conservation treatment of any
kind, no traditional measures, such as ter-
races and contouring, not even profit-en-
hancing measures, such as conservation
tillage That was the finding in the 1977
NRI, and it was a consistent fmdmg in the
1981 ACP evaluation

Féw cropland acres were, treated with
traditional conservation practices—ter-

races and contour farming—in 1977. Only
nine percent of the nation's cropland was
terraced in 1977, and on most of that land,
erosion was not a severe problem even
before the practice was installed About 71
percent of the acreage where terraces were
the primary conservation practice was in
the Great Plains. The terraces there were
primarily for water conservation purposes.
In contrast, Iowa, the leading state for
sheet and rill erosion, ranked seventh in
terraced acreage.

Less than five percent of the nation's
cropland was protected by contour farm-
ing in 1977, About 63 percent of the land
treated with minimum tillage as the pri-
mary conservation measure in the Corn
Belt in 1977 had a modest potential for
sheet and 1ill erosion befcre the practice
was adopted.

As of 1977 then, consérvation measures
of all types tended to be concentrated on
land with fairly modest soil erosion haz-
ards, while the most erosive land remained
largely untreated. This highly erodible
land accounted for much of the country’s
erosion.

The 1982 NRI, of course, will give some
indieation of whether or not these disturb-
ing trends are continuing

Toward new land classes

During the course of AFT's analysis, it
became clear that if government soil con-
servation efforts are to be effective, effi-
cient, and equitable they must be based on
the recognition of inherent differences in
land quality Therefore, as a first step in
accomplishing the nation’s conservation
objectives, AFT suggests classifying land
according to conservation needs and op-
portunities A three-tiered land classifica-
tion system- would provide guidance to
conservation  districts, ASCS committees,
and USDA persounel as they review appli-
cations for ACP cost-sharing, technical as-
sistance, crop price support programs, and
other USDA program activitjes.

Biiefly, the three-tiered classification
system would consist of that cropland not
seriously threatened by erosion (Group I}
Group II land in the classification system
would consist of that cropland experienc-
ing moderate though often damaginglevels
of erosion  Group Il would contain that
cropland experiencing severe soil losses

Historically, technical and financial as-
sistance from goveriment for soil conserva-
tion have not given enough priority to ac-
tual soil erosion reduction. This is true of
field-level assistance as well as the distribu-
tion of federal conservation program re-
sources among states In addition, USDA
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crop price support programs have been de-
signed and operated with virtually no con-
sideration as to their effects on land use
Moreover, cropland set-asides, diversions,
and even long-term retirement programs,
such as the Soil Bank of the 1950s, have
never differentiated well between the

qualities and capabilities of land eligible

for enrollment. As a result, valuable op-
portunities to achieve long-term eonserva-
tion and production adjustment simulta-
neously have not been realized

A three-tiered land classification system
might help coordinate and direct all USDA
progiams in & manner that would match
government programs to conservation

needs in the most efficient manner

The AFT report contains more than 20
recommendations. Each recommendation
is accompanied by a background state-
ment, the rationale for that statement, and
details on implementing many of the rec-
ommendations, including the proposed

land classification system ]

AFT recommendations

Following are the recommendations
from the draft report of AFT’s study,
“The Search for Solutions ”

I Toward a national policy for agricul-
tural resource conservation.

1 A national policy for agricultural
resource comservation should be estab-
lished by the United States in the 1985
farm bill and adhered to by all agencies
of the government.

2., The sectetary of agriculture should
establish within USDA a permanent
coordinating body, with a full-time
staff, and chaired by the deputy secre-
tary of agriculture, to assess and analyze
all aspects of all USDA progzams as they
affect agricultural resource conserva-
tion.

3. The House and Senate Agriculture
Commnittees should conduct oversight in-
vestigations, including public hearings,
into (1) the performance of USDA con-
servation programs after the first cycle of
the RCA [Soil and Water Resources Con-
servation Act] and (2) the conservation
effects of USDA’s commodity and credit
programs

Il Identifying soil conservation needs
and opportunities on cropland.

