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Conservation has no bounds 

, . .thanks for your viewpoint on the 
need to re-evaluate conservation for all 
land and all people in the last issue [No- 
vember-December 19821 of the JSWC. I 
agree with you 100 percent. 

There is definitel!. a continuing need 
to re-stud>r, update, and put into action 
the basic concepts presented in the 1964 
District Outlook report if conservation 
districts are going to take and hold their 
rightful and needed place in resource 
conservation for our nation. 

Many conservation district programs 
did expand and do deal with a conserva- 
tion program in urbanizing areas and on 
other nonfarm lands. NACD (National 
Association of Conservation Districts) 
has an urban conservation committee 
with a good program scheduled for the 
annual meeting in February 1983. Our 
Illinois State Association of SWCDs has 
an urban conservation committee with a 
very competent chairperson in Eldoro 
Zimmerman from Winnebago Count!,. 

However, I'm afraid you are right in 
your observation that there is no longer 
a strong "push" or  incentive to work 
hard at informing and involving non- 
farm officials or leaders in the essential 
need to use land within its natural 
capabilities and care for it with the 
necessar!. conservation practices. I 
appreciate the fact that this is not an 
easy task; not all leaders. Lvhether farm 
or nonfarm, have the same interests, 
goals, and objectives. 

It is verj. gratifying to find a person 
like !you who is still "on the job" suggest- 
ing that conservation districts and assist- 
ing agencies pay more attention to con- 
servation of all land. 

Minott Silliman, Jr. 
Toulon, Illinois 

I was pleased to read the comments of 
Ms. Lundberg under "Viewpoint" in 
>'our November-December issue [ 1982, 
pp. 308-3091. 

I am chairman of the North Cook 
County Soil and Water Conservation 
District in the Chicago metropolitan 
area and am ver!. concerned with the 
role soil and water conservation districts 
will pla!. in the future. The four recom- 
mendations that resulted from NACD's 
special committee on district outlook are 

extremely important, and any shift from 
this people-orientated approach to dis- 
tricts' future planning would be disap- 
pointing. If this happens, "conservation" 
of the land will not take place. 

The urban soil and water conserva- 
tion districts and their directors must 
take the initiative to educate all people, 
nonfarmers and farmers alike, and to 
motivate them to work together for the 
common good of the land. We must 
start to communicate and broaden our 
thinking to all issues and all land. Onl!. 
then can we conserve all the land for all 
the people. We must be equall!? con- 
cerned with both the farm and nonfarm 
areas. We both are using the land; the 
only difference is how we use it. It is in 
its use that we generate all the undesir- 
able environmental impactr. We have 
come a long waj. and have accumuiated 
the information necessary for us to use 
the land properl!. for whatever our in- 
tended use. We know what it takes to 
prevent erosion on an!. and all lands, 
the elements that must be in place if we 
are to control flooding, and wrhat \ve 
must do to protect all land and people 
from pollutants. 

Our district has been fortunate to 
have the expertise and assistance of the 
Illinois Department of Natural He- 
sources and the USDA's Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, both of which have been 
sJrmpathetic to the urban soil erosion 
and sedimentation problems. Whatever 
the situation, conservation needs do not 
recognize boundaries. Conservation he- 
longs to everjyone and everyone must be 
involved in order to make any progress 
at all. Let's broaden our thinking and 
place our priorities for the bcnefit of the 
land and people, not its urage. 

Hart Kar genian 
North Cook Count!' Soil and 

R 011 in g M eado w s , I 11 in w i s 
Water Conservation District 

No conservationists disagree with 
Marilyn Lundberg's reaffirmation that 
soil conservation goals should spread 
over "all people and all land." In fact. 
the idea remains so good, I see no likeli- 
hood nonfarm areas will forsake their 
newfound concern for soil erosion and 
sediment control and water qualit!. pro- 
tection-if that is her worr!.. 

Municipal permit reviewing agencies 

are steadily improving their counseling 
capabilit!r and enforcement authorit!. in 
regard to soil erosion and water runoff 
standards. Urban planners, public works 
engineers, and zoning boards have their 
BMP [best management practices] hand- 
books and soils maps at their elbow; 
these references are dog-eared from us- 
age or soon will be. 

The SCS [Soil Conservation Service] 
and districts can take considerable credit 
for infusing tit!. hall with concern for 
soil conservation and promoting erosion 
control standards and know-how. Mod- 
ern water pollution abatement policies 
and programs can also take some credit 
because it was water cleanup, both ur- 
ban and rural, that lent the extra incen- 
tive to be specific about soil erosion and 
storm water management. 

