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A nniversaries have been on my
mind a lot recently. Last year we
celebrated 60 years of the Journal

of Soil and Water Conservation. Earlier this
year I celebrated the first anniversary of my
marriage and my 8th year as executive
director of the Soil and Water
Conservation Society (SWCS).Then this
fall I was asked to help celebrate the 50th
anniversary of the All Ohio Chapter.

The chapter marked its anniversary, not
so much by looking to the past, but by
organizing a conference taking on one of
the critical issues of today—the repair of
agricultural landscapes through wetlands,
riparian zones, floodplains, and managing
drainage systems. It struck me that such an
anniversary conference was very appropri-
ate because as I look around today, I see the
Society is needed now just as much as were
50 years ago.As I look to the future, I think
SWCS will be needed more than ever.

Water, energy, and climate change—
these three issues will create challenges for

HOMEFRONT by Craig A. Cox

A VIEWPOINT FROM THE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION SOCIETY’S EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

THE NEXT 50 YEARS

conservationists as great as, or greater than,
the challenges we faced at the birth of our
movement and profession. Meeting
accelerating demands for water and ener-
gy will put tremendous demands on our
resources, ecosystems, and environment.
Truly sustainable solutions to these chal-
lenges will require much more than simply
minimizing effects on resources—we will
have to meet demands for water and
energy in ways that restore and enhance
resources, ecosystems, and our environ-
ment. I think this task will be among the
most compelling challenges of this new
century—the “never-ending life work of
our species,” as Wendell Berry has written.

And climate change will make our task
much harder.The evidence is compelling
that the climate in our next 50 years will
be more variable than the last 50 years.
We will be hotter, colder, wetter, and/or
drier.The climate in the places we work
will very likely be marked by more
extreme storms and wider swings
between wet, dry, hot, or cold periods. A
report SWCS published in 2003 found
that increases in precipitation intensity
could increase erosion and runoff from
cropland by as much as 90 percent.

The challenge will be great, but there are
reasons for optimism. Conservation science
is advancing at rapid rates along multiple
fronts.Such advances are giving us tools our
predecessors could only dream of, if they
could imagine them at all.Translating that
science into practice,policy, and profession-
alism is the never-ending life work of the
Soil and Water Conservation Society.

SWCS is already moving ahead on that
life work.We are leading the way on mar-

rying resource conservation with environ-
mental management through our work on
the Conservation Effects Assessment Project
(CEAP). Our “Managing Agricultural
Landscapes for Environmental Quality”
workshop will bring scientists and techni-
cians together this fall to evaluate the state of
the science of working at watershed or
landscape scales.Later this year,we will pub-
lish a massive literature review documenting
what we know about the environmental
benefits of conservation on cropland.

We are also following up on our 2003
climate change report with a workshop
to formulate recommendations to adapt
the way we do conservation planning and
operate programs to a more extreme cli-
mate. Day in and day out the Journal of
Soil and Water Conservation is at the fore-
front of conservation science helping
translate theory into practice—the art of
conservation on working land. And yes,
we are engaging in what seems to be the
never-ending life cycle of U.S. farm bills.

I sometimes wonder if we are approaching
a period of crisis and opportunity similar to
the one Hugh Hammond Bennett and other
founders of SWCS and the conservation
movement confronted 60 years ago.If we are,
we will be starting from a much better place,
in no small part because of the work of
SWCS, the Ohio Chapter, and all of us.

I’ve said before that it is a great time to
be a conservationist. I think it will be an
even greater time in the future. Not
because it is easy; not because success is
assured; but because it is so important.

Congratulations to the All Ohio
Chapter and all of you.

“Water, energy, and climate change—these three issues will 

create challenges for conservationists as great as, or greater 

than, the challenges we faced at the birth of our movement 

and profession.” —Craig A. Cox
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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
Center from North Carolina State
University, and with the exception of
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 is 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 (also adopted by the U.S.
Enviornmental Protection Agency after this
report was published). State DOT specifica-
tions were followed for fertilizer applica-

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

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-
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, Iowa DOT,
Ames, IA

Urban Landscape Soil Scientist

The Morton Arboretum invites nomina-
tions and applications for full-time Urban
Landscape Soil Scientist position, to
conduct research in applied soil science
emphasizing the growth, maintenance,
and function of urban landscape trees,
their roots, and the environment in which
they are grown. S/he will establish
an internationally recognized research
program focusing primarily on improving
health of disturbed urban soils; remediat-
ing soil damage and deterioration around
existing trees; and improving urban plant-
ing sites to enable growing a wider variety
of trees. Expectations include publishing
in scientific, professional, and popular
journals; obtaining extramural funding;
interacting with industry professionals
and the scientific community; and con-
tributing to Arboretum education and
horticultural programs. There are opportu-
nities for academic teaching and advising,
with potential adjunct faculty status at
area universities.

Qualifications: Ph.D. in soil science or
related area; Certified Professional Soil
Scientist status or ability to attain in 1-2
years; strong background in horticultural
and/or ecological aspects of soil science,
including soil-water-plant relationships;
knowledge of regional geologic/geomor-
phic conditions as related to soil develop-
ment and land management; experience in
soil mapping, surveying, and interpretation
related to plant growth; familiarity with soil
analysis procedures and interpretation;
command of modern statistical analytical
methods, and of appropriate general and
specialized software. 

Review of applications will begin October
23, and will continue until position is filled.
Interested applicants should send a letter
of application, curriculum vitae, statements
of research and related interests and expe-
rience, and contact information for three
references to: The Morton Arboretum,
Human Resources, 4100 Illinois Route 53,
Lisle, IL 60532 or jobs@mortonarb.org.
For further information contact Director of
Research Clement Hamilton or Senior
Scientist Gary Watson, at 630-719-2416.

The Morton Arboretum is a 1,700-acre public
botanic garden devoted to the planting
and conservation of trees and woodlands,
featuring applied research, diverse collections
and natural areas, beautiful and educational
gardens, and outreach education for profes-
sional and public audiences.

Equal Opportunity Employer.

When you join SWCS, you join a
chapter providing you with educa-
tion and networking opportunities.
Join one of the Society’s (SWCS) 75
chapters across the United States
and Canada. Get involved at the
grassroots level of SWCS. Contact
memberservices@swcs.org for
information.

7755 cchhaapptteerrss

SSooiill aanndd WWaatteerr CCoonnsseerrvvaattiioonn SSoocciieettyy
994455 SSWW AAnnkkeennyy RRdd..

AAnnkkeennyy,, IIAA 5500002233
551155--228899--22333311

sswwccss@@sswwccss..oorrgg
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Animal and Poultry Waste Management
Center from North Carolina State
University, and with the exception of
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 is 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 (also adopted by the U.S.
Enviornmental Protection Agency after this
report was published). State DOT specifica-
tions were followed for fertilizer applica-

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

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-
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, Iowa DOT,
Ames, IA




