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STATEMENT OF HORMAN A. BERG, WASHIHGIOH. D.C.
REFPRESENTATIVE, S0OIL AHD WATER CONSEERVATION SOCIETY, AMKEHWY.
IOWA

Mr. BEEG. HMr. Chairman, I'm Horm Berg, as yvou mentioned.
I'm a YO0-year veteran of a combination of the U.5. Marines
in Woxrld Har II and USDA, inecluding the privilege of being
the sixth chief of the S5CS5. I'm alse a volunteer member of
my Conservation District Board in Maryland,.

He're pleased with the timing of your hearing. It
coincides with the release of the Socciety's evaluation of
the implementation werk that's been under way on both the
1985 and the 1990 farm bill consaervation provisions. He'va
limited our testimony today to the conservation compliance
feature, but the f£ull report addresses all of the
provisions. It deserves to be fully analyzed. for the
rrovisions are related when we look at it at the field
level., An example is the CRP, This has been opened 11
times hy USDA, another signup coming up in June, and that's
the incentive operation for farmers with highly erecdible
crop land.

Compliance is one of the provisions viewed, of course, as
a disincentive, along With Sodbuster and Swanpbuster. TYou
and I Know that policy can be written and enacted inte law

by Congress, interpreted into rules and regulations by the
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agencies responsible for administering it, and it has
abseolutely no meaning if simply left on the shelf,
Implementation in this case at the field level is a payoff
as to whether law and policy is more than simply anotherx
piece of paper. Our scciety has evaluated the
implementation because we supported the legislation, we
commented on the proposed rules, and we testified since 1985
for additional resources needed not only for technical
assistance and cost sharing, but also for extension and
additional research in some areas.

Our written testimony today reflects 3 years of evaluating
field-based implementation eof a demanding and sometimes
controversial provision, the conservation compliance
provision. Why did we undertake this action? Well. we are
an independent, nonprofit association of professional
conservationists representing every environmental
discipline, and in that capacity. our members have the
ability to synthesize the results of research, experience,
and custom in develeping a Mnowledge base for natural
resource issues. He've been criticized in this study by some
of our own memhers =s some of the findings have beean
distoerted, taken out of context, and in some caseas
estahlished the need for improved implenentation by the
agencies responsibhle for that uwork.

We do support the fact that more and more needs to be done
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in terms of why this policy. 3In 1985 the American public,
through the Congress, asKed the Hation's farmers to practice
a degree of land stewardship in return for a package of
Federal farm program benefits, and the compliance starts
Wwith the producer certification that they are complying.
This significantly changed, as you and I Know. the Hation's
approach to agricultural conservation policy., After 50
vears of veoluntary programs, this linKage of conservation
with farmers' eligibility for traditional farm program
benefits if they crop highly erodible land did change +the
way that business is done at the £ield leavel. This
leveraging dramatically altered, in some gases, a farmer's
motivation to practice soil and water conservation, and
environmental considerations bhecame an integral part of the
day—-by-day business decisions made by the MNation's oaover 1
million farmers with highly erxedible land.

The pervasive guastions that have arisen included: How
has implementation gone f£rom a procedural poeint of view?
Hhat have been the provision's impacts on the MNation's
agricultural sc¢ils? Have the econemic impacts on the
Hation's farmers been positive or negative? This study
seemed appropriate at the time we launched it in view of the
Society's mission. We advocate the ¢onservation of s0il,
water, and related natural resources here and abrocad, the

debates that led to the 1990 farm bill, and +he pending
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reautherization of the Clean WHater Act. From the outset,
the project was designed as a f£field- oriented fact f£inding
eHercise, We were vut in the field with peoples, but we made
no recommendations from this study. He just simply laid the
facts in the study.

From early 1989 through 1991, multidisciplinaxy teams of
conservation professionals wvisited 30 counties in 20 States
to assess progress, Detailed information was collected £rom
1,500 farms., and USDA field offices cooperated fully on this
activity.

