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Why GAO Did This Study

The federal government supports
numerous data programs that
assemble and analyze quantitative
measures of the nation’s
environmental conditions and
trends (known as indicators). A
substantial number of these data
programs are housed in several
federal agencies, and provide
various types of data used routinely
by decision makers from the
private sector and all levels of
government. As federal agencies
take actions to improve the
coverage and usefulness of these
programs, it is equally important
that the quality and availability of
existing data generated by these
programs do not erode overtime.
In this regard, periodic
uninterrupted monitoring to
determine conditions and trends is
important to accurately describe
the extent or seriousness of
environmental problems, or
conversely, improvements in
environmental conditions.

GAO reviewed 20 data programs to
determine whether federal
agencies responsible for the
programs anticipate that changes
during fiscal years 2005 and 2006
related to funding, shifting
priorities, or other factors will
affect the ability of the programs to
(1) continue to generate data
comparable with data from past
years, and (2) continue providing
data used in a nationwide
ecological indicator study by the H.
John Heinz III Center for Science,
Economics and the Environment,
The State of the Nation’s
FEcosystems.

www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?GAO-05-376.

To view the full product, including the scope
and methodology, click on the link above.
For more information, contact John B.
Stephenson at (202) 512-3841 or
stephensonj@gao.gov.

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

Status of Federal Data Programs That
Support Ecological Indicators

What GAO Found

The federal officials responsible for 14 of the 20 data programs that GAO
reviewed are confident that the 14 programs will continue to provide all of
the types of data that they provided in 2002 at a comparable or higher level
of availability and quality. Agency officials do not expect 2 of the programs
to provide such data and are uncertain about the ability of 4 programs to do
so. However, several of these programs are likely to benefit from
enhancements, including new satellite observations and improved sampling
and methodological techniques.

However, in the near term, regarding the specific data used to support 58
ecological indicators that were identified as suitable for national reporting in
the Heinz Center’s 2002 State of the Nation’s Ecosystems report, agency
officials are confident that 15 of the 20 data programs that produced these
data will provide all of the types of data at a comparable or higher level of
availability and quality as needed for the next edition of the report, which is
planned for issuance in 2007. Even though agency officials informed us that
they anticipate that the overall availability and quality of the data supporting
the 58 indicators will be maintained, they also indicated that, in some cases,
data weaknesses or uncertainties exist that could affect the usefulness of the
data for the Heinz Center’s 2007 report. For example, the information on the
nation’s forests will not be as current for some states as for others because
of funding limitations. Furthermore, agency officials responsible for 2 of the
20 data programs stated that data will not be of an overall comparable level
of quality and availability for 2007, and officials responsible for the
remaining 3 data programs were uncertain as to the availability or quality of
the data for 2007.

Examples of Ecological Attributes, Their Associated Descriptions, and Example Indicators

Essential ecological
attribute

Description Example indicator

The extent, composition, and pattern
of habitats in a landscape

Status and change in extent of
ecosystems

Landscape condition

The condition or viability of communities,
populations, and individual biota

Trends in invasive and noninvasive
birds in grasslands and shrublands

Biotic condition

Metabolic functions of
ecosystems—energy flow, element cycling,
and the production, consumption, and
decomposition of organic matter

Ecological processes Movement of nitrogen

Chemical and physical
characteristics

Physical parameters (e.g., temperature)
and concentrations of chemical
substances (e.g., nitrogen) present in
the environment

Nitrate, phosphate, and other
chemical levels in streams

The interplay of water flow and
land forms

Hydrology and Soil erosion

geomorphology

Natural disturbance The historical functions of discrete and
regimes recurrent disturbances that shape
ecosystems

Forest disturbances: fire, insects,
and disease

Source: EPA.
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United States Government Accountability Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

September 2, 2005

The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert
Chairman

Committee on Science

House of Representatives

The Honorable Vernon J. Ehlers

Chairman

Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards
Committee on Science

House of Representatives

Comprehensive and reliable information on the nation’s environment and
natural resources is a cornerstone of effective environmental management
and an integral part of a national strategy to anticipate and address
problems. Governments, businesses, and the general public depend on
relevant, accurate, and timely environmental information to make informed
decisions in evaluating the performance of environmental programs,
aligning the efficiency of markets with environmental protection, assessing
the state of the environment and natural resources, and identifying
emerging issues and options for action. Although reliable data and
statistical information is rarely the sole factor that determines how society
should address any particular issue, such information is essential to
support the assessment of various alternatives and to inform policy
decisions.

The federal government supports numerous data programs that assemble
and analyze quantitative measures on the nation’s environmental
conditions and trends (known as indicators). These data programs are
housed primarily in agencies within the Departments of Agriculture,
Commerce, Health and Human Services, and the Interior; the
Environmental Protection Agency; and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration. Twenty of these data programs, which provide various
types of data used routinely by decision makers from the private sector and
all levels of government, provided data used by the H. John Heinz III Center
for Science, Economics and the Environment to prepare its 2002 State of
the Nation’s Ecosystems report. This report portrays on a national scale
what is known and not known about the state of our lands, waters, and
other living ecosystems using a comprehensive, science-based effort. The
report lists 103 indicators relating to six major ecosystem types (coasts and
oceans, farmlands, forests, fresh waters, grasslands and shrublands, and
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urban and suburban areas). The report both provides a blueprint for
periodic reporting on the condition and use of the nation’s ecosystems and
identifies major gaps in the data available for each of the ecosystems.The
Heinz Center is currently working with federal agencies and other
organizations to identify the efforts necessary to fill the data gaps identified
in its 2002 report.

While closing the data gaps identified in the Heinz Center report is essential
to fully characterize the state of the ecosystems, it is equally important that
the quality and availability of the data that formed the foundation of the
report in 2002 do not erode over time. In this regard, periodic uninterrupted
monitoring to develop data and trends is crucial to decision makers and
scientists in accurately describing the extent or seriousness of an
environmental problem or, conversely, the extent to which a condition may
be improving. Changes in environmental conditions occur, sometimes
imperceptibly, as a result of a complex web of natural and human factors
such as changes in economic conditions, weather patterns, pollution, and
environmental policies. Consequently, establishing cause and effect
relationships is difficult and relies on periodic monitoring of data over a
long period of time. For example, the dynamic mechanisms of how
freshwater ecosystems change in response to contaminants, water
withdrawals, fishing activity, and the introduction of nonnative species are
often understood only after gathering comparable data on numerous water
characteristics, from many locations, and at regular intervals.

