
CONTENTS 

Features 

214 
Viewpoint: Alternative 
conservation systems: 
Controlling the damage 
Glenn M. Stoddard lays out 
the implications of 
abandoning use of the soil 
loss tolerance standard on 
cropland subject to 
conservation compliance 

216 
How to do coordinated 
resource management 
planning 
E. William Anderson and 
Robert C. Baum provide a 
step-by-step guide to 
managing natural resources 
and related conflicts on 
private and public land 

221 
Science, engineering, 
and the law on western 
Sunbelt rivers 
William L. Graf discusses 
the failure of natural 
resource professionals to 
address adequately water 
and related land 
management issues 

226 
A multipurpose land 
information system for 
rural resource planning 
S. J. Ventura, B. J. Niemann, 
Jr., and D. D. Moyer 
describe a county-level 
geographic information 
system that has multiple 
planning applications 

230 
A land information 
system for soil 
erosion control 
planning 
S. J. Ventura, N. R. 
Chrisman, K. Connors, 
R. F. Gurda, and 
R. W. Martin illustrate the 
use of a geographic 
information system to 
estimate soil loss for 
conservation planning 
under the Food Security 
Act 

234 
Indian water rights 
Douglas R. Franklin and 
James J. Jacobs look at 
the questions of 
uncertainty, equity, and 
evaluation of alternative 
investments that surround 
use of water on 
reservations in the 
western Untied States 

239 
Improved estimates of 
groundwater-mining 
acreage 
Clifford Dickason updates 
estimates of annual use 
of mined water supplies 
via irrigation 

Commentary 

241 
Agriculture and the 
environment: What do 
we really mean? 
Thomas E. Waddell and 
Blair T. Bower assert that 
policymakers must 
consider the 
‘‘agroenvironmental 
system’’ in analyzing 
pollution from agricultural 
activities 

To ac- ance the science and art of go 

Research Reports 

251 
Why eligible 
landowners did not 
participate in the first 
four sign-ups of the 
Conservation Reserve 
Program 
J. Dixon Esseks and 
Steven E. Kraft 

256 
Conservation tillage: 
An analysis of 
acreage projections in 
the United States 
David L. Schertz 

259 
Classifying rangeland 
riparian areas: The 
Nevada Task Force 
approach 
Sherman Swanson, Ray 
Miles, Steve Leonard, and 
Kenneth Genz 

264 
A geographic 
information system 
for targeting 
non poin t-sou rce 
agricultural pollution 
W. Cully Hession and 
V. 0. Shanholtz 

266 
Economic choices of 
crop sequences on 
cash-cropping farms 
with alternative crop 
yield trends 
D. P. Stonehouse, 
B. D. Kay, J. K. Baffoe, 
and D. L. Johnston-Drury 

270 
Bobwhite quail use of 
no-till versus 
conventionally 
planted crops in 
western Tennessee 
William G. Minser and 
Ralph W. Dimmick 

1 land and water use worldwide 

Departments 

210 
The SWCS view 

212 
Pen points 

243 
In the news 

248 
Professional services 
4% classif ieds 

249 
Upcoming 

250 
Books, etc. 

Cover: Wheat amid contour 
strips of no-till corn and hay 
near Coshocton, Ohio-the 
host state for SWCS’s 43rd 
annual meeting, July 31- 
August 3, in Columbus. 
Photo by Bob Kissler. 

Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 
(ISSN 0022-4561) is published six 
times a year in January, March, May, 
July, September, and November by the 
Soil and Water Conservation Society, 
7515 N.E. Ankeny Road, Ankeny, Iowa 
50021-9764. Second class postage 
paid at Ankeny, Iowa, and additional 
mailing offices. 
POSTMASTER: Send address changes 
to Journal of Soil and Water 
Consemtion, 7515 N.E. Ankeny Road, 
Ankeny, Iowa 500214764. 
Copyright 0 1988 by the Soil and 
Water Conservation Society. SWCS 
assumes no responsibility for 
statements and opinions expressed by 
contributors. 
Address all editorial and business 
correspondence to SWCS, 7515 N.E. 
Ankeny Road, Ankeny, Iowa 
500214764; telephone (515) 289-2331. 
Subscription is by membership in 
SWCS or by subscription. Membership 
dues are $37 a year ($42 outside the 
U.S. and Canada); subscriptions are 
$30 a year ($35 outside the U.S. and 
Canada). 