My testimony, before I run out of time, has seaveral
warnings about our study, and I'm not going to repeat those
here, but this will help prevent misinterpretation. We
simply asK that the f£ull study, the full activity here that
we ‘ve done, be looKed at before they pull out any 1 feature
of 1t.

One point I do want +to maKe 1is that the conservation
compliance plans we examined included only farmers who uere
scheduled o actively begin implementing their plans at the
+time of our visits. These farmers may well have been the
nore conservation-minded than seme of their colleagues who
choose +to put off implementation until later on in the time
period.

He have several findings that we've listed in our report.

In the time that's limited, we simply want to say that
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progress is being nade With conservation compliance plan
implementation, and we have found 69 percent of conservation
practices required an application in place, on schedule., et
caetera. Two-thirds of the plans examined depend heavily on
cgrop residue management., and we can talk about that in more
detail. Honitoring has been uneven. Staffing levels and
additional assistance in terms of financial help will
continue to be a problem, and as I mentioned, we have
testified in faver of more of that activity.

The surveys show that in many cases the conservation
compliance requirements ocoming f£rom the farmers and the
industry itself have had relatively minor impacts in terms
of the economic¢ indicators, and conservation compliance does
have the possibility of significantly reducing soil loss in
this country as we move on through the implementation
Process.

He also made a Conservation Reserve Program study. We're
concernad about the 10th yesar on these contracts. The
American Farm Land Trust and the Scil Conservation Service
is going to follow this implementation process by asking
1,000 farmers in 100 counties to give us their wviews en
what's going on.

Thank vou for the time.

[The prepared statenent of Mr., Berg appears at the

gonclusion o£f the hearing.]
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1532 Mr. ENGLISH. Thank vyou very much, Ken. I appreciate that,
1533 and I appreciate the workK that you all have done in the past
1534 woxrKing with this subcommittee. As I said., I think there is
1535 a balance to be struck., and that's what we've got to
1536| constantly strive for. I don't thinK there's any gquestion
1537| about that,
1538 Mr, Berg, one of the gquestions I had, £irst of all, fox
1539 vou was, vou were mentioning 1985 and the concept that came
1540| about in 1985 with the plans, which were tied to various
1541 benefits that farmers wWere receiwving. Some of them were
1542 econservation benefits you could receive, the rest was tied
1543 to the farm program in general. But we have seen
1544 substantial cuts in those programs since 1985, substantial
1545 reductions in benefits that farmers have recaived. Does
1546| that have a bearing with regard to those who may--does that
1547 dampen the enthusiasm, I guess is the word I'm looking fox,
1548| as far as implementing the plans as opposed to where we were
1549 in 19857
1550 Mr. BERG. Mr. Chairman, I think the way in which the
1551 producers are wviewing their decisions will change., and the
1552| expenditures f£for farm programs has been reduced since the
1553 mid- 1980s. However, the 1990 farm bhill added some
1854| additienal areas that could bhe Jjeopardized if stewardship
1E8EE| wasn't practiced. MNow, the guestion ashead is, ifi there is

1EE8| not this leverage., what is the way that we get stewardship
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of the land?

Mr. EHGLISE. I think that's a very important point, and I
think it's a Hey point, because even after we were doing the
1990 f£arm bill, in fact within days after we passed the 1990
farm bill, we had the 1990 Budget Reconciliation Aect. in
which agriculture was reguired to take 10 percent of the
cuts through the entire Federal budget, eaven though uwa're
less than 172 of 1 percent of the total budget. So
obviously we tooKk on a very heavy load. reduced
substantially the load, and as you pointed out, it seems to
be now that the direction 1s to go more toward using a stick
instead of trying teo proevide incentives and assistance to
farmers. HWould that be an accurate statement?