In this context, you asked that we determine whether the data programs
used to generate or support the ecological indicators included in the 2002
State of the Nation's Ecosystems report will continue to provide
comparable data in the future. Specifically, for each of the data programs
under review, we were asked to determine whether the federal agency
responsible for the program anticipates that changes during fiscal years
2005 and 2006 related to funding, shifting priorities, or other factors will
affect the ability of the program to continue to generate data comparable
with data from past years and sufficient to compare environmental
conditions in 2002 with conditions in 2007, the expected date of the Heinz
Center’s next State of the Nation’s Ecosystems report. As agreed with your
offices, we limited the scope of our review to the 20 data programs that
provided the information used for 58 of the 103 ecological indicators
identified in the Heinz Center report. The 58 indictors are those that the
Heinz Center identified as suitable for national reporting in 2002 because
they were supported by data of sufficiently high quality, with adequate
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nationwide geographic coverage, and from established monitoring
activities offering a reasonable prospect for future data availability.

For each of the 20 data programs, we used a data collection instrument
along with follow-up contact with key officials responsible for the program,
to obtain the agency’s views on funding, program priorities, anticipated
changes, data quality, and other related issues. We analyzed the information
obtained and placed the programs in categories according to the agencies’
responses to our questions. The categories reflect whether the information
we obtained from the agencies indicates that the 20 data programs will
continue to provide (1) all of the types of data provided in 2002 at a
comparable level of availability and quality and (2) the specific data on the
58 ecological indicators reported in the Heinz Center’s 2002 report as
having data sufficient for national reporting. Appendix I provides a more
detailed description of our scope and methodology. We performed our
work from July 2004 through August 2005 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.

In summary, our analysis of the information we obtained indicates that
agency officials are confident that 14 of the 20 programs will provide all of
the types of data that they provided in 2002 at a comparable or higher level
of availability and quality. Several of these programs are likely to benefit
from enhancements, such as improved sampling and methodological
techniques. Agency officials do not believe that two data programs will
provide all of the types of data they produced in 2002 at a comparable or
higher level of availability and quality, and are uncertain whether four other
programs will do so.

However, in the near term, regarding the specific data used to support the
58 ecological indicators discussed in the Heinz Center’s report, agency
officials are confident that 15 of the 20 programs will provide all of the
types of data that they provided in 2002 at a comparable or higher level of
availability and quality. Agency officials responsible for two data programs
stated that data will not be available at comparable levels of quality and
availability, and officials responsible for the remaining three data programs
were uncertain as to the availability of data needed for the Heinz Center’s
2007 report. In some cases and as shown in table 1, even though agency
officials informed us that they anticipate that the overall availability and
quality of the data will be maintained, data weaknesses or uncertainties
exist that could affect the usefulness of the data for the Heinz Center’s 2007
report. Following are some examples:
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While the data provided by the Earth Resources Observation and
Science Data Center for the 2007 Heinz Center report will be more
recent than that used for the 2002 report, having been acquired before a
Landsat 7 satellite malfunction that occurred in May 2003, updates of
these more recent data that were planned by the United States
Geological Survey and other sponsors of the data sets will likely not be
possible before the 2009 launch of the Landsat Continuity Mission,
which will replace the Landsat 7 satellite.

The overall availability and quality of the data provided by the Forest
Inventory and Analysis program will be improved, according to Forest
Service officials. However, data for six states (covering about 23 percent
of the nation’s forests) may not be as accurate as data provided in prior
years because of a lack of funding to perform field validation of data
obtained from remote sensors.

The Forest Service anticipates that the National Survey on Recreation
and the Environment will provide comparable data for the next Heinz
Center report. Nevertheless, potential reductions in funding from other
federal agencies that support the survey could result in a decline in the
availability and quality of the data.

The 2002 Heinz Center report utilized the Agriculture Department’s
Census of Agriculture that included the latest available data from 1997.
Similarly, the 2007 Heinz Center report will have access to the latest
available Census of Agriculture that includes data from 2002. While
Agriculture will have collected census data for 2007 by the time the next
Heinz Center report is issued, the census data will not have been
processed and published by that time for use in the Heinz Center’s
report.

Table 1 shows the data programs we reviewed and the results of our
analysis of agency responses related to the continuity of program data in
future years and data availability for the Heinz Center’s planned 2007 State
of the Nation'’s Ecosystems report. See appendixes II through XXI for
specific information on the future direction of each data program we
reviewed.
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Table 1: Data Programs and the Continuity and Availability of Data in the Future

Data availability for the planned

Data program Continuity of program data in future years 2007 Heinz Center report
No No
National Stream Water * Water sampling frequency has continued a * While data used by the Heinz Center in its 2002
Quality Accounting Network decline begun in 1980, from monthly to report came from more than 400 sampling stations,
(NASQAN), U.S. Geological bimonthly or quarterly. data for the center’s planned 2007 report will be
Survey (USGS), Department from fewer than 30 sampling stations.
of the Interior
No No
National Water Quality * Study units dropped from 51 to 42 over the last * Some data used by the Heinz Center in its 2002
Assessment (NAWQA), decade, and the funding reductions in fiscal year  report are no longer collected (e.g., contaminants in
USGS, Interior 2005 have resulted in a reduction in long-term fish tissues and streambed sediment), while others
surface water monitoring sites from 145 to 84. are still collected but at reduced frequency.
Yes Yes
Forest Inventory and Analysis e According to program officials, by 2007, the FIA e Although data for 6 states, covering about 23
(FIA) Program, U.S. Forest program will be able to provide some of the most  percent of the nation’s forests, may not be as fresh
Service, USDA complete data in its history, on a much timelier as the data for the other 44 states due to funding
basis. Newly designed information systems that  constraints, the set of forest data that will be
use new software will integrate data and available for the planned 2007 Heinz Center report
map-based information. will be superior in coverage, detail, and timeliness to

the data available in 2002. In 2002, 80 percent of the
data were from “old” periodic inventories and 20
percent was from “new” inventories based on an
annual data collection using a new, technologically
superior system that began in 1999. For the 2007
Heinz Center report, 80 percent of the data will be
from the new system and 20 percent of the data will
be from the older periodic inventory approach.