4 Cropland in the US should be des-
ignated into one of three groups by local
conservation districts on the basis of
practical, consistent, and scientifically
sound criterig Téflecting the land's vul-
net ability to erosion.

5. Primary technical responsibility for
developing the classification schieme and
for Jocal designation of cultivated land
into Group 1, 2, o1 3 should be given to
the Soil Conservation Service, working
through and in cooperation with local
soil and water conservation districts

II1. Coordinating government conserva-
tion and commeodity programs

6. Land in Group 1 should be set-
aside, diverted, or otherwise retired
from production of cultivated crops as a
requirement for participation in USDA
erop price suppert programs only when
inadequate acreage is obtained for
prodiiction control purposes from Iand
Groups 2 and 3.

7 USDA’s traditional technical and fi-
nancial assistance efforts for erosion con-
trol, as well as Extension Service activi-
ties, should place high priority on cost-
effective tillage practices, primarily on
moderately erodible Land Group 2.

8 USDA should continue with target-
ing of technical and financial assistance
for soil erosion control, but with a limit
to the areas designated

9. The pilot Variable Cost-Share pro-
gram of ACP [Agricultural Conservation
Program] should gradually repiace exist-
ing procedures for the overall ACP over
a fve-year period, beginning in fiscal
vear 1985.

10. In formulating and implementing
USDA commodity price support pro-
grams, high priority should be assigned
to long-term conversion of Group 3 land
to conserving uses such as pasture, hay,
range, forest, or wildlife habitat

11 As soon as possible, USDA should
use a pilot approach to test procedures
and criteria for, and to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of, a conservation 1eserve
program

12. For highly erodible lands not cov-
ered by a conservation reserve contract,
the ACP, experimental Rural Clean Wa-
ter Program, or Great Plains Conserva-
tion Program, should be used to encour-
age the establishment and maintenance
of permanent vegetative cover.

13 Wherever state o1 local conserva-
tion programs have been adopted to en-
courage conversion of Group 3 lands to
stable uses, USIDA should make a speeial
effort to provide assistance via the con-
servation reserve, long-term ACP land
retirement contracts, o1 GPCP

14 Through legislative and adminis-
trative initiatives, Group 3 lands not de-
voted to the production of ctops as of a
specified time should be designated as in-
eligible for future participation in USDA
commodity programs (including the con-
servation reserve}, the federal crop insur-
ance program, and other publically
funded programs.

15 USDA should encourage membex
organizations of the Farm Credit System
to adopt procedures and policies de-
signed to encourage enrollment of Land
Croup 3 in the conservation reserve, or

otherwise encourage conserving use of
Group 3 lands

16, In repatriating land recejved
through loan foreclosures or bankrupt-
cies, the Farmers Home Administration
should encourage sustainable use of the
land, including enrollment of any Group
3 land in the conservation reserve

IV. Improved resource information and
program evaluation.

17 In analyzing and presenting there-
sults of the 1982 National Resources In-
ventory, USDA should give first priority
to information on soil erosion and con-
servation on cropland.

18 USDA should make a special effort
to distribute data tapes and documenta-
tion for the 1977 and 1982 NRIs to a
wide range of public and private groups
and individuals with an interest in con-
servation,

19 USDA should to the extent feasible
collect data on farm and conservation
programs, natural resources, and other
topics in a way that allows these data to
be integrated and coherently analyzed.

20. USDA should initiate a joint SCS-
ARS [Agricuttural Research Service]
project to update and improve the Land
Capability Class System

21 USDA should continue to imple-
ment the Conservation Reporting and
Evaluation System (CRES), and should,
to the extent feasible, use the informa-
tion to direct conseivation program ac-
tivities and expenditures in the most effi-
cient manner

22 The secretary of agriculture should
have an effective interagency mechanism
to coordinate the research efforts on the
impacts of soil erosion on productivity
and off-site damages.

V. Improving state and local: conserva-
ton efforts.

23 In cooperation with county gov-
ernments and conservation districts,
each state should develop a comprehen-
sive plan for reducing soil erosion dam-
age statewide

24 County governments and conser-
vation districts should be jointly respon-
sible for implementing state soil conser-
vation programs. a
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