
State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the tanning community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural coinmunfty in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFGs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing he allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body* for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official** components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official* it is available to the public
to inspect- Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information. The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual*

• I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the forming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive dowa the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that forming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a inoving target

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania,

Sincerely,

(ftfavlr fcw^W^
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Gary Messner
RR#1 POBox50
Roaring Branch PA 17765

o
r

S
•H

•H

O

Slate Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Haxrisburg, PA 17110-9408

i7iiOr5ftO& S3 in!illifiIiiiJliiiHninhl«ia,,llii,,|,»Ii|1lll1tJnill|-H





State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE; Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §33

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture,

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field,

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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William Pierce
Bo 252 RD2
Columbia Crossroads PA 16914
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haW manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official53 it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that fanning must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item*

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false seme of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggestthat it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for aU CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a me ving target

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

fcjL^ ts&L, &*+*•

Page 2 of2



Don iiuinngion
375FeidtRd
MillersburgPA 17601

G

o
•s.
• - • • • • '

c
b
D.:

CO

CN

TH

1•n

O

3C
ice

Sr
£r>
CXI

; ' ^
• * — -

- . ./>

.. • o

••' "C

'" o

" •'J

. - • * •

UJ

j

.r »ORG

/Q: PM
l " 02 MOV ^

State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

i7UG$-340« lut llhulMinnitHl.Hl«lHit«IHmlnJtli}i.Ui»iiJll





State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This "is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for aU CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information. The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual.

• * I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream — what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would Kmit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for &U CAOs and
CAFGs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body3* for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. Hie identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a ferm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field,
I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official** components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information. The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual.
I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.
I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?
What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regi lations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania,

Sincerely, ^ . .
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a felse sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a form serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the forming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
cleat regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done itenL

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the forming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either, the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely, J^JZ^JUAX^ M^^)

Del-Mar Acres
Delbert & Marilyn Swartz
R.R. 1, Box 38-A
Thompsontown, PA 17094-9710
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Haxrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information,

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term ''stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan- When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream —
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

1 Uea.h

Page 2 of2



hn Keating
1620 Beans Cove Rd
ClearvillePA 15535

o

D

o

C")

o

2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

CO

CO

c
17iiO-t34OS S3

l i l l" l l l l l" l l l l" i l | l-^'t-.l..lll.,.l.,l,l l|1W,Jn l l ll||



s



State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for aU CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equaL Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc, A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that niake? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year* If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body** for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plaa When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

<^A^£,i^^
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field,

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan, When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect* Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the forming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body5' for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and.exporting being considered "official** components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information. The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual

• I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely, ̂ JM^JC yft^y^u^^
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November 3,2004

State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

IamdeePly concerned w i t h ^ ^ ^
thTknpact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

Living toners away torn * ^ « ~ , , . g ^ g caBmmtIr. Tie price of. Tl^wfllbeatreiK^^mcreasemeiq^toUe^u^ skiing and

a nutrient management plan has " ^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ Z Z d to haul manure a
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body5' for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or otter water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information- The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual

• I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely, Q ^ Z e ^ ^ L ^ ^ ;

J 9S t Wife &>
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item-

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans* This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a firm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of how to intermit the information. The Conservation District does not
have time to explain because that would require the District providing a mini course in
Nutrient Planning to the individual

• I would also recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would also recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of fanning up too jtnuch will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

—lad s. W\ iL-
St- |4 i Iky U
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3,2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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• Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for aU CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body*' for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent of drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
v A
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item-

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the forming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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futrieflt-Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
horus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional

flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a firm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be cor
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the i
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer application*!
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure applicationj

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be ide

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the^
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we

At the same time, however, it must be no
cost of fanning up too much will negatively affect
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a felse sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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; Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing b€ allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a firm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan. When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that forming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

%%Ck •£• %J^iy
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document It
is not a once and done itemu

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that inake? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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Nutrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient rcvwflpement plans* This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support manure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plait When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the fanning community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be
considered equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the
stream - what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
clear regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of forming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania
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State Conservation Commission
2301 North Cameron Street
Suite 405
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

November 3, 2004

RE: Proposed Changes to Nutrient Management Regulations - 25 PA §83

Dear State Conservation Commission:

I am deeply concerned with the proposed revisions to the Nutrient Management Regulations and
the impact the revisions will have on Pennsylvania Agriculture.

My concerns with the proposed regulations are as follows:

• We need flexibility within the plan to allow for unexpected changes in importers, changes
in conservation practices, etc. A Nutrient Management Plan is an evolving document. It
is not a once and done item.

• If I can purchase land to become a volunteer NMP thereby not needing to submit a formal
plan to the Conservation District, that is what I will do. The increased regulations are
driving farmers away from submitting information.

• There will be a tremendous increase in expense to the farming community. The price of
a nutrient management plan has increased due to the extra demands for soil sampling and
planning. Manure hauling expenses are increasing due to the need to haul manure a
further distance because of the setback requirements and the unreasonable limits
Conservation Districts feel free to self impose. This is in addition to the requirement to
use a Certified Manure Hauler.

• As the demands for increased regulations on manure application increase, it appears that
little to no consideration is being given to the crop needs. In one instance, the
Conservation District did not feel comfortable with varied rates for the different crops
and actually requested that the same application rate be used on all crops. What sense
does that make? Other than a false sense of security for the District that they will not be
exposed to potential litigation if an anti group obtains the Nutrient Management Plan.

• The definition of a Perennial Stream; Surface Water as written allows for varied
interpretations. Therefore allowing for different agencies to enforce this definition in
different manners. I would suggest that it be defined as named streams therefore
avoiding the potential for someone to define a diversion ditch as a stream.
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,^rdtrient Application Rates should be allowed as either phosphorus indexing OR
phosphorus balancing for nutrient management plans. This will give additional
flexibility to the agricultural community in its efforts to address phosphorus loss.
Phosphorus balancing would limit the amount of phosphorus that will be applied for a
given year, to that amount that will be removed by the crop that given year. If the
Commission is not agreeable to also allowing phosphorus balancing for all CAOs and
CAFOs, I would recommend that the addition of phosphorus balancing be allowed for
existing CAOs and CAFOs only, and not for new operations. Also, I am concerned about
how the Commission defines the term "stream or other water body" for its use in the
current version of the Phosphorus Index. The identification of streams or other water
bodies (as defined for the index) on a farm serves a critical role in the calculation of the
Phosphorus Index for a given field.

• I do not support rpanure export sheets, nutrient balance sheets and any other paperwork
pertaining to manure importing and exporting being considered "official" components of
a Nutrient Management Plan, When it is considered "official" it is available to the public
to inspect. Too many times the public retrieves this information and has no
understanding of the information. The Conservation District does not have time to
explain it because that would require the District to provide a mini course in Nutrient
Planning to the individual.

• I would recommend that either the State or the Conservation District have on staff a
person to assist the farming community in identifying land that is available for manure
application.

• I would recommend that both small and large animal agriculture operations be considered
equal. Still today, I can drive down the road and see animals standing in the stream -
what is that doing to the water quality?

• What is being done to regulate commercial fertilizer applications? Do they need to
follow the same setbacks that an animal manure application must follow?

-• I would recommend that Pennsylvania regulations be identical to the EPA regulations.

I believe that farming must be done in an environmentally responsible manner to protect our
food supply, the waters of the Commonwealth and the health and safety of our citizens. We need
cVar regulations, consistently applied so that we are not always trying to hit a moving target.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that regulations that are too stringent or drive the
cost of farming up too much will negatively affect the contribution that agriculture makes to the
economy of Pennsylvania.

Sincerely,

}
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