SOIL 
AND WATER 
CONSERVATION 
SOCIETY 

THE SWCS VIEW 

Co nse rva t io n in 
transition: The issues 

T is difficult to predict what the conser- 
vation issues of the 21st century will be 
Some will be similar to today’s issues, 

Between now and the year 2000 it ap- 
but many will be quite different. 

pears that the issue of water supply (quan- 
tity and quality) will demand much of the 
resource manager’s time and attention. Both 
surface water and groundwater manage- 
ment are critical issues confronting resource 
managers throughout North America and 
the world. With populations continuing to 
increase and people concentrating in small 
geographical areas, the demand for water 
resources will continue to mount. As the per 
capita use of water in North America in- 
creases, our standard of living becomes 
more and more dependent upon an abun- 
dant supply of quality water. Only slight 
changes in climatic patterns could cause 
major water shortages in important North 
American food production centers. This 
would necessitate alterations in the crops 
grown, or at least in the way we now use 
the natural resources in these areas. 

Low-input agriculture will be an issue 
receiving a lot of attention between now 
and the 21st century. Economic and envi- 
ronmental concerns have already stimulated 
debate on what low-input agriculture is and 
what role it should have in making the best 
use of natural resources and producing the 
food and fiber needed by our nations. The 
potential for good management of soil and 
water resources under low-input agricd- 
tural systems is bright but not automatic. 
Soil and water conservationists must keep 
a keen eye on the development and popu- 
larity of low-input agriculture to ensure that 
these basic resources, so essential for food 
production, are not degradated by new 
farming systems. 

Even before we reach the 21st century, a 
major conservation effort must be mounted 
in the United States-ensuring that the next 
farm bill will have strong, workable conser- 
vation provisions. The conservation provi- 
sions of the 1985 farm bill were major 
achievements for conservationists and must 
not be forgotten in the next farm bill legisla- 
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tion. Although farmers and ranchers own 
and/or control the use of most of the land 
in the United States, the resources on the 
land benefit all people. This meam farmers 
and ranchers have an enormous responsibil- 
ity in being stewards of these resources; it 
also means they should have the public’s 
help with the cost of conserving these re- 
sources for future generations. 

A major natural resource issue for the 2lst 
century should be the establishment of clear 
national and international natural resource 
policy. The conservation community must 
combine forces and agree upon goals and 
objectives for integrated resources manage- 
ment and then develop a plan to accomplish 
these goals and objectives. Only with this 
kind of joint effort can the conservation 
community hope to influence and convince 
leaders and legislators to a m p t  and support 
such a plan. Without a clear, well-accepted 
conservation policy, there is little hope that 
the financial resources and the cooperation 
of the public will be present to manage 
natural resources in a way necessary to 
maintain our resource base The importance 
of developing such a policy must be a high 
priority of conservation professionals as we 
move toward the 21st century. 

Perhaps the most prominent issue in this 
period of “conservation in transition” will 
be a shift from emphasizing natural re- 
sources themselves to the people who 
manage and use the resources. We know far 
more about the nature of natural resources 
and the theory of how to manage them than 
we actually are able to put into practice. 
More effort should be expended on methods 
of knowledge transfer and ways to persuade 
users of natural resources to do so wisely. In 
this age of communication, natural resource 
professionals must be on the ‘%utting edge’’ 
of technology transfer and m a s  communi- 
cation techniques. We must have the abil- 
ity to “sell our ideas” to others as effectively 
as major corporations market their products 
to the public. In my opinion, the most im- 
portant conservation issue of the future will 
be the preparation and nurturing of the con- 
servation professional and convincing the 
public that the proper management of na- 
tural resources is a critical national priority. 

Donald E .  Van Meter, President 
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PEN POINTS 

Extension: Better and cheaper! 

I had a chance to read the Peter 
Nowak article, “Information and Edu- 
cation: Demand versus Supply,” in the 
January-February 1988 issue of the 
JSWC [pp. 51-53]. As an Extension 
faculty person working at ground zero, 
I would report that the article is gen- 
erally right on target, though maybe 
not blunt enough for some to understand. 

Extension’s sister agencies at the 
federal and state levels, as well as some 
Extension administrators, do not under- 
stand the effect of multiple funding 
sources and assignments on what is 
delivered at the county level (ground 
zero). Each entity contributing to the 
fund makes its own demands on Exten- 
sion staff time. Each wants to provide 
its own special guidance to Extension 
activities to the general exclusion of the 
others. And let’s not forget that each 
individual who comes in the door feels 
that his or her problem is far more 
important than all those previously 
mentioned. 

Generally, it is harder and more ex- 
pensive in the short term to teach than 
to preach. However, the bureaucracies 
find it easier to preach from a technical 
guide, perceived to be written in stone, 
than to help and work with their Ex- 
tension colleagues to educate toward 
change. All those angry faces across the 
counter are not getting the message 
across. Even those looking at those 
angry faces sometimes miss the message. 

