AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2009

HEARINGS

BEFORE A

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND
DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES

ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut, Chairwoman

MAURICE D. HINCHEY, New York JACK KINGSTON, Georgia
SAM FARR, California TOM LATHAM, Iowa

ALLEN BOYD, Florida JO ANN EMERSON, Missouri
SANFORD D. BISHOP, Jr., Georgia RAY LAHOOD, Illinois

MARCY KAPTUR, Ohio RODNEY ALEXANDER, Louisiana

JESSE L. JACKSON, JR., Illinois

STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, New Jersey

NOTE: Under Committee Rules, Mr. Obey, as Chairman of the Full Committee, and Mr. Lewis, as Ranking
Minority Member of the Full Committee, are authorized to sit as Members of all Subcommittees.

MARTHA FOLEY, LESLIE BARRACK, JASON WELLER, and MATT SMITH,

Staff Assistants
PART 5
Page
Natural Resources Conservation Service ............ccccoeun..... 1
Marketing and Regulatory Programs ............................... 307

&R

Printed for the use of the Committee on Appropriations



PART 5—AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2009



AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2009

HEARINGS

BEFORE A

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS
SECOND SESSION

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND
DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES

ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut, Chairwoman

MAURICE D. HINCHEY, New York JACK KINGSTON, Georgia
SAM FARR, California TOM LATHAM, Iowa

ALLEN BOYD, Florida JO ANN EMERSON, Missouri
SANFORD D. BISHOP, Jr., Georgia RAY LAHOOD, Illinois

MARCY KAPTUR, Ohio RODNEY ALEXANDER, Louisiana
JESSE L. JACKSON, JR., Illinois
STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, New Jersey

NOTE: Under Committee Rules, Mr. Obey, as Chairman of the Full Committee, and Mr. Lewis, as Ranking
Minority Member of the Full Committee, are authorized to sit as Members of all Subcommittees.

MARTHA FOLEY, LESLIE BARRACK, JASON WELLER, and MATT SMITH,
Staff Assistants

PART 5
Page
Natural Resources Conservation Service ............ccccoeun..... 1
Marketing and Regulatory Programs ............................... 307

&R

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
48-543 WASHINGTON : 2009



COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
DAVID R. OBEY, Wisconsin, Chairman

JOHN P. MURTHA, Pennsylvania
NORMAN D. DICKS, Washington
ALAN B. MOLLOHAN, West Virginia
MARCY KAPTUR, Ohio

PETER J. VISCLOSKY, Indiana

NITA M. LOWEY, New York

JOSE E. SERRANO, New York

ROSA L. DELAURO, Connecticut
JAMES P. MORAN, Virginia

JOHN W. OLVER, Massachusetts

ED PASTOR, Arizona

DAVID E. PRICE, North Carolina
CHET EDWARDS, Texas

ROBERT E. “BUD” CRAMER, JR., Alabama
PATRICK J. KENNEDY, Rhode Island
MAURICE D. HINCHEY, New York
LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD, California
SAM FARR, California

JESSE L. JACKSON, JR., Illinois
CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK, Michigan
ALLEN BOYD, Florida

CHAKA FATTAH, Pennsylvania
STEVEN R. ROTHMAN, New Jersey
SANFORD D. BISHOP, Jr., Georgia
MARION BERRY, Arkansas

BARBARA LEE, California

TOM UDALL, New Mexico

ADAM SCHIFF, California

MICHAEL HONDA, California

BETTY McCOLLUM, Minnesota
STEVE ISRAEL, New York

TIM RYAN, Ohio

C.A. “DUTCH” RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland
BEN CHANDLER, Kentucky

DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Florida
CIRO RODRIGUEZ, Texas

JERRY LEWIS, California

C. W. BILL YOUNG, Florida
RALPH REGULA, Ohio

HAROLD ROGERS, Kentucky
FRANK R. WOLF, Virginia

JAMES T. WALSH, New York
DAVID L. HOBSON, Ohio

JOE KNOLLENBERG, Michigan
JACK KINGSTON, Georgia
RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN, New Jersey
TODD TIAHRT, Kansas

ZACH WAMP, Tennessee

TOM LATHAM, Iowa

ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Alabama
JO ANN EMERSON, Missouri

KAY GRANGER, Texas

JOHN E. PETERSON, Pennsylvania
VIRGIL H. GOODE, Jr., Virginia
RAY LAHOOD, Illinois

DAVE WELDON, Florida
MICHAEL K. SIMPSON, Idaho
JOHN ABNEY CULBERSON, Texas
MARK STEVEN KIRK, Illinois
ANDER CRENSHAW, Florida
DENNIS R. REHBERG, Montana
JOHN R. CARTER, Texas
RODNEY ALEXANDER, Louisiana
KEN CALVERT, California

JO BONNER, Alabama

RoB NABORS, Clerk and Staff Director

aIn



AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR
2009

THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 2008.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

WITNESSES
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Ms. DELAURO. The committee is called to order.

Thank you. And let me welcome everyone here today. I want to
welcome all of our guests.

Mr. Steele, Mr. Lancaster, Mr. Dondero, very nice to have you
with us today.

Mr. Secretary, I am very pleased to see you. We are finally get-
ting this off the ground. What was it, the 14th of February, that
we had to reschedule?

Mr. REY. Valentine’s Day.

Ms. DELAURO. I am eager to get started, as I am sure you are,
with today’s hearing. But before we do, I want to recognize and
thank the Department and NRCS for their valuable contributions
that you are making to help the Nation’s farmers and ranchers to
protect the land and to enhance the environment.

NRCS is tasked with a huge and important job, to address a host
of natural resource concerns on millions of acres of land across the
country. And the benefits from NRCS’s work are two-fold: not only
help the individual farmer and the rancher, but also enhances the
broader environment that neighboring communities depend on for
their health and their quality of life.

In that context, I am concerned about the administration’s pro-
posals again this year to cut back heavily on conservation efforts
that are so important to rural America. And I am concerned with
the NRCS’s ability to be able to effectively deliver conservation.
This budget’s severe cuts to the agency’s capabilities only increase
those concerns.

o))
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The 2009 budget funds NRCS discretionary programs at $800.7
million. This is about $136 million, or 14.5 percent, less than avail-
able in 2008. The Resource Conservation and Development Pro-
gram, for example, whose goal it is to improve the capability of
local government and nonprofit organizations in rural areas to plan
and implement resource conservation and developments, is tar-
geted for elimination. The move could affect 375 councils currently
serving 85 percent of U.S. counties and more than 77 percent of the
U.S. population. The budget also zeros out funds for the Grazing
Lands Conservation Initiative and the watershed and flood-preven-
tion operations as well.

I am also concerned by the administration’s claims that the
maintenance, repair and operation of the aging dams are a local re-
sponsibility, as justification for its move to cut watershed rehabili-
tation by 70 percent from 2008 to $6 million. You only have to trav-
el throughout the agricultural areas in my own region in New Eng-
land to understand what watershed work done by NRCS means. I
think the American people, no matter where they live, have good
reason to be concerned about what this budget may mean for the
water resources that are so critical to their own effective agricul-
tural practices.

By requiring States and local authorities to suddenly take up
these conservation responsibilities at the same time that Federal
assistance is decreasing, the administration seems to be saying
that if our rural communities want to continue thriving, then it
will be up to them to put up the funds. Considering the very real
and complex hardships that rural America faces today, I have to
wonder about the logic behind that thinking. I have to wonder
whether the NRCS budget undermines the conservation priorities
this administration has outlined in the new farm bill.

We have an obligation to our citizens and their communities to
do better. The stewardship of our lands affects us all every day and
will affect our children for years to come. The smart decisions that
we make today will pay dividends well into the future.

Under Secretary Rey, your team, I thank you for being here
today. I look forward to your testimony and to hearing your an-
swers to these questions and others from the subcommittee this
morning, and understanding that knowing that we do want to work
with you to confront the challenges of the agency in the weeks and
months and the years ahead. Thank you very, very much.

Mr. Kingston isn’t here. Mrs. Emerson.

Mr. Alexander was first?

Mr. Alexander, do you have an opening statement?

Thank you. Thank you for being here.

Let me ask you then, Under Secretary Rey, if you would begin
your testimony.

And you all understand that the testimony is part of the record,
so I will ask you to summarize in any way that you choose. Thank
you.

MR. REY’S OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. REY. Thank you. I am pleased to begin, and I will summa-
rize. And let me thank you for your ongoing support and that of
the Subcommittee of voluntary conservation of working lands,
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which enables American farmers and ranchers to achieve abundant
agricultural production while simultaneously protecting our Na-
tion’s valuable natural resources.

At the end of fiscal year 2007, over 208 million acres across the
Nation were enrolled in one or the other of USDA’s conservation
programs. That is an area of land larger than the entire National
Forest System, which is the other agency that I am involved with.
Nearly 150 million acres were under contract through the Environ-
mental Quality Incentives Program, and almost 37 million acres
were enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program.

You will see proposals in the President’s fiscal year 2009 budget
request for NRCS to produce savings in both mandatory and discre-
tionary accounts. These savings will ensure the agency can con-
tinue to fulfill its critical mission of helping people help the land
through the provision of conservation technical and planning as-
sistance, as well as the delivery of farm bill programs.

For the complete picture concerning our proposals, the Presi-
dent’s budget should be viewed in concert with the administration’s
2007 farm bill proposal, which seeks to add $775 million to farm
bill conservation programs in fiscal year 2009. As a result, the fis-
cal year 2009 budget request for NRCS provides over $3.4 billion
in total funding. Of this total, $800.7 million is in discretionary
funds and $2.6 billion is in mandatory funds, including $1.05 bil-
lion for the Environmental Quality Incentives Program.

The President’s fiscal year 2009 budget also proposes $181.5 mil-
lion for the Wetlands Reserve Program, which is the principal vehi-
cle for the President’s wetlands initiative. The fiscal year 2009 pro-
gram funding level and number of acres to be enrolled will be es-
tablished in the new farm bill. A new farm bill is critical to raising
acreage caps on the Wetlands Reserve Program and, for that mat-
ter, the Grasslands Reserve Program, as well as funding other con-
servation programs. A simple extension of the 2002 farm bill will
accomplish none of those objectives and will leave roughly $5 bil-
lion in conservation spending on the table.

Conservation Operations is the agency’s core discretionary pro-
gram and the foundation for the Department’s conservation efforts
with State and local partners. Conservation Operations, such as
planning and technical assistance and soil and snow surveying,
provide the support needed to successfully implement related farm
bill programs.

We are requesting a funding level of $794.8 million for the Con-
servation Operations program in fiscal year 2009. The administra-
tion’s farm bill proposal also recommended increasing mandatory
conservation funding by $7.8 billion over the 10-year baseline, a
significant and needed investment in natural resources conserva-
tion and management.

We also proposed streamlining and consolidating certain pro-
grams to make them more efficient and effective as well as easier
for our customers to use. We remain committed to working with
Congress on the enactment of the new farm bill in the very near
future.

The Nation can be confident in increasing its investment in
working lands conservation because of NRCS’s great strides in im-
proving its accountability and performance measures. The agency
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is maximizing technology to enhance transparency in its reporting
systems and to make NRCS program information more accessible
to citizens.

For example, since 2005, we have released four Web-based en-
ergy estimators for tillage, nitrogen fertilizer application, irrigation
and animal housing. Each tool estimates energy savings realized
under various management scenarios relevant to the producer’s op-
eration, management choice and location. To date, the energy
awareness Web site has received over 3 million hits in a little over
a year and a half.

In fiscal year 2007, NRCS completed a prototype for the nitrogen
training tool and will be validating the model on various water
quality and trading projects in Maryland and Ohio. The nitrogen
trading tool is a Web-based model that measures the changes in ni-
trogen losses based on changed management practices and cal-
culates nitrogen credits available for water quality trading projects.
Producers can use the tool to explore different agronomic scenarios
and the associated nitrogen surpluses they may want to trade in
the marketplace.

But you don’t have to take just my word for it that the NRCS
is working hard to make conservation easier. A recent report from
the Federal Consulting Group indicated that overall satisfaction
with NRCS programs was typically higher than for the Federal
Government sector as a whole. But the results based on American
Customer Satisfaction Index Surveys point to NRCS staff and tech-
nical assistance as strengths the agency should continue to lever-
age in delivering services to its customers.

In closing, I believe the President’s fiscal year 2009 budget re-
quest reflects sound policy and the administration’s confidence in
NRCS’s ability to effectively support land owners and other part-
ners in putting conservation on the ground. In concert with a new
farm bill, it will prepare the agency to meet future challenges while
fulfilling its traditional missions.

That concludes my summary, and I will turn to——

[The information follows:]
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Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, [ am pleased to appear before
you today to present the fiscal year (FY) 2009 budget and program proposals for the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the Department of Agriculture
(USDA). I am grateful to the Chairwoman and members of this Subcommittee for their

ongoing support of private lands, voluntary conservation and the protection of soil, water,

and other natural resources.

Farmers, ranchers, and other private landowners across America play a vital role in
conserving our Nation’s soil, water, air, and wildlife resources, while producing abundant
food and fiber. Almost 75 years of “helping people help the land” gives NRCS a firm
foundation to meet the challenge of balancing production agriculture with resource

conservation,
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President’s Fiscal Year 2009 Budget
The President’s FY 2009 budget request for NRCS provides resources for the Agency to
fulfill its ongoing mission, while ensuring that new challengcs faced by landowners can

be addressed.

Because of .the overriding need to réduce the Federal budgét deficit, NRCS, like e\;ery
Federal agency, shares in the responsibility of controlling Federal spending. There are
proposals in the FY 2009 Budget that will produce savings in both mandatory and

discretionary accounts. These savings will enable the Administration to target funding

based on need and program results.

With that said, the President’s FY 2009 budget request for NRCS recognizes the vital
role that natural resource conservation on private lands plays in furthering America’s
conservation efforts. Without productive soil, clean water and air, and farmers and

ranchers who can earn a living off the land, the United States would not be the strong

Nation it is today.

The President’s budget is viewed in concert with the Administration’s Farm Bill
proposal. The proposal would add $775 million to Farm Bill conservation programs. As
a result, the FY 2009 budget request for NRCS provides $3.4 billion in total funding -

$800.7 million in discretionary funding and $2.6 billion in mandatory funding.
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Under existing law, the President’s FY 2009 budget also proposes $181.5 million for
WRP. This will allow an annual enrollment of approximately 100,000 acres and will
bring total cumulative enrollment to the 2002 Farm Bill authorized enrollment cap of
2,275,000 by the end of FY 2009. The FY 2009 program funding level and acres
enrolled will be established in the new Farm Bill. The Administration proposes a total

FY 2009 enrollment of 250,000 acres with our Farm bill proposal.

WREP is the principal USDA program vehicle for the President’s Wetlands Initiative,
which calls for the restoration, protection, and enhancement of 3 million acres of
wetlands over a 5-year period that began in June 2004. WRP contributes roughly one-

third of all the acres toward the goals of the President’s Wetlands Initiative,

Conservation Operations (CO) is the core discretionary program that supports the
Department’s conservation efforts with State and local entities, and provides for the
conservation planning and decision support needed to successfully implement Farm Bill
conservation programs. The FY 2009 budget request for CO proposes a funding level of
$794.8 million, which includes $680.8 million for Conservation Technical Assistance
(CTA), $92.2 million for Soil Surveys, $10.8 million for Snow Surveys, and $10.9

million for the 27 Plant Materials Centers.



8

Administration’s Farm Bill Proposals
In January 2007, the Administration released its Farm Bill proposals. A new Farm Bill
has yet to be passed, and so we continue to strongly support our recommendations from a
year ago. We propose to increase mandatory conscrvation funding by $7.8 billion over
the IO-yeﬁr baseline (2008—2017).. This is a significant ar-ld needed investment to~ manage

and conserve our natural resourcces.

A significant feature of our proposals is program streamlining and consolidation. In
response to customer concerns, we want to improve the efficiency of our programs and
decrease complexity for program participants. For example, we propose consolidating
existing cost-share programs, incfuding the Wildlifc Habitat Incentives Program, into a
newly designed Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) that continues and
expands restoration and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat as a program purpose.
Within EQIP, we recommend a new Regional Water Enhancement Program to address

water conservation and watcr quality projects at the watershed or irrigation basin level.

We also propose consolidation of our working lands easement programs into one Private
Lands Protection Program (PLPP). This new performance-based program will use a wide
range of tools to achieve water quality and quantity objectives. The PLPP would
eliminate redundancy and overlaps that result in confusion among producers and less

environmental benefit per dollar invested.
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Finally, our proposals would help accelerate the development of private markets for the
trading of ecosystem bcnefits associated with conservation. Our recommendations would
help ensure that environmental goods and services produced by agriculture and forestry
can be used as offsets in regulatory, voluntary partnership and incentive programs
consistent with existing laws and regulations. Additionally, existing programs should be
amended to allow for rﬁarket—based and price discovery mechanisms, éuch as bidding and

reverse auctions.

Building Strong Accountability Measures
In the current budget environment, it is more important than ever to continue working
diligently on improving accountability and result measurcments for the funds provided by
Congress. Madam Chairwoman, I am proud of the great strides NRCS has made in the
past year on this effort as well as in making NRCS information more accessible to
farmers, ranchers, and the general public. We have made critical updates to our business
tools software that will increase the accuracy and transparency of our progress reporting
systems. We have also undertaken an Agency-wide, multi-year audit to improve our

financial systems.

We continue to work diligently on the Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP).
CEAP is a multi-agency effort to quantify the environmental benefits associated with
conscrvation practices implemented under the 2002 Farm Bill and other related
conservation programs. In 2007, work continued on the watershed component to provide

dctailed assessments of conservation practices including observed and modeled
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environmental effects in selected watersheds. Additionally, we are making progress on
the watershed studies, developing new model components and geospatial analyses at the
watershed scale to improve the accuracy of model simulations and enhance predictions of
practice impacts. These scientific investigations will ultimately lead to more targeted
land treatment strategies that are not only more cost effective but that also focus more
sharply on feducing environmentalnquality impairments tha't rural communities are‘

currently struggling to address

American Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) Results

One of the consistent drivers of satisfaction with NRCS programs has been the quality of
NRCS staff and the customer service they provide through one-on-one interactions with
customers. In order to reinforce the Agency’s commitment to customer service, NRCS in
FY 2007 once again contracted with the Federal Consulting Group using the American
Customer Satisfaction Index (ACSI) methodology through a partnership of the University
of Michigan Business School-CFI Group and the American Society for Quality to survey
and analyze customer segments for selected programs. The ASCI is a national indicator

of customer satisfaction.

I am proud to report that according to the ACSI, overall satisfaction with NRCS program
delivery for programs evaluated in FY 2007 was typically higher than ACSI scores for

the Federal Government sector.
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The aggregated index for the Federal Government in 2007 was 68. Six of the seven
NRCS programs evaluated in FY 2007 received a score above the Federal Government
Aggregated Index. The ACSI results identify NRCS staff and the technical assistance
provided as a strength that should be leveraged in order to continue the tradition of

customer-focused program delivery.
Conclusion

Madam Chairwoman, in summary, I believe that the Administration’s FY 2009 Budget
request reflects sound policy, and will provide stability to the vital mission of voluntary
conservation on private lands. The Budget request reflects sound business management
practices and the best way to work for the future and utilize valuable conservation dollars

efficiently and wisely.

I thank members of the Subcommittee for the opportunity to appear, and would be happy

to respond to any questions that Members might have.
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Ms. DELAURO. I understand, Chief Lancaster, that you would
like to make some remarks as well. So I will recognize you for your
testimony.

MR. LANCASTER’S TESTIMONY

Mr. LANCASTER. Thank you. Good afternoon, Madam Chair-
woman and members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the op-
portunity to appear before you today and, again, for your strong
support, the subcommittee’s strong support for conservation and
our mission at NRCS.

My full written testimony has been submitted for the record.

Before I begin, I also want to indicate it is my pleasure to intro-
duce Mr. John Dondero, our new Director of Budget Planning and
Analysis, who will provide assistance during this hearing and
throughout this budget cycle and future budget cycles.

You may be interested to learn that, in addition to his many
other qualities, John is a native of Connecticut and alumni of the
University of Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. Where in Connecticut?

Mr. DONDERO. Litchfield County.

Ms. DELAURO. I know it.

Mr. LANCASTER. And before we look forward to the fiscal year
2009 budget, I would like to bring to your attention some of the
past year’s achievements in cooperative conservation work that, al-
though done primarily in private means, yields substantial benefits
for all land owners.

In fiscal year 2007, NRCS provided technical assistance to more
than 1 million customers, enabling farmers and ranchers to treat
over 47 million acres of working lands and more effectively man-
agement water resources, enhance water and air quality, improve
soils and increase wildlife habitat.

In 2007, NRCS, in concert with valued partners, helped pro-
ducers develop over 5,100 comprehensive nutrient management
plans, provided site-specific soils information to over 1 million
users through our Internet-based Web Soil Survey, and issued
more than 12,000 water supply forecasts. In addition, we utilized
over 1 million volunteer hours, with an estimated value of $19 mil-
lion, and signed agreements with 300 newly certified technical
service providers.

As we look to fiscal year 2009 and beyond, we will continue to
fine-tune our business tools and practices, solidify progress with
partners, farmers and ranchers, and ensure all potential gains for
conservation are realized.

An important priority for me has been to make conservation easi-
er for our customers and for our employees. We have streamlined
the conservation application process, developed new decision tools
to calculate the benefits of conservation, and implemented the Cus-
tomer Service Tool Kit. As a result, we developed 25 percent more
conservation plans in 2007 than in 2006.

We know we must also prepare ourselves to meet new chal-
lenges, including those presented by rapid changes in science, tech-
nology, regulations and demographics of our customer base. We
have outlined a 5-year investment strategy for technology, and we
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continue to execute our overarching strategic plan and the related
human capital strategic plan.

Finally, we are building the science case for conservation. We
know we must prove to you, our partners, land owners and tax-
payers, that good environmental practices are good investments as
well as compatible with good economic performance for producers.

The Conservation Effects Assessment Project, or CEAP, is de-
signed to help us do just that. CEAP is a multi-agency effort to
quantify the environmental benefits associated with conservation
practices. We anticipate this summer the first release of CEAP
data and recommendations that will help us direct programs and
practices where they will do the most good and better enable us to
tie conservation expenditures to specific outcomes.

As we all know, two-thirds of the contiguous United States is
crop land, ranch land, pasture land, and privately owned industrial
forest land. With Conservation Operations and other programs,
NRCS and its partners cooperate to get conservation on the
ground, thus helping private land owners conserve landscapes, in-
crease agricultural productivity, improve the environment and en-
hance the quality of life.

The heart of our efforts to assist private land owners is our Con-
servation Operations. The President’s fiscal year 2009 budget re-
quest for Conservation Operations proposes a funding level of
$794.8 million, which includes $680.8 million for Conservation
Technical Assistance, $92.2 million for Soil Surveys, $10.8 million
for Snow Surveys, and $10.9 million for the 27 Plant Materials
Centers. We also request $5.9 million for the Watershed Rehabili-
tation Program.

As was detailed in full in my submitted testimony, we do not re-
quest more funding for Watershed and Flood Prevention Oper-
ations and its related planning components, the RC&D Program,
the Healthy Forest Reserve Program or the Agricultural Manage-
ment Assistance Program.

The administration’s budget proposes $1.05 billion for the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program, $360 million for the Con-
servation Security Program, funding for the Wetlands Reserve Pro-
gram to bring the total enrollment to the 2.275-million-acre cap
authorized by the 2002 farm bill, and $97 million for the Farm and
Ranch Lands Protection Program.

As Under Secretary Rey mentioned, the President’s conservation
budget should be viewed in concert with the administration’s farm
bill proposal and includes $775 million that is not included in the
agency’s current budget that I have just detailed.

Madam Chairman, members of the committee, with your ongoing
support and the commitment and stewardship of America’s private
land owners, we look forward to a more productive land and
healthy environment in 2009 and beyond. I thank you again for the
opportunity to appear before you, and I would be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

[The information follows:]
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BEFORE THE
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND
DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES

April 3, 2008

Madam Chairwoman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss
our fiscal year (FY) 2009 budget rcquest for the Natural Resources Conservation Service

(NRCS).

As we look ahead to FY 2009, and the contents of the Administration’s budget request, [
want to take a moment to reflect on NRCS’s successes of the past year and what we are
doing to help farmers and ranchers get conservation on the ground. It has been another
productive year for NRCS, our partners, and its customers across America. We have
provided technical assistance to help farmers and ranchers treat over 47.4 million acres of
working lands to improve or enhance soil quality, water quality, water management,

wildlife habitat and air quality. In addition, in FY 2007, NRCS and our partners:

e Helped farmers and ranchers develop over 5,100 and apply over 4,400
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs) for livestock manure
management, bringing the total CNMPs written with NRCS assistance since 2002

to 33,600 and CNMPs applied to 21,400;
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Provided conservation technical assistance to nearly | million customers
throughout the Nation;

Completed or updated soil survey mapping on 36.4 million acres, of which 2.7
million acres were American Indian or Alaskan Native lands. NRCS and National
Cooperative Soil Survey partners also digitized 238 soil surveys, bringing the total
-to 2,968 as part of an inilialive to digitize all m(-)dern soil surveys. Nea;‘ly 1.1
million users visited the Web Soil Survey last year, with an average of over 3,400
visits per day;

Issued over 12,000 water supply forecasts and provided assistance to farmers and
ranchers to conserve water through irrigation efficiency on over 2 million acres.
The NRCS National Water and Climate Center also supports a Google Earth
interface to help users interactively navigate and view our automated SNOwpack
TELemetry (SNOTEL) station data and high-quality maps of daily, monthly, and
seasonal SNOTEL snowpack, precipitation, temperature, and snow depth;
Colleceted 11,600 plants last ycar that were comparatively cvaluated by the 27
NRCS Plant Materials Centers (PMC). These plant collections are evaluated for
their ability to protect range, pasture and forest resources; serve as cropland cover
crops; restoring wetlands; provide plant stock for biofuels; stabilizc critical arcas
such as sand dunes, strcambanks and shorelines; and to mitigate air quality
concerns. NRCS released 21 new plants to commercial growers during FY 2007.
Production by commercial seed growcrs and nurseries of about 400 of these plant
releases, cultivated over nearly 75 years, has a market value of more than $100

million per year;
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s Utilized over 1 million volunteer hours, donated by 70,300 individuals, to address
local natural resource concerns. This equates to 486 staff years, which is estimated
to be the equivalent of $19 million; and

e Signed agreements with 296 newly certified Technical Service Providers (TSPs)
and re-certified 119 TSPs in FY 2007. This brings the total number of TSPs
available to Athc public to more than‘l,400 individuals and bLlsinesses. Since
passage of the 2002 Farm Bill, NRCS has obligated over $230 million to acquire

technical services to provide conservation assistance to landowners.

As we look ahead to this year and beyond, we will continue directing our efforts toward
ensuring that all of the potential conservation gains are fully realized. To accomplish this,
NRCS will focus on fine-tuning its business tools and solidifying the progress it has made
in working with farmers and ranchers across America to implement conservation
programs. We want to make sure everything works smoothly—for our customers and
employees. We want our decisions and processes to be transparent. We want to be even
more efficient, effective and focused on meeting our customers’ needs. I have had an
opportunity to share my vision for the next year with Agency employees and partners, and
I have focused on three priorities to guide the work of our Agency:

¢ making conservation easier;

e preparing to meet new challenges; and

e improving transparency and accountability in Agency spending.
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Making Conservation Easier

My number one priority as NRCS Chief is making conservation easier for our customers

and for our employees. I have asked our leadership to look at the Agency from top to

bottom and find ways that we can further focus our efforts to achieve even more

conservation on the ground.

Examples of steps NRCS has taken to “make conservation easier” include:

Streamlining the conservation application process in FY 2007. Now, when a producer
comes into the field office they can fill out one application for any of the financial

assistance programs available through our conservation portfolio.