Mr. BERG. I mentionad the fact that one of cur reasons for
the study included the possible and potential and pending
reauthorization eventually of the Clean Water Act, and I
think that group. considering the options., is going teo look
more closely at what are the options beyond the kind of
programs that this committee has supported and the
incentives that we had had for 50 wyears., So there is a mix
of things that are happening. There are also sone States
that are doing scome things and have deone some things in
regard to what they'd liKe to have done on soil and water
consarvation, reduction of soil loss, and so forth that I

think becomes part cof the future.
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One thing I'd like to mention that I left out of my
testimony in the interest of time is that ocur study found
some evidence that Ffarmers were s+till gquestisning at that
time the USDA's resolve to really implement these various
features. How, I'd like to endozrse the fact that within the
last year and a half to 2 years, the signals coming out of
the agencies, especlially SCS5, have indicated that this is a
very sericus matter, that it needs to be talen in that W
light, and that time iz running out, and I think that's a
plus.

Mr. ENGLISH. As I mentioned with regard to the quastion of
benefits, incentives, we have a delicate balance from the
standpeoint that, particularly lookKing at it as far as the
1990 farm bill is concerned, 1 way to get out of all of this
is to simply get out of the program. You Jjust don't
participate in the program. And in years wWwe have streong
market prices, that seems to be the direction that farmers
are inclined to go. Where de we raach that point in which ue
have a ratio betueen benefits and burden?

Hr. BEEG. Hell, we can lock at the dollar figure. There is
still arcund %8 »illion or %9 billion going into the farm
policy activities, centrasted to about %1 bkillion being
spent on the censervation effort.

Mr. EHGLISH. HWell, if you lookK at total incentives,

though, if I recall correctly, in 1986 we spent about $25
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billicon, did we not?

Mr. BERG. True.

Mr. EHGLISH. So we've gone from %25 billion down +to %8B
billion or %9 billion, and it seems to Keep continuing to go
down. So you've had the benefits to the farmer cut by 273,
If you're sitting out there on the farm and saving, ""I"ve
got to do this and I've got to do that in order to comply
and to receive these benefits,'' aren't vou moving closex
and closer to the point where you just throw up your hands
and say, "'I can't handle this. I cean't handle it
finaneially. It doesn't make sense for me to do it. If I
work it out on paper, it doesn't make sense''? Deoen't vou
eventually get to that point where in edffect, as yvou add
more.hurdens Wwithout some Kind of compensation, vou're just
simply driving peocple out of the program?

Mr. BERG, HWe would hope that the response f£rom the
majority of the farmers in +this country is that they're
going to practice good stewardship. They've indicated that
in the past, and they'll continue +o de that.

Mr. EHGLISH. Let me stop vou right there. You do that so
long as you can afford to. Isn't it alse true when we f£ind
that farmers are under =Zinancial stress, find themselves
facing economic difficulties, at that particular point the
paramount issue is suzvival, saving their family farm,

saving thelr way of life, trying t¢ hold onto what they've
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got? They're not worried about what it's geing to be like 5
vaears from now or 10 years from now; they're worried about
whether they're going to be able to survive this next year
and make their payments. Isn't that true?

Mr. BERG. There's no gquestion about it. We've said for
vears wWe've got to have a good economice base, a farmer that
feels that he is secure in his business, but we also found
during the time when we did not have the farm program
benefits and the plow-out that we had during the 19705 when
grain stocks were down that we lost & leot of our good
conservation work because we didn't seem to have +the right,
as yYou say, mix to enceurage that stewardship that's needed.

Mr., ENGLISH. I agree with vou 100 percent. The point that
I'm making, though, is that this is a delicate balance that
we've got to strile here, and for those who would simply
say., ''Mell, gosh, this country doesn't want to spend the
money.,'" or '""We've got budget priorities elsewhere,''! ox
""Yell, we'll just apply the stick and net worry about
helping farmers.,'! in effect what vou do is drive them out
of farming, and vyou probably are going +to end up with =a
disastrous conservatien rasult. TIs that correct?