Yes Yes
Biological Resources * BRD data will continue to be collected in similar e« Officials expect that BRD data the Heinz Center
Discipline (BRD), USGS, form in coming years. used in 2002 will continue to be available in
Interior satisfactory form for the planned 2007 report.
Uncertain Uncertain
National Survey on * Reductions in funding of NSRE by the Forest » With adequate support from collaborating agencies
Recreation and the Service mean that the survey program will be for the 2005-2006 NSRE, recreation data used by
Environment (NSRE), U.S. more dependent on funding from other sources,  the Heinz Center for its 2002 report will be matched
Forest Service, USDA including other federal agencies with interests in  in quality and comprehensiveness for the planned
various facets of outdoor recreation activities 2007 report. Funding insufficient to match the
and participation. coverage of the 2000-2001 NSRE, however, may

result in fewer responses and data that are less
geographically rigorous.

Yes Yes
Economic Research Service ¢ ERS develops four data sets the Heinz Center ¢ Officials expect their data will be available in
(ERS), USDA used in its 2002 report, all of which are integral comparable or better form for use in the planned
to its programs. 2007 Heinz Center report, and suggest that

additional ERS data that will be available could be
used to develop new ecological indicators.
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(Continued From Previous Page)

Data program

Continuity of program data in future years

Data availability for the planned
2007 Heinz Center report

National Agricultural
Statistics Service (NASS),
USDA

Yes
* NASS data are developed in part through a
Census of Agriculture that is prepared every 5
years and will provide data of the type used in
the Heinz Center 2002 report. In addition, NASS
officials expect that some crop data will improve
as a result of a NASS initiative to restore the
collection of certain survey data that were
suspended for budgetary reasons in fiscal year

2003.

Yes

* The previous Heinz Center report, published in
2002, utilized the latest available Census of
Agriculture data from 1997; similarly, the planned
2007 Heinz Center report will be able to include the
latest available Census of Agriculture results from
2002, released in the spring of 2004. The Heinz
Center will add data for its ecological indicators as
they become available from the 2007 Census of
Agriculture.

Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP), Farm
Service Agency, USDA

Yes
* The CRP is USDA’s largest conservation
program. The data generated by the program
are essential to program administration and are
expected to be available for as long as the

program exists.

Yes

* CRP officials are confident that the data used for the
2002 Heinz Center report will continue to be
available in comparable form for the center’s
planned 2007 report.

National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

(NOAA), Department of
Commerce

Yes
« Officials expect to generate data similar in
quality and comprehensiveness to those in

previous years.

Uncertain

* Funding cuts or rising costs could result in lower
sampling levels and delayed processing and
reporting for data used in the 2002 Heinz Center
report.

National Ocean Service
(NOS), NOAA, Commerce

Uncertain
* According to agency officials, minor budget cuts
may affect the breadth and comprehensiveness
of certain data collection and fieldwork activities.

Yes

» Officials believe that data collection and analysis will
continue for all programs, and that data will be
available at similar or improved quality for the Heinz
Center’s planned 2007 report.

National Wetlands Inventory
(Nw1), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), Interior

Yes
* The quality and comprehensiveness of wetland
status and trends data will be comparable or
superior to that of past reports. Agency officials
also indicated that the President has directed
that these wetland reports be prepared more

frequently, beginning in 2006.

Yes

* 16 U.S.C. § 3931(a)(4) requires USFWS to produce
wetland status and trends reports. These data were
used in the 2002 Heinz Center report, and the data
are expected to continue to be available for the next
iteration of the center’s report. These data and
reports continue to be the highest priority of the NWI
program.

National Center for Earth
Resources Observation and
Science (EROS), USGS,
Interior

Yes
* The quality and comprehensiveness of data
collection and analysis will be similar or superior
to that of past years. Changes in analytical
approaches may expand the utility of datasets
such as the National Landcover Dataset. Data
on vegetation condition from planned satellite
missions are also expected to be of higher

quality.

Uncertain

e Data for the 2007 Heinz Center report will be more
recent than the 1992 data used for the center’s 2002
report, having been acquired in 2001, before a May
2003 Landsat satellite malfunction. However, further
significant updates of these data will likely not be
possible before the planned 2009 launch of the
Landsat continuity mission.
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Data availability for the planned

Data program Continuity of program data in future years 2007 Heinz Center report
Yes Yes
National Environmental * As reflected in NOAA's strategic plan, efforts are * According to agency officials, NESDIS
Satellite, Data, and under way to build and advance the capabilities environmental data are expected to be available in
Information Service of an ecological component of the NOAA global an equivalent or improved form for the expected
(NESDIS), NOAA, environmental observing system to monitor, 2007 Heinz Center report. For example, bathymetric
Commerce assess, and predict national and regional mapping and physical oceanographic data products
ecosystem health, as well as to gather are continually improving the resolution and
information consistent with established social accuracy of coverage as new data sources become
and economic indicators. Under this direction, available. Looking into the next decade,
NESDIS will be supportive of sustaining, and next-generation satellites will reduce atmospheric
improving, the ability of its data programs to contamination of the data compared to the present,
provide data and information at a level and and is also expected to significantly improve sea
quality of previous years. surface temperature data.
Yes Yes
National Resources Inventory ¢ According to program officials, improved » Officials expect NRI data to be available in 2007 in a
(NRI), Natural Resources estimates at both national and regional scales form comparable to or better than that used for the
Conservation Service, USDA  are expected to be available in coming years. 2002 Heinz Center report.
Yes Yes
Bureau of Economic Analysis ¢ BEA officials will devote a proposed fiscal year ¢ Officials expect their data will be available in
(BEA), Economics and 2006 budget increase to initiatives to improve the ~ comparable or better form for use in the 2007 Heinz
Statistics Administration, accuracy and timeliness of its data by upgrading  Center report.
Commerce information technology for sampling and data

input techniques and expanding the budget of
the Regional Economics Directorate, the source
of data on county personal income used by the
Heinz Center in its 2002 report.

Uncertain Yes
Environmental Monitoring * Funding cuts for extramural ecological research ¢ According to agency officials, ongoing and projected
and Assessment Program have affected the nature, scope, and timing of EMAP research, data collection, and data analysis
(EMAP), Office of Research EMAP research and required EMAP managers efforts will yield data for the projected 2007 Heinz
and Development, U.S. to adjust the program’s research strategy and Center report similar in quality and
Environmental Protection devise new ways of accomplishing its research comprehensiveness to that used by the Heinz
Agency objectives. The loss of this funding may resultin ~ Center in its 2002 report.

extending the completion dates of program
components or scaling back the size of research
efforts and the extent of data produced.