Developing new tools, both for producers and employees, to make it easier to calculate
conservation benefits. One example, the Nitrogen Trading Tool (NTT), is a Web-
based model that predicts changes in nitrogen losses based on changed management
practices and calculates nitrogen credits available for water quality credit trading. In
FY 2007, NRCS completed the NTT prototype and will be validating the model using

water quality credit trading projects in Maryland and Ohio; and

Developing conservation plans for producers on a system we call the Customer Service
Toolkit. The Toolkit is a geographic information system (GIS)-enabled enterprise
application that supports technical assistance, including conservation planning to

landowners, NRCS planners use Toolkit to perform a resource inventory, analyze
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current land use in relation to geophysical limitations, develop alternative solutions,
and prepare a final conservation plan, plan of operations, and high quality client-
specific maps. In FY 2007, the National Conservation Planning (NCP) database was
integrated with Toolkit, creating greater efficiencies in planning, contract development,
and national progress reporting. Currently, this database contains nearly 1.5 million
plans, 29 miliion practices, and 325,600 contracts. In FY 2067, the number of
conservation plans we helped producers develop increased by 25 percent over FY
2006. These plans are on 15 million land units, with over 10.6 million of these units
now with spatial data. Spatial land units have increased by 75 percent, reflecting
further streamlining and integration efforts through modern NRCS business

applications.
Preparing to Meet New Challenges

We must continue to prepare ourselves as an Agency and as a conservation community to
meet any potential new challenges. Let me give you some examples of how we are

accomplishing this priority:

¢ We are continuing to execute our overarching NRCS Strategic Plan, with its
“foundation goals” of high quality, productive soils, elean and abundant water, and
healthy plant and animal communities. The plan also contains “venture goals,” to

address emerging trends and position NRCS to seize new opportunities. These
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venture goals include clean air, an adequate energy supply, and working farm and

ranch lands;

We are implementing our Human Capital Strategic Plan and re-emphasizing basic
conservation planning knowledge, skills, and abilities in our training programs.
We have reinvigorated (;ur National Technolog); Support Centers and a?e focusing
on the unique needs of beginning farmers and ranchers, limited resource producers,

and other underserved communities; and

We also have outlined a 5-year investment plan for technology to guide research
needs to the right places, to maintain currency of the science that underpins our

policies, procedures, handbooks, and manuals, to enable transfer of new science to

State-level specialists, and to capture “lessons learned” from innovations.

NRCS will also face new challenges from the rapidly changing demographics of our

customer base as revealed by the 2002 Census of Agriculture. From 1997 to 2002, the

number of principal operators increased by: 8.6 percent for African Americans, 20 percent

for American Indjans/Alaska Natives, 13.4 percent for women, and an extraordinary 51.2

percent for Hispanic/Latino operators. Given these dramatic changes, we will need to

ensure that NRCS is prepared to mect the challenge of finding new ways to assist

traditionally underserved communities.
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Accounting for the Benefits of Conservation

Finally, to make the case for good stewardship, we have to be able to demonstrate that

good environmental practices are compatiblc with good economic performance. Our third

priority, therefore, is accounting for our expenditures on conservation by clearly

demonstrating their benefits. This will enhance our credibility and retain the trust we have

worked so hard to earn over almost 75 years.

For example:

NRCS is partnering on a Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP). CEAP
is a multi-agency effort to quantify the environmental benefits associated with
conservation practices implemented under the 2002 Farm Bill and other related
programs. In 2007, work continued on the watershed component to provide
detailed assessments of conservation practices, including observed and modeled
environmental effects in selected watersheds. Additionally, the watershed studies
are making progress on developing new model components and geospatial analyses
at the watershed scale to improve the accuracy of model simulations and enhance
predictions of practice impacts;

The Agency continues to make improvements through the Administration’s
Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART). The PART was developed to assess
and improve program performance so that the Federal Government can achieve

better results. For example, during FY 2007, a re-assessment was conducted on the
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Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). The re-assessment found that
EQIP operates efficiently and effectively. NRCS also has made its State allocation
process natural-resource based and more transparent. Performance also is now
linked to State allocations through the use of both efficiency measures and program
management factors;

. ’In fiscal year 2007, NRCS continued to reengiﬁeer its Web-based perférmance
measurement system and transitioned from a system that relies on data entry to one
that primarily mines or extracts data from other business applications. This
approach reduces the time employees spend on reporting and increases the amount
of time spent one-on-one with producers; and

e During FY 2008, NRCS will undergo an audit of all financial statements by an
independent third party to assess the relevance, accuracy, and completeness of our
financial records. We anticipate an initial report will be available to the Agency by
November 2008, allowing us an opportunity to improve our accountability efforts

even further.

Madam Chairwoman, as we look ahead to accomplishing even more as an agency in FY
2009, all of these improvements will promote Agency accountability while at the same
time ensure that the most pressing conservation needs on America’s private lands are

addressed.
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Discretionary Funding

As we look to the future, the President’s FY 2009 budget request for NRCS reflects our
dynamic natural environment and the ever-changing agricultural sector by providing
resources for the ongoing mission of NRCS and ensuring that new opportunities are

optimized.
Conservation Operations

The President’s FY 2009 budget request for Conservation Operations (CO) proposes a
funding level of $794.8 million, which includes $680.8 million for Conservation Technical
Assistance (CTA), $92.2 million for Soil Surveys, $10.8 million for Snow Surveys, and

$10.9 million for the 27 Plant Materials Centers.

The budget reflects a realignment of the Administration’s priorities with the elimination of
the Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative. The Agency will continue to maintain and
improve the management and productivity of privately owned grazing lands through
ongoing activities within the Conservation Technical Assistance Program and the

Environmental Quality Incentives Program.

Madam Chairwoman, CQ is the heart of everything our Agency does, and we will continue

to emphasize and improve the program’s impact and effect on the Nation’s private lands.
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Agriculture and the quality of America’s soil and water resources are vital to the Nation’s
welfare. Approximately 1.5 billion acres (79 percent of the total acres within the
contiguous United States) are non-Federal land. Approximately 90 percent of these acres
are cropland, rangeland, pastureland, and private non-industrial forestland. The care and
health of these lands are in the hands of private individuals. Through CO and other
prograrﬁs, NRCS and its paﬂnérs cooperate to get cons-ervation on the g‘round,-thus helping
to conserve landscapes, increase agricultural productivity, improve the environment, and

strengthen the quality of life.

The technical assistance we use to address resource conservation issucs is provided under
the Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA) Program. The purpose of CTA is to help
private landowners, conservation districts, tribes, local units of government, and other
organizations by providing technical assistance through a national network of locally
respected, technically skilled, professional conservationists. NRCS conservationists
deliver consistent, science-based, site-specific solutions to help private landowners
conserve, maintain, and improve the Nation’s natural resource base. Demand for the CTA
Program has increased substantially in recent years for a number of reasons:
¢ First, there is growing demand for and participation in NRCS mandatory financial
assistance programs, which in turn has increased the demand for science-based
conservation technical assistance;
» Second, there is an increasing need for new technologies and conservation practices
to address emerging challenges such as nutrient management for animal feeding

operations;
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e Third, there is strong demand for the design of conservation systems to reduce the
risk of climatic events, such as improved irrigation management to mitigate effects
of drought;

e Fourth, increased awareness and concern for natural resources that has broadened
the Agency’s customer base, as NRCS is asked to address growing niche
enterpﬁses‘(aquaculture, sustainabie and organic farming, >etc.);

¢ Fifth, NRCS has an expanding list of new customers such as tribal governments,
local communities, technical service providers, and non-government organizations
who request the Agency’s expertise and assistance; and

¢ Finally, demand for improvement and establishment of wetlands and wildlife

habitat to address declining populations of fish and wildlifc has increased, as well.

NRCS has been able to address this rising demand for its services to a large degree through
technology development and transfer, streamlining and improvement of program delivery,

and cooperative conservation efforts with partners.
Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations Program
Through the Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations Program, NRCS provides local

communities with technical and financial assistance to construct flood prevention, water

supply, and water quality improvement projects.
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The Administration proposes to terminate funding for Watershed and Flood Prevention
Operations in FY 2009 to enable NRCS to focus limited resources to other higher priority
conservation program activities of national interest. Because benefits from this program
are highly localized, it is expected that those high-priority watershed projects not yet
completed will continue to receive strong local support from project sponsors, and that

progress on them will continue.

Watershed Surveys and Planning Program

Watershed Surveys and Planning authorities are directed toward assessment of natural
resource issues and development of watershed plans to conserve and utilize natural
resources, solve local natural resource and related economic problems, avoid and mitigate
hazards related to flooding, and provide for advanced planning for local resource
development. Activities carried out under this program include Floodplain Management
Studies, Cooperative River Basin Studies, Flood Insurance Studies, Watershed Inventories

and Analyses, and other types of studies, such as PL-566 Watershed Plans.

With the elimination of Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations, continuation of this
planning component is no longer necessary. Beginning with the FY 2008 budget
authorized by Congress, this program'’s resources were eliminated and redirected to other

higher priority programs.
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Watershed Rehabilitation Program

The Watershed Rehabilitation Program addresses the problem of aging dams, especially
those with a high risk for loss of life and property. NRCS has 125 dams that have
rehabilitation plans authorized, and the projects are completed or implementation of the
plans is underway. ’ This number is part of ihe 808 rehabilitation aésessment reports alreadS/

completed.

The Administration requests $5.9 million for technical assistance to address critical dams

with the greatest potential for damage to life and property.
Resource Conservation and Development Program

The purpose of the Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) Program is to
encourage and improve the capabilities of State, local units of government, and local
nonprofit organizations in rural areas to plan, develop, and carry out programs for resource
conservation and economic development. The program provides technical assistance to
local communities to develop strategic area-wide plans that address their locally identified
natural resource and economic development concerns. A Program Assessment Rating
Tool (PART) review of the RC&D Program found that it overlaps other USDA and
Federal resource conservation and rural development programs. While the program does
use a strategic planning effort and local leadership to identify projects, NRCS has other

significant relationships at the State and community levels that fulfill a similar role.
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The FY 2009 budget proposes to terminate funding for this program. RC&D areas have
received Federal support for many years, some since the mid-1960°s. RC&D Areas should

have the capacity to identify, plan, and address their local priorities.

Healthy Forests Reserve Program
The Healthy Forests Reserve Program (HFRP) assists landowners in restoring, enhancing
and protecting forest ecosystems to promote the recovery of threatened and endangered

species, improve biodiversity, and enhance carbon sequestration.

Under this program, landowner protections similar to “Safe Harbor” are made available to
landowners enrolled in the HFRP who agree, for a specified period, to protect, restore, or
enhance their land for threatened or endangered species habitat. In exchange, they avoid
future regulatory restrictions on the use of that land protected under the Endangered

Species Act.

In FY 2007, NRCS received $2.5 million under the HFRP and implemented projects in
Arkansas, Maine, and Mississippi. Nineteen landowners were approved for funding under
10-year restoration agreements and 30-and 99-year easements. The approved applications

covered over 197,500 acres and represents $2.1 million in financial obligation.

The President’s budget proposes no funding for HFRP in FY 2009.



28

Farm Bill Authorized Programs
The President’s budget should be viewed in concert with the Administration’s Farm Bill

proposals. Thesc proposals would add $775 million in FY 2009 for conservation activities.
Environmental Quality Incentives Program

The purpose of the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) is to provide site-
specific technical and financial assistance to landowners that facc serious natural resource
challenges that impact soil, water, air, and related natural resources on agricultural lands.
EQIP also encourages enhancement of natural resource conditions on agricultural lands in
an environmentally beneficial and cost-effective manner to assist producers in complying

with environmental regulations.

In FY 2007, EQIP funding was nearly $1 billion. Over 41,000 long-term contracts were
written to help landowners treat an estimated 17 million acres. Implementation of current
and prior-year conservation practices also continued apace. For example, we helped
farmers and ranchers implement nutrient management practices on over 740,000 acres and
prescribed grazing on nearly 1.8 million acres. We also helped install almost 1,900 waste

storage facilities.

Technical Service Providers (TSPs) are an important part of the conservation delivery

system, particularly in the EQIP program. From FY 2003 through FY 2007, NRCS
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obligated over $93.6 million in EQIP for TSPs to help design and implement conservation

practices carried out under this program.

NRCS also administers the Conservation Innovation Grants (CIG) Program, authorized
under EQIP in the 2002 Farm Bill. CIG is a voluntary program intended to stimulate the
develol')ment and adoption of iﬁnovative conservation .approaches and technol;)gies while
leveraging Federal investment in environmental enhancement and protection, in‘
conjunction with agricultural production. Under CIG, competitive grants are awarded to
eligible entities, including State and local agencies, non-governmental organizations,
tribes, or individuals. CIG enables NRCS to work with other public and private entities to
accelerate technology transfer and adoption of promising technologies and approaches to
address some of the Nation's most pressing natural resource concerns. CIG benefits
agricultural producers by providing more and improved options for environmental

enhancement and compliance with Federal, State, and local regulations.

In FY 2007, CIG was implemented with three components: National, Chesapcake Bay
Watershed, and State. Below is a summary of the FY 2007 CIG awards:

e National: $17,242,797 awarded to 47 recipients;

¢ Chesapeake Bay Watershed: $2,066,525 awarded to 4 recipients; and

e State: $6,678,440 awarded to 105 recipients.

Since the inception of CIG in 2004, almost $86 million has funded 477 projects.
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Under current law, the President’s budget proposes a level of $1.05 billion for EQIP. This
level of funding, which represents a $50 million increase over FY 2008, will allow NRCS
to develop nearly 43,000 contracts on 17.5 million acres. The Administration’s Farm Bill

proposal would provide an additional $425 million in FY 2009.
Wetlands Reserve Program

The Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) is a voluntary program through which landowners
are paid to retire cropland from agricultural production if those lands are restored to
wetlands and protected, in most cases, with a long-term or permanent easement.
Landowners receive fair market value for the rights they forgo associated with protecting
the land, and are provided with financial assistance to cover the restoration expenses. The
2002 Farm Bill increased the program enrollment cap to 2,275,000 acres. WRP also is the
principal USDA program to help meet the President’s Wetlands Initiative goal to create,

restore and enhance 3 million acres of wetlands by 2009.

In FY 2007, in addition to the regular application process, NRCS funded projects intended
to enhance or accelerate a State’s effort in enrolling interested landowners in WRP.
Special consideration was given to projects that specifically addressed threatened and
endangered species or impacted small and limited resource producers or tribal owned
lands. These proposals are projected to result in the accelerated enrollment of 17,329 acres

into WRP in FY 2007. In one example, a project was approved on the Missouri River in



31

Iowa and Nebraska on the same contiguous stretch of the river, thereby increasing the

overall landscape impact.

Under current law, the President’s 2009 budget proposes $181.5 million for WRP. This
will allow an enrollment of approximately 100,000 acres and will bring total cumulative
enrollrﬁcnt to the 2002 Farm Bill authorized enro]lmeﬁt cap of 2,275,000 by tﬁe end of FY
2009. The final 2009 program funding level and acres enrolled will be established in the
new Farm Bill. A total FY 2009 enroliment of 250,000 acres is recommended in the

Administration’s Farm Bill proposal.
Grassland Reserve Program

The 2002 Farm Bill authorized the Grassland Reserve Program (GRP) to assist landowners
in restoring and protecting grassland by enrolling up to 2 million acres under easement or
long-term rental agreements. The 2002 Farm Bill authorized $254 million for
implementation of this program during FY 2003 through FY 2007. The program reached
its statutory funding cap in FY 2005. The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal continucs
this program’s activities as part of the Private Lands Protection Program. The final FY

2009 program level is expected to be established in the new Farm Bill.

The NRCS and the Farm Service Agency (FSA) jointly administer GRP. NRCS has lead
responsibility on technical issues and easement administration. FSA has lead

responsibility for rental agreement administration and financial activities.
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Conservation Security Program

The Conservation Security Program (CSP), as authorized by the 2002 Farm Bill, is a
voluntary program that provides financial and technical assistance for the conservation,
protection, and improvement of natural resources on tribal and private working lands. The
program provideé payments for produceré who practice good ste\-;vardship on their

agricultural lands and incentives for those who want to do more.

NRCS initiated the program in FY 2004 in 18 watersheds within 22 States. In FY 2005,
NRCS cxpanded the program to 220 watersheds within every State, including Puerto Rico
and Guam. In FY 2006, CSP was implemented in 60 new watersheds nationwide and
resulted in roughly 4,400 new contracts covering more than 3.7 million acres of privately
owned land. From 2004-2006, NRCS has offered the program in 280 different watersheds
and has provided financial assistance to nearly 19,400 participants on 15.4 million acres of

working agricultural lands.

Through CSP enhancement provisions and the application of intensive management
measures, producers are achieving exceptional environmental performance and additional
benefits for society. For example, the nutrient management component of CSP is
rewarding farmers and ranchers for protecting water quality through nutrient applications
using precision farming techniques to minimize nutrient runoff and leaching. Because
CSP enhancements go beyond the minimum requirements, innovative producers are on the

feading edge of conservation technology adoption.
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The President’s FY 2009 budget requests $360 million in program funding to support

existing contracts, including those expected to enter the program during an FY 2008 sign

up.
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program

The Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) is a voluntary program that provides cost
sharing for landowners to apply an array of wildlife practices to develop or improve
habitats that will support upland wildlife, wetland wildlife, threatened and endangered

species, fisheries, and other types of wildlife.

In FY 2007, NRCS enrolled over 2,100 agreements on over 350,000 acres in the Wildlife
Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP). The value of the contracts exceeded $31.5 million,
assisting farmers and ranchers with wildlife management practices that result in improved

fish and wildlife habitat quality on more than 4.8 million acres.

The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal recommends to continue the activities of this
program as part of tan expanded Environmental Qualities Incentives Program. The final

FY 2009 program level is expected to be established in the new Farm Bill.
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Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program

Through the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP), the Federal Government
establishes partnerships with State, local and tribal government entities, and nonprofit
organizations, to share the costs of acquiring conservation easements or other interests to
limit conversion ofagricultural lands to n(;n—agricultural uses. FKPP acquires perpetual
conservation easements on a voluntary basis on lands with prime, unique, or other
productive soils that present the most social, economic, and environmental bencfits. FRPE
provides matching funds of no more than 50 percent of the purchase price for the acquired

easements,

The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal combines this program with other easement
programs as part of the Private Lands Protection Program. The FY 2009 program level is

expected to be established in the new Farm Bill.
Agricultural Management Assistance Program

The Agricultural Management Assistance (AMA) Program provides for cost-share
assistance to producers to construct or improve water management structures or irrigation
structures, to plant trees for windbreaks or improve water quality, and to mitigate risks
through production diversification or resource conservation practices, including soil

erosion control, integrated pest management, or transition to organic farming.
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In FY 2007, NRCS allocated $5 million for technical assistance to accelerate
implementation of approved prior-year AMA contracts. Currently, there are 1,119

contracts in implementation.
The President’s budget proposes no funding for AMA in FY 2009.
Conclusion

As we look ahead, it is clear that the challenges before us will require the effective
dedication of all available resources — the skills and expertise of the NRCS staff, the

contributions of volunteers, and continued collaboration with partners and TSPs.

1 am proud of the work and the conservation ethic our people exhibit day in and day out as
they go about their job of helping farmers and ranchers get conservation on the ground.
Through Cooperative Conservation efforts, we have achieved a great deal of success. We
are sharply focusing our efforts and will work together with our partners to further
consolidate our gains this coming year. Ilook forward to working with you, as we move

ahead in this endeavor.

This concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any questions that Members of the

Subcommittee might have.
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Ms. DELAURO. Thank you very much.

And I want to thank you both for your testimony.

And let me begin with the mention of the farm bill. As we will
consider how USDA will deliver a new farm bill, I would like to
focus on your proposal for natural resources conservation.

BUDGET REDUCTIONS

It appears the President’s request is out of alignment with the
rhetoric of the administration. At the very time the administration
has proposed and Congress is considering an expanded conserva-
tion title in the farm bill, your budget cuts a total of $136 million
and a little over 1,400 staff years from NRCS in 2009. And that
is across the country.

I know that, in aggregate, the numbers include a number of pro-
grams that the budget eliminates that do not directly impact the
delivery of a farm bill program. So, just looking at the conservation
operations account, of the main technical assistance account that
funds the field staff to work with land owners to prepare them for
participating in the farm bill programs, your budget appears to
slash 690 staff years, or almost 10 percent of the workforce. When
you look at the number of staff supported by farm bill program dol-
lars, your budget assumes another cut of 253 staff years, or 7 per-
cent of the workforce. By my count, your budget eliminates almost
1,000 staff years that either directly or indirectly work on the de-
livery of farm bill conservation programs.

In light of the budget and the upcoming reauthorization of the
farm bill, we are left with two conclusions, at least in my mind: Ei-
ther land owners and producers will experience worse customer
service, longer delays for technical assistance, and lower-quality
conservation planning, or NRCS will be forced to shave even more
farm bill funding off the top of the various programs, such as
EQIP, to pay for staffing costs. That means less money for pro-
ducers and actual on-the-ground conservation. Ultimately, your
budget is a back-door cut in the farm bill’s conservation programs.

So when I line up the Department’s rhetoric and the promises for
conservation, especially the goals for successfully implementing a
new farm bill with an expanded conservation title, I look at it and
I am dismayed. I am confused by the incongruity.

So, Mr. Secretary, if you can explain how the budget supports
conservation when it cuts, in 1 year, over 1,400 staff or almost 12
percent of your workforce from your lead conservation agency, what
do you estimate will be the on-the-ground impact of the staffing
cuts, in terms of wait times for assistance and the application back-
log? And how did the staffing cuts comport with your human cap-
ital strategic plan?

Mr. REY. I think the important thing here is to look at the farm
bill proposal in concert with the budget proposal, as part of the
large increase in conservation spending that we have proposed in
the farm bill. We have proposed $775 million for technical assist-
ance, which would support roughly another 1,600 staff years, to im-
plement farm bill programs. So, you know, that is the context in
which these proposals were made.

And the objective of that is to try to make the farm bill programs
more self-supporting, in terms of their draw on NRCS staff time.
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Obviously, when you are juggling two roles, the farm bill and the—
you have greater opportunity for one of them to fall on the ground.

But I think what we have proposed, in its full context, is fairly
described as a significant increase in conservation spending. And,
yes, we would have to get a new farm bill for that to work. I have
already acknowledged that.

Ms. DELAURO. I understand. And you understand as well, be-
cause we—you know, we have been talking about a number of the
programs, not just your agency but others, who have put a lot of
the eggs in the farm bill basket. This has not been an easy ride
for the farm bill, as I think you would concur.

We do not know what is going to come out of the farm bill. We
know we have, you know, deadlines and extensions, deadlines and
extensions. We also are pretty sophisticated in understanding that
you don’t get everything that you want, and there are cuts and are
always cuts, so there will be an impact, there will be an impact on
the budget.

And that context, quite honestly—and I am not just singling you
out, Mr. Secretary. Almost every agency that has come up that
talks about the farm bill doesn’t come up with a contingency plan
for “what if,” with either cutbacks or, you know—I don’t want to
even say doesn’t happen, but a cutback. Let me leave it at that.

Mr. REY. Right.

Ms. DELAURO. So what is the contingency? Will we see a formal
budget amendment reflecting any discretionary changes needed
after the farm bill enactment? And if it is significantly delayed,
what is the impact on your operations, 2008 and 2009? And based
on the House- and Senate-passed versions, which program changes
or new initiatives would most impact your budget?

Mr. REY. We are pretty comfortable with the broad discussion
that is occurring right now between the House and the Senate con-
ferees, that, if there is a new farm bill, that it will be close enough
to what the administration has proposed in the conservation area
that we will obviously have to make some adjustments but they
won’t be dramatic. If there is not a new farm bill, if there is rather
an extension of the 2002 bill, then we will have to take a harder
look at what we have proposed.

I guess the best news in all of that is that we will probably know
the answer to that question relatively shortly, with enough time to
work with you to readjust some of the discretionary accounts, tak-
ing into account what is finally arrived at as a result of the delib-
erations that the House and Senate are currently engaged in on
the farm bill.

But we think, at this point, at this moment in time—and, of
course, that may be a brief moment, because the discussions are
ongoing—we think we are looking at a conservation package in
broad terms that isn’t too far off what the administration proposed.

Ms. DELAURO. My time is up; it was a couple of minutes ago.
And I will just say, I want to be optimistic, as well. I have heard
that there will be cuts in conservation, in nutrition and in other
areas, that everything is going to take a cut. My hope is—because
when we would produce the farm bill in the House and I had an
opportunity to work with that, as a number of my colleagues on
this committee did, we were specifically concerned about conserva-
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tion and other areas. So I don’t want to see it cut that much. But
I think we have to take, in short order, a very hard look at what
this means in terms of the cuts that you are proposing and the cuts
that may be mandated for us, given where this farm bill comes out.

Mr. REY. I think that is fair. And we would be happy to work
with the subcommittee on this.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Alexander.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield to Mrs. Emerson.

Ms. DELAURO. Mrs. Emerson.

Mrs. EMERSON. Thanks so much, Mr. Alexander.

Thank you so much for being here, you all.

Thanks, Madam Chair.

CERTIFICATION OF FOREST PRODUCTS

Under Secretary Rey, I hope you forgive me. I just need to ven-
ture into forestry a teeny bit here. I want to take advantage of your
being here. I hope that is okay with you. Something that has re-
cently been brought to my attention, I want to ask you about it.

As you know and as we have talked, the Missouri domestic tim-
ber market is declining, and many of our producers are looking for
new ways to increase their exports. And they keep running up
against what is called—this increasing need for accreditation from
the Forest Stewardship Council, the FSC. I understand it is a vol-
untary and private international organization that certifies wood
products as being produced in an environmentally sustainable way.
And, obviously, you are familiar with that.

Here is my concern, and here is the concern across the board, not
only of the forest products industry but the Forest Service folks
themselves: that with this FSC logo being virtually a prerequisite
now to sales in some markets, particularly Europe, number one,
there is some difference between the standards among countries. In
other words, France might have one standard, and Germany might
have one, and the Netherlands might have another. And also per-
haps even throughout regions of a country, the standards are not
uniform, number one.

Number two, I had the list of all of the working group members
of the FSC for our region and the country. And I am looking at this
accreditation standard, and not only do I not see one person from
the Forest Service, which is the largest land owner in my district
and probably in the State, I don’t see any Missouri foresters, any
State foresters. I don’t see any land owners or operators from the
forest products industry whatsoever. And so, I guess I am con-
cerned about this.

And I want to know, is this something that the USDA is looking
at? Are you all looking at participating in this accreditation proc-
ess? Or do you have some kind of plan to give some oversight to
these kinds of organizations?

Mr. REY. Okay, I think I can answer those questions.

Just a little bit of background. FSC, the Forest Stewardship
Council, is one of two international certification programs. Certifi-
cation programs are, as you suggested, designed to certify that a
forest product is grown in a sustainable fashion, for those people
who want to be able to buy a forest product with that certification.
The other system is the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, or SFI.
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There are some differences in the two, both in the way they ap-
proach the process and where they are used. As it turns out, SFI
was originated in North America. SFI was originated in North
America. FSC originated in Europe and is more widely used out-
side of North America than SFI is. So, in today’s markets, those
two systems are what are generally relied upon by people who
want green building products.

We have looked at both of them, and we have experimented with
both of them, so we are familiar with the systems. I think one of
the issues with FSC is that it is less familiar to some of our pri-
vate-sector producers because it is not as common in North Amer-
ica. But if we can be of any assistance to the producers in Missouri
to help them get to know the FSC system a little bit better, we
would be happy to do that.

We are familiar with both. Our general view is that their similar-
ities are probably more significant than their differences. They
tend to be, kind of, approaching a very common set of mechanisms
for certifying forest products.

Mrs. EMERSON. So do you endorse this concept?

Mr. REY. We have neither endorsed it nor rejected it, as a Fed-
eral Government agency. It has been purely a private-sector initia-
tive. We have studied both systems to, first, see how they would
affect national forest management. Some people have suggested
maybe the national forests should be certified. Other people have
said, wait a minute, Congress sets the standards for how the na-
tional forest should be managed, not some private-sector entity. So,
you know, there has been a very vibrant conversation both ways.

We have used both systems on a select number of national for-
ests, just to see how it turns out. It generally turns out that the
way we are managing the national forest needs to require a mix
of both systems, both the Forest Stewardship Council and Sustain-
able Forestry Initiative.

THE FUTURE OF FOREST PRODUCT CERTIFICATION

Mrs. EMERSON. Just so I can tell—this is one of the biggest in-
dustries in the State. Just so I can tell my forest folks, do you
think the FSC standard might become the standard over time? It
is important for them for purposes of exporting, since there has
been such a decline in use.

Mr. REY. Right.

Mrs. EMERSON. For their purposes, is this something that is a
good investment for them?

Mr. REY. I would recommend so. What I think is going to happen
over time—and this is just pure speculation on my part—is I think,
because of the similarities in the systems, at some point in the fu-
ture I am going to guess that they will merge.

But right now, today, if you want to export into certain markets
and your producers would be largely hardwood producers who
would be looking at the European markets, FSC is more broadly
used in Europe, I think, than SFI is. SFI is more broadly used in
North America.

Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you very much. I am out of time.
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AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AND SPRAWL

Mr. FARR [presiding]. Thank you.

I am next. And the Chair has asked me to chair, so if you could
tell me when I am out of time, I would appreciate it.

I always enjoy having this panel here, because I am a big be-
liever that the forests of this Nation and the Department of Agri-
culture, which has more of a role in private lands than anybody,
that, really, the open space of America is managed by the folks that
are here at the table.

And I am constantly reminded, my area is such a beautiful area
and such a productive agricultural area that it is just a constant
battle to try to keep land in production rather than just sprawl out
and build housing all over it. The history of California is that
sprawl wins. So when you have sprawled everything else out, then
you discover that the most beautiful place in all of the State is
right in the center of the State, the rush comes in. And I have a
couple of observations about this.

One, I would really like to try to get working really closely with
you on these agriculture easements stuff, because I really think
there is a lot of reform that can go in here. I don’t think the Gov-
ernment ought be paying for what people shouldn’t be farming any-
way, just because they are in riparian corridors or they are a habi-
tat that has to be protected under some other law. And therefore,
there is no reason, you know, that we have to pay for that con-
ic,ervation protection. That is the local law, State law and Federal
aw.

MANAGING THE E. COLI BREAKOUT

But, more importantly, what I am really interested in right now
is, last year, we had this E. coli breakout. And it was unusual that
it was not declared a natural disaster, so the normal ways of as-
sisting the problem could not be funded at the Federal level. What
we saw was the largest voluntary recall of food in the history of
America and a personal loss of hundreds of millions of dollars be-
cause we never did help it. I tried to get some help in the bill, and
everybody made a joke of spinach, and it never got anywhere.

What stepped in, in the meantime, was these corporate risk man-
agers who have been consistently, as agriculture and especially
crop agriculture gets corporate—and you have organizations like
McDonald’s that come out and buy all the lettuce that can be pro-
duced by certain fields. So the growers are essentially growing let-
tuce for one company.

And that company comes in and says, “Well, now we are worried
about E. coli, and we think the way you ought to keep E. coli out
is to build a fence around your entire property.” Well, this fence
now is clearing everything NRCS has done in trying to develop, you
know, integrated pest management programs, compatible buffer
zones, in some cases riparian corridors. And the local governments
have given waivers to get these things done because it is critical
for the people to stay in production. For those who walk away and
say, if you don’t do what—and I went through the Salinas Valley
last week, 100 miles along that valley. And they have all these ro-
dent traps out now poisoning everything that can crawl into these
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pipes. They are about every—about the length of this room from
one end of the valley to the other, tied to the fences.

So what you are seeing and what is frustrating the local science
is that this has totally gotten outside of the ability—this is, kind
of, chaos management. There is not a sense of the totality of pest
management practices. And I really would like to see the Depart-
ment kind of step in, because I think there is a vacuum here where
there is no comment or backlash to say that we can’t allow this
kind of freelancing. It reminds me when they put together the vigi-
lante teams, they just said, “Let’s go get ’em.” and this is how it
is being done.

And everybody at the regulator level is just stuck, because they
are operating out of a field that we have never done before. There
are suggestions that all agricultural fields now have screens over
them so that the birds can’t fly over them, that the—I mean, the
fences they have to build have to be strong enough that a wild boar
couldn’t get in. They have already done all the things that you
have to do—move the cattle away from ag fields and so on.

And I don’t know what the answer to this is, but it needs leader-
ship. And I would just ask if you have any suggestions of how we
might take a look at it and provide that leadership. At least some
of these practices are not in the best interest of productive agri-
culture.

Mr. REY. We would be happy to do that and maybe come up and
sit down with my counterpart in the food safety mission area. Be-
cause I think what you are seeing there is a market reaction. It
is somewhat of an overreaction. But you are right, it is driven by
a couple of big purchasers that they have. That probably gives us
at least some opportunity to sit down with them and walk through,
you know, what a more appropriate reaction might be.

FOOD SAFETY

Mr. FARR. Could we set a time where you and I could get to-
gether and see if we could draft out some protocols?

Mr. REY. I think we ought to involve Richard Raymond, my coun-
terpart in the food safety area, because he is a lot more expert at,
sort of, dealing with reaction to these kinds of food safety issues
than I am.

Mr. FARR. Because this is going to get out of control. They are
going to start advertising, “Our food is safer than your food, my let-
tuce is safer than your lettuce, because I do all this stuff.” But at
the same time, it is going to really be hard to manage the environ-
ment in a totalitarian way, which we have been trying to do, to
help water conservation and soil erosion and so on.

Mr. REY. We would be happy to.

Mr. FARR. My time is up.

Mr. LANCASTER. Congressman, might I add as well, we share
that concern at the State level. We are developing the technical
data to share with producers, private auditors, food safety inspec-
tors, to show that balance of food safety and conserving our natural
resources. We are working with the Western Growers Association
and the signers of the Leafy Greens Marketing Agreement to get
that information in the hands of growers.
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But, as well, those food safety regulators and those private audi-
tors will be looking at those systems to say, “These are conserva-
tion benefits; there is no food safety concern related to those prac-
tices.” It is something we have undertaken with numerous part-
ners, including the Resource Conservation Districts, the State De-
partments of Agriculture. And we will

Mr. FARR. I don’t think that message is getting out there very
effectively.

Mr. Latham.

PROGRAM PAYMENTS

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Mr. Farr.

And welcome, everyone. And please relay my thanks to your staff
back in the States and who I think do an outstanding job and
sometimes under difficult situations.

Last fall, the GAO had a report talking about the conflict be-
tween conservation programs and payments, and they are at cross-
purposes at certain times. Can you give us your point of view? And
are, in fact, our conservation programs at cross-purposes with the
farm payment program?

Mr. REY. I wouldn’t say cross-purposes. What I think the audit
suggested is that there were some instances where the same farm-
ers were getting payments from both the commodity and the con-
servation title programs. And we have been working since with the
Farm Service Agency to eliminate those payments if they were not,
in fact, justified as payments advancing two separate objectives.

Mr. LANCASTER. Congressman, I would add, as well, one of the
things we see in response to markets’ additional pressure on pro-
ducers to grow on every acre and produce on every acre. We have
looked at this opportunity to see higher net farm income as oppor-
tunities to invest in conservation, and we don’t see that as incom-
patible. We see production agriculture—keeping that land into ag-
ricultural production as very compatible with land conservation.

What we strive to do is take that income, that money that is in
the producer’s pocket today, and get them to invest in conservation
practices. When we see pressures to produce on our marginal
lands, we are trying to get the data into the hands of those pro-
ducers to show, you know, you can enroll in certain conservation
programs and not produce on those marginal lands. There are ways
to maximize your yields on those lands you really shouldn’t be
farming.

But we are looking to take advantage of this opportunity where
folks are acting in response to the market, in response to the safety
net that we have, to ensure that the dollars they have available go
into conservation.

Mr. LATHAM. But you don’t see any conflict with their—not really
conflict—but the increased crop insurance and things like that? I
think the biggest factor out there is the fact that you have got over
$5 corn and %12, $13, $14 beans, which is wonderful, except that
you are going to want to produce in every piece of square foot of
dirt you can find.

Mr. LANCASTER. My biggest concern is actually conversion of ag-
ricultural lands to nonagricultural uses and the pressures that
places on the environment. So we are looking to find ways that
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keep that land in agricultural production by helping working farm-
ers with conservation measures. And, to me, that is a more signifi-
cant threat to the environment.

BENEFITS OF CONSERVATION

Mr. LATHAM. Okay. On the CSP program, I would like to get
your input as to what kind of changes you think that—or that
maybe you have talked about with the Ag Committee, as far as re-
writing the farm bill.

And have you found a way to quantify benefits when you are
talking about air quality and soil tills, water quality, on an indi-
vidual producer’s land? I mean, I can understand in the watershed
on a regional basis. But is there any way to quantify the benefits?

Mr. LANCASTER. It is a struggle. One of the things that we have
talked about is the Conservation Effects Assessment Project, which
will give us that science-based data related to conservation prac-
tices and certain climates or certain geographies, so that we are
better able to say what is the effect of that practice on that par-
ticular farm.

So we do think that we are getting that data so that we will be
able to quantify it. We are not able to now. It certainly is a chal-
lenge when we are looking at our conservation practices of how
they are applied across different landscapes.

With regard to the Conservation Security Program, the adminis-
tration recognizes that a stewardship program is an important part
of our toolbox. We did propose significant changes. We are working
with the committee in the hopes that they will adopt some of those
changes.

CONSERVATION SECURITY PROGRAM

Mr. LATHAM. What changes?

Mr. LANCASTER. We proposed to reduce the number of tiers to
use what the producer has been doing in terms of their level of
stewardship to get them in the program, to make them eligible for
the program, but our payments would be tied to enhancements,
those new things that they are doing. So rather than paying a pro-
ducer for those activities that they are already undertaking, we
would use that as the bar to get in, but we would pay for those
additional benefits associated with the program. And by tightening
that, that is a true stewardship program, where the program would
be designed from the beginning as one that is rewarding the best
producers.

We do have an acreage cap, and we are able to then, in our pro-
posal, offer a CSP program in watersheds every year, as opposed
to how we have had to enroll in the program based on the current
funding restrictions.

Mr. LATHAM. What would it cost if it was wide open?

Mr. LANCASTER. Under the current statute?

Mr. LaTHAM. That is what we have, yeah.

Mr. LANCASTER. Under the current statute, we had done a rough
number of looking at 900 million acres of cropland potentially eligi-
ble in the country. We are seeing 50 percent of the enrollment in
that, and we are averaging about $18 an acre.
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Mr. REY. While he is doing the arithmetic, let me speak to your
first question. We have done a lot of work with the Department of
Energy in the air quality area and with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency in the water quality area to quantify the sequestration
benefits of different kinds of conservation practices. So if a par-
ticular conservation practice is followed, we can quantify how much
carbon is sequestered as a consequence of that as compared to not
doing it.

Mr. LATHAM. On an individual farmer’s piece of ground?

Mr. REY. The farmer would have to plug in his own specifics to
get his numbers. But if he follows certain types of practices and
certain circumstances, we can give him a number, going through
the analysis in the registry that we have developed, so that he can
have an answer to that.

Mr. LANCASTER. On your CSP question, we had done an estimate
last year of, assuming those numbers, determining that. Assuming
the number of acres that are eligible for the program, our current
enrollment rates are $19 per acre. We had assumed about $9 bil-
lion for that program, but neither the House bill

Mr. LATHAM. $9 billion?

Mr. LANCASTER. Yes, sir. But neither the House bill nor the Sen-
ate bill proposed to continue current law under the CSP program.
Both bills looked to cap that program in terms of the number of
acres and what you are enrolling in it. In fact, the House bill did
not propose enrollment in it for the next 5-year period.

Ms. DELAURO [presiding]. The Senate bill does?

Mr. LANCASTER. The Senate bill does allow for enrollment but
does cap those dollars and acres associated with the program and
does streamline it somewhat.

Mr. LATHAM. $9 billion.

Thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Bishop.

SMALL AND BEGINNING FARMERS

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much.

Secretary Rey, Chief Lancaster, Director Dondero and Mr. Steele,
welcome.

I am concerned about what is happening in our farming commu-
nities, particularly the fact that the average age of our farmers is
getting higher and higher. I think somewhere now it is about 58.5
years. We are having fewer and fewer young people going into
farming, and they cite difficulties in doing that.

And, as you know, the purpose of the agency’s small, limited and
beginning farmer assistance program is to ensure that NRCS pro-
grams are administered in a way that enables small, limited-re-
source and beginning farmers and ranchers to maintain and de-
velop economic viability in farm operations and to ensure that the
NRCS’s technical assistance programs and activities reach the
small and beginning farmers and ranchers.

Can you share with us how effective the program has been, how
the program is working, the extent of participation, and how robust
the agency has been in pursuing efforts to make sure that it
works?



45

And I would be particularly interested, if you could supply for
the record, some statistical information, demographic information
on the small, limited and beginning farm assistance program.

Mr. REY. What I would like to submit for the record is an exhibit
that shows what percentage of the Environmental Quality Incen-
tives Program is being enjoyed by small or limited-resource or new
farmers. We have been doing a lot of outreach in that area.

Just as an interesting aside, the median age of a USDA employee
is also about 57 years old today, so we are all, kind of, going off
together into the sunset I guess. We will be able to have these de-
bates in perpetuity. There will probably be enough of us in both
places to have it, too.

Mr. BisHOP. Will somebody be producing our food, though?

Mr. REY. We have proposed in the administration’s farm bill pro-
posal a fairly significant increase in support for the small or lim-
ited-resource farmer. So that has been a focus area of the adminis-
tration under current law. It was an area that we wanted to see
emphasized in the new farm bill, as well.

But I will submit this material for the record so you can see
today what percentage of our programs are going to farmers in
these categories.

Mr. BisHOP. Good. And I hope that you can share with us some
of the demographic information so we know what is small, you
know, what—a real description of who those participants are demo-
graphically.

Mr. REY. What the breakdown is among the categories, yes.

[The information follows:]
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Beginning and Limited Resource Farmers
Summary of EQIP Contracts
Fiscal Year 2007

Percentage

Beginning Farmers and Ranchers &
Limited Resource Farmers and Ranchers 2
Remainder of Participants 92
Total 100

Summary of EQIP Contracts by Race
Fiscal Year 2007

Percentage Amount
Aslan 1 $4,107,407
Black 1 6,511,950
american Ind/Alaska Native 2 17,355,842
Hawailian/Pacific Islands 1 4,890,909
White 91 719,767,520
Undeclared 4 31,551, 8%0
Total 100 S784,18%,517

Beginning Farmer or Rancher: an individual or entity who: {(a) Has not
operated a farm or ranch, or who has operated a farm or ranch for not more
than ten consecutive years.. {This requirement applies to all members of an
entity.); and (b) Will materially and substantially participate in the
operation of the farm or ranch.

Limited Resource Farmer or Rancher: (a) A person with direct or indirect

ross farm sales of not more than $100,000 in each of the previous two
years {to be increased beginning in fiscal vear 2004 to adjust for
inflation using Prices Paid by Farmer Index as compiled by NASS), and (b)
Has a total household income at or below the national poverty level for a
family of four, or legs than 50 pevcent of county median household income
in each of the previous two vears (to be determined annually using Commerce
Department Data) .
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NRCS STRATEGIC PLAN

Mr. BisHOP. Let me ask you about your strategic plan. Last year,
NRCS began development of its new strategic plan. And can you
tell us where you are in the process and how the current farm bill
negotiations of the proposed changes would impact that plan, par-
ticularly in terms of the Department’s internal and external assess-
ments?of natural resources, human capital, civil rights and other
issues?

Mr. LANCASTER. We are making progress relative to our strategic
plan. As you know, it sets forward, kind of, our overarching goals
as we proceed as an agency and then has specific goals about meas-
urable achievements with water quality or soil health and soil
quality.

I would be happy to provide for the record our performance
measures and where we are based on our projected progress. We
are meeting those targets. We are currently under way. We are
currently undertaking an update to that strategic plan based on
the information we have.

As we get into a new farm bill, we will certainly look at those
additional resources that might be provided in that farm bill to see
how we adjust those priorities. And as Congress looks at adjusting
its priorities and where those funds are allocated, we will look at
that strategic plan.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. BisHOP. Is one of those metrics civil rights, so you are able
to determine where you are there with respect to a program’s par-
ticipation with regard to staffing, with regard to all of the civil
rights issues that the Department is concerned with overall? Is
that a part of your strategic plan?

Mr. LANCASTER. It is part of our customer base and our customer
targets for our strategic plan, but, as well, it is an important part
of our human capital strategic plan, how we are investing in our
people and ensuring that we are meeting the appropriate target.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Boyd.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I wondered
what I had done there that took you so long.

CONSERVATION SPENDING

Ms. DELAURO. I try to get the order here right.

Mr. Boyp. No, I was just teasing.

Secretary Rey, Chief Lancaster, others, thank you for being here.
Thank you for your service.

Indulge me for a moment. There are many, many challenges that
the farmer, agricultural producer faces today. I think, in the long
term, though, none more daunting than the one that Chief Lan-
caster has laid out, and that is the development encroachment and
the removal of ag land from agricultural production. I happen to
be from Florida and see that, maybe, in a greater way than maybe
Mr. Latham does out in the West or some other traditional agricul-
tural areas. But nevertheless, it is a problem, I think, all around
the country—rising land costs, other uses, alternative uses.

And I am also one who has a strong belief that we have to be
able to produce our own food to survive here in this country. Now,
your activities in conservation are critically important for that. I
have maps in my office at home that show what the farm that I
was raised on looked like in the Depression, and it was not pretty.
It was nonproductive, in many ways, because of erosion and other
lack-of-conservation problems.

The United States Government made it a productive farm with
the incentives and the programs that exist today to allow our farm-
ers to get help, technical advice and sometimes even financial sup-
port to carry on those conservation practices.

And my question to you, really looking at the proposed budget
and where there are many, many conservation initiatives and pro-
grams that are totally eliminated or substantially cut—grazing
lands, conservation, watershed and flood prevention, watershed
surveys, watershed rehab, RC&D, healthy forests, AMA—my ques-
tion to you is, have we lost our understanding within the Depart-
ment, within the professional and bureaucratic career staff at the
Department, about the value of these conservation programs? Or is
this something that is driven by administrative decisions relative
to budgets?

This is a simple question. It is not complicated.

Mr. REY. What I think you have to do, in reviewing this budget,
is review it alongside of the administration’s farm bill proposal. In
the farm bill proposal, we have proposed to increase conservation
title spending by $7.9 billion over 10 years or by roughly $780 mil-
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lion, $790 million a year. So if you aggregate both of those pro-
posals, what I think you have is a significant increase in conserva-
tion spending.

And as we talked about earlier, we have to see what the final
farm bill looks like. And depending on what it looks like, we may
have to look at this budget and reassess it.

But at least in terms of what we proposed, in its totality, I think
that there is a significant commitment to increasing spending for
conservation or with a focus on spending the money first on what
are the most significant conservation challenges today. And that is,
in one instance, to try to help land owners who are in the path of
development keep their lands as working rural landscapes, and, in
the second instance, try to provide them technical and financial as-
sistance to manage their lands in a way that there are no air and
water quality problems associated with the continued use of those
lands as agricultural lands.

Now, in the course of all that, we have proposed modifications to
programs to make them more effective. The Healthy Forest Reserve
Program, for instance, is one that we proposed funding through the
farm bill and consolidating a similar program. And we have pro-
posed a couple of programs to be eliminated because we thought,
in the broad scheme of things, even if they were producing good re-
sults, they were less important results than other places where we
thought the money could be better spent in the service of one of
those two priorities.

But, you know, those are the kinds of decisions that we will work
on together as Congress completes work on the farm bill. And then,
thereafter, we will work on this budget bill.

CONSERVATION COMMITMENT

Mr. BoyD. So, Secretary Rey, I know I have worked with you for
a long time, and I know where your heart is.

Is your answer, then, that in the Department we have not lost
our understanding of the need for solid Federal help in the area of
conservation? If our farmers are going to stay in business—I will
tell you, we have farmers in Florida that now their land is worth
$10,000, $20,000, $30,000 an acre, and you know what that means
when you start figuring the bottom lines and what you do with
that land. You can never farm that out, it can never be passed on,
unless there is some way to pass it onto the next generation. And
that is, sort of, another battle. You can never buy that kind of land
and make it work.

We are very fortunate we have good commodity markets now. I
mean, I have been doing this—I have been farming for 40 years
myself, and just up and down. And you know what? It may be $5
corn today, but in 3 years it may be $1.75. So it is going to be up,
and it is going to be down.

But we have to—a lot of people are on the land because they
want to be there. And they have to have a partner in the Federal
Government. So do I hear you saying that, in terms of the Depart-
ment, we have the career people and the bureaucrats in there that
really have the commitment to conservation?

Mr. REY. Absolutely. And I think that commitment was reflected
in the farm bill that we sent up to Congress last year and that is
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currently under consideration. Conservation was one of the areas
where we proposed the largest increases in the funding.

And if you look at what we have done with the funding you have
given us and that the Congress has given us with the 2002 farm
bill, you see a dramatic increase in the number of private acres
that are involved in one or another of our conservation title pro-
grams.

When 1 testified up here last year, I think the number I used
was 190 million acres that are under one or another conservation
title programs. The testimony I gave a few minutes ago has 208
million acres. So just within a period of a year, we have been able
to bring more farmers into one or the other of the conservation title
programs.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you very much.

And, Madam Chair, thank you for indulging me with a little
extra time.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Ms. DELAURO. I will recognize Mr. Kingston in a minute.

Under Secretary Rey, as my colleague was talking to you, we
keep referring to the farm bill. But as I understand this, the farm
bill deals with the dollars for the contract that—in fact, what we
are doing is what I said in my opening remarks, is we are under-
mining the ability to do precisely what Mr. Boyd is talking about,
by cutting out the people who deal with the planning and doing the
assistance of helping to carry out this effort.

The farm bill has program money. It is not dealing with the—
for contracts, not with what we are dealing with in terms of those
who can help to sustain that agricultural base that Mr. Boyd is
talking about.

So I think we have to be—I think we have to really be very clear
as to what is happening here and that Members and particularly
the big farm communities that are represented on this community
and throughout the Congress have to understand what, in fact, is
happening to their ability to be able to sustain themselves.

Mr. REY. The only amendment I would make to what you said
is that the farm bill we proposed did have money isolated for NRCS
staff to make sure that we could deliver the programs that were
proposed in that farm bill and in the 2009 budget.

Now, you know, if the Senate and the House conferees choose not
to do that, if that is a possibility, then we will have to sit down
with you and reassess.

BUDGET AMENDMENT

Ms. DELAURO. No. And I want to be specific about this. And I
am sorry, Mr. Kingston, but because I did ask in my first question,
will we see a formal budget amendment reflecting discretionary
changes needed after the farm bill is enacted so that we know what
precisely is needed and we come before here and talk about the dol-
lars and cents.

And what I also want to know, which we didn’t get answered in
the first go-around, is which program changes or new initiatives
would most impact your 2009 budget based on the House and Sen-
ate-passed versions?
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I have listened to too many people coming before us, Mr. Sec-
retary, again, as I said earlier, putting all of their eggs in the farm
bill basket, and that is not a good bet at the moment. It is not a
good bet.

So will we see a formal budget amendment if there is a discrep-
ancy?

Mr. REY. If there is a need for a formal budget amendment be-
cause there is a discrepancy, we will work with you to produce
that. I am not yet willing to concede that that will be necessary,
but maybe I am more of an optimist. I am always looking for the
pony, and, you know, it is not over until it is over.

Ms. DELAURO. Well, that is true. But, again, I think Mr. Boyd’s
question is pertinent, as to what the future is about. And that is
the thing, we have to keep that core—that is the center of main-
taining and sustaining people on the land.

Mr. Kingston, sorry for the interruption.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Secretary, first of all, I want to thank you for helping the
Waycross, Georgia, fire, which actually was about 6,000 acres be-
tween my district and Mr. Boyd’s district. And Mr. Bishop, I be-
lieve, had a little bit of it. But it was in southwest-central Geor-
gia—south-central Georgia and northern Florida. And you guys
were very helpful on that. We want to say thank you.

I have a question about the budget that shows a decrease in staff
for CTA from 6,096 work-years in 2008 to 5,525 in 2009, or a loss
of 570 work-years in CTA, about a 10 percent reduction. At the
same time, staffing for CCC-funded programs, especially CRP, is
increasing. In fact, CRP staffing just about doubles from 475 work-
years to 840.

Can you explain that?

Mr. REY. I think that is a description of exchange we were just
having. What that is, is that essentially we are funding some con-
servation technical assistance through our farm bill proposal, and
that addition offsets the reduction in the 2009 discretionary budg-
et.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF USDA

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Does that tie in with the FSA proposal, to
be more involved with conservation?

Mr. REY. No. I think what you are referring

Mr. KINGSTON. As I understand, that proposal has kind of died
down in the farm bill discussions both in the Senate and the
House.

Mr. REY. Yes. What you are referring to is a proposal that has
been made by some for reorganization of some of the functions of
the Farm Service Agency and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service. And we have indicated the administration doesn’t support
that. And you are right, it has died down some. So that is a dif-
ferent issue all together.

Mr. KINGSTON. Although they do feel that that proposal would
put you folks more in the field and out of a desk situation, and that
is why they feel like it is a good deal for the farmer. Do you want
to comment on that?
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Mr. REY. You know, we have run these programs together for a
number of years under a couple of different structures. I think the
arrangement we have with FSA today is probably the most effec-
tive one that we have had. So I don’t know that farmers are going
to be benefiting to any great degree if we change the boxes around
one more time.

Mr. KINGSTON. I will ask some more questions on that for the
record. So maybe we could get back to that.

But I want to say, if Congress agrees for some elimination of
RC&D staff, would those FTEs go into CTA activities?

Mr. REY. Many of those people are doing conservation technical
assistance as a portion of their jobs today. So, should Congress
agree with our proposal, we would transition those staff largely
into CTA-related positions.

Mr. KINGSTON. And would that be enough to meet the technical
needs of farmers and ranchers who are not participating in farm
bill programs?

Mr. REY. We believe that the proposals that we have put for-
ward, both in the farm bill and in the 2009 budget request, will
meet the needs of farmers, both those who were participating in
farm bill programs as well as those who are involved in the devel-
opment of comprehensive nutrient management plans and other
non-farm-bill-related developments.

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. I have a question. There was a New York
Times article on January 13, 2008—and any time I start off with
referring to a New York Times article, you can bet that the ques-
tion came either from staff or from the Chairwoman, because it is
not on my daily read.

But apparently what the article said

Ms. DELAURO. Do something counterintuitive now.

Mr. KINGSTON. I send her the Wall Street Journal on a daily
basis.

Ms. DELAURO. I read it every day.

Mr. KINGSTON. And then I send her my NRA magazine. She
sends me child nutrition stuff.

Mr. REY. But at least you are both well-read.

ASSISTANCE TO MEGAFARMS

Mr. KINGSTON. But it talked about changes to the EQIP program
in 2002, made the program mission for further concentration of ag-
riculture into megafarms. And the reason was that the payment
limitation for this program increased from $10,000 in 1996 to
$450,000 in 2002.

And what was the reason behind that? Even though most of us
were here, we weren’t on the farm bill negotiations at that time be-
cause it was more authorizing.

Mr. REY. Well, I think it is probably a stretch to say that the
changes to the EQIP program were a driving force in the consolida-
tion of animal agriculture. I think broader market issues have driv-
en that.

What the change in the EQIP program did, however, was make
it possible by raising the cap for NRCS to provide assistance to
much larger producers than would have previously been the case.
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Mr. KINGSTON. Well, was it done at the expense of smaller pro-
ducers, in your opinion? And have you studied that perhaps that
did have an inadvertent effect of that?

Mr. REY. I will let the Chief offer his thoughts. But I don’t think
it occurred at the expense of small producers. I think what it did,
as a consequence of some of the changes in the program that Con-
gress made in 2002, is focus the program on animal agriculture as
one of the top environmental priorities. And I suspect what that
was was a congressional response to some of the environmental im-
plications of the consolidation of the livestock industry.

Mr. LANCASTER. Yeah, I would like to add on that. And I would
be happy to submit for the record, as well, a letter we drafted to
the reporter and shared with him to help him better understand
some of the intricacies of the EQIP program and some data that
he, I think, in the article admitted that he did not have.

But what it shows, as well, is that our average contract size has
not increased appreciably from our pre-2002 farm bill dollars. We
are still doing many smaller contracts. We have very few contracts
that are at that $450,000 limit.

The intent, though, I think, of the program is to address those
resource concerns regardless of the size of the operation, regardless
of what you are producing. You know, we want to make that pro-
gram available to you to help address your resource concerns.

But the data shows that our contract size, our average contract
size is still well below $20,000 as an average contract size. And I
don’t believe it has had an impact on smaller producers. We have
to remember, in the context of the program, we were talking about
a $174 million program prior to 2002, $174 million a year, and now
we are a little over $1 billion annually.

[The information follows:]



55

United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Naturai Resources Conservation Service
P.O. Box 2890
Washington, D.C. 20013

JAN17T 2008

Mr. Andrew Martin

The New York Times

229 West 43™ Street

New York, New York 10036

Dear Mr. Martin:

I read, with interest, your January 13, 2008, column highlighting the use of the Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) funds to implement conservation practices on large livestock
operations. Since you indicated you did not have 2007 data on hand when writing the piece, 1
want to provide updated data along with a few clarifications:

.