Mr. BERG. Well, we would hope that that would not happen
in terms of-—-—

Mr. EHGLISH. But if we go that direction, deo you agree

with that coneclusion that's what would happen?
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FMxr. BERG. There has to bhe balance, and one of the concerns
that we have is, wWhat are the respensibilities of the
Private property oﬂﬁers that operate and produce food and
fiber in regard +to the balance that's needed in teaxms of
scciety's concerns about what happens primarily off-farm in
terms of the impacts on eother environmental issues?

Hr. EHGLISH. But wou agree that if you go totally +to the
sticK and forget the other and farmers £ind themselves in
financial trouble, vou might as wWell forget it from =a
conservation standpoint?

Mr. BERG. Mr, Chairman, with my experience, I Know-— and T
worked in the f£ield--that we're going to have to have time
and stewardship, and-—--

Mr, EMGLISH. I just want you to say yes or no. Am I right
in my conclusion?

Mr. BERG.--conservation has to be s0ld, yes. I+ has to bhe
sold.

Mr. ENGLISH. Is my conclusion right or wrong?

Mr. BERG. You're right.

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank vou.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, may I respond to that guestion?

Mr. EHGLISH. I'1l1 bhe right back to yvou. Ken. I've got to
ge o Mr. Celeman, but we're going to have several rounds.

Mr. COLEMAHX. ThanK vou, because I have to leave. I

appreciate it, Mr. Chairman.
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2182| possible'' proposals that we're talking about may have been
2183 the only features contained within those plans., the only

21BU4| reguirements that were contained within those plans for the

2185 farmer to come into compliance?

2186 Mr. COOK. It's possible,

2187 Mr. BERG. Our study shewed that at least 374 of the plans

2188| depend heavily on ¢rop residue management. How. that is a

2189 real challenge, because I can remember baclk during the

2190 1980s, there was a call for additional research., especially

2191 dealing with the cotton problems in terms of residue, and I

2192 thinkK we're still faced with that. We found in our field

2193| evaluation—--and I was out on some of thase, Mr. Chairman--

2194 +hat we had to go outside of the agency +o £ind +he +ape

2195 +that we went out to the field with. Sinca that time, I'm

2196 wvery encouraged by the Conservation Tillage Caenter providing

2197| a handy Kit for measuring crop residue.

2198 Mow, the Chief of the SCS5, after our Society meeting in

2199 Kentucky last vear, was instrumental in helping convene a 2-

2200 davy session on crop residuse management, and we've got a

2201] puklicaticon on +that that I think will be helpful. We're in

2202| & learning curve here, I think, that is going to

2203| dramatically increase, hecause we've got that Kind of

2204| interest rebuilding. But there is a challange as to what

2205| that plan called for and what can ba donsa.

2206 Mr. EHGLISH. I gusss the guestion--I'm trying +o bhridge =a
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gar here is what I'm deing. I understand the suspicion, on
1 hand, that Mr. Coocl has raised and octhers; on the other
hand, I'm also uery'auara of the fact that we did not deo a
very good job of putting plans together from 1985 through
1990. And as you pointed out in your testimony., there's
some gquestion as to the seriousness that was conveyed by the
Department of Agriculture as to what this really means. I
mean, you've got a plan, you'wve got to have it on recozrd,
vyou Know, but it's kKind of lika it's not for real. You get
""Do a little paperwork here to get you in compliance.'?
And I wouldn't doubt there was some of that going on, mayhbe
a whole of it going on.

Mr. COOK. Mavbe.

Mr. EHGLISH. But what happened when we passed the 1990
farm bill, when we passed this provision in late 1990 that
was hammered out between you and others concerned in this
area and farm organizations, everybody came together and
jeined the party, and then all of a sudden this stuff is for
real because We've got to implement these plans. I guess to
me it deoesn't sound too far out to say we got a lot of follks
sorambling at that point.

