
1



2



3



4

46. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, 2 & 4 & 5
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47. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, 2 ,3, 4 & 5  ALL have a comment
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48. Distributed to  All ( short and general)
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49. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, Deanne
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50. Distributed to Goal Team 2



13



14



15



16



17

51. Distributed to Goal Team 2
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52. Distributed to Goal Teams 1 & 5
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53. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, 2 ,4 & 5
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54. Distributed to Goal Teams 1 &  5
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24

56. Distributed to Goal Teams 1& 5
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57. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, 2 & 5
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58. Distributed to Goal Teams 1& 5
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59. Distributed to Goal Teams 1, 4, 5
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60. Distributed to Goal Team 4
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61. Received April 5, 00 . Distributed to Goal 1
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62. Received April 5, 00 . Distributed to Goal 5, # 5, Goal 1, #'s 5-7, Goal 4, # 8
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63. Received March 30,00. Distributed to : Goal 5, P's 2, 7; Goal 1, P 1; Goal 2, P 4; Goal 3
P 5; Goal 4, P 6
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64. Received April 4, 00, Distributed to Goal 2 Team
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65. Received April 3, 00.  Distributed to Deanne, Flagged for Roseann, Warren
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I want to commend the National Drought Policy Commission for an
extremely well-researched, intelligent report on the nation's drought
policy and associated improvements required to improve response to
future drought episodes in the U.S. I especially concur with the need
for better coordinated drought information aimed at those most
vulnerable to drought (i.e., farmers/ranchers, etc.) and tearing down
barriers that prevent the awarding of timely technical/financial drought
assistance to those who need it most.

I have only one noteworthy comment:

* Page 38, Recommendation 3.1:

I believe that the Commission's recommendation "that Congress authorize
a study to evaluate different approaches to crop insurance,..." does not
go far enough in addressing this problem. As the report states, the
Commission heard numerous testimonies concerning the stated need for
extending crop insurance coverage to include crops and livestock. I
think this recommendation would have a stronger impact and actually
better reflect the sentiment of the Commission if it directly
recommended Congress to authorize a study to "evaluate the extension of
crop insurance coverage to include all crops and livestock,..."

Thanks for this opportunity to comment.

Regards,

Brian R. Vance
Oklahoma Water Resources Board
405/530-8866

66. Received 4-6-00, Distributed to Goal 3 Team
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67. Received April 6, 00 via fax . Distributed to Goal 4, Cover Letter, P-3 of the 2 ND page;
Goal  5, P 3; Goal 1, P's 4 & 5
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To: Leona Dittus

From: Victoria Greenfield

Subject: CEA Comments on “Preparing for Drought in the New Millennium”

Date: April 3, 2000

Thank you for the opportunity to read and comment on the Report of the National Drought
Policy Commission (NDPC), we received a copy late last week and apologize for the delay in
responding.  CEA has two very general comments.

• We commend the NDPC for taking a long-term view, but find that the report provides
insufficient basis for comparing and prioritizing the various recommendations.  In particular,
there is no systematic cost-benefit analysis.  Without this framework, it is difficult, if not
impossible, to determine how to allocate resources efficiently across options.  The list is
helpful, but not as helpful as it could be.  Some mention of expected costs, expected benefits,
and priorities would add considerable value.  (If this is not possible, we suggest explicitly
noting that this kind of analysis is beyond the scope of the report.)

In the insurance discussion, we suggest adding something on incentives—some farm producers
may not purchase insurance because they recognize that the government typically provides some
form of ex-post disaster assistance.  Knowing that this assistance is likely, they lack adequate
incentives

68. Received April 3, 00, Distributed to all, Goal 3 , P 3
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Jesse Aber

Montana DNRC

Leona -

our comments from Billings were not specific enough.  The comments are in
BOLD & ITALICS following the respective pertinent passage fromt he draft.

Thanks, once again for coming to Billings with the NDPC hearings.  It was
nice to meet you also.  I know I would have got an earful if I had stayed,

with.  I did have some good conversations with people at the Ft. Belknap
Reservation last fall regarding stock water and pasture conditions.  But BIA

quit coming in 1994 or so.  I need to reach out to them again.  Anyway, here
are some more comments.  I hope that they are not too late - my boss wanted

I had a good conversation. She agreed with me that the federal agencies need

drought response / planning entity.  Other than a mandate from the
administration and USDA to encourage and reward proactive drought long-term

an extensive policy implementation oversight bureaucracy.  It is healthy to
review response post-drought to determine effectiveness of response, etc.

Comments from State of Montana – 3/30/2000

Maintain a safety net of emergency relief that rewards good stewardship of natural
resources and self help.

 CONCLUSIONS DRAFT 3/8/00  Page
29

From its findings, the Commission drew the following conclusions.

• The United States would benefit from development of national drought policy with
preparedness as its core.