Yes Yes
Air Quality System (AQS), * According to agency officials, planned * U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and OAQPS
Office of Air Quality Planning  improvements to AQS will make data reporting officials predict that AQS data of the type used in the
and Standards (OAQPS), more timely and will optimize the Photochemical = 2002 Heinz Center report will be available in
U.S. Environmental Air Monitoring Stations (PAMS) used to measure  improved form for the center’s 2007 report.
Protection Agency chemical precursors for ground-level ozone.
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Data program Continuity of program data in future years

Data availability for the planned
2007 Heinz Center report

Yes

» Officials believe that there are no changes in
program funding or priorities that would preclude
generating data in coming years that are
comparable with data produced in the past.
Sea-surface temperature data are expected to
be superior as a result of merging microwave
and infrared sensors.

Sea-viewing Wide
Field-of-view Sensor
(SeaWiFS), Moderate
Resolution Imaging
Spectroradiometer (MODIS),
and Advanced Very High
Resolution Radiometer
(AVHRR) measurements,
National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Yes

» According to agency officials, data used in the 2002
Heinz Center report will be available in improved
form for use in the center’s planned 2007 report.

Uncertain

» According to agency officials, the
USGS-operated streamflow information program
and NWIS will continue to collect and analyze
streamflow and other key water-related data but
at slightly reduced levels due to budget declines
since fiscal year 2001. Heavy reliance on
streamgages funded by cooperators and
partners rather than USGS makes the network
inherently unstable.

National Streamflow
Information Program and
National Water Information
System (NWIS), Water
Resources Discipline, USGS,
Interior

Yes

* WRD officials said data used to support the 2002
Heinz Center report will be available at comparable
levels of quality and comprehensiveness for the
center’s planned 2007 report.

Yes

* Officials predict that system enhancements
should improve collection, analysis, and
reporting of WBDO information.

Surveillance and Reporting
of Waterborne Disease
Outbreaks (WBDO), Centers
for Disease Control and
Prevention, Department of
Health and Human Services

Yes

* Agency officials expect that data used to support the
Heinz Center’s 2002 ecological indicators will be
available at similar or superior levels of quality and
comprehensiveness for use in the center’s expected
2007 report.

Source: GAO analysis of agency information.

Agency Comments and
Our Evaluation

We provided a draft of this report for review and comment to the
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, Health and Human Services, and
the Interior; the Environmental Protection Agency; and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration. The agencies generally agreed with
the information in the report, and in some cases provided additional
information regarding the availability and quality of the data that will be
available for the planned 2007 Heinz Center’s report. We incorporated such
information and the agencies’ technical comments, as appropriate.

As agreed with your offices, unless you publicly announce the contents of
this report earlier, we plan no further distribution until 14 days from the
report date. At that time, we will send copies to the appropriate
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congressional committees; the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce,
Health and Human Services, and the Interior; the Administrators of EPA
and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration; and other
interested parties. We will also make copies available to others upon
request. In addition, the report will be available at no charge on the GAO
Web site at http://www.gao.gov.

If you or your staff have any questions about this report or need additional
information, please contact me at (202) 512-3841 or stephensonj@gao.gov.
Contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public
Affairs may be found on the last page of this report. GAO staff who made
major contributions to this report are included in appendix XXIV.

/@ZA_ _

John B. Stephenson
Director, Natural Resources
and Environment
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Appendix I

Scope and Methodology

Scope

Design and
Methodology

The overall objective of this review was to examine the likelihood that
various data programs relied on to generate ecological indicators identified
in The State of the Nation's Ecosystems—a report issued in 2002 by the H.
John Heinz III Center for Science, Economics and the Environment—will
continue to provide comparable data. Specifically, for each data program
under review you asked us to determine whether the federal agency
responsible for the program anticipates that changes related to funding,
shifting priorities, or other factors will affect the ability of the program to
continue to generate data comparable to data from past years.

We gathered information on 20 federal data programs housed within the
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, the Interior, and Health and
Human Services as well as the Environmental Protection Agency and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. We limited our scope to
include only those federal data programs providing information used for 58
of the 103 ecological indicators in the Heinz Center report. These 58
indicators were identified in the Heinz Center report as being supported by
data with sufficiently high quality, with adequate geographic coverage on a
nationwide scale, and from established monitoring programs offering a
reasonable prospect for future data availability.

For each of the 20 data programs we reviewed, we sent a data collection
instrument that contained basic questions for each agency to answer.
These questions covered budget issues, data-quality issues, and expected
changes to the respective programs and data collection efforts, among
other things. We pretested a basic set of questions with officials from two
agency data programs, and then revised these questions before sending
them to officials from the other 18 data programs. In addition, we added, on
a case-by-case basis, questions that were unique for each agency and its
respective data programs. The agencies had from November 2004 to May
2005 to review and respond to the questions. Once we received and
reviewed the program responses, we made follow-up contacts to clarify
remaining issues and to ensure we completely understood the agency
responses. All of the agencies responded to our questions. We did not
independently corroborate the responses from the agencies with regard to
nonbudget questions. We determined that agency responses to our
questions met our criteria for budget-data reliability. These criteria
included independent verification or audits of financial reports, and data
corroborated by inspector-general reports or financial statements. Because
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agency expenditures associated with data collection, archiving, and
dissemination are at times embedded within other agency programs or
functions and are not explicit line items in budget requests or
determinations, some of the funding totals we obtained represent the
agencies’ best estimates. We conducted our work from July 2004 through
August 2005 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.

We compiled a summary table of agency responses to identify possible
changes in data availability and continuity when compared with past years.
We assigned a “yes” to responses if agency officials indicated that data
were expected to be available at similar or improved levels when compared
with previous years. We assigned a “no” to responses if agency officials
indicated that data were decreasing in availability. We assigned an
“uncertain” if agency officials indicated that some aspect of the data being
generated from the program was compromised or expected to be
compromised in other ways. Similarly, with respect to data availability
between the 2002 and the planned 2007 Heinz Center reports, we presented
the agencies’ assessments with respect to the expectation the data will be
available at the same quality and comprehensiveness for the 2007 update.
In all cases, our determinations were based on a review of written and oral
testimony provided by agency officials.
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Background

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) is the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) largest and most ambitious conservation effort.
Administered by USDA’s Farm Service Agency (FSA), CRP was established
by the Food Security Act of 1985' and currently operates in all 50 states and
Puerto Rico. CRP encourages and assists farm owners and operators to
conserve and improve soil, water, air, and wildlife resources by
withdrawing environmentally sensitive cropland and pastureland from
agricultural production and keeping them under long-term vegetative
cover. Program participants enroll eligible acreage for at least 10 years, and
for up to 15 years by arrangement, during which they agree to adopt a
variety of approved conservation practices (CP), specific actions such as
installing structures, planting vegetation, or implementing management
techniques recognized by USDA as protecting, conserving, and enhancing
natural resources such as soil, water, air, plants, and wildlife.>

In return for implementing these conservation practices, program
participants receive annual rental payments that average about $48 an acre
(payments vary with prevailing local rental rates). Participants receive
cost-share payments for up to half the cost of implementing approved
conservation practices such as planting grasses and trees, installing
windbreaks, and preserving wildlife flora. Participants also receive
technical assistance from USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), which provides technical land-eligibility determinations and
advice on conservation planning and implementation techniques. The U.S.
Forest Service provides technical advice on tree selection and planting.?