Mr, COOK. I think that's right., Scrambling is exactly the
word.

Mr. ENGLISH. ERight. And I think they're trying to get the

plans together., trving to get this thing lined up whezre
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Mr. COCKE. That's correct.

Mr. EMGLISH. And I think t+hat there--vou ¥Enow, you may hav
a streng, elear mes;agﬂ that's coming out £rom USDA, but
vou've got a lot of different folls out there that have got
different ideas as to what their own interpretation may be.
and that's the problem with any large organization is
sending that message home loud and clear.

How, Wwe have had, according teo Mr. Barg, and I baelieve
vyou're saying +he same thing--that's what we'xre seeing right
now coming out of USDA and have for the last year or so.
this is what thevy're coming down. but we're talking about
some major changes, and we're talking about playing fozx
real. The only point that I would maKe is that under those
circunstances, it's probably going to tale USDA a little
while to identify who those people may be, and it sounds
like vwou're giving them some haelp on that, in identifying
who those folMs may be and making sure that they carry out
the directives of the Secretary and the law. S0 what we
have is not a grand conspiracy on the part of pecople within
the Department of Agriculture. but wWe may have some
individuals out there plavying cowboy and running their oun
shou.

Hr. Berg, does that sound--have you ever seen that happen
in your--

Hr. BEEG, We've got problems that stem even from the

LA
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Congress. I Was very disturbed in testifying before the
Appropriations Comnittee when I heard them say that the
autherizing legisla%iun is 1 thing, but they put it into
whether it's geoing o be implemented or not with the
resources that they control. And that is a confused signal.
I couldn't believe what I was hearing. I think what you
reople have done is the law, what the USDA has teo do
requires implementation, and this is a veluntary effort on
the part of the farmers in terms of engaging in the facrm
programs, and the resources to carrzxy it out just haven't
been made available.

Hr. ENGLISH. I can appreciate that, and I'm sure that ny
colleagues in the other committee, f£ine f£olks that they are,
certainly would not advise any farmer t¢ breakK the law, and
this is the law. And that's what we have said here,. Tou
Know, we may diffter as far as where the appropriations
should go, In fact, I've already voiced some concerns that
I've got. There are sgme areas here that I think need to he
funded, gquite f£frankly, +that are not being funded, and +that
does, granted, sHew the impact and the effect and achieving
the objectives thay want. But that's a different matter
than what we're talking about in feollowing the law and

making certain that in sach county each farmer has a

legitimate plan--a realistie plan. I should say--that is going

te be carried out in Keeping with the law, and that's what
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we're attempting +o +ry to determine here.

You Know, I've got to say——we'wve still got to hear £rom +h
Department of ngri;ulture, and I've got to go make a vote,
and we'll come back and do that, but my oun feeling just
listening to what we've got here, I strongly suspect that we
have a difference of 18 percent, assuming, Ken, vou'ra in
the neighborhood of what that is, and that difference is
probably going to come down teo those 3 or 4 reasons that I
was talKing about and not some grand scheme to try to get
around the law, thwart the law, vou Know, keep this thing
from being inmplemented and having its desired effect. And,
vyou Know, so long as that is t+he case--and I'm going o makle
it very olear to the Department of Agriculture we eMpect
them to identify those individuals who don't belieave in
following the law and take appropriate action in making
certain that the farmers in their area are not penalized
because some guy out here Jjust wants to do his own thing.
And he's a threat t¢ the farmer. Not only does he thuwart
+he law, but he's a threat to the farmer:. and that's
something that no Hember of this committee wants +to see
done .

The law is clear, It was signed off on, as I said, hy all
of the Members of this commititee, by folks f£rom the

environmental community, farm organizations. Evervhody's in

the same bkoat, and wWwe edpect that law t2 be carried out.
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So if wvou all would excuse us for about 10 minutes, we'll
go vote and be right back. Thank wyou,

[Recess. ] -

Hr. EHGLISH. The hearing will come te order.