As you noted, large livestock operations were excluded by statute from participating in
EQIP as it was originally established in 1996 and the total amount of cost-share and
incentive payments paid to a producer could not exceed $10,000 in any fiscal year, or
$50,000 for multi-year contracts. Congress made some significant changes to the
program in the 2002 Farm Bill; among them were raising the cap on the total cost of
EQIP contracts to $450,000, and allowing large livestock operations to participate.

However, a 2007 report by the Soil and Water Conservation Society and Environmental
Defense summarizing their independent, third-party assessment of the program states:
“Despite the much higher $450,000 limit on what an individual or entity can receive from
EQIP, the vast majority of EQIP contracts are far below the $450,000 limit and the vast
majority of individuals and entities receive far less than that limit. Large contracts and/or
large sums to particular individuals or entities have not captured a significant percentage
of EQIP funds.”

More specifically, the size of the average EQIP contract during 1997-2007 was $15,056.
Of all EQIP funds, 93 percent are associated with contracts of less than $50,000, and
82 percent are associated with contracts of less than $25,000.

You referenced a figure of $179 million for payments made in fiscal year (FY) 2006 for
contracts signed between 1997 and 2006 for animal waste practices. This number reflects
only 30 percent of total EQIP payments made in FY 06 and includes approximately

$42 million in fencing payments,

To receive EQIP funds for animal waste facilities, operations must develop
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMP), a holistic approach that integrates
waste, nutrient, and crop management in an environmentally sound manner. Further,
structures funded through EQIP, such as the lagoons mentioned in your column, must

Helping People Help the Land

An Equa! Opporiunity Providar and Employer



56

Mr. Andrew Martin
Page 2

e meet strict construction and quality assurance standards to ensure they operate safely and
as designed.

Because conservation-related technologies continue to evolve, public investment to defray costs
or offset the perceived risks of installing new systems on existing operations is sensible. EQIP is
a tool to assist producers in implementing conservation practices that we all benefit from and it
does not, and should not, discriminate based on size or type. Since EQIP’s inception,
conservation actions supported by the program have improved stewardship on more than

125 million acres, nationwide.

Yes, a handful of large livestock operations have received EQIP funds, but as is clear from the
statistics above, most projects are small in scale and cost. Yet, as the report from the Soil and
Water Conservation Society and the Environmental Defense cautions, it is not the size that
matters most. “Large contracts can have very large environmental benefits,” as well as smaller
ones. But the bottom line is the return on taxpayers’ investment in the form of reduced non-point
source pollution, cleaner air and water, more productive soils, and increased wildlife habitat.

EQIP is the right tool to promote abundant agricultural production and environmental quality-—
compatible goals admired and desired by most Americans.

I would be pleased to provide you with additional information you might need on EQIP or other
programs administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, and [ invite you to
consider visiting some EQIP projects with our field staff. To arrange a visit, please contact
Terry Bish, Branch Chief, Executive Communications Branch, at (202) 720-5974; or e-mail:
terry.bish@wdc.usda.gov.

Sincerely,

Arl . Lancast
Chi
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Mr. KINGSTON. Okay. Well, obviously I am out of time.

Ms. DELAURO. Ms. Kaptur.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Welcome, gentlemen. I am really glad to have you here. And I
am very supportive of the work of your agency and the critical
work on conservation and natural resources that you all do. Thank
you very much.

I have several questions. Maybe we can tick through them quick-

ly.
EMERALD ASH BORER

First, on replacement tree planting, as we approach this spring
season, particularly related to the emerald ash borer and the
States that have been most heavily impacted, could you perhaps
tell us when the trees have been lost and what special approaches
you might be employing?

I know we are looking at Earth Day and trying to figure out how
to encourage more local groups to access trees from NRCS in the
private sector. And we are talking about millions of trees. We need
everybody’s help to replant.

Do you have, sort of, a magic plan to help us do this?

Mr. REY. I don’t know how magic it is. But we estimate that we
have lost about 20 million ash trees to the borer so far. Most of
that loss has been concentrated in Michigan and Ohio, where the
epidemic initiated.

We have been, so far, successful in containing spot outbreaks
that have occurred outside of the main infected zone. That is im-
portant and, we hope, something that we can continue to enjoy, be-
cause we have seen outbreaks in Pennsylvania, Maryland and
West Virginia, which we have contained.

We are providing assistance to State forestry agencies to help
with tree replanting. We will probably have to increase that assist-
ance as people start to deal with the epidemic within the infected
area. And I can give you some figures on what we have spent so
far on that for the record.

[The information follows:]

2008 EMERALD ASH BORER (EAB) EXPENDITURES FOR REPLANTING

Federal Forest Health (SPFH) $500,000
Coop Forest Health (SPCH) 495,000
Research and Development (FRRE)—approximately 550,000
Total Obligated $1,545,000

In FY 2008 Animal Health Inspection Service (APHIS) will spend approximately
$30.4 million on the EAB. APHIS cooperates with several States (including Illinois,
Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania) to prevent EAB spread
through survey, regulatory, outreach, and control efforts.

Ms. KAPTUR. All right, Mr. Secretary. I would love for you to take
a look at using our Ohio delegation and what we could do, the
whole of whatever districts are affected. And I don’t want to ex-
clude Michigan. I know your fondness for Michigan. But is there
is something we can do now on our Web sites, at public events?

I mean, we are already planning to do this. But it is a drop in
the bucket; the need is so huge. If anybody over there is a genius
on this, I would sure love for you to send them over and help us
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figure this out. I mean, we are knocking them down at 10,000 a
shot with these machines that come in, and it is unbelievable to
see this happen.

Mr. REY. I will arrange to come up and talk, because if you are
willing to let us use some of your communication tools, this is the
right time to be communicating.

Ms. KAPTUR. I would like for you to meet with the whole delega-
tion. It goes all the way down into Ohio. Or you tell us how far
down it goes. And if we want to do it with the Wolverines, we are
happy to include the Michiganders too.

But this is a really breathtaking set of occurrences that we are
living through, and we have to fight back. I mean, we have to
plant. And we are in a key moment here in the spring. So I would
deeply appreciate a visit.

Mr. REY. The spring is important because one of the means of
transmission is people moving firewood around. So, as we are get-
ting into the camping and then fishing season, any communications
tools that we can use to communicate with the public not to haul
firewood north, south or west is helpful.

Ms. KAPTUR. Right. But we want to get them digging and putting
trees in the ground.

Mr. REY. That, too.

URBAN WILDLIFE

Ms. KAPTUR. So any advice you can give us on how to maximize
these efforts would be appreciated.

Number two, this is probably not your jurisdiction, but I just
want to make you aware, as you get into meetings over there at
USDA, under the conservation and proper management of both the
wildlife and plant life, USDA is not in charge of cities. That is
somebody else’s job.

The problem is, in many places, there are no predators left. And
what we are seeing in cities is explosions of populations of deer,
coyotes, feral cats, squirrels, beyond normal levels. I can’t seem to
get my arms around this. You know, you have a dog warden, but
you don’t have a cat warden. Is it a local problem, or is it really—
you try to take these animals out to the forest, they say you can’t
do that, that is a crime. What are you supposed to do with these
animals?

And we need somebody somewhere who has enough jurisdiction
to help us figure out, in urban areas, where you have explosions
of these populations, what do you do? All I am looking for you is,
who is responsible? If the State is not doing it, if the mayor is not
doing it.

These animals move along stream beds, they do all kinds of
things. And there is a problem there. There is a problem.

So if you could give me advice on where to go, just in—maybe
do some test pilots in urban areas, particularly those with rising
numbers of poor people. There is an explosion in these rodent and
wildlife populations inside city limits.

Do you have any comments on that?

Mr. REY. Only that most of that jurisdiction falls at the county
level. Most every county has animal damage-control officers and an
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agency for that purpose. Usually the dog warden is, you know, a
portion of that agency, but it varies in different jurisdictions.

The closest we come to dealing with that is the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service in the Division of Wildlife Services. But
there we are called in typically when there is a conflict between ag-
riculture and wildlife in a much more rural setting than what you
are talking about. So APHIS, for the most part, hasn’t come within
the city limits historically.

Ms. KAPTUR. If somebody over there—and I will end with this,
Madam Chair—but if somebody over there at USDA could give me
an example of where in the country this is being done right, maybe
somebody knows.

I can tell you, in vast jurisdictions, it is not being done right. We
shouldn’t have deer populations, with lyme disease and everything
else—isn’t that what they carry, with the ticks? I can’t tell you how
many people have gotten that. You know, something is wrong here,
and the urban people are ill-equipped to deal with this.

So we need some prototypes, we need some examples of where
this has been done right to be shared more broadly.

Mr. REY. I will ask my counterpart who oversees APHIS work
what their suggestion might be, because they probably do interact
with some of the county organizations. I do know they interact a
lot with the Departments of Natural Resources, the Departments
of Fish and Game in each State. But I think you are probably
right; there is probably a gap, because the Departments of Fish
and Game typically don’t come within the city limits either.

Ms. KAPTUR. Exactly. It is a real issue, and unquantified. But I
tell you, it exists.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Ms. Kaptur.

Mr. Latham.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. LATHAM. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Mr. Boyd was making a point about the value of farmland. We
have gone from about $2,000 an acre, $2,500 an acre, up to $6,000,
$7,000, $8,000 an acre for just farmland. This is not development
ground.

And I just think that the financial pressure of producers today,
you are going to have a real problem getting people into more con-
servation programs. And I think we need to have a lot more tech-
nical assistance out there. It is very troubling what Jack was talk-
ing about with reductions there, elimination.

The RC&D, from my understanding, you did a survey a year or
so ago about the public’s perception. That was one of the highest-
rated programs that was out there. And I guess I am troubled
somewhat as to why you would have the elimination of that when
the public likes the program, they use it.

And who is going to do the work if you do eliminate it?

Mr. REY. Well, we are trying to distinguish between the utility
of the program and the Federal role in it. The program, in our
view, will continue.

Mr. LATHAM. Who is going to pay for it?
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Mr. REY. Well, I think the RC&Ds themselves have proven to be
very aggressive and competent fundraisers. Now, if the Federal
Government continues to give the money to them, I am sure they
will continue to take it.

What we looked at is, could the vast majority of RC&Ds continue
on with the program without the Federal money, which was sup-
posed to be a catalyst to get them started and not a, sort of, limit-
less base of support? And the answer—and I think many of them
would probably concede the point is—oh, yeah, it will be harder,
but we will continue on, we can raise the money to cover those ex-
penses.

So this was a case of not diminishing or denying the value of the
program, because it is a highly regarded program. It has been ben-
eficial not only to NRCS but to the Forest Service as well. So it
wasn’t that so much as, in the broad scheme of setting Federal pri-
orities in tight budget times, is this the best use of the Federal
money?

I initially, you know, years ago, concluded it was. We had an
OMB budget examiner at the time who felt very strongly that, you
know, that was one of the ways that you do effect good budget dis-
cipline, is to look at what the proper Federal role is. And he made,
you know, he made a convert out of me.

Mr. LATHAM. Be careful.

Mr. REY. But he is available to you now, too.

Mr. LATHAM. Okay. You don’t have your green eye shades with
you or anything?

Mr. REY. No.

A WATERSHED APPROACH

Mr. LATHAM. We talked earlier about the CSP program, the po-
tential expenditure of $9 billion. And yet, an area where I think we
could do a lot more good is if we looked at total watersheds.

In your budget, you are cutting watershed rehabilitation pretty
dramatically. And it is a small amount, comparatively anyway. But
why don’t we take a holistic approach rather than give individual
farmers money to do something no one can quantify, when I think
we all know that if we do a watershed basis, that that actually is
where you are going to get the results? And you can have 10 good
operators and one bad one, and you are going to have the water-
shed negatively affected. So why would you be cutting this and
with all the money supposedly going to CSP?

Mr. REY. Well, in broad terms, we are trying to focus our con-
servation assistance programs on a watershed basis, because you
are right——

Mr. LATHAM. You are cutting the funding.

Mr. REY. Well, the program that you are referring to is one of
the older programs that provides assistance to local governments
for primarily structural watershed improvement work—in other
words, to build small dams.

It is an old program. It has been around for a long time. It has
been 100 percent earmarked, except for the year that, through a
clerical error, it was 110 percent earmarked. And we think, by and
large, we are sort of running to the end of the road for those kinds
of structural solutions, in any case.
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So, again, in the setting of budget priorities, we would rather
spend the money with land-owner assistance programs and not
buélding a whole bunch of more dams. And that is what this budget
reflects.

Mr. LATHAM. You are cutting technical assistance also.

Mr. REY. Well, no. We are shifting part of the responsibility to
pay f(ﬁ" technical assistance to our farm bill proposal. And, again,
we wi

Mr. LATHAM. Which has about a 10 percent chance of happening
this year.

Mr. REY. I am still looking for the pony, as I said earlier.

Mr. LAaTHAM. Well, I guess.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Farr.

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

REGULATORY BURDEN

Mark, I just want to sort of lay out something for you here. I was
thinking about this committee and the experience of this com-
mittee. We don’t have many new Members of Congress on here,
and most of us have served in offices before we came to Congress.
And I have 33 years of elected office, from county government to
State government to Federal Government. And I think what I
learned most about the Federal Government is you are not going
to find a solution to a local problem without a Federal partner, be-
cause there is the regulatory process and the monetary.

I am representing one of the most productive places in agri-
culture in the world. It is a 100-mile-long valley called the Salinas
Valley. It produces 85 crops, sells them for about $3 billion. It is
year-round agriculture. It is the largest farm worker community in
the United States, living there, not migratory. All our water is
local. We don’t get it off the State water system.

And what we have is land that is worth, you know, in the hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars an acre. So, essentially, if you look
at the land, there is nothing you can grow on that land that you
can get a return on as equivalent to the value of the underlying
land. And yet people want to stay in—they want to keep it in open
space. They want to farm.

The problem is, is we have so many regulatory issues, and it is
not that they are going to go away. It is that they all, kind of, work
in their own silos with their own budgets.

And we see this now. We have an LBAM spraying program going
on for the light brown apple moth, where, because the moth is a
bad moth, you can’t buy anything where this moth lies. You can’t
ship stuff. But it is the State Department of Agriculture that is re-
sponsible for getting rid of it, and they are spraying. And the
spraying now is getting into—it is a pheromone; it is not a pes-
ticide. It doesn’t kill the moths. It just sort of drives them nuts.
And then they go to mate, and they can’t do that, and therefore it
is supposed to get rid of them in a passive way. Well, this thing
is going to come to a crashing halt because the PR is so bad on it,
nobody wants to be spraying, even with water.

So what I am trying to get at is I have worked with all these
different agencies from time to time—Corps of Engineers, ARS, we
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have a research station in Salinas, and fisheries issues on our
river, fish and wildlife issues, NRCS with the FSA, we are on the
ag extension programs, with the Forest Service. We are also on one
side of the valley and then Park Service on the other, with three
universities—California State University at Santa Cruz, at Mon-
terey, University of California-Santa Cruz, and community colleges.

BIG PICTURE APPROACH

Now, have we ever been able—did you have any experience of
ever putting together a whole team of really good experts that
could take a look at these problems that are right out there?

I mean, it is no longer that we are not going to do it. It is now
just coping. How do we really build a sustainable plan? Cities are
doing a sustainable plan, but they are doing it in a way where,
every time we get to the edge of the city, we have to then do a
sphere of influence for the outside, and then they are sucking in
the ag land. And we are losing the most productive ag lands in
America.

What is going to happen is these kinds of crops can’t be grown
in other places in the United States. They will go to Mexico, and
they will go to Central America. And all the other issues about all
the food safety that we are talking about and pest management
practices and good environmental trade-offs won’t be—Mexico will
probably do a pretty good job, but not to the quality standards that
we insist and certainly not to the health standards that we insist.
But we are going to lose that. We are going to lose that, because
they are going to be able to grow and we can’t.

And my question is, have you ever put together—because I know
you do a lot of things, and you like to go to those Burning Man con-
ventions where everybody in the world shows up with ideas. Have
you ever put together—had an idea of just putting an incredible,
talented team of all of these various entities together and working
with a community just to see if we can overcome?

We have farmer housing problems, which, you know, is in the
Department—we discussed this the other day. We have listings of
fish and wildlife, the steering of the stream. This is a stream that
delivers the water. You have to maintain it. It floods. When it
floods, it is nasty.

I am just kind of overwhelmed by having to problem-solve on a
micro basis, on just micro, little problems, rather than looking at
the big picture of how can we build a plan to sustain 100 miles of
the most productive agriculture in America for the foreseeable fu-
ture? And nobody has yet been able to kind of envision that.

Mr. REY. Actually, the vision for integrated approaches to a
wider variety of environmental problems on a watershed basis is
emerging from the field. It is reflected in the cooperation that has
been going on the last 2 years in the Klamath Basin, and there are
other places where that is occurring.

We have been trying to encourage the development of that. And
one of the proposals in our farm bill was the Regional Watershed
Enhancement Program, designed specifically to provide financial
assistance to the exercise of bringing all of the various State, local
and Federal agencies and land owners together to try to look at
trying to solve those problems.
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Mr. FARR. We do that. We have the largest monitoring of water
quality in the United States. We monitor nine counties wide, and
it is all voluntary. And this is water quality monitoring—it all ends
up in Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. But it is always
built around a specific project.

Let’s do water quality. Let’s get this river fixed up. It is a 100-
mile-long river that is all privately owned. We have no Corps levies
on it, where we have to get a Corps permit to get in it. How do
you get in and do something? Then the Fish and Wildlife says you
can’t cut any trees because it is going to change the water tempera-
ture. We are stuck. The Corps says you have to cut the trees be-
cause you can’t have floods.

So we have a lot of these problems. We have problems of, where
are you going to house people? You have, you know, the E. coli
breakout, where the corporate world comes in and says, “Well, you
are not going to grow the way you have always grown. You will
now put up fences.” and some people will even want you to put
nets over the entire fields so the birds and insects won’t be flying
over them. They are nutty ideas, but they are coming from people
who have a lot of clout in determining whether your product gets
purchased.

So it seems to me that, until we kind of grab a really—like a city
would do, to really do minute planning of how all of these inte-
grated systems can work. And you have to get some controls on
land. It can’t just be, well, after you do all this, you will just go
and sell it for urban sprawl. You can also ask to have conservation
easements on it. And we have a lot of capability of doing that
through buying out development rights. A lot of ranches have put
themselves in a conservation. They will never be subdivided.

But there needs to be some Federal leadership on it. And I am
one of those, but I can’t provide all that technical expertise.

Mr. REY. Uh-huh.

Mr. FARR. And if I were trying to put together a team, I would
like to know some ideas that you might have of how that team can
be put together.

Mr. REY. Okay. I would be happy to visit with you on that.

I think, you know, Salinas Valley would be the kind of area that
we looked at, that we would look at as a candidate for the proposal
that we send forward. Because our proposal, in essence, was one
of providing financial assistance to bring all of the players together
to look not exclusively at water quality issues but at what the
other issues, the conservation issues, are that are affecting a par-
ticular watershed.

In the Klamath, for instance, our experience was it started as a
water dispute, but then as you looked to bring in all of the players
necessary to try to effectuate a solution, what you found is you had
to deal not just with water quality and endangered species but
electricity rates because you were dealing with the power company,
farming practices because those had some implications on water
quality, land tenure because those affected the farming practices,
and basically tribal claims on land because those were also
wrapped in.



64

So our experience was, you had to deal with all of those if you
were even going to get to the core issue. And I think what you are
describing in the Salinas Valley is roughly similar to that.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Mr. Farr.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Mr. Secretary, let me just ask one or two other financial manage-
ment questions.

In the USDA’s Consolidated Financial Statements report for
2007, the Office of Inspector General noticed three significant defi-
ciencies within the Department, the first being the need for im-
provements in overall financial management.

As a part of the 2007 review, NRCS uncovered a significant num-
ber of obligations, legally binding agreements to spend Federal dol-
lars that were no longer acceptable. In the end, NRCS had to can-
cel contracts for conservation projects valued at more than $560
million—more than a half a billion dollars. That is a lot of money.

What happened? Why did NRCS determine that these contracts
were no longer acceptable? And from what program were these con-
tracts cancelled?

Mr. REY. Go ahead.

The Chief has been fussing with this, so I will let him add

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask, Chief, is $560 million the final
amount of the contracts were cancelled? Or did NRCS cancel a
large amount after a further review?

Mr. LANCASTER. We continue to obligate and deobligate money.
So when you are looking at that deobligation number, that number
will continue to change, and change daily. The reason those dollars
are deobligated, there are many reasons for that.

When you look at our various programs, mandatory programs as
well as discretionary, we have our cost-share programs where we
will enter into a contract with an individual producer to say—and
by statute, those are up to 10 years. So we go into a contract with
a producer who agrees on a schedule for when they will implement
certain practices: We will put in fencing this year, we will put in
a heavy-use area next year, we will put in an animal waste system
the third year. So we work with producers very closely in each of
those years to try and keep them on track.

What happens in agriculture, as you well know, is weather hap-
pens, price change happens. And at some point in the context of
that 5- or 10-year contract, a producer will come to the conclusion
that they are no longer able to make that investment within the
period of that contract.

We base our contracts—we obligate that money when the con-
tract is signed. So, in year one, we obligate the dollars associated
with those practices that will be implemented in year five, and we
base that on a certain cost-share rate of what that costs in today’s
dollars. Well, 5 years from now—you know, after Hurricane
Katrina, concrete prices doubled, or plastic prices tripled. So the
producer comes to the realization that they are no longer able to
fulfill that contract based on the prices and based on the prices
that they are getting.

So we end up canceling the contract with the producer because
they are no longer able to install those practices. That is a
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deobligation. We have obligated the money; we had to then
deobligate it.

With our easement programs, in many cases, we will order an
appraisal as we get toward the point of actually—we will obligate
the dollars into essentially a contract where we then move forward
with appraisals. The producers may at some point, before they en-
roll their land in an opponent easement, may get cold feet and say,
based on where prices are and based on what I want to do with
this land, I have changed my mind. Those dollars are then
deobligated.

Any cost recovery we do related to those deobligations aren’t bal-
anced on the books against the deobligation. So if we recover our
costs associated with the technical assistance or any fines or any
cost recovery we charge them in terms of penalty, that is not offset
against the deobligation. So you will see in WRP significant
deobligations where producers backed out of what they initially in-
tended to do in their contract.

The Emergency Watershed Protection Program is a good example
that shows with dollars—we will have a disaster event tomorrow.
We will go out and do an assessment. At some point, we will obli-
gate dollars into a contract to do that cleanup work. What we see
in that program particularly is, you are always going to ensure you
have the money to do that job. Because conditions have changed,
because we may be able to get the work done more cheaply, we end
up deobligating dollars out of EWP. That money then goes to the
next project in line.

So when Congress, when you consider supplemental appropria-
tions bills and you fund EWP and you provide, say, $80 million—
our current backlog is about $90 million in EWP. If you were to
provide $70 million, it is very likely that $70 million will, dollars
that are deobligated will be reobligated into other contracts,
deobligated and then reobligated again, so that we move down our
backlog list.

We can provide for the record a list of all our programs.

[The information follows:]
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UNFUNDED APPLICATIONS BY PROGRAM

Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

e At the end of FY2007 the backlog for BEQIP is 40,535
applications. It is estimated that these unfunded applications
could potentially treat 20,512,091 acres for an estimated
$864,649,270 in cost share.

» There are 41,700 contracts from Fiscal Year 2007. This allowed
for 17,104,234 acres of treated land for an obligated amount of
$784,185,517 in cost share.

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP)

e At the end of FY2007 the backlog for WHIP is 3,242
applications. It is estimated that these unfunded applications
could potentially treat 763,252 acres for an estimated
$55,736,439 in cost share.

* There are 2,107 contracts from Fiscal Year 2007. This allowed
for 357,699 acres of treated land for an obligated amount of
$31,524,093 in cost share.

Agricultural Management Assistance (AMA)} Program
e The following backlog numbers are from Fiscal Year 2006 data.
e The backlog for AMA 1s 404 applications. It is estimated that
these unfunded applications could potentially treat 33,175
acres for an estimated $8,029,911 in cost share.

e $5,000,000 was obligated for technical assistance in FY 2007,
to accelerate implementation of prior years' contracts.

Wetland Reserve Program (WRP)

s Currently there is no backlog of applications for WRP. The FY
2006 NRCS change in deterr ing the easement compensation value
significantly decreassd the easement compensation values and
the increase in land prices reduced the number of applicants
willing to participate in WRP.

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP)
e The current backlog for FRPP is 729 applications covering
112,300 acres for $200,000,000.
Health Forest Resexrve Program {HFRP)

e The HFRP backlog for the 3 pilot states of Arkansas, Maine and
Mississippl is 53 applications covering 202,000 acres for
$6,100,000. Two additional states {(Kansas and Minnesotal have
submitted funding proposals reguesting a total of $5,000,000.

Grassland Resexrve Program (GRP)

e The GRP backlog is 7,412 applications covering 5 million acres
for $981,070,482.

Watershed Operations (PL-03 & 08) Projects
$1.43 billion in 365 active watershed projects is needed to install
the remaining measures in existing active watershed projects.

Watershed Rehabilitation (PL-07) Projects
61 rehabilitation projects are in planning, design or are under
construction.

e The funds needed to complete the 61 projects is $47 million;

s 11,300 dams have been constructed with assistance of the
Watershed Programs (PL-534, PL-566, Pilot, RC&D);

e 784 dams have reached the end of their 50 vear life in 2007;

e 2,656 dams will reach the end of their 50 vear life in five
years;
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e Approximately 700 structu
but now have homes and bus
to live and property;

e Rehabilitation congtruction has been completed on 64 dams to
meet current safety criteria.

Watershed Surveys and Planning (WF-06) Projects

There are 100 backlog watershed surveyvs and planning projects in FY
2008.
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USE OF DEOBLIGATED FUNDS

Ms. DELAURO. Yes, that is what I would like. I would like to do
that.

You mentioned the issue of backlogger, a list of unfunded appli-
cations for various—what we hear about at this subcommittee is a
backlog particularly as it deals with the Environmental Quality In-
centive Program. And, for instance, in fiscal year 2006, the agency
reported they had on hand more than $600 million in unfunded
EQIP applications. How many EQIP contracts could NRCS have
enrolled with that $560 million that the agency cancelled last year?
That is the

Mr. LANCASTER. The money we get in those programs are our an-
nual funds. So we will obligate it in—with EQIP for 2008, we will
obligate those dollars in 2008. If those contracts fall out, if they are
deobligated in 2010, those dollars are not available for obligation
in 2010 contracts. We can only use them for contracts signed in
2008.

We use that money for cost overruns. We use it if there is a dis-
aster. If you had a contract in 2008 and you built fencing, and you
had a fire within that wiped out all your fencing, we would go back
and use that 2008 money that was deobligated to pay 100 percent
of the cost to restore that fence. But we are not able to use that
dollar for current-year projects.

And when you talk about the discretionary dollars, in par-
ticular——

Ms. DELAURO. You go back to the backlog of what you have left
over from 2008 that didn’t get funded?

Mr. LANCASTER. No. We are not able to do that.

Ms. DELAURO. You are not able to do that either?

Mr. LANCASTER. Existing contracts where deobligations occurred.

With our discretionary dollars, again, many of those dollars may
fall out and be used over and over again. So the deobligation num-
ber is not an actual—$560 million was lost. Some of that money
may have been lost year after year.

Ms. DELAURO. How do we keep this from happening?

Mr. LANCASTER. We take it very seriously. We are very concerned
with our deobligation numbers.

One of the things we are doing with our—I gave the WRP exam-
ple. We are moving the obligation period much closer to the close
of that easement, which means we are going to invest more money
before we actually obligate the money in terms of the technical as-
sistance relative to the financial assistance for that farm bill pro-
gram. We are going to spend more money before the dollars are ob-
ligated, which means we may be investing money in appraisals or
other expenses.

Ms. DELAURO. Whose idea was it, $3 billion in obligated dollars
from the farm bill conservation program sitting on the books for
various contracts?

Mr. LANCASTER. Those are open obligations. That is where we
have entered in the contract, and the work has not yet been com-
pleted, so we have not yet paid that out.

With EQIP—maybe this will help get to your concern—we are
moving for shorter contracts rather than 10-year contracts or 5-
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year contracts. We are moving toward much shorter contracts
where we will be expending dollars much sooner to the date of obli-
gation.

Ms. DELAURO. What I would like to have from you, if you don’t
mind, what are your best thoughts on how we can prevent this
from occurring, and help to educate us so when we are looking at
this, there is an understanding of what we are dealing with, rather
than, you know, seeing numbers that——

I\;Ifr LANCASTER. We would be happy to work with you and your
staff.