• Comprehensive, proactive drought planning and mitigation measures that incorporate long-
term strategies can lessen the impact of drought on individuals, communities, and the
environment. They can also reduce the need for future emergency financial and other relief.
Operative word here is can, the safety net should, in one form or another, remain in place
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through period of transition.
• The people and entities that are likely to receive the greatest share of federal emergency

assistance because of drought—that is, farmers, livestock producers, and other rural
entities—often have the fewest personnel, information, and financial resources to prepare for
and mitigate the potential impacts of drought. True, however the USDA FSA does have
adequate personnel to assist farmers – their arms are tied by USDA policy – EPIC, SCAN,
UCAN could help these people.

• Individuals, businesses, local/county/state governments, tribes, and nongovernmental
organizations with an interest in or responsibilities for drought management—as well as the
general public—would benefit from training and technical assistance to plan for and reduce
the impacts of drought. In Montana, having the FSA, tribes, Army Corps, and BIA
attending meetings would be a good start.

• There are a number of "success" stories in drought preparedness at the individual, local, state,
regional, and federal levels that would make excellent models for use in training and
technical assistance. True, but the successful efforts in Montana were locally-driven with
the federal, state, and county governments partners in support.

• A pooling of federal, state, and local experience, possibly in the form of a handbook on
emergency planning, would be a useful tool in helping determine which measures and
resources need to be in place to respond to emergencies whose particular causes are
unforeseeable. Perhaps at a statewide level, or for a sector such as dryland farming, or
municipal water, but not a comprehensive handbook.

• Effective plans should also be designed based on cost and performance and incorporate
staged responses to incipient droughts at pre-defined trigger points. Drought-related data can
be better marshaled, interpreted, and disseminated to all parties with an interest in drought,
including the media and public at large, so that citizens and experts in drought management
alike can gain the knowledge they need to help lessen the impacts of drought. We support
these criteria

• Easy access is needed to information on nonfederal and federal programs related to drought
monitoring, assessment, and prediction. Effective drought monitoring requires information
on climate and water supply conditions, including information on precipitation and
temperature, soil moisture, stream flow, reservoir and groundwater levels, and snow pack.
Too vague – We need funding for and to expand our NRCS Snotel real-time gauging,
USGS minimum streamflow monitoring network that has full, not coop, funding for the
best long-term gauges used to monitor drought, and a real-time soil moisture measurement
network – all of which are posted on the Internet pages of the respective agencies. For
example, Bu Rec’s Agri-Met stations could be linked to USDA or Ag Stats for actual soil
moisture and remote precip. Data collection.

• Drought-related research is the foundation of many drought programs and is critical in the
production of high-quality innovations that lead to improved drought preparedness and
mitigation measures. Yes! Continue to build the database of climatology for reference and
use for risk management during climate anomalies.

• 

RECOMMENDATIONS DRAFT 3/8/00  Page 31

The basic premise of the Commission's recommendations is straightforward: We can
reduce this nation's vulnerability to the impacts of drought, and thus reduce the need for
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emergency relief, by making preparedness the cornerstone of national drought policy.
Investments on the front end in preparedness will save money over the long run.

The goals are:

Incorporate planning, implementation of plans and mitigation measures, resource stewardship,
environmental considerations, and public education as the key elements of effective national
drought policy.

Forge closer ties among scientists and managers so that scientists understand which monitoring,
research, data collection, modeling, and other scientific efforts are needed to reduce drought
impacts and improve public understanding of those impacts. Scientists already know what data
is needed to reduce impacts – they either have no state forum at which to present the
interpretation of data to managers and the media; meet among themselves but do not
disseminate the data to the public where mitigation needs to take place, or; lack appropriate
means such as watershed groups to which info. And expertise can be channeled.
Develop and advocate comprehensive risk-management strategies into drought preparedness.
Maintain a safety net of emergency relief that rewards stewardship of natural resources and self
help.
See our previous comments; Current FSA programs ironically often punish producers for
using self-help, and make payments to those who plant the same crops and let damage accrue
each year.   
Coordinate drought programs and response.

We recommend that Congress pass a National Drought Preparedness Act, which would
establish a nonfederal/federal partnership through a National Drought Council as described in
Recommendation 5.1. The primary function of the Council is to ensure that the goals of national
drought policy are achieved.  We like the follow-through accountability such a body could
provide, but they need to check-in at the grass-roots level to determine if policy objectives are
being achieved. Without more details, it sounds like another layer of bureaucracy to us.

2. Forge closer ties among scientists and managers so that scientists understand which
monitoring, research, data collection, modeling, and other scientific efforts are
needed to reduce drought impacts and improve public understanding of those
impacts.