What Lundberg may fail to appreci- 
ate is that the so-called radical de-em- 
phasis of the nonfarm sector in soil con- 
servation programs is not so much the 
result of the current financial pinch. the 
orientation of the chief, or RCA [Re- 
source Conservation Act] as it is a ps!'- 
chological imperative that was building 
from long before. 

It took the 1976 GAO [General Ac- 
counting Office] evaluation of SCS and 
ASCS [Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service] programs to spell 
out that soil conservation programs were 
doing a deceptively poor job on agricul- 
tural soil erosion control. That assertion 
had a penetrating psjrchological impact. 
The fact of program ineffectiveness. per 
se, was not a surprise, but the fact that 
GAO (Congress' own auditor) was cou- 
rageous enough to make an issue of 
something so sacred was revolutionar!.. 

How had it come to pass that an 
otherwise dedicated agency should de- 
emphasize its central mission? It was 
those new and exciting urban challenges 
in the 1950s and 1960s with their enthu- 
siastic and articulate clientele that af- 
forded the rationale for the substitution 
of priorities. Urban erosion control was 
only one such challenge; wildlife ponds, 
flood control, and outdoor recreation 
were all pieces of the "new soil conser- 
vation" and each exciting piece possessed 
the forbidden fruit: nonfarm benefits. 
Collectivel!., an army of technical ex- 
perts and top management capabilit), 
was diverted from agricultural soil ero- 
sion control. Throughout the 1960s and 
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early 1970s, agency services flowed to 
where the willing customers were and 
shied from where they were not. For a 
time, the soil conservation program, so 
far as agriculture wanted it, was essen- 
tially a tiling program. 

Actually, the current retrenchment 
that Lundberg decries may be more 
agency dressing than substantive. If her 
argument proves persuasive to agency 
administrators, then dressing will be all 
that it is. But the political astuteness 
signified by recent, however reluctant, 
priority shifts is fully justified: A for- 
midable backlash is among us. Lund- 
berg must accept the fact that a back- 
lash sooner or later was inevitable; agri- 
culture is simply too fundamental to be 
an “also ran.” Vacillation now will only 
cause the final remedy to be more revo- 
lutionary. 

Soil conservation, Lundberg might 
agree, was given much rope and an am- 
ple expense account-actually more than 
two decades-to show it could both 
walk and chew gum at the same time. It 
couldn’t. The walk, or as accountants 
like to say, the bottom line, in soil con- 
servation is agricultural soil erosion con- 
trol. This is not one of many facets; it is 
the paramount mission. 

Soil conservation is not an agency; it 
is a tenet overlaying many resource 
management objectives. However, soil 
conservation institutions (as defined for 
governmental convenience) do not over- 
lay all other institutions and, therefore, 
they shouldn’t try to be everywhere. 
Other resource agencies and programs 
must and will contribute to the whole. 
The message for local districts or com- 
mittees is not to concentrate their atten- 
tion in a single institution, but to decen- 
tralize their allegiance to all institutions 
who can contribute to a comprehensive 
program. Districts should do all that 
Lundberg says, but the USDA [U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture] should not. 

Dale E. Marsh 
Watershed and Land Resources 

Department of Natural Resources 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Section 

Understating sediment at ion 

I usually enjoy browsing the JSWCs 
that are circulated across my desk, espe- 

cially when they contain articles about 
sediment deposition, such as the one in 
the September-October [ 19821 issue by 
P. A. Kammerer, Jr., and W. G ,  Batten 
[pp. 302-3041. At first glance, I thought 
this was an excellent documentation of 
the two record events. But I’m afraid 
others might have been misled by the 
terminology used in their discussion. 

“sediment yield’ was 3,200 tons per 
square mile. Sediment yield was not 
measured. The sediment deposition was 
measured at 3,200 tons per square mile. 
To estimate (or measure) sediment yield, 
one must add to this the amount of sedi- 
ment that passed through the spillway. 
Data for two dry reservoirs were pub- 
lished by Gunnar Brune in 1953. One 
was Senecaville reservoir, Ohio, which 
trapped 48 percent and the other was 
John Martin reservoir, Colorado, which 
trapped 62 percent of its sediment in- 
flow. Since this is also a “dry” structure 
and the flood waters were detained less 
than 24 hours, the percent trapped may 
also have been only 50 percent or, in 
other words, another 3,200 tons per 
square mile may have gone through the 
spillway. A more accurate estimate of 
the percent trapped could be made if 
the authors had used the University of 
Kentucky’s DEPOSIT model. Another 
method is to compare average particle 
size of the highly eroded soils with the 
average deposition particle size to see 
how many tons of clay and silt (which 
went through the spillway) it takes to 
make them balance. In the meantime, a 
conservative estimate of sediment yield 
would be 6,400 tons per square mile or 
10 tons per acre. 