Farm owners and operators can enroll their land in CRP in two ways,
through general or continuous sign-up.* General sign-up occurs for a few
weeks every year or so. During this period, program staff accepts
enrollment applications and evaluates them using an Environmental
Benefits Index (EBI) that weighs six factors: (1) wildlife habitat benefits;

"Pub. L. No. 99-198 § 1231, 99 Stat. 1354, 1509.

216 U.S.C. §§ 3831-3832 sets forth the elements of the CRP. See the glossary at the end of this
enclosure for descriptions and examples of CRP-approved conservation practices.

*The USDA Service Centers are sometimes co-located with FSA county offices, although
they do not correspond strictly to the nation’s approximately 3,100 counties.

47 C.FR. § 1410.6 contains criteria to establish the eligibility of land for enrollment in the
CRP.
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(2) water-quality benefits from reduced erosion, runoff, and leaching; (3)
on-farm benefits of reduced soil erosion; (4) enduring environmental
benefits; (5) air-quality benefits from reduced wind erosion; and (6) cost.
During the most recent general sign-up, in 2004, more than 26,000
applications (or “offers”) totaling 1.7 million acres were received. Over
19,700 offers were accepted for an enrollment of about 1.2 million acres.
About 32 million acres of CRP’s enrolled acreage have been brought into
the program through general sign-up.

Continuous sign-up, in contrast to general sign-up, is available at any time
of year for owners who agree to adopt certain high-priority conservation
practices. These practices include installation of filter strips, riparian
buffers, grass waterways, shelterbelts, field windbreaks, living snow
fences, salinity reducing vegetation, shallow water areas for wildlife, and
wetland restoration. Under continuous sign-up, there is no weighting of
applications, and farmers and farm operators do not compete for
acceptance into the program. Continuous sign-up enrollees may also
receive added up-front and annual financial incentives for participation.

Incentive payments to encourage practices supported by continuous sign-
up include $100 to $150 an acre for selected practices and cost-share
payments up to 50 percent for implementing conservation practices
(applies to all CRP, general and continuous). Additional practice incentive
payments of up to 40 percent are allowed for selected continuous signup
practices.

As of March 2005, general CRP sign-up had enrolled 31.8 million acres and
continuous sign-up nearly 3 million acres, for a total of approximately 34.8
million acres. The Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002
extended CRP enrollment authority through 2007 and increased the
program’s maximum acreage from 36.4 million to 39.2 million.” For fiscal
years 1986 through 2005, total CRP spending has amounted to $30.5 billion.
Rental payments have totaled $27.4 billion, cost-share payments $1.9
billion, incentive payments $478 million, and technical assistance outlays
$682 million. Nine-tenths of the technical assistance outlays have gone to
the NRCS and 1/10th to the Forest Service. Table 2 shows CRP’s enrollment
and outlay activity for fiscal years 2000 through 2005 (as of March 2005).

16 U.S.C. § 3831.
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|
Table 2: Conservation Reserve Program Enroliment and Outlays

Millions of acres

Dollars (in millions)

Cumulative Rental  Cost-share Incentive Technical assistance Total
Fiscal year enrollment?® payments® payment® payments® outlays® outlays
2000 314 1,333 133 10 35 1,511
2001 33.6 1,397 150 78 32 1,657
2002 33.9 1,527 143 115 20 1,805
2003 34.1 1,580 101 104 55 1,840
2004 347 1,581 120 85 60 (est.) 1,846 (est.)
2005 35.2 (est.) 1,660 (est.) 102 (est.) 86 (est.) 90 (est.) 1,938 (est.)
Total 9,078 (est.) 749 (est.) 478 (est.) 292 (est.) 10,597 est.)
Est.= Estimate
Source: USDA.

#Acres under contract at end of fiscal year.

®Rental payments in a fiscal year apply to acres under contract in the previous fiscal year. Includes
miscellaneous adjustments and adjustments for haying/grazing usage.

°Cost-share payments are made after cover establishment work is done. For contracts beginning in a
given year, payments can occur over several years.

9Signing and Practice Incentive payments for continuous sign-up enroliment.

®Technical assistance outlays are generally paid to NRCS and the Forest Service in the year sign-ups
occur.

For both general and continuous sign-up, applicants must appear at one of
FSA’s 2,351 offices (most are colocated with USDA service centers or
county offices) and formally enter into a CRP contract. The CRP contract is
between the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) and the program
participant, and payments are disbursed by the CCC.6 The contract requires
information on the participant (e.g., name, address, Social Security number,
and phone number) and information on the conservation practices agreed
to, the acreage enrolled, and the acreage committed to each practice.

%The Commodity Credit Corporation is a federally owned and operated corporation created
in 1933 to stabilize, support, and protect farm income and prices. Exec. Order No. 6340 (Oct.
16, 1933). CCC helps maintain balanced and adequate supplies of agricultural commodities
and aids in their orderly distribution. Initially managed and operated in close affiliation with
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, CCC was transferred to the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 1939. CCC was reincorporated on July 1, 1948, as a
federal corporation within USDA by the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act, 15
U.S.C. § 714.
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Participants agree to apply specific conservation practices on their land, to
file forms used by the CCC to determine limits on payments, and to
perform certain management work such as breaking up the soil or burning
specified cover. For its part, the CCC agrees to calculate and make cost-
share payments, rental payments, and interest payments for cost-share
disbursals not made on time. Both parties agree to a conservation plan that
describes the vegetative or water cover to be established, trees to be
planted, completion dates, and estimated environmental benefits. Agency
representatives make occasional spot checks of the land entered into CRP
but routinely rely on data provided by participants.