Our last witness today is Mr. HWilliam Richards, who is the
Chief of the So0il Conservation Service for the Department of
hAgriculture.

Mr. Richards, if vou would come to the-—-exouse mae. I'm
sorry. Before you do, I did have ancther gquestion or 2 for
Hr. Berg and Hr. Cook.

You guys are getting off easy there. I was getting ready
to let you go.

Mr. BERG. I was out the door, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ENGLISH. I Know vou were moving fast,. I could £ell,
I did have ancther area that I wanted to pursue a little bit
with vou.

In looking at this issue and what we've heen loocking at,
what's haprening now and what's happened in the past, I
think it also behooves us under the circumstances to begin
to Kind of locok to the future a little bit on what we're
goling to do on some of this. As T mentioned, it seems to me
that we need to strike a balance between the
responsibilities and obligations that we're geoing teo place
on farmers to deal wWwith these problems, and that has +o he

balanced, then, with compensation either for the mcts +that
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are carried out through the farm bill o¢r however it's done.
I agree, Mr. Berg, and I KEnow, Ken, you feel the same way,
that there are snm; areas of the 1990 farm bhill that have
not yet been funded that neaed to be funded, and I fully
agree with that. I think that we need that, and I'm going
te urge the Members of this committee to join in talking to
some of our friends over in the Appropriations Comerittee and
seag 1f we can't get that done. That needs to be carried out.

But I think alse that farmers are getting a lot of stufsf
coming at them f£rom a lot of different directions. He're
also seeing situations now where farmers are being sued, and
some of the stuff is not tied in directly. MWe've heard
cases of water that has been polluted, and then a dairy farm
or something else supposedly is the cause. Some of this
stuff gets a little bit on the hazy side, and the point I'm
making is, it appears +to me that the exposure of farners to
a lot of this stuff is growing, and we need some way in
which the farmer can, I think, receive some Kind of
assurances that "'If£ I do these things, +his is what is
reasonable, I've done my part, I've taken care of the
environment, I've protected myself against lawsuits, I've
done all this Kind of stuff£,'' and I was wondering what each
of vou thought abhout—--

Oh, the other peoint that I wanted to make is that every

farmer is a little bit different, as we've seen, and, of
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course, that's the reason we have compliance plans as it
applies to that individual farm. We have alsoco the same Kind
of a situation Hhen-ua +alk about pesticides and fertilizers
and all the other farming praciices we go inte. Some things
are safe for some farms, other things are not safe for otherx
farms . And the thing I'm weondering aheout is if it doesn't
maKe sense for us to start looKing to the future and putting
in place a plan for each farm that covers the whole
uaterfront, gets it all.

Basipally, of course, what I'm gatting at is a site-
specific approach to farms and taking the information that
We have and trying to put together that Kind of approach as
opposed to what we've been doing. It seems to me with the
conservation compliance proposals we're moving in that
direction anvyway, but pull everything else in there and malke
that a part of it. Does that malke sense to you all?

Mr. BERG, My training in SCS in the beginning, back in the
early 1940s, ineluded the fact that veu leooled at the tctal
resource, and we developed what we called a complate plan.
How, for a variety of reasons, including the handling of the
ACP cost-sharing technical assistance that came in later and
some other things, and now increasingly the fact that we've
got plans that deal wWwith conssrvation compliance.

Conservation Reserve Program., there will be 1 zregquired for

the wetland reserve, there are plans out here for nutrient
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management-—-all of these things, as vou say, can be very
confusing teo the land user, +to the land owner. Hhat is it
that wa're requireﬁ.to do here, and are we going to be
legitimate in terms of what we do?