Mr. REY. We can describe how the process works now and then
show you, you know, walk through how it

Ms. DELAURO. Right, the how does it work. But I would really
like to know how you anticipate trying to fix it.

Mr. REY. Right.

Ms. DELAURO. How do we fix this? So.

Mr. REY. Yeah. Obviously, the simplest fix would make these all
no-year funds, but you may not want to do that.

Ms. DELAURO. Probably not.

Mr. REY. But there are other ways of us reporting to you so you
have a running tally of what the deobligation is.

Ms. DELAURO. Ms. Kaptur.

WATERSHED PROGRAMS

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I wanted to specifically thank Mr. Lancaster for making the ef-
fort to come to Ohio and to see us struggle forward in our efforts
to handle one of the watersheds. This is an important watershed
of the Great Lake system, and I truly, truly appreciated that.

And as I was listening to Congressman Farr describe his situa-
tion, I couldn’t help but identify with the struggle that we have had
to try to get all the relevant partners around a table to talk about
a chunk of geography that we refer to as the Western Lake Erie
Basin Partnership now, for lack of a better term. It is one of the
watersheds in the Great Lakes region that has a precious global
asset in the form of fresh water.

I think one of the books that most impressed me in my life has
been “Cadillac Desert,” reading that book and then watching my
colleagues Sanford Bishop and Bobby Etheridge from North Caro-
lina as they struggled for water, trucking in water last year during
drought seasons. And I am thinking here, “I sit in the water bowl,
and we are wasting it. We are not managing the asset we have.”

And subsequent, I think—I can’t recall if, during your visit, Mr.
Lancaster, we had the second flood down in Findlay, Ohio, or not.
But, in any case, we really need a mechanism to better assess what
is happening within this watershed and to plan for the proper use
of its natural assets, including fresh water.

Thank God you existed as an agency, as an instrumentality,
NRCS. And the work that Terry Cosby and Steve Davis have done,
they both need big gold crowns for what they have been doing over
the last several years.

And again, as with Mr. Farr, we have been searching for a way
to get our arms around this. We think we are creating a model for
a very large watershed. Because I represent the American equiva-
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lent of Amsterdam; it is flat. But it does have some slope, and the
largest river that flows into the Great Lakes, the Maumee River,
comes through my district, and also Mr. Latta’s district and Mr.
Souder’s district. And we don’t have a very good means.

Mr. Rey, you talk about communication. Now that we understand
more about what ails us, in terms of the mismanagement of this
asset, it flows in the wrong places at the wrong times, we know we
don’t have installations like dry dams that can help us control
where this water goes. But what a great problem to have, fresh
water, when other places are starved for it.

Our problem has been getting the parties around the table, the
same problem Mr. Farr talked about. We are trying to keep the
Army Corps of Engineers involved, trying to keep EPA involved,
USGS involved. And now we are at the point, after several years
of studying—your agency has been stellar in providing us with crit-
ical information we didn’t even have—for instance, maps that are
visually attractive that we can put on our major television stations,
showing people, “This really is soybean bowl, folks. Yeah, we have
corn and we have other things, but this is what is really going on.
We have phosphorous flowing into Lake Erie. And this is what you
can do on your farm.” And they can literally go right down to the
parcel mill because of the technology that we have, we can show
where we have crop enrollment, we can show where we have got
wetland reserves enrollment, we can show where we don’t have
stream beds that have plant life. We have an incredible teaching
vehicle now, but it is not without a lot of effort on the behalf of
many, many people.

And we still don’t have the engineering solutions that we need
to deal with the volume of water that we have, whether we put it
in reservoirs, whether we store it underground. Whatever we are
going to do with this, we still don’t have that piece of it. And I no-
tice in your budget you are canceling all your watershed programs.

I was sitting here looking at the watershed and flood prevention
account, the watershed surveys and planning account. I don’t know
what all that means. All I know is how hard it has been for us to
get to a point where we can work more intelligently to handle this
water asset and its involvement. If it weren’t for NRCS, we
wouldn’t be as far as we are.

And I guess my question to you is, why are you cutting these ac-
counts? And have you replaced them? Now we have to move to im-
plementation. Will USDA play a role in that? Do we have to de-
pend on the Army Corps to do that?

How do we get our arms around handling the water and natural
resource challenges we have in this region, to handle these natural
assets better, by your cutting the authorities that we thought we
would use for implementation?

Mr. LANCASTER. I think—and again, we look at these programs
globally. In the Maumee, the flood measures and the scale of any
projects would exceed what we would do at NRCS. That would be
a Corps project when we are looking at watershed structural prac-
tices.

But what we have chosen to do is focus, really, on our land treat-
ment efforts, our cost-share programs, our technical assistance. We
are working with land owners to address those lands to look at all
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of our programs in concert where we are preserving ag land so that
those farm lands don’t become impervious surfaces that contribute
more toward those hydrological conditions you are facing, when we
have that ability for that land to serve as a sponge to absorb some
of that water during rain events.

So our focus, again, with those competing priorities for dollars,
has been to focus our dollars in those programs that directly assist
land owners on an individual basis rather than a watershed struc-
tural practice, where—as folks have indicated, we have put about
$6 million into the Watershed Rehabilitation Program because we
recognize that there are aging facilities out there that we need to
ensure that they remain safe for those communities below it. But
when we are challenged with addressing that rehabilitation need
as well as those needs of private land owners, that, in some in-
stances, should we be out there building new structures with our
limited capability within those limited dollars?

So, in your specific example, we are working to cross State
boundaries as well. We have talked about—and we have worked
with our State conservation partners in Indiana so that the focus
is there. We treat this as an entire watershed, and watershed
doesn’t end at a State boundary.

But those are specific NRCS-to-individual-land-owner contracts,
where we are working to help them address their erosion issues,
}:_heir flood control issues, and then we see the downstream bene-
its.

CONSERVATION TECHNOLOGY

Ms. KAPTUR. I just wanted to, Madam Chair, if I could, just take
1 extra minute.

The visuals that have been produced are scientific right down to
the acre, all right. Imagine this, imagine a slide that goes up and
it will be broadcast on all of our television stations, which is within
the capacity of the system to do this now. They can actually show
where an acre of land has a given soil content, and it doesn’t need
as much nitrogen or as much fertilizer, or it needs more lyme rath-
er than phosphorous. And they can show where a farmer has
missupplied. And we have this problem of algal blooms in Lake
Erie. We have all these pollution issues related to the bigger farm-
11;)% within the watershed. The scientific basis of this is unbeliev-
able.

The problem is what Mr. Rey said, who knows it? You know, how
do you get this out there? How do you teach at the level that Mr.
Farr is talking about? I am just talking about this so we can think
more creatively about how to use the information systems we have,
not just in our watershed but in other places across the country.
We are trying to better manage these habitats. And we are creep-
ing toward an answer, but it hasn’t been easy. And without NRCS
ar}lld without the resource people at USDA, we wouldn’t be any-
where.

But it shouldn’t be this hard. I mean, it shouldn’t be this hard
to do this. And we have had our foot on the accelerator for almost
a decade now, trying to do this. Something is wrong with the legis-
lative authority that makes it so difficult for communities to plan
intelligently how to manage their natural resource endowment.
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So I just—I thank you.

And could you give me, in closing, the title of what section of the
farm bill you are saying will do this better than we have done it
in the past?

REGIONAL WATERSHED ENHANCEMENT INITIATIVE

Mr. REY. In the Administration’s proposal, we have proposed to
include within the Environmental Quality Incentive Program a Re-
gional WatershedEnhancement Initiative. So it would be in title 2,
in the language that reauthorizes the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program.

Ms. KAPTUR. And do you know at what level, Mr. Secretary, that
is funded or requested?

Mr. REY. We requested $175 million a year for that, $1.7 billion
over the life of the cycle. I don’t know what is in the House or the
Senate proposal, in that regard. Both proposals treat EQIP pretty
fairly, and so we would probably launch this initiative unless there
is language prohibiting us from doing it with a portion of whatever
is put into EQIP in the final farm bill solution.

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chair and members.

COST EFFECTIVENESS

Ms. DELAURO. As a follow-up, in terms of water quality, let me
ask you, which of the NRCS water conservation programs—and
this 1s with regard to water quality—is most cost-effective? Which
gives us the most bang for the buck in addressing water quality?
And on the other side of the coin, which program is the least cost-
effective?

Mr. REY. I would say the Environmental Quality Incentives Pro-
gram is the most cost-effective. It is the program we have used
across a larger number of ownerships to deal directly with water-
quality issues and sometimes in cooperation with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

The ones that I think are least cost-effective are the ones that
we have proposed for elimination—the structural watershed pro-
grams that basically go to building more small watershed struc-
tures, more of small dams. I don’t think that, over the history, that
those have shown the same level of water-quality improvement for
the investment made.

Ms. DELAURO. Overall, in terms of conservation programs, with
regard to the programs, which of the programs is—just overall in
terms of conservation, which program is the most cost-effective?
This one was with regard to water quality, I am asking about.

Mr. REY. I would say probably the Conservation Technical As-
sistance, because even though we are not incentivizing any par-
ticular category of land owner with financial incentives

Ms. DELAURO. Right.

Mr. REY [continuing]. We are reaching probably the broadest
number of land owners and providing them technical assistance
that is materially affecting the quality of work that they do on
their holdings.

Ms. DELAURO. And that gets back to my colleague Mr. Kingston’s
questions—he isn’t here; I am sure he would jump in—where he
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talked about the CTA. You know these issues, and you are dealing
with the requests in the field, et cetera. But if CTA is the most ef-
fective, CTA is being cut, as I understand it.

Mr. REY. Well, here, again, I would call it a shift. And, you know,
cost efficiency is one important barometer of how you look at pro-
grams.

But, you know, there are people who would make an argument
that the most important programs, period, are the easement pro-
grams, because they are the ones that are having the most mate-
rial impact on what the future of the land involved looks like. Be-
cause once it has been subdivided and paved, you are not going to
get it back into farm ownership. We are going to have to get a lot
higher than the price per bushel for corn that we have right now
before people are going to take jackhammers to their subdivisions
and start planting corn.

So even though you can’t make a case that those easements are
as cost-efficient as CTA, you can make a pretty good case that they
are, in some areas, more important.

CSP COST EFFECTIVENESS

Ms. DELAURO. I am going to follow that with a couple of the CSP
questions and follow up on what Mr. Latham was saying.

As you know, from 2004 to 2007, we provided almost $800 mil-
lion in funding for CSP. Annual costs don’t account for long-term
Federal obligations to continue 5- to 10-year contracts. Just based
on our conversations, right now, in your estimation, Mr. Secretary,
is the CSP program a cost-effective program?

Mr. REY. I think there are things that could be done to make it
more cost-effective than the way it was implemented in the first
round. We have proposed some of those changes in our farm bill
proposal.

I think the program has proven very valuable in terms of pro-
viding some incentives and some examples of high-quality steward-
ship. And I think we can make it better, and that was the purpose
of our proposals.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask you this, though. It probably does put
you on the spot, but I think that this is important. Because if you
could invest only another dollar in CSP or another farm conserva-
tion program like what we have been talking about of your choice,
where would you recommend that we spend that additional dollar?

Mr. REY. I am probably going to have to spend the afternoon
with Senator Harkin now. But I think if you asked me where the
last marginal dollar that I have would go, my personal pref-
erence—and it is just a personal preference, not based on any em-
pirical data—would be to put it into Farm and Ranch Land Protec-
tion or Grassland Reserve Program. And that is because I think
that the consequences of the more intensive development of those
lands are irreversible.

You know, there may be some day in the future when you will
give me $10 million more or $10 billion more, when the Federal
budget is in a great surplus. And, at that point, I can reverse some
of the effects of bad stewardship. But I don’t think I am ever going
to convince people to tear down their homes and plant crops or put
land back into farming.
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CSP ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

Ms. DELAURO. I am just going to leave this one for the record,
because my time has run out and I have gone over.

Beyond the anecdotal evidence which is out there, has NRCS
made progress in estimating the program’s environmental benefits?
And if that is the case, I would like you to describe the findings
in the area on the CSP and the environmental policies.

Mr. REY. We have done a lot in the process of trying to quantify
what these programs are producing. And I would be happy to share
for the record the complete part scores for all the programs.

[The information follows:]
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Ms. DELAURO. That is what I would like. I am not asking to you
do that here in a second, but to lay this out, because I think that
this is one of the big questions as part of this program.

Mr. REY. Okay.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Farr, I think you are up.

SALINAS VALLEY AGRICULTURE

Mr. FARR. I just want to follow up on that earlier discussion.
Have you ever put together a team of—not applying for grants, but
a team made up of people like you were talking about—Corps of
Engineers, ARS, Fish and Wildlife, NRCS, FSA, the ag extension
programs, maybe even in this case USGS because we are the larg-
est study of earthquakes in the area, Forest Service, Park Serv-
ice—smart teams, I would call it, and take a look at the whole com-
prehensive plan of how to sustain agriculture in the Salinas Val-
ley?

Mr. REY. We have done that in the Klamath Basin.

Mr. FARR. Yeah, I heard you say that. Klamath is complicated.
But it is almost easier because you don’t have a lot of cities in the
Klamath area.

Mr. REY. It is largely a rural landscape. We have done it in the
Sonoma Valley, as well with the Sonoma grape growers, kind of
spurred the interest in that.

Mr. FARR. What was the Federal link there?

Mr. REY. We provided a lot of technical assistance to the work
that they wanted to do, to try to develop a more comprehensive——

Mr. FARR. Was it an invite to come in? How does it get launched?

Mr. REY. I think it was largely through the wine growers’ inter-
ests. And NRCS responded to it, joining Fish and Wildlife Service
and NOAA Fisheries.

Mr. FARR. That is really the only agriculture they have in that
area, wine growers. And they are the Cadillac of growers.

Mr. REY. There is some Forest Service involvement because we
have land on the upper end of the valley.

COLLABORATION TO PRESERVE AGRICULTURAL LAND

Mr. FARR. Is it hard to get them all going to a spot?

I mean, we have some demonstrations that are phenomenal. I
think that one of the greatest farmers in the United States lives
in my district. He is a cattleman, Jack Varian. I took my staff to
see him, and they were just awed by him just talking about the
ground. And most of them had no idea about agriculture. And he
has put all his ranch, 20,000 acres, into ag reserve. He said, you
know, my five kids aren’t going to get to inherit one property. And
he is bringing all the native grasses back. He is bringing back all
the wildlife. He is doing it all without any money. He is just doing
it on his own.

And that is the kind of thing that his approach and that ap-
proach to sustainability—because he is looking at, how do I sustain
the cattle business and five kids who are going to live here, who
have grandchildren, on this piece of property forever? And he does
a lot of recreation with, you know, limited hunting and so on. But
it is fascinating because he has really thought about it.



77

And what happens, though, is that if the ranchers around him
fail to stay in that kind of—it is going to ruin the cattle business,
and it is going to end up in urban sprawl. So what you find is that
the anathema of open agriculture is the urban invasions of kids
getting all-terrain bikes and dogs chasing wildlife and cattle, the
fencing and lots of roads. And, you know, all of a sudden, people
who come from the rural area bring all kinds of urban stuff with
them, and they want to live an urban lifestyle in the rural area,
and it is just totally contrasting with what is essential for ag prac-
tices.

So how do you stop all that? How do you make sure that the ag-
riculture is the first line of defense to urban sprawl? And I don’t
think we have really engaged in that very effectively.

And I think the long-term ability of being able to grow in Amer-
ica and in California, which is still a lead ag state, this is the chal-
lenge. How do we bring agriculture into this century? It has essen-
tially been respected, but now that the pressures on it are so great
that people—multimillion-dollar operation in California of an al-
mond grower. He told me he made $24,000 last year. And his kids
are going to college. And he said, you know, if things don’t change,
I can’t run this business, and lots of people are going to be unem-
ployed, and I am going to have to sell the whole thing just to pay
for my children’s education.

That is the kind of thing that I am struggling with is, how do
we make sure that we use all of the talent that we have collected—
and we certainly have a brain trust—really apply it to these prob-
lems that you can’t just solve them inside a stovepipe?

Mr. REY. I think what you are seeing develop, particularly in
California but increasingly in other parts of the country, is collabo-
rative work among a large number of parties to address those
kinds of problems. The growth of the land trust movement in the
last 10 years, for instance, has been——

RESIDENTIAL ENCROACHMENT IN RURAL AREAS

Mr. FARR. We are working with all of that. What I am saying is
there needs to be something more than just this scrapping around
at the local level for the next crisis.

And how do we get that team together? We need this vision of
the departments so the services that you represent and others can
come together—my God, if we collaborate in this thing, we can
really make a difference here. We can sustain agriculture in the
United States of America in the most expensive—I mean, 36 mil-
lion people living in California, and they all want to live in the
rural areas. And we have to be able to keep agriculture economi-
cally viable, or they will all live in the rural areas.

Mr. REY. But they are moving there with increasing frequency,
spending a lot of money, fighting fires to protect their homes.

Mr. FARR. Shouldn’t have built them there in the first place.

Mr. REY. That is a hard case to make when the fire is burning.

Mr. FARR. I know. Santa Cruz County I represented. We had
earthquakes, fires. When the county said, “You built them in the
wrong place; you can’t go back and rebuild them, so you are out,”
it was very controversial. But we ought not allow—with FEMA and
all those organizations, we ought not allow people to go back who
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shouldn’t have built in the first place, and we shouldn’t bail them
out, and they shouldn’t be able to build, get insurance or their
bank loans. We have pushed this stuff to allow a lot of bad things
to happen, and then they ask the taxpayers and Government to
bail them out for a stupid decision.

NRCS COOPERATION WITH FSA

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Secretary, let me just ask a couple of more
questions. I know Ms. Kaptur has one, and I will try to conclude
with mine, and let Ms. Kaptur be the last question.

And we appreciate your patience here. We are going to vote in
a little bit as well.

I want to talk about NRCS and FSA. Inspector General reports,
audit report, August 2007, reviewed how NRCS and FSA were
working together in California. The programs reviewed what was
preserved, grasslands, emergency watershed protection program,
for one State. OIG found FSA not communicating, FSA making mil-
lions of dollars in improper payments. We have land owners par-
ticipating in both the farm subsidy in the conservation easement
programs. Two agencies are supposed to share the information so
that the public does not pay the land owner twice. So it really
needs to have the two agencies coordinating to make the appro-
priate payments.

What is more frustrating, however, was that OIG had made this
same exact finding in an earlier audit of the same program in the
same State. The earlier audit exemplified the need for the two
agencies to get their acts together, improve their interagency com-
munication. They had been talking about, OIG has, this issue as
a major management challenge from at least 2004 to 2007. The
most recent audit found NRCS still not communicating conserva-
tion easement information to FSA. As a result, FSA made a host
of improper farm subsidy payments to easement-encumbered land.

Let me just say this, because I think it is important. OIG re-
viewed 28 reported easements for three programs in only eight
counties in California. At such a small scale, OIG identified about
$1.4 million in improper payments. If you look at 50 States, 3,000
counties, you can begin to imagine the large dollar amount that we
are looking at, significant costs for the failure of two agencies to
communicate. I don’t think you think it is acceptable. This sub-
committee does not think it is acceptable.

How would you characterize the degree of coordination, coopera-
tion and communication between NRCS and FSA? What steps are
being taken to improve the communication between the two agen-
cies? And more concretely, what actions have the two agencies
talzlen? to address the findings, the repeat findings, in the OIG
audit?

Mr. LANCASTER. Madam Chairwoman, we agree it is completely
unacceptable. We have provided additional training to our folks.

What is unfortunately more embarrassing is I don’t think it is a
result of a lack of coordination between FSA and NRCS. It was a
lack of communication between NRCS employees. What had oc-
curred when we look at the report, the local NRCS office believed,
because the easement programs are coordinated through the State
office, the local office believed that the State office was commu-
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nicating the information to the Farm Service Agency so they would
eliminate those base acres. The State-level NRCS employees be-
lieved that the local office was communicating to FSA the terms of
the easement and reduction of base acres.

I believe that the coordination between the two agencies is very
strong. I think that the relationship is very strong. The training
has been provided, but this was clearly an incident where our staff
internally was not communicating with one another on who was
supposed to notify the Farm Service Agency. So it was more a co-
ordination

Ms. DELAURO. If you can lay out what has been done to address
this issue and to specifically address what the OIG recommenda-
tions are and if they are being complied with.

And as you mention that—let me just go back for one second be-
fore I forget this, with regard to the question on CSP and the envi-
ronmental issues. I know it was the part assessment. What I want
to know is, what has happened since that assessment? So that goes
back to the prior question that I asked about the CSP program.

But, really, this is now 2004 to 2007. You have to lay out for us,
you know, the stopping of this lack of communication, lack of co-
ordination, internal difficulties with State agencies, how is this
going to be ended so that we are not looking at these overlaps? And
we have just done this one area, you know, this one area.

Mr. LANCASTER. I would be happy to provide that for the record.

[The information follows:]
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The OTG identified easements in lifornia
< from lands acquired through co
nrred because elther NRCS
easemen or FSa failed to remove crop acres
when they w informaed by MRCS the an easement clos Jpon
further review, NRCS determined that there was inadequate communication
between HRCS State and Field offices. This resulted in FSA not being
properly informed.

the

crop
OIG

MRCS policy in the WRP manual, prior to the audit, stated that the State
Conservationist would (1) provide the affected landowner with written
notification of their cropping rights, (2) provide FSA with a copy of
the letter, and (3} advise the landowner to contact FSA regarding the
impact the easement would have on Production Flexibility Contract acres
and payments, when applicable.

The final recommendation in the 0IG audit was “NRCS provide training to
field offices in Califernia on their responsibilities for notifying FSA
of recorded easementsg”. In response, NRCS performed the following
actions.

In California:

s  On January 23, 2008, NRCS National Headquarters program leaders
provided training to California State staff, in conjunction with a
program review, to ensure that California staff was clear on NRCS
roles and respongibilities for informing the land owner and FSA on
recorded easements. California State office provided training to
all California Field offices February 2008.

e California issued Bulletin 440-8-6, providing further state
specific policy on notification of FSA at bhoth the county and
state levels once an easement has been recorded. California also

forwards copies of Title Company <leosing instructions to FSA in
ance of the actual closing. Currently, FSA 1s being notified
of easement recordation within 2 weeks of closing.

e California State Conservationist appointed an NRCS state liaison
to work directly with the California FSA state coffice to ensure
direct communication on all easements as they ave closed.

&

To address any potential problems nationally, NRCS:

* Updated NRCS- 440-V-CPM with Circular No. 31, {(Part 514) to
improve appraisal procedure guldance to include documenting crop
base and ensuring that the release of crop base was identified and
considered in the easement value.

o Worked with FSA in developing FSA Notice DCP-181, dated 10-29-07
which provided guidance to FSA offices in addressing impropex
payments of crop base acres and outlines to FSA county offices
what NRCS responsibili s were.

s Worked with FSA in developing FSA-1-DCP Amendment 39 this provided
guildance to FSA offices in their regponsibilities to assist
landowner in identifying base acres and providing information to
NRCS to assist in the completion of the CCC505.

+ Tssued NRCS National Bulle
NRCS offices as to what th
easement was closed:

o Completed CCC-505
o Location of enrolled acres, including a location map
o Total acres in the restoration cost share agreement or

in 300~-8-13 that to clarify guidance to
v were to provide FSA offices after the

easement
o Cropland acres in the restoration cost share agreement or
easement

s NRCS Fasemeunts Programs Division (EPD) conducts monthly
teleconferences with state level program managers and to easure
that states are clear on their program vesponsibilities.
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COST OF CEAP

Ms. DELAURO. Let me ask a question about the CEAP program,
which you talked about in your testimony, getting a handle on,
again, what environmental benefits USDA is generating in the
farm bill conservation program.

Since 2004, what has been the total cost of CEAP? What level
of funding are you assuming in 2009? My understanding is that the
goal was to have the monitoring and evaluation data completed be-
fore the 2007 farm bill to better inform the public and Congress as
it deliberated over the new farm bill. Again, it is my understanding
that this program, CEAP, was to help justify the massive increases
in conservation spending on the 2002 farm bill.

We are at the tail end of this farm bill process; at least we hope
we are. And to our knowledge, NRCS has yet to release any CEAP
performance information. After more than 4 years of funding, what
has been the delay? And when will Congress be able to review the
monitoring and the evaluation results?

And again, let me just say this to you. We are coming to the next
round of the farm bill. You are optimistic about it. Why should we
continue to fund CEAP if it is not providing the public information
it was set out to provide?

Mr. LANCASTER. Madam Chairwoman, I share your frustration.
This is a program that USDA initiated in 2004 based on its inter-
est in quantifying these benefits. And it did not meet the target it
was necessary to provide good input for the 2007 farm bill.

As I indicated in my testimony, we will provide initial cropland
data in 2008. I will provide for the record the breakdown.

This is something that I think is important to note. This is not
an NRCS initiative. This is a USDA initiative where we have sig-
nificant contributions from the Agricultural Research Service, the
CSREES, USGS, EPA, Fish and Wildlife Service. This is one that
we have partnered with across Government, with the private sec-
tor, to get this data so that we can truly assess this

[The information follows:]
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CEAP Budget (in thousands of dollars)

FY 2008
CEAP Component planned
National Assessment
Cropland
NRCS Funds 715
Wetlands
NECS Funds 1,200
Leveraged Support:
USGS 176
ARS 78
Grazing Lands
NRCS Funds 1,000
Leveraged Support:
ARS 750
wildlife
NRCS Funds 830
Leveraged Support:
Contribution Agreements:
Association of F&W Agencies 50
Playa Lakes Joint Venture 60
Intermountain West Joint Venture 60
Blackfoot Challenge 85
Arkansas Game & Fish 148
USFWS 3
Mississippi Flyway Council 19
Central Flyway Councl 6
Ducks Unlimited 6
TOTAL Agreements 527
In-Kind {estimated)}
USGS Aguatic Gap Prog 100
University of Maryland 100
USGS-ARMI 50
Multiple Utah partners 75
USFS-Northern Research Station 50
Purdue University 70
TOTAL In-Eind 445
TOTAL Leveraged 972
Bibliographies & Lit Summaries
NRCS Funds 60
Watershed Studies
ARS Benchmark Rsch Projects
NRCS Funds 700
CSREES Competitive Grant Projects
NRCS Funds 0
Leveraged Support ({(CSREES) 1,900
NRCS Special Emphasis Projects
NRCS Funds 590
TOTAL
NRCS Funds 5,155
Leveraged Support 3,876
TOTAL 9,031
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Ms. DELAURO. So none of it is available for this current farm
bill?

Mr. LANCASTER. What we have been able to produce to this point
is synthesis data on what research has been collected, so that we
have provided that in a synthesis. But we have not been able to
mature our models to the point that we are able to provide that
specific detail on a watershed basis. We do expect in 2008, later,
in summer, to have that data for the upper Mississippi River basin.
We certainly will share that with the Committee.

It has been one of my priorities since I have joined the agency.
I have required monthly meetings on progress because it is some-
thing that I think is critical for all of us, if we are going to continue
to make investments in all of these programs, to know what is the
result of that on the ground and how can we quantify benefits so
that we can move to that next phase of conservation Under Sec-
retary Rey has talked about, in terms of market-based rewards for
producers, so we can quantify those practices.

VALUE OF CEAP

Ms. DELAURO. So it is your view that we should continue the
program, even though it doesn’t provide the information, but we
are going to get the information?

Mr. LANCASTER. It is providing some information, at this point.
What it is not—we are not able to do—we are currently moving for-
ward with the peer review of that 2008 data. Our intent is that
this data will be peer-reviewed and science-based so that there will
be no questions about what the data says.

Ms. DELAURO. And its value.

Mr. LANCASTER. And its value. That is correct. This is something
that—as you know, the peer-review process takes, in some cases,
years before that information is published. We expect to have that
upper Mississippi River basin watershed study completed now this
year through that peer-review process.

So I believe it has helped us. We are looking at better under-
standing from each case study on how those programs work. I will
give you an example. And I would be happy to share this with the
Committee. In Kansas, one of the CEAP projects is around Cheney
Lake, which is the drinking water supply for the city of Wichita.
What they were able to determine from CEAP is that 80 percent
of the loading occurring in that lake was from an ephemeral gully,
where, in many cases, we were targeting livestock practices and
other areas and exclusions. What we are able to determine through
CEAP is that the primary contributor to the water resource impair-
ment was ephemeral gullies in this cropland. So we have been able
to refine our practices, to refine what we are focused on within that
watershed to target that resource concern.

So we have some data, but we don’t have that published, peer-
reviewed data at this point.