As contracts are written at each local USDA office, FSA creates a data file
that includes all contract-related information, including information on the
conservation practices agreed to, the acreage enrolled, and the rental and
cost-share estimates. At the end of each workday, computer programs in
the service centers record and store these new contract details, and once a
week contract data are transmitted electronically to a USDA national
computer processing center in Kansas City, Missouri. Held in this central
file are all of the conservation practice, acreage, and payment details for
690,000 active CRP contracts. These records are integral to contract
oversight and management and serve an essentially administrative
purpose. At the same time, however, they contain valuable information for
tracking environmental trends. This is especially true because the data are
updated weekly and summarized monthly down to the state level.
Conservation practices described in the records include, for example,
plantings of new native grasses, development of wildlife food plots, and
plantings of salinity-reducing vegetation (see table below). CRP payments
to participants are made by the CCC.

In table 3, conservation practices are reported as of March 2005 for general
and continuous sign-up. Distinctions are made for acreage enrolled by the
CRP and the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)—both
administered by the FSA. CREP was initiated after enactment of the 1996
Farm Bill as a federal-state conservation partnership targeting designated
areas—such as the Chesapeake Bay and the Pacific Northwest—to address
specific state and nationally significant agriculture-related environmental
problems. Of foremost concern to CREP are issues relating to water
supplies and areas around wells, wildlife species endangered by loss of
critical habitat, soil erosion, and reduced habitat for fish such as salmon.
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CREP offers additional financial incentives, such as sign-up bonuses
beyond those available under CRP, to encourage farmers and ranchers to
enroll in 10- to 15-year contracts to retire land from production. Like CRP,
CREP is funded through the Commodity Credit Corporation, but unlike
CRP, CREP receives part of the program’s costs from the federal
government and part from state or tribal governments. Enrollment in CREP
is on a continuous basis, without the competition involved in CRP’s general

sign-up. CREP supports particular conservation initiatives such as
installing filter strips and forested buffers to protect streams, lakes, and
rivers from sedimentation and agricultural runoff. CREP also encourages
landowners to develop and restore wetlands by planting appropriate
ground cover. This year, federal-state CREP agreements are in effect in 25

states.

|
Table 3: Conservation Practices by Sign-Up Type Installed on CRP/CREP Acreage as of March 2005

Acres
General Continuous
Non-CREP

Conservation practice CRP sign-up CREP sign-up sign-up Farmable wetland Total
CP1 New introduced grasses
and legumes 3,269,470 108,669 72,090 0 3,450,229
CP2 New native grasses 6,448,277 62,391 19,393 0 6,530,061
CP3 New softwood trees (not
longleaf) 427,355 372 320 0 428,046
CP3A New longleaf pines 185,281 0 0 0 185,281
CP3A New hardwood trees 526,583 8,270 877 0 535,729
CP4 Permanent wildlife habitat 2,318,006 38,506 3,066 0 2,359,578
CP5 Field windbreaks 833 2,714 70,383 0 73,930
CP6 Diversion 834 0 0 0 834
CP7 Erosion control structures 653 1 1 0 655
CP8 Grass waterways 1,009 581 107,289 0 108,880
CP9 Shallow water areas for
wildlife 1,943 2,284 46,046 0 50,274
CP10 Existing grasses and
legumes 15,147,916 11,785 37,587 0 15,197,289
CP11 Existing trees 1,093,763 357 0 0 1,094,120
CP12 Wildlife food plots 75,407 1,733 0 0 77,141
CP13 vegetative filter strips 29,467 0 0 0 29,467
CP15 Contour grass strips 36 115 78,062 0 78,213
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(Continued From Previous Page)

Acres

General Continuous

Non-CREP

Conservation practice CRP sign-up CREP sign-up sign-up Farmable wetland Total
CP16 Shelterbelts 364 384 28,657 0 29,406
CP17 Living snow fences 2 0 4,128 0 4,130
CP18 Salinity reducing
vegetation 0 0 294,766 0 294,766
CP19 Alley cropping 52 0 0 0 52
CP20 Alternative perennials 23 0 0 0 23
CP21 Filter strips (grass) 0 127,711 841,236 0 968,947
CP22 Riparian buffers 0 146,817 561,557 0 708,374
CP23 Wetland restoration 1,568,820 91,683 0 0 1,660,502
CP23 Wetland restoration
(floodplain) 0 0 67,118 0 67,118
CP23A Wetland restoration
(nonfloodplain) 0 0 4,512 0 4,512
CP24 Cross wind trap Strips 0 38 645 0 683
CP25 Rare and declining
habitat 655,671 38,279 0 0 693,950
CP26 Sediment retention 0 6 0 0 6
CP27 Farmable wetland pilot
(wetland) 0 0 0 36,641 36,641
CP28 Farmable wetland pilot
(upland) 0 0 0 89,657 89,657
CP29 Wildlife habitat buffer
(marginal pasture) 0 1,889 14,464 0 16,353
CP30 Wetland buffer (marginal
pasture) 0 219 10,906 0 11,125
CP31 Bottomland hardwood 0 58 9,645 0 9,703
CP33 Upland bird habitat
buffers 0 26 25,623 0 25,649
Unspecified -21 668 130 0 678
Total 31,751,747 645,557 2,298,502 126,299 34,822,105

Source: USDA.

Note: Data sources used for the 2002 Heinz Center report indicator land use (grasslands and
shrublands) are shown in bold-faced type.

Six of the approved CRP conservation practices are by far the most widely
used. Of the 34,822,105 acres enrolled in the program as of March 2005,
nearly half are contracts to maintain existing grasses and legumes. New
plantings of grasses and legumes compose another third of the acreage.
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Other widely used conservation practices include creating permanent
wildlife habitat, preserving existing trees, creating filter strips using grass
to secure the soil, and restoring wetlands. Together, these six practices
account for 28,631,268 (82 percent) of the total acres enrolled in CRP.

As indicated in table 3, CRP data were used to support the ecological
indicator land use (grasslands and shrublands) in the 2002 Heinz Center
report, The State of the Nation’s Ecosystems.” For its calculations, the
Heinz Center reported on acreage for 14 of the 35 CRP-approved
conservation practices: introduction of new grasses and legumes, new
native grasses, permanent wildlife habitat, grass waterways, existing
grasses and legumes, wildlife food plots, vegetative filter strips, contour
grass strips, living snow fences, salinity reducing vegetation, alternative
perennials, filter strips (grass), cross wind traps strips, and rare and
declining habitat.

"To assist the Heinz Center with its first ecological indicators report in 2002, FSA analysts
reviewed prior-year data files to provide the Heinz Center with trend information for 1994
through 2001. Specifically, the Heinz Center used data issued April 30, 2001, in a report titled
Summary of Practices Acreages for Active Contracts Beginning in Program Year 1998.
The latest edition of this annual report was published on August 31, 2004.
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Summary

|
Figure 1: Conservation Reserve Program Budget for Fiscal Years 2000-2005 and
Proposed for Fiscal Year 2006

Funding level (in millions)
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Source: USDA.