Extension educational activities have 
historically dealt with production and, 
in recent years, with marketing and 
financial management because people 
have wanted information on subjects 
that relate to income. Moreover, that is 
where the money is to support educa- 
tional efforts. After all, most county 
and state Extension offices are scratch- 
ing to find a way to keep the door open 
and pay the secretary enough so she [or 
he] will stay. 

Let me pose an example. If the county 
Extension Council thinks a demonstra- 
tion of high-residue tillage systems would 
help local farmers improve their in- 
come, provide conservation education, 
and show off some of the information 
available from the university, where do 
you suppose the land, equipment, and 
inputs come from to support the project? 

The vast majority comes from private 
business. Should one of the aforemen- 
tioned groups provide a few pennies, it 
would ask for an extensive proposal, a 
ream of reports, and half the credit. 
The private company, on the other 
hand, would ask for a place to stick a 
sign and maybe for one copy of the 
newsletter or of the same report you 
send to the rest of the sponsors and 
hand out at winter meetings. A 
quarter-million-dollar demonstration, 
and the person that provides the least 
wants the most. 

Extension does not have a problem 
delivering information and education 
activities; it has a problem with fund- 
ing. If someone comes up with the 
money to support an educational effort 
on conservation or any other issue, Ex- 
tension can do it. If people want re- 
ports, they should ask for something 
simple. Most Extension folks would be 
glad to help out and probably wouldn’t 
ask for much credit, but let’s be patient. 
You can’t provide educational activities 
for adults without serious preparation. 

The whole issue gets down to looking 
out for the folks and one another. All 
the agency heads and subordinates give 
lip service to cooperation, but I won’t 
believe it until I see one divide the pie 
for the other’s benefit. Extension’s slice 
of the pie is becoming microscopic at 
all levels. Soon, unless they change their 
methods, our sister agencies will be left 
all alone to face those angry faces across 
the counter by themselves. 

Extension in the past has always 
helped other agencies for free. The 
words “for more information, contact 
your local Extension Center (or county 
agent)” were freely spread by all. But 
all the freebees are gone. We are still 
willing and can help, but someone else 
will have to finance the project. But, in 
the long run, I bet we can do it cheaper. 

Gary D. Hoette 
University Extension 
Montgomery City, Missouri 

A response! 

You are right, Gary, I wasn’t blunt 
enough. However, your letter certainly 
sharpened the issues. Based on my ex- 
perience in working at the local, state, 
and national levels, I agree with you 
fully. In particular, many representatives 

of other U.S. Department of Agriculture 
agencies and conservation groups do not 
understand how Extension works. We 
are not a line agency, nor do we 
preach. Instead, we attempt to teach 
while juggling the demands coming 
from local, state, and national sources. 
Further, Extension’s teaching must be 
based on sound research, not predicated 
on prevailing political winds. 

When your letter discussed funding, 
however, you really went to the core of 
the issue I avoided. I do not have to tell 
you about the significant increase in 
workload the 1985 Food Security Act 
has placed on Extension. Nor do I have 
to tell you about the major budget cuts 
Extension has taken in the last few 
years. My naive assumption when pre- 
paring the “demand versus supply” 
paper was that the forthcoming agree- 
ment between SCS [Soil Conservation 
Service] and Extension would transfer 
needed dollars so Extension could meet 
this demand. As you noted in your let- 
ter, interagency coordination receives a 
lot of lip service, but stops when it 
comes to cutting the pie differently. 
This has certainly been the case relative 
to the SCS-CES agreement. It has 
proven to be a sham and political 
smoke screen. Other than the joint SCS- 
Extension project in Illinois, I have only 
heard of $2,000 or $3,000 being trans- 
ferred to Extension in other states. This 
is out of the more than $60 million SCS 
has received in supplemental appro- 
priations over the last couple of fiscal 
budgets. We are being told at the state 
level that there are no funds available 
to transfer to Extension. This has not 
stopped the NACD [National Associa- 
tion of Conservation Districts], however, 
from continuing to plead with the U.S. 
Congress on how the SCS is still short 
of funds. Little or nothing has been 
said about the severe budget problems 
faced by Extension. Between 100 and 
200 conservation technicians have or 
will shortly be added here in Wisconsin 
with SCS funds. At  the same time, our 
Extension conservation specialists are 
operating with one-third of the work 
force they had several years ago. This 
has not stopped SCS from pointing the 
finger at us and saying, “It’s your 
responsibility under the 1985 farm bill.’’ 
Frustration is an understatement 
relative to this situation. 
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The real tragedy is just around the 
corner. Drawing up conservation plans 
is one thing, but implementing them in 
an economically and agronimically 
sound fashion is quite another. There 
are going to be many land users around 
1990 who are going to be turning to 
Extension. What may be sound plans 
according to the local technical guide 
will prove to be unworkable due to 
marketing, machinery, labor, or numer- 
ous other factors that were not included 
in the original design. Extension exper- 
tise could have been brought to bear in 
this process, but our role has been 
largely limited to preaching public rela- 
tions and organized meetings. A very 
poor use of our expertise and limited 
resources. We should have been actively 
involved at the beginning. Only a 
limited emergency response will be 
available come 1990. The land user is 
the one who will be hurt as an outcome 
of these poor decisions regarding fund- 
ing of Food Security Act responsibilities. 