A sediment deposition rate of 4.1 
acre-feet in 3 + years seems to be about 
the national average for structures of 
this size (2). Since 82 acre-feet were al- 
lotted to sediment storage, the designer 
must have expected this rate of sedimen- 
tation. 

What is alarming is the rate of erosion 
that must be taking place somewhere in 
the watershed. If one would assume that 
the erosion is mostly from the cropland 
(58 percent of the watershed), then it 
must have eroded 17 tons per acre to get 
an average of 10 tons per acre for the 
whole watershed. (This is assuming 100 
percent delivery to the impoundnient.) 
Apparently, the reported annual sedi- 

The first misinterpretation is that the 

ment yield (of .02 tons per acre (13 tons 
per square mile) during 1968 to 1974 
was not representative of this watershed. 

Why did the authors measure sedi- 
ment density in only four locations 
while measuring sediment thickness in 
204 sites? Why go to all the trouble of 
surveying the impoundment and then 
skimp on a measurement that could 
cause a 10 percent error or more? 

In a study of unit weight of deposited 
sediment, Lara and Pemberton (3) were 
able to predict unit weight based on 
particle size of sediment. Using 405 sam- 
ples from 6 3  normally dry reservoirs, a 
prediction equation was developed. Us- 
ing their equation for this southwestern 
Wisconsin structure, it predicted unit 
weight to be 72 pounds per cubic feet, 
or 10 percent lower than the authors. 
The standard error of estimate was * 12 
pounds per cubic feet and 90 percent of 
the samples were within * 20 pounds 
per cubic feet. One would have to be 
very lucky i o  get the right answer using 
just four locations. I would recommend 
at least 11 locations (one per range) and 
3 per range if possible. Using the full 
depth cores was a good procedure 
though. 

What particle size should I associate 
with a “silty upland’ or a “sandy silt” 
soil? This terminology is new tome. 

I agree with the authors that large 
storms play a significant role in produc- 
ing sediment yield. Erosion control 
structures must be designed to withstand 
the large storm. However, the authors 
have understated their case by ignoring 
the sediment that passed through the 
reservoir. In addition, their case is made 
weaker by only sampling density in four 
locations. 
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Water for Western Agriculture. By Ken- 
neth D. Frederick and James C. Han- 
son. 241 pp., illus., apps., tbls., index, 
1982. Resources for the Future, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 20036. 
In Water for Western Agriculture. an 

excellent research paper from Resources 
for the Future, Inc., Kenneth D. Frederick 
and James C.  Hanson have thoroughly 
traced the past importance of water for 
western agriculture and have outlined 
some of their concerns for the future. The). 
describe their work as primarill7 a synthesis 
of work done elsewhere, supplemented and 
updated by interviews with agricultural 
water experts in the West and some origin- 
al research. The effort was undertaken be- 
cause of the considerable uncertainty stem- 
ming from widely differing views on irri- 
gation’s importance to agriculture and the 
potential impacts of losing irrigated acres 
in the West. 

Although reliable data is hard to come 
by, the authors estimated that by 1977 
more than 60 million acres of land were ir- 
rigated in the United States, which was 
nearljr 15 percent of the nation’s total crop- 
land use. Fifty million of these irrigated 
acres are found in 17 western states, ac- 
counting for nearly one-fourth of cropland 
in these states. Western irrigation expand- 
ed rapidly between 1967 and 1977. The 
Soil Conservation Service survey data indi- 
cate a 21 percent growth during this peri- 
od. Most of this expansion came in the 
Northern Plains area, concentrated in Ne- 
braska and Kansas, which together ac- 
counted for 61 percent of the increase in 
western irrigation. 

In this period, the irrigation growth ten- 
ters have changed markedly from the 
Southern Plains and Pacific Region to the 
Northern Plains area. The locus of future 
growth will remain in the north. 