Note: Funding levels were adjusted for inflation using a chained gross domestic product (GDP) price
index based on information from the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis
and the Congressional Budget Office.

According to agency officials, CRP budgets have more than kept pace with
inflation since fiscal year 2000, an advantage expected to continue with the
proposed fiscal year 2006 budget. Data collection and analysis of the
conservation practices and acreages are not likely to entail additional
expenses. In fiscal year 2005, CRP was funded at $1,937,211,000. For fiscal
year 2006, the President has requested $2,020,503,000 for the program. In
view of its recent funding history and long-range financial commitments
(10- to 15-year contracts), program officials indicated that CRP is well-
positioned to continue to provide data similar in quality and
comprehensiveness to that used by the Heinz Center in its 2002 report,
including data for use in the center’s projected 2007 report.
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Agency Perspectives
on Potential Impacts of
Funding Levels and
Program Changes

According to agency officials, the data CRP collects to administer its
contracts are intrinsic to the program and are not affected by policies or
priorities. For example, unless CRP discontinues support for a particular
conservation practice, its application (e.g., acreage and locale) can be
expected to appear in the weekly, monthly, and annual tabulations that
CRP prepares.

USDA officials provided the following information on funding levels and
program priorities relative to CRP’s ability to continue providing
environmental and ecological data comparable with past years:

e The CRP data provided to the Heinz Center will continue to be available
in the future, even if funding for CRP acreage enrollment were to be
reduced at some point. This data comes from active CRP contracts
overseen and managed by FSA's National CRP Contract Administration
system (the National CRP Contract File), which, among other things,
provides monthly and annual tabulations of acreage by conservation
practice installed. Budget reductions to the Conservation Reserve
Program would have no direct effect on this data collection and
reporting process.®

¢ CRP data may potentially contribute additional ecological and
environmental information in the future to support Heinz Center
indicators. For example, CRP data could be used in support of the Heinz
Center ecological indicators riparian condition and carbon storage, once
these indicators are better defined by the center’s staff and advisers.
Riparian condition describes streamside areas using an index that
combines key factors such as water flows, streambed physical
condition, riparian vegetation’s composition and structure, and use by
various species. Carbon storage describes how much carbon—a major
component of all organisms—is stored in forests.

8CRP’s computerized data and contract administration system at the FSA center in Kansas
City, Missouri, requires 2.5 full-time equivalent employees to operate, at a total annual cost
of about $155,000 per year.
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Glossary of
Conservation Reserve
Program Terms

Conservation Practices

CP1 New permanent introduced grasses and legumes: a vegetative
cover of introduced grasses and legumes on eligible cropland that will
enhance environmental benefits.

CP2 New permanent native grasses: a vegetative cover of native grasses
on eligible cropland that will enhance environmental benefits.

CP3 New softwood trees (not longleaf): a stand of trees in a timber
planting that will provide multipurpose forest benefits.

CP3A New hardwood trees: a stand of predominantly hardwood trees in
a timber planting that will provide multipurpose forest benefits, includes
Longleaf Pine and Atlantic White Cedar trees.

CP4 Permanent wildlife habitat: a permanent wildlife habitat cover to
enhance environmental benefits for the wildlife habitat of the designated or
surrounding areas.

CP5 Field windbreaks: a windbreak established to reduce cropland
erosion below soil loss tolerance and to enhance the wildlife habitat on the
designated area.

CP6 Diversions: structures designed to divert water away from farmland
and farm buildings, and from agricultural waste systems, in order to reduce
runoff damage, control erosion, and protect terrace systems from
degrading.

CP7 Erosion control structures: structures such as dikes on river and
stream banks to prevent loss or damage to land uses and protect adjacent

facilities.

CP8 Grass waterways: strips of grass planted where water tends to move
across a field, planted to prevent gully erosion.
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CP9 Shallow water areas for wildlife: areas of shallow water (average
depth 6 to 18 inches) near or within crop fields that are protected by
permanent trees, shrubs, and grasses.

CP12 Wildlife food plots: plantings of foods for wildlife in plots up to 5
acres in size.

CP15 Contour grass strips: narrow bands of perennial vegetation
established across the slope of a crop field and alternated down the slope
with wider strips of crops. Properly designed and maintained, they can
reduce soil erosion, minimize transport of sediment and other waterborne
contaminants, and provide wildlife habitat.

CP16 Shelterbelts: rows of trees, shrubs, or other plants used to reduce
wind erosion, protect young crops, and control blowing snow. They also
provide excellent protection from the elements for wildlife, livestock,
houses, and farm buildings.

CP17 Living snow fences: similar in design to field windbreaks and
shelterbelts, living snow fences serve the added function of being used to
help manage snow deposits to protect buildings, roads, and other property.
They can be designed and placed to help protect nearby areas for livestock,
provide wildlife cover, and collect snow to enhance soil moisture and
nearby water supplies.

CP18 Salinity seducing vegetation: plantings of trees or shrubs that
either install salt-tolerant vegetative cover within a saline seep area or
establish permanent vegetative cover in areas causing saline seeps.

CP21 Filter strips (grass): strips of grass planted between crops that are
used to trap sediment, fertilizers, pesticides, and other pollutants from
surface runoff and subsurface flow before they reach streams and creeks.
The minimum width is 30 feet, the maximum 120 feet.

CP22 Riparian buffers: trees, shrubs, and grasses planted along stream
banks to catch pollutants in both surface runoff and groundwater before
those pollutants reach the stream. Buffers also trap nutrients and sediment.
Native trees and grasses are planted for this practice. The minimum width
is 35 feet, the maximum 180 feet.

CP23 Wetland restoration: restores wetlands for return to agricultural
use by increasing sediment trapping, reducing flood flows, constructing
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barriers such as dams or levees, and introducing grasses and legumes to
stabilize the soil.

CP24 Cross wind trap strips: one or more strips of permanent,
vegetative, wind-resistant cover planted perpendicular to the prevailing
wind to reduce erosion and trap wind-borne sediments and contaminants.

CP29 Wildlife habitat buffer (marginal pastureland): grass, shrub,
and forb (nongrass herb) cover planted to provide wildlife protection and
to remove nutrients, sediment, organic matter, pesticides, and other
pollutants from surface runoff and subsurface flow.