Ms. DELAURO. Let me just say this to you, because I think you
make a case on the value of the program, and I am not going to
doubt you on the value of the program. But what I am going to do
and what I believe the subcommittee is going to do is to watch to
see whether or not we are just funding something to which there
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really is a very limited return in terms of what it is supposed to
do. And I think you understand that to be a fair response to this.

And I have no reason to doubt that it is very valuable informa-
tion, but I want to make sure it works. And if there are other parts
or the other agencies that are not cooperative in this effort, that
would be good for the subcommittee to know that as well. Let me
just ask you, if you cannot get us timely data, let us know that,
so that we can address that issue as well.

Truly, Ms. Kaptur, the final, final question that I have here.

FEDERAL ROLE IN RC&D SUPPORT

I am not going to go through all RC&D, because every year it
comes up. Every year there are deeper cuts in what we are doing
here. Two questions.

You obviously view this as poor performance, lack of perform-
ance. There is some sort of a performance criteria that you are bas-
ing your activities on. Has the agency asked the councils to develop
program improvement proposals? If the RC&D found previous pro-
posals were problematic, what solutions have they offered to you to
address your concerns with the program? And if the support for
these programs is eliminated, what do you foresee happening with
the existing RC&D areas? And have you surveyed all 375 councils
to understand how your proposal would impact them?

Mr. REY. Going with your last questions to your first ones, we
have talked with the RC&D councils. They are, as you would sus-
pect and have heard, duly concerned about the loss of the Federal
support. At the same time, it is our expectation, given the vibrancy
of the way that they have done their job, that most, if not all, of
them would continue even without the Federal support.

The Federal support was envisioned originally as a catalyst to
get these councils started and to allow them to have the financial
support that they could enjoy as they went about raising the money
associated with doing the things they do in the conservation and
development area. Now, some of these councils have been around
for over 20 years, so this is no longer a catalyst. You know, it is
viewed maybe more accurately as an entitlement.

The issue with this proposal is not that what the councils are
doing is inadequate or, you know, in any way unimportant. It is
being done well, and the work that is being done is important. The
question that is presented in our proposal is, what is the appro-
priate Federal role? And is it to sustain these councils with a set
amount of entitlement money indefinitely in the future? Or is this
a case where the Federal Government has empowered innovation
that can continue on its own? And should we take the money and
look for other things to do which might produce results that
wouldn’t occur but for the Federal investment?

Ms. DELAURO. What will you do if some of them do go away?
What will you do with those areas?

Mr. REY. My guess is they won’t go away entirely. They will com-
bine so there will be mergers of the weaker ones merging into the
stronger ones.

Ms. DELAURO. Ms. Kaptur.
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NRCS OBLIGATIONS BY STATE

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I wanted to just have you guess as to the NRCS budget and what
percent would you guess would be spent west of the Mississippi
and south of the Mason Dixon Line in your total budget? Is it a
majority?

Mr. REY. I would say those two together probably would con-
stitute a majority. But we actually have figures on what we spend
in every State, so we can get you those. I am just having a hard
time remembering off the top of my head.

[The information follows:]
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NRCS
FY 2007 Obiligations by State
sState Total
ALABAMA S43, 708,000
15,802,000
37,608,000

ARKANSAS

58,325,000

CALTFORNIA

116,556,000

57,609,000

COLORADO
CONNECT

16,410,000

DELAWARE

16,859,000

FLORIDA 107,708, 000
GEORGIA 47,410,000
HAWATI 28,502,000
IDAHO 46,768,000
ILLINCIS 58,771,000
INDIANA 55,149,000
TOWA 104,186,000
KANSAS 70,875,000
KENTUCKY 43,382,000
LOUISTANA 70,992,000
MATINE 18,730,000
MARYLAND 27,428,000
MASSACHUSETTS 19,897,000
MICHIGAN 60,067,000
MINNESOTA 14,937,000
MISSISSIPPI 107,582,000
MISSOURI 114,61%, 000
MONTANA 67,827,000
NEBRASKA 86,075,000
NEVADA 16,794,000

NEW HAMPSHIRE

27,116,000

NEW JERSEY

16,857,000

NEW b 1C0

821,000

ORK

303,000

RNORTH CAROLINA

52,481,000

NOETH DARCTA

4
5
54,082,000
6

OHIO 1,394,000
OKLAHOMA 76,240,000
OREGON 66,156,000
PENNSYLVANTA 40,262,000

RHODE TSLAND

11,609,000

SOUTH CAROLINA

35,307,000

SOUTH DAKQOTA

45,839,000

TENNESSEER

35,878,000

TEXAS 156,051,000
UTAH 472,365,000
VERMON'T 15,722,000
VIRGINTA 33,290,000

WASHINGTON

44,236,000

WEST VIRGINIA

28,888,000

WISCONSIN 50,681,000
WYOMING 32,776,000

DISTRICT QOF COLUMBIA

240,784,000

PUERTO RICO

9,584,000

UNDISTRIBUTED

62,606,000

TOTAL

$2,931,921,000
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WATERSHED MANAGEMENT

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. I saw an interesting map recently of the
Great Lakes, and in two tiny little spots they represented the size
of the Everglades and Chesapeake Bay. And it was very interesting
to just sit back and contemplate this enormous fresh water asset
we have up in the Great Lakes region.

And listening to some of my colleagues and looking at some of
your budgets dealing with irrigation, for example, and the amounts
of money that we spend west of the Mississippi on water-related
issues, I am very interested, as you can tell from prior questioning,
in better managing the fresh water asset that we have. The most
important fresh water asset in the world in our region, and I don’t
think we are doing the best job of it. So I just want to make sure
you are hearing me on this.

And we, in this century, have to do a lot better than in the past,
with the size of the population. When I was born, there were 146
million people in the United States. There are now 300 million, and
by 2050 we will probably have half a billion, 500 million, people in
this country. So these pressures are going to grow, and the fresh
water and its better management is a national imperative, in my
opinion.

So in terms of the Great Lakes, I would just point your attention
there, making sure that we are using every tool that we have to
better manage that.

And if I use my watershed as an example, at least one of the two
watersheds I represent, as an example of how well or poorly we are
doing, America needs to do a lot better. Colorado has a much better
sense of its water future than does our region, I think because we
have been blessed with bounty, and we really haven’t thought
about what portends down the road.

And so I just direct your attention to the Great Lakes region.
Let’s take a look at what is being expended there, maybe use the
pilot there as an example of what needs to be done in other places.

But America has to be much smarter about its management. I
heard, Chief Lancaster, about what you said, that you work with
individuals. I heard that very clearly. And yes, that is part of your
mission. But I hope part of your mission is also the bigger picture,
so that those individuals are part of a bigger plan. Because some-
times those individuals either aren’t part of your conservation ef-
forts or they don’t know what is right to do. And we need to some-
how have a broader vision that is shared across some of these re-
gions, whether it is California, whether it is Ohio, whether it is
Connecticut, so people act in their own self-interest.

In working on this watershed study in our region, it came out
that one of the ways that urban people could help, since they live
in the bowl of this watershed, is to install rain gardens. We need
10,000 rain gardens now. That is not going to solve all the prob-
lems, but urban people can help. How do we reach them? We have
to reach them through the media. So having a bigger vision,
though, to which they are called I think is also part of NRCS’s job.
And I know you know that. But planting along strips—and not
every person is a farmer. If people see what areas need to be plant-
ed, and they are called to do that, maybe they will help.
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So I think the broader vision is as important as what individual
land holders might do. And we have to lead them in the right direc-
tion by that broader vision. So I hope you consider that as part of
your mission as well.

Mr. LANCASTER. Absolutely. And I hope I didn’t leave the Sub-
committee with the impression that we aren’t focused on watershed
approaches where we are looking at the entire landscape. My ref-
erence was specifically to the financial system’s dollars, where
those are targeted in individual contracts. So it is either with the
individual private land owner if we are doing a cost-share program.
If we are doing an easement or enrolling individual parcels, we are
not able to do really group contracts under those programs.

And to address your first question about the scope, just looking
at the allocations, I think, clearly, you know, the West and the
Southeast get the bulk of the EQIP dollars. With our programs, we
use an allocation formula that is resource-based. There is an artifi-
cial factor associated with that, though.

We are required through the farm bill to ensure that any State
that would not get a certain level of funding, $12 million in this
instance, from our farm bill programs based on our resource alloca-
tion formula which looks at a number of items, including crop land,
pasture land, range land, listed streams, coastline, especially crop
producers, air quality—those all go to our resource-based factor.
But we also are required, if a State does not receive a certain
amount of funding based on that, to pull money from States to
those States that don’t receive $12 million. So we have pulled on
average about $50 million a year from our normal allocation to
States, to redirect those States so that they meet that $12 million
floor.

Ms. KaAPTUR. Thank you.

You know, Madam Chair, I don’t know that we can do this this
year at some point, but I personally, and I think other members
like Congressman Berry, are very interested in the water issue na-
tionally. And as we look at the next 100 years, having good minds
come in and talk to us about how we look at our country and what
will be happening with the draining of the Ogallala, for example,
what are Congressman Berry’s problems in the Arkansas region,
what are Congressman Etheridge’s problems in the Carolinas, what
are our needs in the Midwest where we sit right on the Great
Lakes?

I don’t know who the best water experts are there at NRCS, but
I think there are really good minds that think about this. And if
I could suggest perhaps just for a briefing on the subject of water,
inviting some of the authorizers who might be interested in these
topics, and I think we would find quite an interest. It would help
us secure more clarity in our own minds as we handle these var-
ious programs across different accounts.

AGRICULTURAL OPERATOR DEMOGRAPHICS

Finally, in Mr. Lancaster’s testimony, you have outlined a num-
ber of demographics of the customer base of agriculture, 2002 cen-
sus, indicating principle operator increases across a range of ethnic
groups: 8.6 percent for African Americans, 20 percent for Native
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Americans and Alaskans, 13 percent for women, and an extraor-
dinary 51.2 percent for Hispanic and Latino operators.

This interests me a great deal. I don’t know if those percents
looked so big because the base was so small that they started with.
I would be very interested in what the breakout is, of where that
might be, and how we could do a better job of linking some of the
programs at USDA to assist those individuals and some of the pop-
ulations that are in those same categories that are the most under-
nourished ones in this country.

I am interested in what those numbers tell us.

Mr. LANCASTER. I am happy to work with my colleagues at the
National Ag Statistics Service to come in and provide information
to you.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you.

Thank you, again.

Ms. DELAURO. Thank you, Ms. Kaptur.

Let me thank you, Secretary Rey, Chief Lancaster, Mr. Dondero,
Mr. Steele, thank you very, very much for being here. We did go
over a half-hour on our time. We appreciate your patience, and we
appreciate the opportunity for the dialogue. It has been very, very
informative and helpful. Thank you very, very much.

Mr. REY. Thank you.

Ms. DELAURO. The hearing is adjourned.
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Quescions Submitted by Ms. DeLauro
CENTERS AND INSTITUTES

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide a five-year table similar to the one that
appears in last year's hearing record, showing the personnel and funding level
for each of the Centers/Institutes, and the personnel and funding levels for
each of the Centers/Institutes to include fiscal years 2008 and 2009. Alsc
include in this table the amount spent by headgquarters to support the
institutes.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[Tre information follows:]

NRCS CENTERS AND INSTITUTES
Staff Years for Years 2005 to 2009

Staff Years

Center or Institute 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
National Geospatial Development Center,

Morgantown, WV 4 8 9 10 10
Design Construction Soil Mechanic

Center, Fort Worth, TX 23 22 21 22

Water Management Center, Little Rock, AR. 16 15 17 H 17
National Information Technical Center,

Fort Collins, CO 37 35 34 48 48
National Carto & Geospatial Database

Center, Fort Worth, TX 75 76 77 74 74
National Employee Development Center,

Fort Worth, TX 21 23 19 20 20
Wildlife Habitat Management Center, Fort

worth, TX 5 3 4 2 2
National Plant Data Center, Baton Rouge,

LA 7 6 6 6 6
National Soil Mechanic Center, Lincaln,

NE 18 18 16 i8 18
National Soil Survey Center, Lincoin, NE. 69 69 66 69 69
National Water & Climate Center,

Portland, OR 29 21 20 21 21
East National Technical Service Center,

Greensboro, NC 25 32 31 32 32
West National Technical Service Center,

Portland, OR 28 a0 42 41 41
Central National Technical Service

Center, Fort Worth, TX 30 33 34 36 36
*agriculture Wildlife Conservation Center

Madison, MS 0 0 0 4 4
Total, Centers and Institutes 387 401 396 420 420

*Thig is a new Center identified as a Congressional Zarmark in FY 2008.
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NRCS CENTERS AND INSTITUTES
runding Levels for Years 2005 to 2009
{Dollars in thousands)

Center or Institute 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008
Naticnal Geospatial Development )
Center, Morgantown, WV $3,140 54,455 $1.267 $3,249 S1,462
Design Construction Soil Mechanic
Center, Fort Worth, TX 2,848 3,043 2,877 2,949 3,037
Water Management Center, Little
Rack, A 2.568 2,723 1,948 1,965 2,024
National Information Technical
Center, Fort Collins, CO 5,333 4,795 4,629 6,275 6,463
National Carto & Geospatial
Database Center, Fort Worth, TX 9,554 7,784 8,061 7,792 8,026
National ployee Development
er, Fort Worth, TX 3,500 2,497 2,500 2,098 2,161

fe Habitat Managemenlt Center,

dorth, TX 1,905 2,828 509 348 358
National Plant Data Center, Baton
Rouge, LA 997 921 871 884 911
National Soil Mechanic Center,
Lincoln, NE 1,383 1,471 1,467 1,579 1.626
National Soil Survey Center,
Lincoln, NE 7,411 7,685 7,007 7,536 7,762
National Water & Climate Center,
Portiand, OR 4,405 2,492 2,545 3,695 3,806
Bast National Technical Service
Center, Greensboro, NC 3,491 4,369 4,205 4,254 4,382
West National Technical Service
Center, »ortland, OR 3.530 5,698 3,763 5,785 5,959
Central National Technical Service
Center, Fort Worth, TX 4,142 5,101 4,932 4,987 5,137
*pgriculture Wildlife Conservation
Center - Madison, MS 0 0 0 1,083 525
Total, Centers and Institutes $54,207 $55,862 $48,981 $54,479 553,639

*This is a new Center identified as a Congressional FEarmark in FYO08.

M Del.auro: Please provide a separale table that breaks out the

s

Centers/Institutes line into its components for FY 2005 through FY 2008.
Response: The financial information provided for the Centers/Institutes

igs reported in total. Beginning with FY 2005 actual data, the financial data

for the Centers/Institute is available by component for reporting.

{The information follows:!}
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CENTERS/INSTIT
For Fiscal Years 2005 to 2008

FUNDING LEVELES

enter/Institute 2005 2006 2007 2008
National Geospatial Development Center, 7 B
Morgantown WV $3,140 $4,455 51.267 $3,249
Design Construction Soil Mechanic Center,

Fort Worth TX 2,848 3,043 2,877 2,949
Water Management Center, Little Rock AR. 2,568 2,723 1.948 1,965

onal Information Technical Center, Fort

i 5,333 4,795 4,629 6.275

-0 & Geospatial Database

Center, For TX 9,554 7.784 8,061 7,792
Natioral EHmployee Development Center, For:
Worth TX 3,500 2,497 2,500 2,098
wildlife Habitat Management Center, Fort
Worth TX 1,905 2,828 509 348
National Plant Data Center, Baton Rouge LA 897 921 871 884
National Soil Mechanic Center, Lincoln, NE 1,383 1,471 1,467 1,579
National Soil Survey Center, Lincoln NE. 7,411 7,685 7,007 7,536
National Water & Climate Center,
pPortland OR 4,405 2,492 2,945 3,695
Fast National Technical Service Center,
Greensboro NC 3,491 4,369 4,209 4,254
West National Technical Service Center,
Porcland OR 3,530 5,698 5,763 5,785
Central National Technical Service Center,
Fort Worth TX 4,142 5,101 4,932 4,987
*Agriculture Wildlife Conservation Center,

Madison, MS 0 Y 0 1,083
Total, Centers and Institutes $54,207 $55,862 $48,981 $54,479
CENTERS/INSTITUTES STAFF YEARS
For Fiscal Years 2005 to 2008

Center/Institute 2005 2006 2007 2008
Natioral Geosparial Development Center, 4 8 9 10

Morgantown WV

Design Construction Soil Mechanic Center, 23 22 21 22
Fort Worth TX

Water Management Center, Little Rock AR 16 15 17
Nacional Information Technical Center, Fort 37 35 34 48
Collins CO

National Cartography & Geospatial Database 75 76 77 74
Center, Fort Worth TX

National Employee Development Center, Fort 21 23 19 20
Worzh T

Wildlife Eabitat Management Center, Fort 5 3 4 2
worcth TX

Nationai Plant Data Center, Baton Rouge LA 7 6 6 6
National Soil Mechanic Center, Lincoln, NE 18 18 16 18
National Soil Survey Center, Lincoln NE 69 69 66
National Water & Climate Center, Portland OR 29 21 20 21
East National Technical Service Center, 25 32 31 32

Greensboro NC
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stiture 2005 2008
West Natio Tecnnical Service Center, 28 40
Portland OR
Central Naecional Technical Service Center, 30 33 34 36
ildiife Conservation Center, 0 0 0 4
and Institutes 387 401 396 420

*This is a new Center identified as a Congressional Earmark in rYy 2008.
CONSERVATION DISTRICT PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

¥s. DeLauro: Please update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record, showing the state and local appropriations for conservation districc
program activities, to include fiscal year 2007 actuals and fiscal years 2008
and 2009 estimates.

Response: Beginning in fiscal year 2002, NRCS modified the format for
collecting data in order ©p make it more compatible with the Conservation
Information System and to facilitate accumulating data that would pe useful
in determining the full cost of NRCS programs. Currently, NRCS is relying on
& system called “Contributions to NRCS Programs.” NRCS staff obtains this
information from state and local officials, including representatives of soil
and water conservation districts. There is variability in the form and
timeliness in which the data are made availlable to NRCS and, ctherefore, the
data are treated as an estimate.

{The information follows:]

CONSERVATION PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
{Dollars in thousands}

State Local
Fiscal Year Government Government Egpgf
1986 $158,498 $119,349 $674,327
1987 175,550 132,398 642,995
1988 286,184 151,528 686,560
1589 253,424 140,176 704,103
1990 . 269,105 238,325 802,499
1991 282,357 231,052 771,976
1992 290,730 203,133 900,196
1993 368,201 165,031 935,917
1984 299,275 202,773 1,260,491
1995 309,297 209,390 832,209
1996 514,851 220,951 940,314
1997 453,813 242,446 1,307,553
19398 709,748 352,985 1,307,367
1999 606,077 278,026 1,214,713
2000 769,806 305,540 1,238,669
2001 668,296 284,778 1,449,453
2002 425,432 248,960 1,723.376
2003 610,730 200,402 2,251,157
2004 402,713 167,667 2,920,565
2005 467,486 245,414 3,152,100

2006 467,115 239,940 3,460,618
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State Local
Fiscal Year Government Govern: t NRCS®
2007 407,957 210,349 2,779,626
2008 estimate 447,519 231,901 3,625,651
2009 estimate 447,519 231,901 3,517,442
1 ZIncludes discretionary, mandatory, and Emergency Watershed

Protection Program supplemental appropriations funds.

CONSERVATICN PROGRAMS

¥s. Delauro; Please update
ing record to show the total
provided o all co

breakout of

amount of

amount transferred

the table that appears

ervation programs under your jurisdiction, as
from CCC,

last year’s

technical ass ance that will be
well as a
and the amount tf comes from

your conservation operations appropriation for fiscal years 2001 through

2009.
Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FISCAL YEARS 2001 TO 2003
{Dollars in thousands}
2001 2002 2003
Discretionary Programs:
Conservation Technical Assistance. ... $601,460 $657,758 $691,95%6
G ring Lands Conservation Initiative 18,000 21,500 23,347
Soil Surveys . 78,151 81,069 84,605
Snow Surveys and Water Supply........ 5,977 8,515 9,102
Plant Materials Centers.............. 9,105 9,822 10,631
Watershed Surveys and Planning....... 10,844 10,960 11,124
Watershed and Flood Prevention
OpPerations. .. ...t 44,325 45,396 45,218
Emergency Watershed Protection....... 26,706 23,500 o]
Watershed Rehab ation Program..... 0 6,700 17,105
Forest Incentives / Healthy Forests.. 631 0 0
Resource Conservation & Development. . 41,923 47,973 50,559
Sup-Total, Discretionary Programs. ... 837,122 913,193 943,647
Mandatory Programs:
Wetlands Reserve Program. ... ......... 14,275 2,280 24,221
Environmental Quality Incentives
ok ateTe p ot i DU SN 37,989 73,533 165,304
Ground and Surface Water............. 0 4,764 9,130
Klamath Zasin......... ... oo 0 427 1,725
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program.. 2,375 2.850 7.162
Farm and Ranch Lands Protection
2 T or = 700 29 2,382
Conservation Security Program........ 0 0 33
Grassland Reserve Program............ o] ] 16,216
Soil and Water Conservation Assistance 3,800 0 0
Biomass Research and Development. . ... 0 Y] 0
watershed Rehabilitation Program..... 0 0 0
Agricultural Management Assistance... 1,577 1,615 1,300
Conservation Reserve Program......... 23,154 23,141 54,812
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3002 2603
Tota 108,639 282,285
Total, NRCS. .. ... ..t $920,992 $1,021,832 $1,225,932

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FISCAL YEARS 2004 T0 2006
{Dollars in thousands)

2004 2005 2006
Discreticnary Programs:
Conservation Technical Assistance.... $718,444 5696,613 $695, 843
Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative 23,361 27,225
SO11l SULVeYS. . v i it e e e s 85,686 87,268
Snow Surveys and wWater Supply........ 9,195 10,544
Piant Haterials Centers.............. 11,432 10,442
Watershed Surveys and Planning....... 10,500 6,022
Watershed and Flood Prevention
OPEratioNS. « vt i e 39,764 34,720 29,700
Emergency Watershed Protection....... 29,823 59,133 60,146
Watershed Rehabilitation Program..... 16,988 14,525 i6,636
Forest Incentives / Healthy Forests.. 0 0 124
Resource Conservation & Development. . 51,640 51,228 50,787
Sub-Total, Discretionary Programs. ... 966,833 997,789 994,737
Mandatory Programs:
Wetlands Reserve Program. ............ 27,561 27,025 29,111
Environmental Quality Incentives
Program. .. 212,901 238, 965 240,07
Ground and . 14,384 14,340 19,006
Klamath Basin. . . 3,648 2,076 3,201
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program. . 9,569 11,230 10,452
rarm and Ranch Lands Protection
B oo T o= 1 3,550 4,934 3,248
Conservation Security Program.. 5,891 30,179 38,771
G sland Regerve Program. . .......... 14,803 13,661 2,90%
Socil and Water Conservation
ASSISLANCE. -t ittt 0 0 4]
Regearch and Developmenct..... 351 241 0
d Rehabilitation Program..... 0 0
ural Management Assistance. .. 3,587 4,033 1,218
ervation Reserve Program......... 61,907 69,207 77,710
Sub-Total, Mandatory Programs........ 358,152 415,891 425,696
Total, NRCS. ... i e 51,354,985 51,413,680 $1,420,433

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FISCAL YEARS 2007 TO 2009
{Dollars in thousands)

2007 2008
Discretionary Programs:
Conservation Technical Assistance. $627,272 $71%,901
Grazing Lands Conservation Initiat 27,225 9,930
Soil Surveys. . ..., 87,782 90,715
Snow Surveys and Water Supply 10,586 10,685
Plant Materials Centers........... . 10,495 10,782
Watershed Surveys and Planning....... 6,056
watershed and Flood Prevention
(0] oTCEaC R b ol +X= 5,335 8,85

Emergency Watershed Protection....... 1,782

$680,810
0

92,229
10,806
10,928

0
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7 2008 2009

latershed Rehabilitation Program..... 25 7,294 3,920
Ince ves / Healthy Forests.. 127 151 Q
Resource (Conservation & Development. . 51,088 50,730 0
Sub-Total, Discretionary Programs. ... 842,773 901,040 800,693
eServe Prograil............. 27,295 48,750 19,444

ental Quality Incentives
PYOUYEHE. o ot tn et e e it e e e e e e 242,711 301,521 316,599
Ground and Surface Water... - . 19,053 16,395 16,395
Klamath Basin.......... . .viueunonn.n, 2,325 Q 0
Habitat Incentives Program.. 10,326 20,675 0

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection
PrOQTAM. ot it i et s 3,143 4,172 4,172
Consexvation Security Program........ 25,907 57,263 54,000
Grassland Reserve Prografi............ 3,243 0 a
Soil and er Conservation Assistance 0 0 0
Biomass Research and Development..... 0 ¢) Q
Watershed Rehabilitation 2rogram..... 0 0 65,000
Agricultural Management Assistance... 4,559 2,300 0
rvatlon Reserve Program 80,628 60,000 84,000
Mandatory Programs 419,080 511,076 559,610

.......................... $1,263,863 $1,412,116 $1,360,303

PROGRAM EVALUATION STUDIES AND REVIEWS

Ms. DeLauro: How many program evaluation studies and reviews were
carried out in fiscal year 20072 How many are planned for fiscal year 20087
what was the cost to conduct these studies in fiscal year 2007 and estimated
fiscal year 20087

Regponse: The following tables list the studies and or surveys, purpose,
and costs, related to program evaluation studies for fiscal years 2007 and
2008.

Oversight & Evaluation Program Studies: The purpose of the study reviews
is to evaluate management and program effectiveness and provide Agency
leadership with analyses and recommendations for program and preocess
improvement.

{The information follows:]

PROGRAM EVALUATION STUDIES CONDUCTED
During Fiscal Year 2007 and Projected for 2008

Fiscal Year Study and/or_Survey
2007 Conservation Planning Assessment
2007 EQIP Administration Workload
2007 Assessment of CNMP's
2007 Compliance with OIG/GAO
2007 Grants Programs/Conservation Innovation Grants
2007 EQIP Portable Equipment

To}al Cost $490, 000




iscal Year
2008
2008

2008
2008
2008
2008
2008

Estimated Cost

Ms. DeLauro: Please list the topics for any reviews of program-related

activities.
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Study and/or Survey

Emergency Watershed Program

Information Technology Mandated Impacts on

Program Delivery

Grievances and Compliance Review
Operations Management reviews
WHIP Program evaluation

Minnesota Conservation Wetland Functional review
Colorado River Basin Salinity Program review

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]

Type of Rev

Program Study

PHC Reviews

Program Reviews

Program Assessmernt
Rating Tool {(PART)
analysis

Ms. Deliauro: Ple
of the completed review

Response: The following is an overall summary of findings and
Results from

Topic
Zmergency Watershed Program

Information Technology Mandated
Impacts on Program Delivery; and
Grants Programs

wildlife Habitat Incentives Program
Evaluation

Plant Materials Center: Five reviews
planned for FY 08. Three have been
completed (Golden Meadow, LA; LoS
unas, NM; Manhattan, KS). The two
planned are Beltsville, MD and
Aberdeen, ID.

The Soil Survey Division has four
reviews planned for FY 08. One has
been completed (Caribbean Area). The
three planned are Mississippi,
Colorada, and Iowa.

Index score for water supply forecast
accuracy

mber of SNOTEL si
intained per staff
rquivalent)

from 2007 and 2008.

recommendations from the national reviews carried out in 2007.
2008 have not been finalized to date.

se summarilize the findings and recommendations for each
s
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Ceombined Summary of Findings:

Certain Agency activities are not being carried out as defined in policy
o: lack of guality assurance and oversight; personnel not understanding
iteria or policy; lack of specific policy/procedures and inconsistencies in
Agency policies; or States’ inconsistent interpretation of conservation

Dr ce stendards and poilicy.

Certain Agency activities are not being carried out effectively or
efficiently due to: ineffective use of staff; lack of effective applicant
involvement: absence of pre-planning; priority given by management: changes
in customer demand for the product; imbalance in workloads, and not
effectively utilizing internal reviews and risk assessment processes in the
Agency's internal control process.

Combined Summary of Recommendations:

Implement risk-based quality assurance and internal control standards and
provide necessary National and State oversight and tracking to assure
integrity and adheren

ce

Update and simplify specifi ied Agency policies.

Clarify procedure expectations and provide guidance and national
templates to assist States.

Develop procedures that will enable States to identify budget shortfalls
early in the year and make adjustments on a regional or national basis.

Increase training for specific, high-risk needs.