Once again, scientists already know what kinds of help or information is needed – but their
programs are being cut back at a time when they are needed most, too few of the drought-
affected parties know what scientists are doing and where to find their info.; or states  located
in semi-arid regions, are remiss in not having a clearinghouse for data or a forum, like a
drought advisory committee, at which a comprehensive picture of conditions can be presented
to resource managers and the media, who are waiting for direction, a story or news. Scientists
are waiting to share their knowledge and findings – all that they need is an invitation and a
forum for presentation, such as a state drought advisory committee.

The Commission supports drought monitoring/prediction, operational products, and
research efforts that make the greatest contribution to improved preparedness and risk
management, and, ultimately, to reduced relief payments.  Specifically, the NRCS Snotel real-



48

time network, BuRec real-time reservoir data,  USGS real-time streamflow data on a fully-
funded drought network for each state, not the coop format which is not a firm enough
commitment to long-term drought data on surface water.

5. Coordinate drought programs and response.

The federal drought program is a collection of initiatives run by different departments
and agencies. Every analysis of past responses to major droughts notes that these programs need
to be better coordinated and integrated. The legislation enabling the National Drought Policy
Commission cited this problem and asked the Commission to recommend whether all federal
drought preparation and response programs should be consolidated under one existing federal
agency and, if so, to identify such agency.

We believe that such consolidation would be impractical and ineffective. Drought affects
a wide array of constituents, among them farmers, ranchers, non-farm businesses, tribes, water
districts, municipalities, and industry. The federal expertise required to address the needs of these
constituents and the impacts of drought on the environment resides in many agencies. The
federal agencies currently involved in drought programs report to multiple congressional
authorizing and appropriating committees, making it difficult to restructure these authorities
appropriately in a timely manner.

In arriving at its recommendations, the Commission considered the consolidation option
and three others. The first was a "National Drought Council" similar in composition to the
National Drought Policy Commission, but that also includes a representative from the U.S.
Department of Energy, a representative from the Environmental Protection Agency, and a
nonfederal, nongovernmental environmental representative. This option is too far removed to
discuss or address any more than the NDPC already has. The second option was a
presidentially created federal drought coordinating body comprised of only federal
representatives from the appropriate federal agencies. Like the option #2, this proposal would
likely do little to improve drought response.  Ask each state how it would like to see federal
assistance and respond accordingly. This entity would be directed to coordinate with state and
local governments, tribes, regional drought-related entities, and the private sector in carrying out
its duties. The third option was to build on existing, less formal models such as the Department
of Agriculture's Resource Conservation and Development Councils or the Association of State
Dam Safety Officials. Create no more federal councils or committees, just listen to the states
and be at the table.  This is a state-lead / federal agency follow issue.

We recommend the following:

5.1 Congress should establish a long-term, continuing National Drought Council to
coordinate federal and nonfederal interests, needs, programs, and stakeholders. In the
interim, we recommend that the President immediately establish a federal agency
coordinating group, chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture, to begin appropriate
implementation of the recommendations of this report. Once the National Drought
Council is created, the federal agency coordinating group should become part of the
Council. The Council should either be exempt from FACA or constituted in a way that
does not trigger FACA. Primary responsibilities of the Council include:

• Coordinate delivery of existing and new federal drought programs and facilitate appropriate
outreach to assure coordination of federal programs with other governmental and non-
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governmental entities and all other interested parties.
• Encourage states, localities, and sovereign tribes to coordinate with current regional and

state! drought planning entities, perhaps within watersheds YES! or river basins, or to
establish new regional entities. Members of these planning entities would define their goals

DRAFT 3/8/00  Page 39

and methods of operation. For example, they may decide to establish sub-regions in
recognition of specific conditions that may lead to drought in one area of the region,
while another area may not experience drought. The Council's role would be to
coordinate available assistance to the regions. The Council would collaborate with the
governors of all states in each region, appropriate agencies, and interested parties and
seek the counsel of university researchers with drought-related expertise.

• Coordinate a periodic in-depth evaluation of federal drought-related programs to determine
the degree of customer satisfaction, the extent of gaps that exist between program goals and
service delivery, and other circumstances that may hinder effective operation. Sounds
appropriate.

• Coordinate development of a detailed implementation plan as soon as practicable. The plan
will include specific actions in each of the four program areas (preparedness, information and
research, risk management, and emergency relief) and specific steps to maximize customer
satisfaction.

5.2 We recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture chair the Council. The Secretary of
Agriculture will report to Congress and the President annually on the activities and
recommendations of the National Drought Council.

5.3 We recommend that Congress provide federal departments and agencies with appropriate
authority and funding needed to support the activities of the National Drought Council and to
carry out the recommendations in

69.  Received April 8, 00 ( a missing attachment from the April 4 e-mail). Distributed to
Goal 4, Bullets 2, 3 Page 46-7, 3 P, Page 48; Goal 2,  Bullets 8 & 9, Pages 47-8, P 2, Page 48
under Recommendations, No 2 page 48,  Goal 5, P 3, Page 48, Bold in No. 5, Page 49.
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