Surface water withdrawals have re- 
mained fairly constant since the mid- 
1950s. Several factors indicate this trend 
will continue. However, groundwater 
withdrawals have risen three-fold since 
1950. Groundwater currently supplies 
about 39 percent of all western irrigation 
water, resulting in the mining of more 
than 22 million acre-feet per year. 

Ins t i tu t iona l  a r r angemen t s  have  
changed little in the West. Western water 
law and management institutions were de- 
veloped when water was plentiful in rela- 
tion to demand. Water is now scarce in re- 
lation to demand, yet there has been little 

adjustment in the laws and institutions 
that control and manage the resource. 

Costs for water, especially groundwater, 
have increased. Groundwater irrigators 
pay the most for their water and are most 
susceptible to further cost increases stem- 
ming from rising energy costs and declin- 
ing water levels. Surface water costs tend 
to be considerably lower than groundwa- 
ter costs and are not as subject to change. 
Water from federal water projects is pro- 
vided to a fortunate group of irrigators. 
This subsidized water is used on nearly 20 
percent of the West‘s irrigated acreage. 

A variety of environmental problems are 
associated with irrigation, but the ones 
likely to have any significant effect on the 
future role of irrigation are low stream 
flows, groundwater depletion, and salini- 
ty. Another environmental problem is 
groundwater pollution from the infiltra- 
tion of agricultural chemicals. 

Projections of irrigated acreage are diffi- 
cult to achieve. Almost every method de- 
vised has a number of shortcomings. In the 
future, changes in total irrigated acreage 
will depend largely upon what happens to 
agricultural commodity prices. This is true 
more so than in the past. Future expansion 
will be influenced by very different cost 
and resource conditions, making past 
trends of limited value for projecting 
future irrigation. Even in the absence of 
any significant change in crop prices, how- 
ever, some net expansion of western irriga- 
tion seems likely. Most of the expansion 
will be in the Northern Plains, and more 
specifically within the Nebraska Sandhills. 

There will be some qualitative changes 
in western irrigation. The nature as well as 
the rate of growth of irrigation will be very 
different from the past. As costs rise, water 
will be used more efficiently. Although 
total irrigated acreage may not peak until 
the first decade of the next century, total 
water withdrawals for irrigation will peak 
much sooner, perhaps within ;he next de- 
cade. Improvements in yields and changes 
in cropping patterns will increase the value 
of irrigated production even a.fter these 
peaks are reached. 

In conclusion, Frederick states, “The 
West is running out of water. It is running 
out of low-cost water, however, and no set 
of policies and programs will alter the fact 
that water is becoming increasingly valu- 
able in the West.”-DAYLE E. WIL- 
LIAMSON, Nebraska Natural Resources 
Commission. Lincoln, 68509. 

The Politics of Agricultural Research. By 
Don I T .  Hadwiger. 230 pp., illus., refs., 
tbls., bibliog., index, 1982. University of 
Nebraska Press, Lincoln, 68583, and 
London. 
Historically, agricultural research has 

had an enviable record for providing the 
informa:ion needed for modern farming 
systems. Although the record measures up 
well in ii cost-benefit analysis, critics con- 
tend that the emphasis placed on produc- 
tion efficiency has added little to basic 
knowledge. Another criticism has been 
that industry interests have been served, 
while the concerns for “new agenda” 
items, such as food safety and human nu- 
trition, have been ignored. 

Hadwiger believes that agricultural sci- 
entists represent a distinct subculture. This 
subculture developed because agricultural 
scientist:, as a rule were raised on a farm, 
obtaineci their training at a land-grant col- 
lege, did their research on commodity- 
oriented problems, and kept a distance 
from the mainstream of basic science re- 
search. 

The alithor documents that most admin- 
istrators of agricultural research in both 
the state and federal systems come from the 
ranks of this group of agricultural scien- 
tists. As a group they set research policy 
based or industry needs and have been re- 
luctant to include social needs in their pri- 
or i t ies . 

The political supporters of these admin- 
istrators are made up of the many agricul- 
tural interest groups, which include farm 
organizations, commodity associations, 
and tracle groups. Hadwiger discusses the 
control that the congressional appropria- 
tions subcommittees for agriculture have in 
setting research policy. He emphasizes the 
tremendms power of the House Appropri- 
ations Subcommittee for Agriculture. Con- 
gressman Jamie Whitten, chairman of the 
subcomriittee since 1949, is described as a 
“one-man committee,” with a reputation 
fur being a broker for the powers of in- 
dustry. Even though he is knowledgeable 
about the agricultural industry and re- 
search, Whitten is accused of giving little 
support to the research needs expressed by 
public ir terest groups. His great power re- 
sults from his acceptance by the president, 
Congres:,, the media, nonfarm groups, and 
research administrators. 