CP30 Wetland buffer (marginal pastureland): planting of vegetative
cover adjacent or parallel to a stream (with perennial or seasonal flow) to
remove nutrients, sediment, organic matter, pesticides, and other
pollutants before they reach the stream.

CP31 Bottomland timber establishment on wetlands: establishing
stands of trees to control erosion, reduce water and air pollution, promote
carbon sequestration, and extend wildlife habitat.

CP32 Expired CRP hardwood tree planting on marginal
pastureland: land established to trees under CP1 that expired on or before
September 30, 2001, and reoffered to grow hardwood trees.

CP33 Habitual buffers for upland birds: allows for enrollment of field

borders to provide valuable habitat for quail and other upland birds in
cropland areas.
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Background The Economic Research Service (ERS), an agency of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA), is the department’s main source of economic
information and research on agriculture and related topics. Officially
established in 1961, ERS has its origins in the 1905 formation of the Office
of Farm Management, which was set up to examine economic aspects of
farming within USDA’s Bureau of Plant Industry.! For nearly a century, ERS
and its predecessor agencies have supported USDA programs with
economic data, research, and analysis needed for sound decision making
and policy formulation. ERS continues to inform and enhance public and
private decision making on economic and policy issues related to
agriculture and rural development—the central traditional concerns of
USDA economic research activity. At the same time, however, ERS’s
mission has broadened to reflect the changed environment of the nation’s
food and agricultural system and now includes research on such diverse
topics as food safety and nutrition, natural resources, conservation, rural
development, and the environment.>

ERS, along with the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), the
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service, and the
Agricultural Research Service, is located within USDA’s Research,
Education and Economics Mission Area. The Administrator of ERS reports
directly to the USDA Undersecretary for Research, Education and
Economics. ERS carries out its work under a single USDA appropriations
line item—economic analysis and research. Between fiscal years 2000 and
2005, ERS funding has consistently amounted to less than 0.4 percent of the
total USDA discretionary budget, which was $21.2 billion in fiscal year
2005.

"From 1922 until 1953, these economic analysis and research functions were carried out by
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics within USDA and from 1953 until the creation of ERS
in 1961 by the Agricultural Marketing Service and the Agricultural Research Service. In 1977,
ERS merged briefly with USDA's statistical agency and was called the Economics, Statistics
and Cooperatives Service, but was returned to agency status in 1981. ERS was established
pursuant to the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture under section 203 of the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, 7 U.S.C. § 1622. The agency sometimes conducts specific
studies pursuant to annual appropriations laws and related congressional conference
reports.

“Five major areas of research define the scope of ERS activity: (1) a competitive agricultural
system; (2) a safe food supply; (3) a healthy, well-nourished population; (4) harmony
between agriculture and the environment; and (5) an enhanced quality of life for rural
Americans.
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ERS’s work is structured among three program divisions and one support
division: the Food and Rural Economics Division, the Market and Trade
Economics Division, the Resource Economics Division, and the
Information Services Division. The ERS program encompasses research,
analyses of food and commodity markets, policy studies, and development
of economic and statistical indicators.? ERS employs approximately 450
full-time staff, all in Washington, D.C. For primary data, which it does not
collect, ERS relies on other agencies, particularly within USDA. Developing
and analyzing secondary data, on the other hand, are an essential part of
ERS'’s short-term and long-term research efforts.

The Resource Economics Division is the ERS division that produces all
data used to support indicators in the 2002 Heinz Center report, The State
of the Nation’s Ecosystems." This division conducts research in three
primary areas: (1) the interactions among natural resources, environmental
quality, and agricultural production and consumption; (2) the economics of
agricultural research and development and technological change; and (3)
the structure and financial performance of the agricultural sector. Specific
research topics within the division’s purview include conservation and
environmental programs, technology and sustainability, production
practices and the environment, water use and management, farm finance,
and farm-sector economic performance. The Resources Economic Division
has 100 full-time staff, about 75 of whom are economists working in such
specialty areas as industrial organization, international economics, natural
resource/environmental economics, production economics/farm
management, regional economics, and research and
development/technological change.

One key activity carried out by the Resource Economics Division is the
estimation of agricultural cash receipts, which are calculated from sales of

’ERS disseminates economic information and research results through an array of outlets,
including: (1) agency published research reports, market analysis and outlook reports; (2)
the agency’s Web site (www.ers.usda.gov); (3) oral briefings, written staff analyses, and
congressionally mandated studies; (4) articles published in high-quality journals; and (5)
papers presented to academic colleagues at annual meetings of scientific and professional
organizations.

“Data compiled and reported by ERS’s Resource Economics Division were used exclusively
or in part to support Heinz Center report indicators for ecosystem extent (a core national
indicator), production of food and fiber (also a core national indicator), total cropland
(including pasture and hayland), agricultural inputs and outputs, and monetary value of
agricultural production.
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Summary

more than 25 agricultural commodities.” Cash receipts include data from
about 150 crop and livestock communities collected by NASS and the
Commodity Credit Corporation. ERS analyzes and publishes these data
annually under the title “Farm Income Forecasts.” ERS will continue to
generate these data in future years. Moreover, these data go directly into
the Department of Commerce’s National Income and Product Accounts as
the farm-income component and into the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s
regional and county estimates of personal income, which are used to
distribute Federal Revenue Sharing Funds.®

The Heinz Center also employed data from the Resource Economics
Division’s Agricultural Resources and Environmental Indicators (AREI)
compilations, specifically for various cropland uses, to support its indicator
total cropland. Also used by the Heinz Center were the AREI land use
indicator and NASS’s Crop Production Annual Summary.” ERS officials said
they plan to continue publishing the AREI indicators and will update the
entire series with new information later this year. The Heinz Center used
ERS cropland categories when developing its indicators for total cropland
and ecosystem extent.

ERS officials indicated that funding for the agency for fiscal year 2005 and
funding proposed in the President’s budget for fiscal year 2006 (as shown in
fig. 2) are expected to result in the continuation of research activities and

®Cash receipts data were used by the Heinz Center to support its indicator for the monetary
value of agricultural Production. The gross monetary value of agricultural production
figures used by the Heinz Center were determined by multiplying the amount of physical
output of major crops and livestock by the prices (in dollars) received by farmers
(converted to 1999 dollars).

°ERS staff is not involved in the collection of the data that serve as the basis for estimates of
farm cash receipts. The estimating system used to estimate cash receipts comprises an
integrated set of computer applications with numerous equations that simulate the value of
marketing from agricultural production. The system incorporates the use of USDA’s
mainframe computer and ERS’s PC-LAN.

"As noted previously, ERS does not engage in the pr