Unfortunately, this Food Security Act 
implementation fiasco is only the begin- 
ning. Funds for getting land users to 
adopt best management practices to ad- 
dress water quality concerns are already 
being funneled away from a teaching 
context to where expectations will be 
preached through an SCS field office 
technical guide. Although Extension 
and the associated land grant university 
system have the needed expertise in this 
area, we find SCS gearing up to take 
over this function as well. The sad part 
about it is that I can’t blame them. 
Extension leadership, an oxymoron if I 
ever heard one, appears more interested 
in maintaining the status quo. Multiple 
goals are written so vaguely that every- 
one in Extension can just continue to do 
what they have always done. New and 
needed initiatives are understaffed and 
underfunded because we do not have 
the vocal spokespersons pointing out to 
Congress the capabilities of our system. 
Instead, we sit back, defending the 
status quo, while other organizations 
take on these new responsibilities and 
the associated funding. The paradox in 
all this is that we are supposed to be an 
organization of professional change 
agents. If only we could practice what 
we preach1 

Yes, funding and all the hoops we 
have to jump through to try and carry 

out a respectable education program 
should have been the major message in 
my paper. I am afraid we are going to 
continue to see more responsibilities and 
demands coming our way with even less 
funding. Because we will be unable to 
deliver an effective program in this con- 
text, a situation Extension calls a 
“~hallenge,~’ other organizations will 
continue to usurp our functions. Again, 
it is the land user who ultimately will 
be hurt by this development. 

we can under these circumstances. If 
cynicism and frustration does not over- 
whelm us, then it might be possible 
that someday, somehow our “leaders” 
will address this situation with some- 
thing other than empty rhetoric. 

Our task is to continue to do the best 

Pete Nowak 
University of Wisconsin-Extension 
Madison, Wisconsin 

A memorial 

The recent death of South African 
Alan Paton evoked expressions of praise, 
especially for Cry, the Beloved Coun- 
try, his moving novel of that nation’s 
troubled race relations. But the book’s 
opening passage contains an ecological 
background for the subsequent tragedy 
in the form of a marvelously poetic 
contrast between a prosperous farming 
area with well-tended soil and a nearby 
area where soil has been washed away 
and people are impoverished. 

Along with the many other tributes 
to this great author, it seems appro- 
priate that he be memorialized as well 
on the pages of a soil conservation 
magazine by quoting his poignant 

description of the ravages of soil erosion: 
“The great red hills stand desolate, 

and the earth has torn away like flesh. 
The lightning flashes over them, the 
clouds pour down upon them, the dead 
streams come to life, full of the red 
blood of the earth. Down in the valleys 
women scratch the soil that is left, and 
the maize hardly reaches the height of 
a man. They are valleys of old men and 
old women, of mothers and children. 
The men are away, the young men and 
the girls are away. The soil cannot keep 
them any more.” 

William Lockeretz 
Tufts University 
Medford, Massachusetts 

Plaudits for a watershed project 

John Eckes, state conservationist in 
Illinois, should be lauded for moving 
the Illinois soil conservation effort in a 
bold, new direction [JSWC, January- 
February 1988, pp. 47-48]. It certainly 
makes sense to plan for water and soil 
on the basis of the hydrologic unit. 

This approach is far superior to the 
seemingly haphazard approach used in 
most places where water quality needs 
are addressed on a case-by-case basis, if 
at all. It also makes sense to bring 
people together within a hydrologic unit 
to plan how best to protect soil and 
water as opposed to working solely with 
individuals in scattered places. 

One would hope the approach would 
be enthusiastically endorsed nationally. 

Marilyn D. Lundberg 
Minnesota Environmental 

Quality Board 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
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