The Senate appropriations subcommit- 
tee, though cursor?. in its examination of 
the agricultural research budget, does be- 
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come involved in “pork barrel” appropria- 
tions. These actions, which have added to 
the nation’s research capabilitj., have re- 
sulted in the opening of new field loca- 
tions. Many of these locations, however, 
end up with inadequate funds when the 
senator responsible for establishing them 
leaves the committee. 

The conference committee appointed to 
the House and Senate subcommittees spend 
half of their time on research items, even 
though these items make up less than 6 per- 
cent of USDAs budget. In these delibera- 
tions, Congressman Whitten has been most 
successful in reducing those budget items 
he gives a low priority while increasing 
those he gives a high priority. 

The program control exercised by re- 
search managers and the Congress has 
been and continues to be challenged by 
public interest groups. Rachel Carson’s 
book, Silent Spring, published in 1962, 
generated great public concern about po- 
tential health hazards from agricultural 
technology. This concern, which has per- 
sisted and grown over two decades, has 
gained the support of many public interest 
groups. Research polic). set in response to 
these concerns has been in some cases de- 
veloped without inputs from the agricul- 
tural establishments. 

Because of the recent success of public 
interest groups with Congressional policy- 
makers, industry has found that it is expe- 
dient to work with them to obtain funds 
for research of mutual interest. Issues of 
public concern raised bj. interest groups 
outside of agriculture have prompted ques- 
tions in the minds of some agricultural sci- 
entists and administrators about how well 
the s>.stem is responding to today’s needs. 
These questions have triggered a series of 
committee studies. The reports developed 
by these committees suggest that new and 
improved management is needed if agri- 
cultural research is to have the impact it 
should. 

The findings of these committees were 
responsible for the new budget and plan- 
ning process and a new USDA agency, the 
Science and Education Administration. A 
corn petit ive grants program was included 
to respond to the new research needs of ag- 
riculture and special interest groups. This 
funding mechanism was never supported 
by state and federal research managers. 

The 1977 farm bill, which received sup- 
port from both the industry and public in- 
terest groups, authorized a doubling of ag- 
ricultural research funds. However, Con- 
gress never provided additional funds for 
the authorization. The author is critical of 
the lobbying efforts of state agricultural ex- 
periment and extension bodies that re- 
sulted in the House appropriations sub- 
committee providing these funds by cut- 
ting the heart of the competitive grants 
programs. 

The author wonders if research manag- 
ers haven’t returned to complete reliance 

on industry support, He expresses concern 
about stymied growth if this occurs. The 
reader is reminded that the public is much 
better informed about world food prob- 
lems and the side effects of modern agrirul- 
tural technology than they were in the 
past. These support groups have learned 
how to gain access to research managers 
and congressional committees responsible 
for appropriating funds. The result could 
be that Congress, rather than research 
managers, will reconcile the demands of 
industry and special interest groups. 

The Politics of Agricultural Research is 
both informative and readable. I recom- 
mend it to research managers, legislators, 
and others interested in agricultural re- 
search.-CARL W .  CARLSON, Mary- 
land Agricultural Experiment Stiltion. 
Univenity of Maryland, College Park, 
20 742. 

General 

Forgotten Men: The Civilian Conservation 
Corps. By Robert Allen Ermentrout. 
102 pp., 1982. Exposition Press, Inc., 
Smithtown, New York. 11787. $6.50. 

Agricu I t ure 

Irrigation and Agricultural Politics in 
South Korea. By Robert Wade. 172 pp., 
illus., tbls., bibliog., index, 1982. Ct‘est- 
view Press, Boulder, Colo. 80301. 
$22.50. 

Consumptive Use of Water by Major 
Crops in the Southwestern United 
States. 40 pp., illus., refs., apps.. 1982. 
Cons. Research Rpt. No. 29. Agricultur- 
al Research Service, Washington, D. C.  
20250. 

Dryland Cropping Practices in the South- 
ern Great Plains. By Ordie R. Jones and 
Wendell C .  Johnson. 16 pp., illus., 
refs., app., 1982. Conservaton and Pro- 
duction Research Laboratory, Bush- 
land, Texas 79012. 