Restructure field support to manage contractual issues separate from
technical issues.

Redesign certain software for better compatibility and effective use by
field users

Develop broader/easy to use worldwide net procedures for conservation
program partcicipants.

Develop avbreviated, easy to understand documents for clients use.

Increase accountability through management's performence and plannin
tools,

RESOURE-BASED ALLOCATION PROCESS

Ms. DelLauro: How does the NRCS decide where to target financial
resources? For what programs are formulas used? For what programs are plan-
based distributions used? Please describe the benefits NRCS has derived from
moving to a resource-based allocation process.

Response: NRCS allocates technical and/o
States the Conservation Technical Assistanc
allocation formula that was developed with input by a team of State
Conservationists. The CTA program formula aiigns with statutory purposes,

r firancial resocurces among
ce {(CTA) oprogram using an




policy, d nmational priorities. Ther
natural resource concern factors (37 p
percent); performance incentive factor

factoreg (10 percent).

A resource based allocation process allows NRCS to better allocate funds
pased on natural resource criteria. NRCS, and the producers we work with,
benefit Ifrom the NRCS resource based allocation process that is equitable,
defensible, repeatable, and transparent.

natural resource factors with State specific data from accepted data sources

Equitable: The resource based allocations process iIs merit based. It uses
reso
such as Hational Resource Inventory and Ag Census.

ie: Formulas

Zor individual programs are reflective of statutory
intent and national priorities.

Defens:

Allocations are based on specific Zormulas with Stace

ansparent: Allocation methodologies for all NRCS programs are available
on the NRCS web site.

The following paragraphs detail the allocation methodologies for various
NRCS programs.

Scll Survey Program funds are allocated based on a funding formula that

addresses workload needs and soil survey priorities.

Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting Program bases allocations on
program activity cost that are verified by a detailed cost model. Snow
Survey and Water Supply Forecasting program does not use a formula. The
objectives for operating the Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting program
are to maintain an efficient and effective automated remote collection of
snowpack; climare and soll meolsture data and data management; provide an
analysis of decision support products; and respond from year to year with
changing water users’ needs and seasonal variations in snowfall and
precipitation, and the resultant water supply conditions. Distribution of
financial resources is additionally adjusted by these seasonal influences.

plant Material Centers Program allocates funds based on existing salary
and benefit costs. Any additional funds are applied to infrastructure costs
based on need.

d Rehabilitation Program funds projects based on a plan that
the potential for loss of life. The priority (highest to lowest)
rojects with Congressional earmarks; projects with financial
nce obligated in previous years; projects with financial assistance to
ed For previously funded projects; projects with financial

ance to be obligated for new projects; projects with technical

:ce funded in previous years; new proijects with planning to be

compleced in the current fiscal year; new projects with planning to be
initiated, but not complet e current fiscal year; and projects
without potential for loss fe (risk index=0}.

Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) allocations are based on a
formula thact addresses 20 natural resource and socio-economic factors that
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directly relate te the four elements outl in ¢ RC&D Statut la
conservation (17.5 percent); land manageme {17.5 percent); water management

{17.5 percent; community development (17.5 percent); State specific fa

and three Factors to reward performance {20 percent}. T

ocation approach benefits the program by focusing resources on the

greatest needs, by appropriate considering cost variance from State o
te to imp.ement the program, and by reward program performance.

The Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) targets funding based on a formulia:
natural resource base factors {30 percent); wetland quality as a national
pricrity factor {50 percent); and an administrative factor (20 percent). A
portion of the WRP funding includes Program Management Performance
Incentives.

The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) uses a formula to
£
{

allocate funds using base factors {49.3 percent); resource factors (49.3
percent); and an allocation to entities {(Alaska, Hawail, Pacific Basin and
Puerto Rico) without reliable base and narional resource dara for formula

factors {1.4 percent). A portion of the EQIP allocation includes Program
Management Performance Incentives.

The Ground and Surface Water Conservation Program (GSWC) uses a formula
that considers gh Plains Aguifer States (40.6 percent}; Western Drought
States (41.5 percent) and additional agricultural water needs in selected
states {17.9 percent).

The Klamath Basin Program targets funds based on the Klamath Basin work

prlan.
The Wildiife Habitat Incentives Program {(WHIP) allocates funds based on
formula. Formula factors are wildiife habitat needs (60 percent} and

national

rities (40 percent). A portion of the WHIP funding includes
Program Management Performance Incentives.

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program {FRPP) allocations are based on
State FRPP plans and data contained in the 1997 Natural Resources Inventory.
A portion of the allocations are based on Program Management Performance
Incentives.

Conservation Security Program {{SP) funds are distributed after the CSP
sign-up, and are based on the number of approved applications allowable
within the spending cap.

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) technical assistance funds are
allocated based on both the Continuous CRP {(CCRP) Sign-up. and the re-
enrollment acres from contracts expiriang in fiscal year 2007. The CCRP
contracts include all Conservation Regerve Enhancement Programs, Farmable
wWetlands, and all other CCRP activities.

In fiscal year 2007 Watershed Surveys and Planning utilized the same
methodology that was used since 2004. Funds were provided at a pro-rated
amount based on the appropriation divided by the rotal eligible requests as
envered by states in the Program Operations Information Tracking System
{POINTS) database. This program was zerced out in fiscal year 2008.

watershed and FTlood Prevenzion QOperations Program Firnancial Assistance
and Technical Assistance funding allocations are made for as many projects on
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the nation
projeces
of

ilable funds. Remaining

the same order
are exhausted.

priority list as possible based o
r are not Congressional earmarks s 1 be fund
resource concern priorit 1l available It

es ur

NRCS STAFF YEAR

Ms. Delauro: Please update the zable on page 63
hearing volume on headguarters, regicnal, State and fi
levels, to include fiscal years 2001 through 2009.

LA

ld office actual staff

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The informacion follows:]

NRCS STAFF YEAR TABLE

National National State Tield

Headguarters Centers Offices Offices Total
2001 Actual...... 575 417 1,953 8,498 11,443
2002 Actual...... 548 424 2,076 8,462 11,510
2003 Actuai...... 447 544 2,367 8,782 12,140
2004 Actual...... 498 502 2,182 9,164 12,346
2005 Actual...... 502 392 2,390 9,048 12,332
2006 actual...... 500 397 2,406 3,878 12,181
2007 Actual...... 477 3g2 2,332 8,588 11,779
2008 =Zstimate.... 495 397 2,421 8,917 12,230
2009 Estimate.... 436 350 2,135 7.866 10,787

FOREIGN ASSIGNMENTS

Iin how many foreign countries did NRCS personnel complete
assignmerts during fiscal year 2007? What was the total number of assignments
completed in fiscal year 20067 wWhat was the total cost of international
conservalbion assignments and how much were you reimbursed for these costs?
Please specifically show the numper and cost of technical assistance
assignments.

Response: Sixty-eight NRCS employees completed foreign assignments in 27
countries in fiscal year 2007. One hundred and three NRCS employees
completed foreign assigmments in 33 countries in fiscal year 2006. Fifty-
seven NRCS employees completed international conservation assignments in
fiscal year 2007 for a total cost of $1,467,119, of which, $754,400 was
reimbursable. Eleven technical assistance assignments cost $1,190,650 during
the same time period,

[The information follows:!
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ASSIGNMENTS
Fiscal Year 2007

Cost of
Type of Assignmenc Number Assignment

ghaniét@n; ....... 3 month TOY i
12 montn TDY 3
12 month TDY 3
Resident i
Resident 1 290,500
1l 1,190,650
*No cost te NRCS5 - the cost of the assignment was p by the State

Department and the Foreign Agriculture Service.

Ms. Delauro: For NRCS foreign assistance operations, please provide a
cable that identifies each countyy the number of personnel and assoclated costs
for fiscal years 2007 through 2009. For all of the countr

ot

-

f ies identified in the
table, please specify che number of years that NRCS has assigned staff to the
individual countries.

Response: The informarion is submitted for the record.

information follows:]

2008 2009 ‘{e‘ars
in
C Personnel Dollars Pexrsonnel Dollars country
afghanistan 9 $934,430 8 $926,094 7
Iraq 12 2.333,83¢ it 2.84%.133 3
Palau 1 330,500 1 290,500 11
Micrenesia 1 290,560 1 289,500 14
Total 23 53,889,265 21 34,356,
N
Co r Afghanistan and Iraq in 2007 and 2008 were reimbursed by the

Department of State and USDA Foreign Agricultural Services.

Employees assigned to Afghanistan and Irag in FY 2008 and beyond will be
transferred to the Department of Agriculture - Department Administration
who will be responsible for salary and benefits.

OBJECT CLASS TABLES

DelLauro: Piease provide for the record object class tables
reflecting fiscal years 2007 - 2009 for each account requested in the fiscal
yvear 2009 budget request.

Response: The informaticen is submitted for the record.

{The infermation follows:}
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CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

Classification by Oblects
2007 Actual and Estimated 2008 and 2009
2007 200 2009
Personnel Compensation: - -
D.CLo e 529,500,113 $31,373,000 529,154,000
.......................... 403,746,183 429,384,000 399,378,000
11 Total personnel compensation 433,246,296 460,757,000 428,732,000
12 Personnel benefits.......... 130,516,618 138,833,000 129,138,000
13 Benefits for former
personnel.......... ... .. ... 73,256 78,000 71,000
al, Personnel Compensation
and RBenefits. .. ......... ..., 563,836,.70 599,668,000 557,941,000
Other Objects:
21 Travel. . ... ... 14,257,121 14,591,000 13,949,000
22 Transportation of things.... 4,114,692 4,348,000 4,012,000
23.1 Rent payments to GSA...... 0 0 0
23.2 Rental payments to others. 21,637,935 22,840,000 21,120,000
23.3 Compunications, utilities, 15,205,000 14,076,000
and misc. charges........... 14,427,077
i Printing and reproduction... 1,915,767 1,985,000 1,894,000
25,1 Advisory and assistance
SEYVICERS. . i 0 0 0
25.2 Other services............ 137,289,960 150,614,479 133,892,000
25.2 Construction contracts.... 0 0 0
26 Supplies and materials...... 12,790,071 13,437,000 12,484,000
31 BQUIpmEDL .. . 16,228,274 37,038,000 34,131,000
32 Lard and structures......... 1,119,890 1,102,000 1,030,000
4 GrantsS. .. v 0 0 0
42 Insurance and loans......... 195,234 207,000 192,000
43 Interest and dividends...... 54,021 56,000 52,000
44 RefUNAS. ..o v oo i en ~-1,092 0 0
Total, Other Objects........... 224,028,950 261,823,479 236,832,000
Total, Direct Obligations...... $787,865,120 $861,491,479 $794,773,000

WATERSHED REHABILTATION PROGRAM
Classification by Objects
2007 Actual and Estimated 2008 and 2009

2067 2608 2005

ersonrnel Compensation:

shington, D.C.... ... ... $880,487 $391,000 $285,000

eld. . .. . e 7,080,174 3,147,000 2,295,000
11 Total personnel compensation 7,960,661 3,538,000 2,580,000
12 Personnel benefits.......... 2,223,107 988,000 720,000
13 Benefits for former

personnel ... ... ... ... .. 0 0 0
Total, Personnel Compensation

and Benefits................ 30,183,768 4,526,000 3,300,000

278,292 126,000 91,000



2007 2008 2008
22 nspo things.... “‘i§,174 - a7 o]
23 Rent payments to GSA.. .. .. Q 0 3
23 Rental payments to others. 663,526 302,000 218,000
23.3 Com cations, utilities,
and misc. charges........... 240,671 230,000 79,000
24 wwing and reproduction. .. 11,529 3,000 4,000
25.%1 Advigory and assistance
SErVICES ...ttt 0 [} 0
25.2 Other services. 5,620,897 2,593,104 1,854,000
25.2 Consctruction contracts. ... 5,019,565 4,155,060 j\
26 Supplies and materials...... 294,540 134,000 97,000
DOBguipment ... o 828,620 377,000 272.000
T SLTUCLUYES. .. ... ... i} O 0
41 S e 12,026,088 9,954,000 0
47 Insurance and loans......... 16,221 7,000 5,000
3 iInterest and dividends...... 1.012 0 0
14 Q 0 0
24,991,787 17,763,104 2,620,000
...... $35,175,555 $22,289,104 $5,920,000

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

ro: Please provide for the record, for fiscal year 2007, a list

and universities that NRCS has a financial relationship with
through a contract, cooperative agreement, etc. Include the dollar amount
and the purpose of the contract or agreement and how that purpose benefits
USDA conservation programs. Please also identify the number of years that
NRCS has had a financial relationship with the institution.

Response: Cooperative agreements with colleges and universities benefit
USDA conservation programs by supporting the need for well-defined scientific
knowledge regarding issues such as: water guality and management, soil
quality, crop canopy., geographic information systems, wildlife management,
environmental sclences, and grazing land. These agreements also support
projects to monitor and improve water quality, provide outreach activities
for minority and limited resource farmers and under-served communities that
provide information on the NRCS programs which may assist cthem to improve
s0il and w quality on the land. A number of the agreements help develop
natural resources course marerials and curriculum, and suppert initiatives to
attract and retain more minorities in agriculture and related sciences (many
of the NRCS agreements are with Hispanic Association of Colleges and
Universities, Hispanlic Serving Institutions, Historically Black Colleges and
Universities, and Tribal Colleges and Universities). NRCS does not track the
length of time it has been financially affiliated with a college or
university.

{The information follows:]
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57,383

Conservation Benefitv:

Education, training and development of course m
Research and Development on Natural Resources I
-~ Program Evaluation

i

[

4 - NRCS use of University/College Space or Eguipment

PERSONNEL ACTION

Ms. Delauro: Does NRCS anticipate the u
reorganization fiscal year 2009 that would lead
lay-of or furlough of NRCS employees?

use of any personnel action or

o a redu force,

Response: At this time, we do not anticipate any personnel actions that

wouid result in a reduction-in-force, lay-o

or furlough of NRCS employees

in fiscal year 2009. The President's Budget is viewed in concert with the
Administration's Farm Bill Proposal. The proposal would add $775 million

annually to Farm Billl programs. ©
a stance and average staff year costs of $121,825
into nearly 1,600 staff years.

sing an estimate of 235 percent technical

this would translate

COST OF MOVING EMPLOYEES OR REASSIGNING THEM

Ms. DeLauro: If the request for FY 2009 were enacted, would all
emplovees be retained at their current duty stations? If not, what is the

cost of moving employees or reassigning them?

and ot
budget request could re
moving RC&D Coordinators
has n peen completed on this tog

o

Delduro: I
be ab to retain al
personnel actiong to reduce staff levels?

Response: At this time, NRCS does not antic
authority or other personnel actions to reduce staf
2009

:  NRCS employees relocate on an on-going basis for promotions
reasorns. It is possible that enactmenc of the fisc

in relocation costs associated wi
ro new positions. A detailed quanti

al year 2009
th steps such as
tative analysis

£ the bhudget request for FY 2009 were enacted, would NRCS
1 employees, or would it seek buy-out authority or other

ate having to seek buy-out

-

levels in fiscal year
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scal vear 2009 funding reguest for the Conservation Operations (CO)
support 6,404 st , a decrease of 690 staff years. The
mated that an additional $775 million would be

? s budget esti

=8 FY 2009 11 programs, which would translate into a
n ly 1,600 st net result is an increase in staff
ye

Ms. DelLauro: How much is NRCS spending on Information Technology in
Fiscal year 2008 and estimated he record, provide the Comnittee
with an itemized report on NRCS IT spending to include personnel, hardware
software, applications, and telecommunications for fiscal years 2001 throucgh
2009.

NRCS expects bto spend $125.1 mil
al year 2008. Of this amouw $94.0
ient for IT services. Servic inrclude approximarely $38.4 million
hone and networx services, $37.5 mililion for hardware and software
g and support, ard $18.1 mill 0r ho g and appilil on
NRCS' I7 budget is $1.2 million for IT policy and planning, $1.8
for hardware and software, 28.1 miliion o develop and operate the
business applications in the agency IT investment portfolio filed with the
Qffice of Management and Budget.

ion on Information Technology
lion is transferred rto

IT spending in fiscal year 2009 is expected to be about $128.2
million with increase expected in Department ITS IT services.

Taple below itemizes [T spending for fiscal years 2001 through 2009.

{The information follows:!

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SPENDING
FY 20608 and Estimared FY 2009

2 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
33. g $35.4  $35.2 $3.8 $4.2 $7.4 $7.8 7
6.4 8.9 8.8 5.3 3.6 0.9 0.9 0.9 2.7
1.0 1.3 1.3 0.8 0.5 0.9 1.9 0.9 0.8
telecommunications 4.5 8.5 11.6 10.2 3.0 3.4 2.8 2.9 2.9
Epplications 9.0 9.5 9.0 18.8 5.7 5.8 16.3 18.6 18.2
Other Gov
Services 18.3 18.8 17.6 10.7 3.0 3.5 4.4 6.6 6.6
ITS IT Services 23.2 12.3 31.4 87.4 90.2
Totral IT Spending $76.4 $86.0 $83.7 $81.0 s42.8 s31.0 567.1 $125.1 $128.2

Ms. DeLauro: Are any additional IT expenditures expected for fiscal year
2007, including transfers to the Department from the Agency? How much was
erred from NRCS to the Depvartment in fiscal years 2001 through 2009 for
expenditures?

Response: No additional Information Technology {IT) expenditures are
expected in fiscal year 2008. In fiscal NRCS trarx
approximately $94.0 million to the Depa S ¥ expend
estimated amount for fiscal year 2009 is $96.8 million. The E-Gov




information Technology C g
a Transfers were $18.3 S
ilon 12003)., S10.,7 million {2004), n
06}, and $37.8 million {2007). al vyear 20 lects QCI0-
providing network, field, and for Service Cen Agencies

an annual cost of $40-90 million fiscal years 2006 to 2008 wi the
NRCS contribution increasing as our share of the CCC central fund
appropriated to 0OCIO has gone down from $25 million in 2005 to zero in fiscal
year 2008.

FIELD QOFFICES
Ms. DeLauro: How many field offices does NRCS operate out of?

Response: More than ninety-elght percent of the over 3,800 NRCS offices
are in the fleid with eighty-four percent {3,204} identified as Customer
Service Offices that provide broad spectrum of natural resources technical
and finan 1 assistance to customers. 0f these offices 2,785 are
specifically designated as field offices where cne-on-one customer service is
provided. Ninety percent of these offices are located in USDA Service
Centers with the Farm Service Agency or Rural Development. In addition to
these customer service offices, NRCS also operates Field Support Offices,
State Offices, and National Headquarters. Tield support offices provide
critical technical and administrative support to customer service offices.
Examples of type of office are s0il survey, watershed project, and plant
marerials centers.

Ms. DeLauro: Wwhat is NRCS’s total annual cost to lease, own, and operate
its field offices and field office space? Please identify total funding for
fiscal vyears 2007 through 2009.

Response: In fiscal year 2007, NRCS’ total annual cost to lease
commercial space was $21,637,935. The projections for fiscal years 2008 and
2009 are $22,840,000 and $21,120,000. These amounts reflect all commercial
lease payments for NRCS including field offices.

In scal year 2007, ities, and miscellaneous charges
pplicable to commercial leasing totaled $14,427,077. The projections for
iscal years 2008 and 2009 are $15,205,000 a $14,076,000. These amounts
3 cellaneous cnarges for NRCS

communications, utilities.

e
including field offices.

OFFICE CLOSURE

¥Ms. DeLaura: Did NRCS close any cffices in fiscal year 2007 or 2008,
and does it expect to close any in the remainder of 20082 If it has closed,
or will close, any offices, please indicate where those offices are. Does

NRCS plan to close any offices in fiscal year 20092

fiscal year 2007, NRCS closed 33 offices between October 1,
2006 and apr 17, 2007 The offices closed were located at: Frankfort, XY
(2 offices): Jefferson City, MO; Fort Collins, CO; Pomona, CA; Durham, NC;
Lakewood, CO; Oberlin, LA; Claxton, GA; Gilroy, CA; Smoketown, PA; Tehachapi,
CA; Somerset, XY; Kalamazoo, MI {2 offices); Poncha, NE; Sedan, X
stown, NY; Wautoma, WI; Indianapo:is, B 1fred, NM; Princess Anne, MD;
Princeton, XY; Fallon, NV; Ladysmith, WI; Ashland, WI; Lebanon, VA; Gate
City, VA: Vansant, VA; Bakersfield, CA; Greenville, NC; Fayetteville, NC; and

Response: In




Knoxvi . TN.

evaluated for potenttal efficiency gains.

1
case-by-case basis. NRCS does not have Dl to close any s
fiscal year 2008. Any decision to close offices will det
rhorough assessment. In fiscal year 2008, NRCS closed 66 offi

October 1, 2007, and April 14, 2008.
that 1

iciency gains. Each o

al

of £

[The information follows:]
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will
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be ev

NRCS OFFICES CLOSED

IN FPISCAL

The following are
sed, as well as opened in fiscal vear 2008.
are be 1

uated on a

YEAR 2008

encial
~ase basis.

ces between
lists of NRCS offices
As parc of

Mocorerl
Quality ¢

o)

rh
%
9]
D

ice Center
ia MLRA

Hamlin Ser
West Virgir
Office
Beckley Watershed
Project Office
Wartburg Soil Survey
Office

Beckley Soil Survey
Office

Martinsburg Soil
Survey Office

Point Pleasant Soil
Survey Oifice

i1 SCD Office

Soil Survey
Office
toorefield Soil
Survey Office

Buckeye Soil Survey
Office

stersville Soil
Survey Office
Ripley Sc¢il Survey
Office
Weston Tec
Supporc Cf
Mount Clare Technical
Support Office
Petershurg Watershed
ice

Ripley Watershed
Office

Parkersburg Watershed
Project Qffice

Princeton cershed

Water Qual
Office

Service Center

Office

Technical Support

Office

Watershed Project

Office

Soil Survey
Soil Survey
Soil Survey

Soil Survey
Other

Soil Survey
Soil Survey
S0il Survey
Soil Survey

Seil Survey

Office

Office

Office

Office

Office

Technical Support

Office

Technical Support

office

Watershed Project

Office

Watershed Project

Office

Watershed Project

Office

Watershed Proiject

Action
Date

10/1/72007
107172007
10/1/2007
10/1/2007
10/1/2007
10/1/2007
10/1/2007

10/272007
10/1/2007

107172007
10/1/2007
107172007
10/1/2007
107172007
10/1/2007
107172007
107172007
10/1/2007

10/1/2007
16/172007

a

ity

Moorefield
Hamiin
Morgantown
Beckley
wartburg
Beckley
Martinsburg
Point
Pleasant
Hinton
Hamlin
Moorefield
Buckeye
Sistersville

Ripley

Mount Clare
Petersburg
Ripley

Parkersburg

Princeton

TN

WV

Wy
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Delix
Okmulgee Program
Delivery Point

Orange Service Center

; Area Office
Service

Center
Roswell
Sexvice

Delivery Point
mlkins Soil Survey
Office

UACD Office

Uintah Headwaters
Council, Inc
Appomattox Service

Center

York Soil Survey
Office

drince Georges County
5011 Survey Office
Dorris Partnership
Office

Zagle RC&D Office
Gateway RC&D Council
Green River RC&D
Kentucky River RC&D
Office

i-State Natural
Rescurces Technology
Team

Loulisa Soil Survey
Qffice

Lincoln Resource RC&D
Kentucky Heritage
RC&D

Clintwood Service
Center

Manhattan Area Office
cC er Progr
Delivery ©
Cecil County Soil

ice Tvpe

Survey OZIfl
shed Pro?
Ofiice
Other
Program De
Point
Program Delivery
Point

Service Cenrtexr

ivery

Area Office
Service Center
Office
Technical
Dffice

Suppor:

Soil Survey Office
Program Delivery
Point

Soil Survey Office
Other

RC&D Council
Service (enter
Of e

Soil Survey Office

Soil Survey Office
Program Delivery
Point

RC&D Council

RC&D Council

RC&D Council

RC&D Council

Technical Support
Office

Soil Survey Office
RC&D Council

RC&D Council
Service Center
Office

Area Office
Program Delivery
Point

Soil Survey Oifice

10/1/2007

107272007
107172007

106/1/2007

10/9/2007

10/1242007
10/3472007

1071572007

10/16/2007

10722/2007

10/26/2007

11/1/2007
117172007

11/1/2007

11/8/2007

1172372007

11/25/2007

11/27/2007
11/29/2007
11/29/72007
11/29/2007

1172972007

12/4/2007

1271372007
12/11/20607

12/11/2007

1271572007
12/319,2007

12/26/2007
1/1/2008

City

Carthace

Cross Lanes
nWest Uniom

Pawhuska

Okmulgee

Roswell
Huntington
Beach

Heber City

Philippi
Heber City
Heber City
Appomat tox
vork

Upper
Marlboro
Dorris
Carrollton

Grayson
Owensboro

Quicksand

Puliman

Loulsa
Elizabethtown

Harrodsburg

Custer
Elkton

sC

MD

ca
XY
KY
KY

Z W
g J



Northwest Cregon
RC & D
UACD Zone Coordinator

Office
Northw
D Cour 1
Tuscaloosa ¥
Project Offic

Murray Service Center

Colby RC&D Technical
Support Qffice
Suffolk Service

Center

Craig Co

Ponce Service Center
North Logan Soil
Survey Office
Allentown Field
Service Center
Pulaski County Soil
ice

Soll Survey

2

Survey

Survey Of

eld Technical
port Office
National Centers
Servicing t
Remote Sensing Lab -
Central

National Cencers
Servicing Unic

Dub State Board
Office

tHale Center State
Board Office

Mount Pleasant State
Board Cffice
Nacogdoches Poultry
Office

Service Center
Office

Program Delivery
Point

RC&D Oifice

Otner

RC&D Council
Watershed 2roject

Na nal
mnformation
Technology Center
Technical Support
Office

Service Center
Office

S0il Survey Office
Area Office
Service Center

Office
Soil Survey Office
Service Center

Office

Soil Survey Office

Soil Survey Office

S0il Survey Office
Technical Support
Qffice

Other

Remote Sensing Lab

Ocher

Other

/672008

1/7/2008

17872008

1/8/2008

1/8/72008

1/16/2008

172272008

172372008

1/2472008

2/2/2008

27472008

2/14/2008

272972008

3/6/2008

3/10/2008

372672008

104172007

10/1/72007

107372007

10/14/2007

10/14/2007

10/19/2007

10/19/2007

10/19/2007

10719720067

1071972007

Nanunta
Lawton
Forest Grove
Murray
Forest Grove
3essemer

Murray

Lakewood
Colby
Suffolk
Wytheville
Dodge City
Ponce

North Logan

Allentown

Huntington
Morgantown
Smithfield
Fort Worth
Fort Worth
Fort Collins
Dublin

dale Center
Mount
Pleasant

Nacogdoches

Wy

w
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Office
NRCS Area Techriical
Support Office

NRCS Area
Support Cffice
MLRA Soil Survey
Cfiice

NRCS Engineering
Technical Support
Office

NRCS Area Technical
Support Office
NRCS Engi

ical

Office
NRCS Area Technical
Support Office

2 Technical
Support Office
NRCS Engireering
Technical Support
Oftice

NRCS Soil Survev
Cffice

NRCS Engineerin
Support

NRCS Engineering
Technical Support
Office

NRCS Engineering
Technical Support
Office

NRCS - WRP Team
Cfiice

NRCS Engineering
Technical Support
Office

NRCS -~ Soil Support
Staff Office

NRCS Area Technical
Support Office

East Area Qffice

West Area Office
Negs City Technical
Support Office

Beaxr River RC&D
Council

115

Qffice Type

Other

Technical Support
Office
Technical Support
Office

hnical Support
Office
Technical Support
Office
Technical Support
Office

Technical Support
Office

Soil Survey Office

Technical Support
Office

Technical Support
Otfice

Technical Support
Office
Technical Support
Office

Technical Support
Office

Soil Survey Qffice
Technical Support
Office

Area Office

Area Office
Technical Support
Office

RC&D Council
RC&D Office

10/23/2007

10/23/72007

10/23/2007

10/23/72007

10/23/2007

10/23/2007

10/23/2007

1072372007

1072372007

10/23/72007

10/23/2007

1072372007

10/23/2007

10/2372007

10/23/2007

1072372007

10/23/2007
11/1/2007
11/1/2007

117872007

11/18/2007
11/26/2007

e}
I
or

<

Carson
Hardinsburg
Lexingcon

Frankfortc

Mayfield

Elizabethtown

Zlizabethtown

Cynthiana
Henderson

Clinton

¥adisonville

Paintsvilie

Barbourville

Richmond

Paducah

West Liberty
Bardstown

Somerset
Douglas
Rivercon

Ness City

Tremonton

=4

attawan

RY

XY

KY

KY

KY

KY
WY
WY
KS

uT

MY



Brow
Delivery Point
Baltimore County
Seil Survey Office
DOC rieid

Representative
Office

Representaiivi

o

DOC Field
Representative Of
DOC Field
Representative Qffice
Dodge City Service
Center

NWCC wWaimea Data
Collection Station
NWCC South XKona Data
Collection Station

e

KY WMLRA Cffice
Powell Soil Survey
Qffice

Craig County Soil
Survey Office

NRCS Special
Assistant-State

Aneth
Office
State
Satell
State
Satellite

Northwest Oregon
Resource RC&D
Northwest Oregon RC&D

Coun

Vale Soil Survey
Office

NRCS - Mi Soil
Survey O

DOC Field

Represencative Office
noC Field
Representative Office

Progfam Del
Point

Soil Survey Office

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Technical Support

Office

nal Water
Ciimate Center
National Water
Climate Center

Soil Survey Office
Soil Survey Office

Soil Survey Office

Other

Liaison Office

State Office

State Office

RC&D Office

RC&D Council

Soil Survey Office

&

&

1172872007

127372007

12/572007

127572007

127572007
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Acrtion City Srate

Date
DoC T
Representative Office Qther 3/24/2008 Morgantown KY
DOC Field
Represen Other 3/24/2008 Cadiz KY
Area Tec
Support Ofiice Other 3/24/2008  Hopkinsville XY
Loncon MRLA 8§50 Sub-
Office Other 3/26/2008 Somerset KY
NRCS COO? Site Headguarters 372752008 Alderson Wy

STATUS OF OUTSOURCING

Ms. DeLauro: Please update the Committee on the status of outsourcing
thin NRCS. How many A-76 studies have been competed and won by NRCS? tHave
the geographic locations proposed for outsourcing been determined? What
activities nave actually been outsourced to date and how many positions and
associ ¢ cest savings are associated with these activities? Were any
feasibi y studies undertaken ir scal vy 2007 or 20087 2Are any planned
for the rest of 2008 or 20092

b

ponse: Of the three feasibility studies undertaken in fiscal year
2005, S0il Conservation Technical Function and the Civil BEngineering
Technical Function were found to be not feasible for a full competitive
sourcing study. The Geological Analysis Funciion was found to be feasible
for a full competitive sourcing study. This study was announced in the first
quarter of fiscal year 2006 and the contract award was announced on September
30, 2006. The Geolog:ical Analysis Function was awarded to the agency Most
Organization (MzQ).

rilglen

NRCS issued 234 competitive sourcing solicitactions and won all but one.
Because feasibility studies are conducted based on job functions, geographic
iocations of studies and solicitations are determined based on numbers of
full time eguivalents (FTEs} in those positions.