The burden on S5CS5 and other agencies that can provide
technical advice 1is really very demanding. It begins with
the definition of the area. How do vou define what's highly
erodible, and does the land ownersuser understand that that
is highly erodible? What is wetland., and can they be
guaranteed that that will stand up in the test for the
future? What are the requirements in terms of water quality
as 1t may affect sone dounstream area? These are the
problems that I think have +o be addressed in some sort of a
helistie manner, and the time that it takes to do that is
demanding . And right now we've run off in several different
directions to implement the features that we've talked about
today and other things that have ¢come on board, and we have
not provided the technical resources, some research needed,
additional extension work needed., additional financial help
needed to put these things in place in some sort of a
comprehensive wWay.

Mr. ENGLISH. EKen, what do wyou think?

Mr. COOE. Hell, I agree with what NHorm said. On the
guestion ¢of farmers facing more and more exposure, I think

that's certainly right. I thinK in some ways; things--we
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if yvou would, and begin laying the ground work for the 1995
farm bkill and pulling all +this stuff bacK toward a site-
specific approach. -Hou, +that's a pretty tall ecrder, I
realize, even in the number of yvears that we have left.

Mr. BERG. Could I offer sonething here that may be
helpful?

Mr. EHNGLISH. Sure.

Mr. BERG, There are several organizations, and some of
them in the reem here, that have cooperated with over 80
organizations looking at water quality problems. It"s
called Water Quality 2000, Their report is now out in draft
form for a congress that they formed to approve sometime by
mid-summer. Thevy're going to move into implementation.
They'll have some effect on the reauthorization of the Clean
Water Act. That group talking, I thinK, across many
categories that include both guantity and gquality of water,
surface and ground water, +ties very closely to what vou're
concernad about, an ally in this process in terms of how do
wue get the total resource picture together in terms of that
land owner's responsibility and protection of his rights.
How, I read the SCS as giving this reinforcement in terms of
how to deo business, and I think that's a plus.

Mr. EHGLISH. I would agree with that. What we're going to

have to have--and gquite frankly., it becomes even a problem

here within Congress, because we've got a lot of different
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committees that deal with variocus pieces of legislation that
some way hooM around and tie back inte agriculture and the
farmer--what we've Eot to do is to put together, it seems to
me, a site-specific approach and then make sure that we get
hooked in, linKed up, whatever, with any of this legislation
that is coming down the recad, wheoever is presenting it, so0
that that is compatible and links inte that site-specific
approach, and the same thing is true with regard to if there
are any appropriatiens that deal with that in which
agriculture may be a part., It needs to be brought back to a
single site-specific plan, if vou would, as opposed to just
having this stuff scattered all over the landscape and most
of the time the farmer has ne idea what there is,

Mr., BERG. And so much of the burden is going to fall on
non—-Federal governmants, State and leecal and +he frivate
sector, in terms of how this is going to £inally be
implemented, because we're all faced with the deficit in
terns of what we've got to deal with.

Mr. EMNGLISH, That's true. But it's going to take a
reorientation as far as the way, I think. that the
agriculture community aprroaches a lot of these issues.
We're going +to have to Kind of get this thing reuworked
around so that we're abkle to handle it., but it seems to nme
that that is in +the farmer's bhest interest as well as in the

best interes+t of the general public to make that kind of a
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move, as opposed to sitting here and seeing law after law
after law pile up and nobody even Knows where it is or what
it is or what impac; it has, and the people who pass it
don't Know what that does to agriculture and whether there's
even a better way of doing it. There might be a better way
for everybody to do it than what wa've been doing.

HWell, that was the question I wanted to askK, and I thank

you both. I appreciate your testimony. I sure do.

Mr., ENGLISH. Mr. Richards, I appreciate your willingness
to take this approach. I think it's been helpful for us +o
listen te the testimony and then to gat your +thoughts on the
matter and where we are £rom yvour point of view, and
hopefully any gquestions that might remain or any questions
that have been raised that you want to respond to. this
would be a good way to do it. I appreciate vou doing this.

I really do, Thank you.