Food, Agriculturc, and Nutrition Issuesfor 
Planning. 61 pp., apps., 1982. CED-82- 
27. U. S. General Accounting Office, 
Gaithersburg, Md. 20760. 

FLEXCROP: A Dryland Systems Model. 
By A. D. Halvorson and P. 0. Mresge 49 
pp., refs., apps., 1982. Production Res. 
Rpt. No. 180. Agricultural Research 
Service, Washington, D.C. 20250. 

Appraisal of the Proposed Budget for Food 
and Agricultural Sciences. Report to the 
Pre,Yident and Congrcss by the National 
Agricultural Research and Extension 
User,s Aduiyory Board. 16 pp., apps., 
1982. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C. 

100 Most Commonly Asked Questions 
About No-Tillage. 32 pp., 1982. No-Till 
Farmer, Brookfield, Wisc. 53005. 
$3.95, plus 7 5 ~  postage and handling. 

Feeding Multitudes: A History of How 
Farmers Made America Rich. By 
Wheeler McMillen. 489 pp., apps., 

1981. Wheeler McMillen, Lovettsville, 
Va. 22080. $12.00. 

Agriculture as a Producer and Consumer 
of Energy. Edited by William Locker- 
etz. 146 pp., illus., index, 1982. AAAS 
Selected Symp. 78. Westview Press, 
Boulder, Colo. 80301. $17.00. 

Fmtilixers and Fertilization: Introduction 
and Practical Guide to Crop Fertiliza- 
tion. By Arnold Finck. 438 pp., illus., 
tbls., refs., app., index, 1982. Verlag 
Cheinie International Inc., Deerfield 
Beach, Fla. 33441. $42.50. 

Principles and Practices of Dryland Farm- 
ing. By K.  G. Brengle. 178 pp., illus., 
refs., apps., index, 1982. Colorado Asso- 
ciated University Press, Boulder, 80309. 
$15.00. 

Modern Irrigated Soils. By David W. 
James, R. John Hanks, and Jerome J. 
Jurinak. 235 pp., illus., index, 1982. 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., Somerset, N.J. 
08873. $30 .OO. 

Minimum Tillage Farm ing/No- Tillage 
Farming. By Bill Hayes and Harry 
Young, Jr. 372 pp., 1982. No-Till Farm- 
er, Brookfield, Wisc. 53005. $18.95, 
plus $1.95 for postage. Wisconsin resi- 
dents add 5 percent sales tax. 

Food Policy and Farm Programs. Edited 
by Don F. Hadwiger and Ross B. Tal- 
bot. 254 pp., index, 1982. The Academy 
of Political Science, New York, N.Y. 
10025-0148. $6.95. 

Rmource and Environmental Effects of 
U.S. Agriculture. By Pierre R.  Crosson 
and Sterling Brubaker. 255 pp., illus., 
refs., apps., index, 1982. Johns Hopkins 
University Press, Baltimore, Md. 21218. 
$15.00. 

Agricultural Land in an Urban Society, By 
Owen J .  Furuseth and John T. Pierce. 
Department of Geography, Pennsyl- 
vania State Univ., Universitj. Park, 
16802. $5.00. 

Proceedings: High-Altitude Revegetation 
Workshop No. 5. Edited by Robin L. 
Cuany and Julie Etra. 226 pp., 1982. 
Information Series No. 48. Water Re- 
sources Research Institute, Colorado 
State University, Fort Collins, 80523. 
$6.00. 

Forests 

Uncultivated Nuts of the United States. By 
Arnold Krochmal and Connie Kroch- 
mal. 89 pp., illus., gloss., bibliog., in- 
dex, 1982. Agr. Info. Bull. 450. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Washing- 
ton, D.C.  20250. 

A v Analysiy of the Timber Situation in the 
United Stata.  1952-2030. 499 pp., 
illus., tbls., apps., gloss., 1982. Forest 
Resource Rpt. 23. U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 
20402. 

E riuironmental Concern i n  Forestry. By 
Judith L. Schwab. 10 pp., 1982. 
P-1094. Vance Bibliographies, Monti- 
cello, Ill. 61856. $2.00. 

102 Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 



Recreation as a Fore,$t Product. By Judith 
L. Schwab. 57 pp., 1982. P-1096. 
Vance Bibliographies, Monticello, Ill. 
61856. $8.25. 

