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RAISE YOUR VOICE

YOUR FORUM TO REACT TO PUBLISHED ARTICLES, TO EXCHANGE IDEAS, AND DESCRIBE INNOVATIVE
APPROACHES TO CONSERVATION INCLUDING LEGISLATION

Rebuttal on hydroseed treatments

In response to the Raise Your Voice letter,
“Need Government Funding” found in
the March-April 2006 issue of the Journal
of Soil and Water Conservation, we disagree
with the author and feel that our project
was scientific, reproducible, and defensi-
ble and would like to make that argu-
ment here.

We feel this was an unbiased project.
The principle author was a graduate stu-
dent and employee of the University of
Georgia at the time the research was con-
ducted, written, and originally submitted
to this journal for publication. The
research was conducted as part of his doc-
toral dissertation with the University and
this led to his subsequent employment in
industry. Mr. Carpenter will also be
relieved to know that principle support
and funding for the project was from gov-
ernment sources: the Pollution Prevention
Assistance Division of the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources and the
Animal and Poultry Waste Management
State
University, and with the exception of

Center from North Carolina
some donated materials very little support
came from industry sources.

As stated in the original research
report, the goal of the project was to
compare the use of compost to conven-
tional sediment and erosion control prac-
tices. In Georgia, the use of hydroseeded
mulches and silt fence 1s the most com-
monly used method of erosion and sedi-
ment control. The authors chose the
treatment application rates because they
reflected state and federal specifications
for these erosion control practices, specifical-
ly the Georgia Department of
Transportation (DOT) and the American
Association of State Highway Transportation
Officials adopted by the UL.S.
Enviornmental Protection Agency after this
report was published). State DOT specifica-
tions were followed for fertilizer applica-

(also

‘ 134A ‘ JOURNAL OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION S|O 2006 ‘

tion rates for the hydroseed treatments
because without the addition of fertilizer,
it’s unlikely that vegetation would have
established in these plots.Vegetation eval-
uation was part of the overall study (and
will hopefully be published in the near
future). There is no published specifica-
tion for compost blankets that call for the
addition of fertilizer, principally because
compost generally supplies sufficient
nutrients for plant growth. It’s unclear
where Mr. Carpenter obtained the pric-
ing criteria cited for compost blankets in
the letter-to-the-editor, as compost blan-
ket prices vary widely from state to state.

We do agree that it would have been
beneficial to comparatively evaluate a
wider range of erosion control measures,
including BFMs, straw mulch, and single
and double net rolled erosion control
blankets; however, funding and space were
limiting factors when the study was
designed. Follow-up research that com-
pares these erosion control practices to
compost blankets has been conducted and
will be submitted to this journal for peer
review. The author of the letter should
understand that at the time this research
was designed (2000), there was no infor-
mation on compost blanket performance
in the research literature, and as such, we
did not know the capabilities of compost
blankets used for erosion control.

Mr. Carpenter is correct in that “...the
sediment control devices were totally dif-
ferent....” in the experimental treatment
set up of the study. Our experimental set-
up allowed us to do comparisons of both
mulch filter berms to silt fences at the
same time as comparing compost blan-
kets to silt fences. This is why the study
included bare soil controls for both silt
fence and mulch filter berms, two widely
used perimeter sediment control devices.
The environmental variables surrounding
and applied to these two treatments were
exactly the same, otherwise it would not

be considered scientific research, we
would not be able to draw conclusions,
and undoubtedly it would not have been
accepted by the peer review panel of this
journal. Erosion control professionals
need information like this to help them
chose which sediment control practices
to use, and until a standard test method is
created that treats all sediment control
devices the same, the best way to evaluate
them is in a side-by-side comparison.
The authors of this report have over 100
years of combined research experience
relating to soil erosion and water quality.
We believe this journal is a superior outlet
for reporting our research due to the qual-
ifications and high standards upheld by
their peer review panel. If our report was
not “scientific” or “defensible” we do not
believe it would have been accepted by this
journal for research publication.
—Mark Risse, Ph.D., professor and water qual-
ity coordinator, Extension  Engineering,
University of Georgia and Britt Faucette, Ph.D.,
research ecologist, Filtrexx International, GA

Readers are invited to express their
views on land and water management.

Please make your letter less than
150 words. Letters may be edited for
length and clarity.

Send to Editor:
deb.happe@swcs.org
fax 515-289-1227

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation,
945 SW Ankeny Road,
Ankeny, lowa 50021-9764

— Debra Happe, editor




The 3-R’s—Regulate, responsibility,
and remediate

In response to the March/April view-
point article, “Before Bureaucracy:
Environmental Spillovers,” by Robert
Higgs. Arguably, CERCLA may need
modifications to make it more efficient and
effective and/or we need a new tool(s) to
clean up our waste sites, bill the costs to the
responsible parties and to prevent new con-
taminated sites from being created.

But I find it naive to think that an indi-
vidual property owner, or even a group
of property owners, with limited
resources, could typically be successful
having a corporation accept responsibili-
ty for its environmental damage.

How would the legal process that stalls
CERCLA proceedings not stall private prop-
erty rights cases in “ordinary law courts”?

There are several disincentives for a
polluter to avoid and resist actions to
clean up their process, remediate the
environmental damage, and when appro-
priate, provide restitution to property
owners. First: the need for profits.
Second: the power of greed. Third, the
limitations of nearsightedness. Without
regulatory oversight, what incentives
exist to motivate the polluter to “do the
right thing”?

I find Mr. Higgs reference to the min-
ing industry to be particularly shocking
and misleading! Were the “creative”
remedial measures taken over the years by
the mining industry (“dams in water-

9 <

ways,” onsite “tailings ponds,” “pollution
easements,” impound ... on shore”), sup-
posed to demonstrate efficient and effec-
tive measures to remediate existing envi-
ronmental damage and prevent future
damage? “Private property rights, deal
making, and ordinary law courts” have
not prevented the continued environ-

mental damage from, for example, moun-

tain top mining. Furthermore, I am con-
fident that we should not rely on the
conscience of industry to avoid, mini-
mize, and mitigate environmental dam-
age from their actions.

Many of the nation’s and world’s, sur-
face and groundwater resources are con-
taminated and are unfit to drink, contact
and to support wildlife. The dead zone in
the Gulf of Mexico illuminates an often
ignored economic cost to our excesses.

Mr. Higgs viewpoint has served to show
how necessary is regulatory oversight of
nearsighted and self-serving individuals and
corporations that fail to recognize and
accept responsibility for the impacts of their
actions on the global ecosystem.

— Mark L. Snopek, ecologist, lowa DOT,
Ames, A

S|0 2006

VOLUME 61 NUMBER 5 ‘ 135A ‘