Black Walnut for the Future. 151 pp., 
1982. Gen. Tech. Rpt. NC-74. North 
Central Forest Experiment Station, 
Forest Service, U.S. Department of Ag- 
riculture, St. Paul, Minn. 55108. 

Soils 
The Economics of Soil and Water Conser- 

vation Practices in Iowa: Model and 
Data Documentation. By C. Arden 
Pope 111, Shashanka Bhide, and Earl 0. 
Heady. 93 pp., illus., refs., tbls., 1982. 
CARD Rpt. 108, SWCP Series I .  Center 
for Agricultural and Rural Develop- 
ment, Iowa State Universitj., Ames, 
5001 1. $4.00. 

The Quality of Agricultural Research Ser- 
vice Watemhed and Plot Data. Edited 
by Clifton W. Johnson, David A .  Far- 
rell, and Fred W. Blaisdell. 168 pp., il- 
lus., 1982. ARM-W-August 31. Agricul- 
tural Research Service, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, Boise, Idaho 
83705. 

Soil Mechanics Technology. By Marcus M. 
Truitt. 284 pp., illus., refs., index, 
1983. Prentice-Hall, Inc. , Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J. 07632. 

Performance of Artificially Shaded Con- 
tainer-Grown Douglas- Fir Seedlings on 
Skeletal Soils. By S. D. Hobbs. 6 pp., il- 
lus., refs., 1982. Forest Res. Note 71. 
School of Forestry, Oregon State Univ., 
Corvallis 97331-5704. 

Land Use 

The American Cropland Crisis. By W. 
Wendell Fletcher and Charles E .  Little. 
193 pp., index, 1982. The American 
Land Forum, Bethesda, Md. 20814. 
$7.9S. 

A Stiidy of Sdwted Gwat  Lakes Coastal 

Prime Farmland in Georgia. Bj? James E. 
Kundell, Fred C. White, and Johnnie 
Graham. 49 pp., 1982. Institute of Cov- 
ernment, Universit!. of Georgia, Athens, 
30602. $6.50. 

Contracting for Public Scrvicc Delivcry: 
An  Alternative for Boorntotcns. B!. 
Stephen B. Lovejoy, Ramona Marotz- 
Baden, and John Baden. 18 pp.. refs., 
1982. WRDC Paper No. 14. Western 
Rural Development Center, Oregon 
State Universit!., Corvallis, 97331. 

Mineral Data in the Forest Service's Road- 
less Area l h i e w  and Evaluation (RARE 
11) is Misleading arid Should bc Corrcct- 
ed. 11 p p . ,  1982. EMD-82-29. U.S. 
General Accounting Office, Gaithers- 
burg, Md. 20760. Single copies free. 

Land Use 1.ssiie.s: A GAO PcmpectivC. 42 
pp., apps., 1982. CED-82-40. U.S. 
General Accounting Office, Gaithers- 
burg, Md. 20760. Single copies free. 

Evaluation of Soil Productivit!j Criteria 
Used to Aid in Valuation of Agricultural 
Land in Iowa. By Thomas E. Fenton, 
Gerald A. Miller, and Paul E. Rosen- 
berr).. 100 pp., illus., tbls., 1982. Insti- 
tute of Urban and Regional Research, 
Universitjr of Iowa, Iowa Cit!., 52242. 
$4.00, plus 500, for shipping and han- 
dling. 

G ii id i ng La n d Usc Dec*isio r1.s : Pla n n in g 
and Management for Forests and l<i>c- 
reation. Edited by David W. Country- 
man and Denise M. Sofranko. 251 pp.. 
illus., tbls., app., index, 1982. Johns 
Hopkins University Press, Raltimore, 
Md. 21218. $20.00. 

Private Options: Tools and Concepts for 
Land Conseruation. B!. Montana Land 
Reliance and the Land Trust Exchange. 
310 pp. ,  1982. Island Press, CoLrelo, 
Calif. 94528. $25.00, 

Improved Planning and Managcnient of 
the Central arid Soiithcrn Florida Flood 
Control Yrojcct is Needed. 9 pp., apps., 

Marshes. B!. A. Mudroch. 44 pp., illus., 1982. GAOIMASAD-82-35. U.S Gener- 
tbls., refs., 1982. Inland Waters Direc- al Accounting Office, Gaiihersburg, 
torate, Environment Canada, Ottawa, Md. 2G760. 
Ont., K1A OE7. Agricultu ral Land Yrcserva t ion in Califor- 

Speciulists in Quality 

NATIVE GRASSES 
Wheatgrasses Bluestems Grammas Switchgrasses 

Lovegrasses 0 Buffalo and many others 

We grow, harvest, process these seeds. 
Native grasses harvested in 10 states. 

Your Inquirk 
Appreciated 

Phone 398-2231 
HEALY, KANSAS 

co. 

nia: An Ovcruictc. By Daniel A. Maz- 
manian. 15 pp., 1982. Working Paper 
1. California Ingtitute of Public Affairs, 
Clarcmont, 9171 1. $3.00, postpaid. 

Eco rc>gi,? n . La n (1- S i i  rface Fo rrn and Hy- 
droloqic Unit Maps of thc Unitcd States. 
Compiled IIJ. Robert G. Bade\, and 
Charles T. Cushwa. Maps, 1982. East- 
ern E:nerg?- and Land Use Team. U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife SerLice, Kearnqvs- 
\.ille, W. Va. 25430. 

Totcard Wiscir U ~ P  of Our Forests and 
Ha n g  ela ti ds: 1 981 13 cwa rch Acco t n  p l  ish- 
tncnt:;. 154 pp., illus., 1982. General 
Tech Rpt. WO-34. U.S. GoLvrnment 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 
20405!. 

lL'ortherri Great Plains Coal Mining: Re- 
gional Impacts. B!. Thomag F. Stinson, 
Llo!.cl D. Render, and Stank!. W. Voel- 
ker. 48 pp.. 1982. GPO .4IB-4*52. U.S. 
Geneid Accounting Office, Gaithers- 
burg. hld 20i60. $5.00. 

Enginec ring in a Forcstry Environment. 
24 p ~ . ,  illus., 1982. Program Aid 1311. 
Forest Ser\+x, U.S. Department of Ag- 
ricult ure, Washington, D. C. 20013. 

R d a  tior Iships Bet tcwti Soil. Plan t Corn - 
m i i n i  py. and Clitnatc on Rangclad.7 of 
the Iiiter?norintain W r i s t .  B!. H .  B. Pas- 
ye!', 'Jern K.  Hugie, E. M.'. Williams. 
and 13. E Ball. 123 pp.. illus.. refs.. 
tbls., apps., 1982. Tech. Bull. 1669. Soil 
Conswvation Service, U .S. Department 
of Agriculture. Washington, D.C. 
200 121. 

A Docii i n  cn ta tio n of thc N c w  ti rcm Co 1 1  - 
scrvai ion Act '.I. Asscsstnent Modcl of l k -  
gional Agricriltriral Prodtiction. Land 
and \Vatu UW. and Soil Loss. B!. Bur- 
ton C .  English. Klaus F. Alt. and Earl 
0. Head!.. 158 pp.. illus., refs.. tbls., 
apps., 1982. CARD Rpt. 107T. Center 
for Agricultural and Rural Develop- 
ment. Iowa State Univ., Ames, 50011. 
$3.00. 

Piiblic liangeland Ii,ii)rovci~ic.,it-A S lo tc  
Costl!y I'roccw i n  Nccd of Altcmatc 
Frind,'ng. 69 pp., apps., 1982. GAO/ 
RCED-83-23. U.S General Accounting 
Officti, Gaithersburg. Md. 20'760. 

Inipact o f  Watcr Lcocl Changm on Woodij 
R i pa ria i i  and WcJt la nd Co r n  t n  i i  1 1  it ics . 
Voliivic I X .  thc Alaska Rqgion. B!. L!n- 
don C .  Lee and Thomas M. Hinckle!.. 
FWSi OBS-82/22. U.S. Government 
Printing Office. Washington. D.C. 
20402. 

Itnpact o f  Watcr Lcvcd Changcs on Wootl!y 
R i pa rian arid Wctla nd Coin n i  tinit im. 
C'olii 1 ti i' S. Indcx and Acldcwdti i n  to 
Volii?um I- 1'111. 11 1 1111.. illus.. refs., 
tbls., apps., 1982. FLC'SIOBS-82/23. 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. 20402. 

Th c 1, a 1 1 do ti i i  cr',s 0 1) t io t is : A C: i i  idc to t h P 

Voliirltar!j Protcctio nof L a d  in Iowa. 
38 p I . ,  apps ... 1982. Iowa Natural 
Heritaige Foundation. Des hloiney. 
50309. 

March-April 1983 103 