To date, NRCS has only outsourced six full time equivalent administrative
support positions in our Texas State office located in Temple, Texas, as a
direct result of the formal A-76 process.

srudies undertaken in fiscal year 2006 and 2007 included:
n ion, 3 FTE‘s nationwide; National Soil Survey Center,

; Administrative Support Function, 576 FTE's nationwide,
onal Headguarters Administrative Support Function, 47 FTE’'s. The
award for the Wational Headquarters Administrative Support Function
was publicly announced on the FedBizOpps website on March 31, 2008. The
Phase-In for the Natiecnal Headguarters Administrative Support Function will
continue through the beginning of November of fiscal year 2009. The i rial
cost savings will be realized after the first full performance perioed in
November of fiscal year 2010. In fiscal year 2009, NRCS has indicated that
feasibility studies will be initiated on the Information Technology Function,
117 FTZ’s nationwice.
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ACCOUNTABILITY AND RESULTS MEASUREMENT

Ms. DeLauro: Please TOV 3 the record any information that shows
the work you are doi lity ancd results measurement. Eow is
NRCS more accountable than it was 1 vear ago? 5 years ago?

Response: NRCS continues o refine accountability and results
measurement and 1s more accountable today than it was one vear ago for many
reasons. Contributing factors incliude:

NRCS continues with impleme of our Strategic Plan for fiscal year
2005 to fiscal year 2010 which id “ies long-texm goals and objectives of
the NRC3, and the stracegies NRCS has acdopted to ensure our efforts are
effective. The plan outlines six Mission Goals that consist of t

Natural Resource Outcomes and measurable objectives thac
periormrance asure, a quantified target for an Identified date and a
baseline against wnich progress can be measured. In addition, long and short-
term performance measures have been developed to be even more resul:is
oriented and direccly tie program appropriations to specific, measurabl

resuiss;

The development of Activity Basead Costing information will enable
managers to evaluace efficiencies az the State and field office levels. The
activity based time estimates are also being incorporated into program fund
allocation formulas to help managers to account for workload management in
progras delivery;

The refinement of a cost 0f programs model incorporates workload and cost
data associated with delivery of conservation. This will help NRCS to better
reflect true program costs. The model calculates and estimates che technical
assistance needed to ensure delivery conservation given a certain level of
financial assistance;

ed with an independent Zirm for an external review of
ation formulas to increase transparency, and to make the
d more accurate;

The development of an integrated data interface for use by managers at
levels of the Agency will help them more efficiently ger the iniformaticon
ey need to do their jobs. The interface will streamline access to
accountabilicy tools, reports and data. As we transition to the public view,
the interface will aisc improve NRCS transparency:;

th

Irprovement in tools for analysis of data guality in performance
reporzing and updated training in time and cost accounting procedures will
ensure better accounting for program costs;

NRCS will continue direct charging of costs, as recommnended by the
General Accounting Office Report GAO-00-83;

Transparency of programs and program results will continue threugh public
disclosure on the Internet {www.nrcs.usda.gov};

irtegrated budget and performance information internally by

The use of 1
t 1 levels will be institutional (Conservation Information System
s

managers a
and Bxecutil
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SCHEDULE C APPOINTEES

Ms. DeLauro: How many Schedule C appointees are employed by NRCS? what
rosicicns do these individuals hold?

Response: NRCS has four Schedule C appointees currently employed. These
individuals hold the following positions:

idential Assistant (2)
ial Assistant to the Chief (2)

STREAMLINING AND COST-SAVINGS INITIATIVE
: Please update the Commitree on the Streamlining and Cost-

o
nitiative. What is the status of cthe implementation of the
ns?  What efficiencies have been realized?

Response: MRCS has completed implementation of the Streamlining and

Cost-Savings Initiative. In this ini tive, NRCS collected more than 1,400
ideas and suggestions from eld, ar and State office employees. NRCS
leadership approved 25 national recommendations that improved field
operations, program implementation and administration, accountability,
training and technology. As part of this process, NRCS reviewed National
Conservation Practice Service Standards, streamlined program delivery, and
upgraded the Customer Service Toolkit. NRCS has realized efficiencies that
include reduced task times, improved product gquality, improved customer
service and reduced duplicate payments.

-

Ms. DeLauro: Is the Initiative ongoing? If so, please provide for the
record other recommendations approved by the Chief since September 2003.

Response: The major work of the Initiative is complete and no additional

recormendatiorns have been approved by the Chief since September 2003, when

NRCS leadership approved 25 national recommendations to improve field

operations, program implementation and administration, accountability,
te

training and chrniology .

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
Ms. DeLauro: Please provide an organizational chart for the record.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
D
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follows: ]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMEN

NATURAL RESQURCES CONSERVATION
306,
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SENIQR EXECUTIVE SERVICE TRAINING

Ms. ODeLauro: WIll NRCS pay for any Schedule C appointees to attend
Senior Executlive Service training in fiscal year 20087

Regponse: No Schedule € SES training is scheduled for this f£iscal year.

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM

is. DeLauro: For WRP, please update the
hearing record showing, by fiscal year, how ma
were accepted, and how many easements have beer

M

table that ap
pids were received, how many
4 to reflect actuals.

Response: ‘he information is S for the record.

{The information follows:]

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRA

rars in last year's

BIDS RECEIVED, ACCEPTED, AND EHAS T RECORDED
Number of
Landowners
Land- Number with
Acres of Number of Acres owners of Acres Easements
Year Applications Applications Enrolled Znyolled Recorded Recorded
1992~
1997 $400 1,661,162 12,599 453,686 2,529 437,055 2,523
1998 163 532,957 ..859 211,417 1,119 186,621 1,088
1999 1053 613,997 3,467 115,919 ATk 104,003 688
2000 154 711,432 4,217 149,915 902 61,089 627
2001 148 777,819 4,207 139,309 898 115,310 602
2002 177 677,104 3,682 199,802 834 105,583 659
2003 285 845,727 4,592 213,280 1,142 127.655 506
2004 260 765,860 4,258 195,368 1,035 160,414 734
2005 246 635,583 4,172 146,111 907 134,222 751
2006 250 523,680 3,399 150,000 833 150,258 799
2007 247 279,521 2,358 94,726 626 74,508 254
Note ormation in the table includes enrollment in cost-share agreements.

DelLauro: Please define what it means te “enroll” an applicant into
Does this definition of enrollment differ f£rom orher programs

:red by NRCS. such as EQIP or the PL-566 program? If so, how? And,
why the distinction?

Prior to fiscal year 2007, a property was considered enrolled
erve Program {WRP) when the landowner signed the Notvice of
The point of enroliment in other programs such as EQIP
mds are obligated to the contract. This is when the actual cost

agreement with the landowner is signed by NRCS.

Respons

Since 2007, acres are considered enrolled in WRP when NRCS signs the
Option reement to Purchase for the acgquisition of the WRP easement. This
ig the po of fund obligation. The definition of enrollment for WRP is now
consistent with other programs such as EQIP.




v obligate dol!

an igation?

on o in

ment?

Response: A signed letter of invent does not leg [seh

igate money fo
a glven An Option Agreenent to Purcha oy NRCS is b
the purchase of a WRP esasement. Beginning in

rvhis action is considered the po enrolliment in WRP.

record
Include in
sements,

Del.auro: Please update the table in 1
progr funded through t© Commod re
the table a breakout of the number of acres enro a
the number enrolled in 30-year easements, and the number enrolled as
restoration, cost-shared agreements to include fiscal year 2007, 21
include any other categories that may appl

the

The information is submitted for the record.

iThe on follows:}

WETLANDS RESERVE OGRAM
ACRES ENROLLED BY COHORT
iDE, $283 LION PO
iscal Year 2007

NATIO

ONMENT

Number of Number of
Acres of Applications Applications
Applicaticas Received runded
222,568 1775 55,892 431
35,043 266 11,290 72

2,

Ms. Delauro: How many staff years did you use and at what cost to carry
out the WRP program in fiscal yeaxr 200772

Response : JRCS utilized 190 staff years {(including the use of Technical
Servi Providers) with a cost of $27,294,518 in toval funds to carryoul WRP

in tfiscal year 2007.

Ms. DelLauro: Prease provide a table that breaks down WRP financial
assistance and technical assistance costs since 2001. The table shoul
acres enrolled, total funding, total technical assistance, and total £
assistan {subdivided into easement acguisition/rental and restoratio

d include
inancial
n Costs) .

Response: The information ig submitted for the record.

ation follows:]




WR2

,616,331

Fi
Acquisition

Assistance
$194,328,196
Restoration 70,388,524
L2288.716.720

Total

lal Assistance
Acguisition 5$180,040,706

Restoration __ 51,643,463
Total

Acquisition
Restoration
Total

30-Year Zasement

Technical A
Total

istance
$24,220,585
Financial Assistance
Acquisition 515,251,664
Restoration
Total

$25,591,236

30-Year

122
Fundin

ssiscance
527,560,546
Financial Assistance
$18,843,336
3,579,096

Techni
Total

Acgquisition
Restoration
Total

ASSISTANCE

rion Cost

e Agreement

Znroliment

Restoration Cost
Share Agreement

Number
139

Financial Assistance

Acquisition 0
Restoration _$2,206,768
Total E’ 206,768

Restoration Cost
Share Agreement

inancial Assistance
Acquisition Q
Restoration $2.912,071

Total



Regtoracion Cost

Permanent Easement & Agreement

A tance

$27.924,791

al Assistance ial Assistance Financial

$150,434,535 Acguisition 412,202,962 Acguisition
530,035  Restoration _ Restoration _ $6,269,

84,569  Total Total 56,269

Financi
Acqul
Restor

Agsistance

Toral

SCAL

Restoration Cost
30-Year Fasement Share Agreepent

Enrollment

Financial Assistance Financial Assistance 11 Assistance
hogud on  $124,696, 600 Acquisition $10,221,286 Acquisition Q
Restoration 48,486,681 Restoration 2,746,674 Restoration  $4,887 638
Toral Total 960 Toral 54,887,638

ISCAL YEAR 2007
Restoration Cost
Permanent Easement 30-Year ETasement Share Agreement
. .
stance
™ $27,294,519
ncial Assistance Financial Assistance
Acguisition $132,008,220 Acquisiti $4,345,369 Acqui 0

Restora

ion 31,096,081 Restoration _ 924,971 Restoration ”§}8,006&809

104,301 Total 5,270,340 Total 518,006,809

Total

Note: NRCS does not track TA by cohort. TA does not include reimbursements.

Please provide a table for each WRP enrollment cohort
cal years 2002 through 2007, that tracks total technical
ance and ancial assistance by year for gach cohort,

including
assi

Response: The information is submitted for the record.



125

sistance

752,279,700

Fiscal Year: 2002 TA
Permanent Easements 692 173,688 FA 227,709,369
30-Year EFasements 97 20,402 N 13,572,036
Restoration Agreements 46 5,712 A 33,463,820
Fiscal Year: 2003 TA 24,220,585
Basements 866 180,341 FA 264,716,72GC
ements 137 20,881 FA 23,591,236
tion Agreements 139 22,058 A 2,206,768
Fiscal TA 27,360,546
793 159,553 FA 231,084,288
122 22,781 TA 22,422,432
Resctoration 125 13,028 FA 2,912,071
Fiscal Year: T 27,024,791
Permanent I 3 173,688 A 203
30-~-Year < 102 20,402 FA 16,5
Restoration Zgreements 102 5,712 A 6,269,181
Fiscal 2006 TA 29,110,576
Per sements 696 128.273 173,183,281
30-Year Zasevents 94 9,409 12,967,960
Restoration Agreements 93 12,322 4,887,638
Figcal Year: 2007 27,294,519
Permanent Easements 431 65,892 163,104,301
30-Year Easements 72 11,290 5,270,340
Restoration Agreements 123 17,544 18,006,809
Fa = Financial Agsistance, TA = Technical Assistance

Note: NRCS does not track technical assistance by cohort.

Delauro: Please delineate all of
ical assistance funding. Has this

ivities that are funded with
t been modified since 20027 1If

the act
lis

Response: Activities funded with WRP technical assistance funding
inciude: compiete eligibility determinations/process applications; determine
easement /agreement value; conduct environmental ranking; process the
easement; conduct threatened and endangered species review; conduct cultural
resources investigation; prepare preliminary restoration pilan; develop final
restoration plan and restoration contract; implement and manage WRP
restor on contracts; manage easements; and enforce easements. The
acrivities have rnot changed since fiscal year 2002.

¥s. Delauro: How many acres were enrolled % P at the end of fiscal

ve 20077 Of the acres enrolled, how many had contractual obligations to

ar
participate in the program by the end of the fiscal year?

Response: Total enrollment in tt etlands Reserve Program at the end of
fiscal ye 2007 was 1,922,480 acres. All of the acres enrolied in fiscai
year 2007 had contractual obligations to participate in the program by the
end of the fiscal year.
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WRP EASEMENT ENROLLMENT

that five
for each

h project’s

Please provide £s the Cop

e IEY

should toral

cowner .

identify ea

£

cost,

ne infowr the record.

WRP ease
scal year beginning with
acres enrolled

{The informaticon follows:|
Year res  Total Cost
2002 15,370 $19,087,500
2,608
7,156
2,150
1,620
2003 0ds Farms .. ... i e 6,561
ky Partners and Loui
se Pariners LLC .. 7,477
Kevin Farrell ... ... ... . ... . ... ... 2,987
American Land ConsServancy ............. 2,110
Missouri . Missouri Department of Conservation 1.868 3,470,170
2004 Illinois. The Nature COnServancy ................ 6,285 10,352,920
New Jersey New Jersey Conservation Foundation.... 2,190 5,352,184
Migsouri . wWilliam & Cathy Cavins................ 2,072 4,348,413
Faver Farms LP, LLLP. . ... . .o 4,298 3,830,440
Carey Lightsey ... ... .. ... ... 972 3,068,000
2005 I
a e Aucdubon of South Carolina......... 6,200 3,150,000
Tliinois Alan AGEIS . ... 979 2,261,516
Qregon Stephanie Haggerty 590 2,101,879
Florida Jason Bentley.......... 843 712,000
Illinois Potter & Potter Land Co...... 813 1,760,000
2006 St. Johns River Water Management
DISErich ... 4,000 8,228,579
Oregon Jespersen. .. 3,077 6,070,550
Oregon Bilaggi Venable........... ... ... ... ... 2,715 3,792,550
Caiifornia Sierra Pacific..... ... ... . 2,871 3,951,950
chigan. Jeff Mead .. . . . e 1,096 4,044,600
Florida. . St. Johns River Water Management
2007 DESEYICE Lottt e 2,050 13,173,300
Missouri . Cottonwood sHunting Club.... ... ... ... 5,320 14,098,000
Florida .. J.K. Stuart Trust...... ... 3,800 11,434,500
North
Carolina. Sharon valenctine and Marvin Johnson. .. 3,474 6,772,000
St. Johns River
Florida DISEriCE o ottt e e 848 5,449,248



Ms. DeLauroc: Please update ¢ to th
four guestions from last year on ¢ actions In
sponse to the qust 2005 0IG au repors on § ervation
Fasements, Report 10099-3-SF; on the use of contract appraisals; on estimates

B
of residual wvalues on land with easements; and on overpayment of landowners.
cive actlions have been compieced and on March
16, 2007, the 0OI ) officially closed the audit. Revised policies
have peen issued final revised program manual is scheduled for
compietion by early summer fiscal year 2008.

Regponge:

changed the appraisal process to follow the recommendations oI
it report 100989-3-8F. A al conducted on all
s tentatively selected ! a g the Uniform Appraisal
\@nd rdo for Federa! Land Acquisiiions, commonly referred to as “Yellow

Book". Appraisals consider the fair market value of the highest and best use
of the larger parcel prior to placement of the easement (before condition)
and then the fair market value of the nighest and best use of the larger
parcel after placement of the easement on all or a portion oI the larger
parcel {afc condition). Compensation is based on the appraised value of
the before condjzion less the appraised value of the after condition.

Changes were made to the estimates of the residual values on land with
easements using the before and after appraisal method described above as
required by the “Yellow Book”.

NRCS has ackrnowledged that the old valuation methods did not adeguately
consider residual values in some cases and those payments to landowners in
those cases exceeded the statutory cap at 16 USC 3837 a (f). NRCS does not
believe the overcompensation to be at the level stated by the OIG report.
N2CS has changed the appraisal process in compliance with the report.

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

¥s. DeLaura: Please update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record, showing the amount appropriated for conservation operations and the
amount Spent on conservation compiiance provisions, to include scal year
2007 .

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]

HISTORICAL CHART
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS AND CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE ACTIVITIES

Conservacion Conservation
QOperations Compliance
$399,671 5165,993
444,391 183,219
465,435 193,347
477,377 198,347
508,509 213,131
554,251 238,960
576,740 245,093
603,408 261,835

612,242 279,158




nservation

Conservation

Operacions Corpliance
629,794 251,918
619,961 247,948
623,808 225,650
641,243 232,650
660,812 35,880
712,545 28,800
778,484 46,181
819,641 48,777
848,118 53,.82
831,157 14,530
831,322 14,969
763,360 16,327

CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE ACTIVITIES

ars were used on

Ms. Del&uro: In fiscal year 2007, how many FTEs and doll
3 ween highly

conservation compliance activities? How were -hes
erodible land and wetlands compliance reguirement

D
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Response: The information is submitred for the record.
{The information follows:]

Es AND DOLLARS USED FOR CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE ACTIVITIES
Fiscal Year 2007

ctivities

Hdighly Erodible Land Compliance
wetland Compliance

Dollars

$7,355,142
8,971,981

Total $16,327,123
Ms. DeLauro: Why has the level of funding support for conservation

compiiance fallen gignificantly in recent years?

Response: The historical decrease in years 2005 and 2006 zs compared to
prior years is primarily attributed to a change in data collection and
reporcing technigues and not an actual change in fundinrng. The new data
coliection methods have significantly improved the quality of the
information. Funding support has increased slightly in years 2006 and 2007.

{The information follows:]

DOLLARS USED FOR CONSERVATION COMPLIANCE ACTIVITIES
{Dollars irn Thousands)

Fiscal Conservacion
Year
2002
2003 48,777
2004 53,182
2005 14,530
2006 14,969

2007 16,327



Ms. Delauvro: How many conservaci b conduct
in 20077 Out of cthe total reviews, }om IEnY non-comp did NRCS
idertify? How many were reported o FSA? now many
received walvers? Of those that or FSA

walvers, no
review or plan on reviewing in Ziscal year 2008 to ens
corrective action?

ucers took

Response: NRCS conducted 21,769 conservation compliance reviews in fiscal
year 2007. Dut of the 21,769 conservation compliance reviews, 276 were
identified to be in non-compliance. The 276 producers {ound to be in non-
compliance were reported to FSA. FSA does not maintain a database that lists
the non-compliant tracts by notification source (compliance reviews,
whistleblowers, etc.) All tracts that receive a waiver are reviewed by NRCS
during the next compliance review in fiscal year 2008.

DEFINITION OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Mg . Delauro: what s NRCS’'s definition of -echnical assistance?

Response: NRCS's technical assistance is assistance provided to
individuals and groups of decision makers, commun 5, conservation
districes, end other units of governmencts to help them voluntarily conserve
maintain, and improve natural resources. NRCS delivers this technical
assistance through the ﬁollowiﬂg four business lines: conservation planning
and technical consultations; sign, layout, ard monitoring of conservation
practices; natural resource 1nventory and assessment; and technology transfer
0f data, which includes the development of conservation practice standards
and specifications, technical guides and references, computer applications
and mod rng systems, training certifications, and plant materials. The
majority of NACS’s technical assistance is provided on private lands to
improve and protect, soil and alr quality, water guality and quantity, and
wildlife habitat

Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a table that itemizes technical assistance
furding for individual programs, and the number of FTEs supported by each
program, for fiscal years 2001 through 2009.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information follows:]

{ICAL ASSISTANCE AND STAFF YEARS
{Dollars in thousands)

2001 2002
Technical Statf Technical Staff

Assistanc Years Assistance Years
Discretionary Programs:
Corservation Technical Assiscance $601,460 7.276 $657,758 7,249
Grazing Lands Conservation
Initilative. ... i 213 21,300 236
Soil Surveys. e 914 81,069 924
Snow Surveys and Water Supply....... 60 8,515 69
Plant Materials Centers............. 113 9,822 98
Watrershed¢ Surveys and Planning...... 713 10,960 111
watershed and Flood Prevention
Operations. .. .............. A 473 45,396 482




2002
Technical

lstance

,,,,,, 23,300
. 0 6,700
Forest Incentives ealthy Forests 0 o]
T & Development 439 47,973
9,846 913,193
14,275 173 2.280 23
ty Incentives
,,,,,,,, 37,989 4 73,533 792
. 0 0 4,764 62
........ .. ) 0 427 5
centives Progran 2,373 31 2,850 32
Ranch Lands Protection 700 8 29 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 o 0
3,800 50 0 0
Biomass Research 0 0 0 0
Watershed Reha 0 0 0 il
1 20 1,615 19
23,154 318 23,141 280
g Toral, Mandatory Programs....... 83,870 1,114 108,639 1,213
Total, NRCS. .. ... ... $920,992 10,960 $1,021,832 11,072
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STAFF YEARS
{Dollars in thousands)
2003 2004
Technical taff Technical Staff
Assistance Years Asgistance Years
ns
cal Assistance $691,956 6,653 $718,444 6,654
s Conservatbion
[ 23,347 247 23,361 221
Soil Surveys. . ... . 84,605 878 85,686 883
Snow Surveys and Water Supply....... 9,102 54 9,185 7
Plant Materials Centers............. 20,631 100 11,432 110
Watershed Surveys and Planning...... 11,124 105 10,500 73
Watershed and Fiood Prevention
.......................... 45,218 443 39,764
Emergency Watershed Protection...... 4] 125 29,823
shed Rena tion Program.... 17,105 91 16,988
Incencives thy Forests ] 0 0
Conservation & Development 50,559 511 51,6410
Discretionary Programs. .. 943, 647 9,217 996,833
24,221 208 27,527 219
Environmental Qua
20 T¢ 0= B 165,304 1,514 212,901 1,840
Ground and Surface W 9,130 102 14,384 109
Klamath Basin............vviveennon 1,725 18 3,648 26
wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 7,162 70 9,569 21
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2003 2004
Technical Stafi Technical
Assistance Years Assistance

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection 2,382 20 3,350

privy Program. ... 33 5,891 £9

< Reserve Program, . ......... 16,216 14,803 8

1 0 s 3

d Development.... 0 0 2

flitation Program.... a 0 0

Agricultural Management Assisrance. . z,300 8 3,587 26
Conservation Reserve Program........ 54,822 496 51,507 574
Sub-Totai, Mandatory Programs 282,285 2,587 358,118 3,045
& $1,225,932 11,804 51,354,951 12,082

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
(Dollars in

Digcretionary Programs:

Conservatrion Technical Assistance $696,613 5,835 $695,843 5,907
Grazing Lands Conservation

Tnitiative...... ... .. i 23,312 i84 27,225 231
SOLL SUIVEYS . o vttt e e et e e e 86,498 828 87,268 810
Snow Surveys and Water Supply....... 10,416 71 10,544 66

reriais Centers 14,318 122 20,44 201
a Surveys and 7,026 48 6,022 44
ed and Flocod Prevention
Oper ons 34,720 283 29,700 237
Emergency i Yo . 59,133 267 50,146 188
Watershed Rehabilitation Program.... 14,525 99 16.636 92
Foregt Incentives / Healthy Forests 0 0 124 1
Resource Conservation & Development 51,228 491 50,787 4568
Sub-Total, Discretionary Programs. .. 997,789 8,228 994,737 8,133
randatory Programs:
Wetlands Reserve Program... 27,025 195 29,111 198
Environ a1l Quality Incentives
238,965 240,074 2,249
14,340 19,006 156
2,076 7 3,201 28
dlife 11,230 101 10,452 91
Farm and Ranch Lands Protection 4,934 91 3,248 22
Program
Conservation rogram. . ..... 30,179 251 312
Grassland Reserve Program........... 13,661 87 13
Soil and Water Conservation v 0 o}
ASSISLANCE. « it i s
Research and Development.... 241 L Q
d Rehabi ation Program.... 0 o] 0
Agricultural Management Assistanc 4,033 32 10
Congervation Reserve Program........ 69,207 632 731
Sub-Total, 2ndatory Programs. ...... 415,891 3,789 3,810
Total, NRCS. . ... .. ........ ... ... $1,413,680 12,017 11,943




2008

Sta Technical Stafi
Assistance Years Assistance Years
Discretionary 2rograms: T
Conservation Technical Assistance 5627,272 5,724 $711,901 6,096
Graz Lands Cor rvation
Iniciabive. o o i e e 27,225 231 9,930 85
SOLl Surweys......... 87,782 756 90,715 749
Snow Surveys and Wate T 71 10,685 7L
nt Materials Centers.... 28 10,782 93
vershed Surveys and Pian 41 0 Q
cershed and Flood Prevention
Operations 5,335 139 11z
Emergerncy Wa 1.782 213 275
Watershed Rehabilitation Program, ... 17,025 113 48
Forest Incentives / Healthy Forests 127 1 1
Resource Conservation & Development 51,088 453 437
Sub-Total, Discretionary Programs. .. 844,773 7.840 7,967
“ograr
Werlands Reserve Program... 27,295 180 48,750 326
mental Quality In
............................ 242,711 2,17L 301,521 2,630
Hater............ 19,053 161 16,395 1395
10 2,325 20 0 0
"e Habitat Incentives Program 10,326 77 20,675 154
Farm and Ranch Lands Protecti 3,143 24 4,172 32
PrOGramM. « oo v i iie e s e
Congervation Security Program....... 25,907 200 57,263 260
Grassland Reserve Program........... 3,143 21 0 0
Soil and Water Conservation 0 Q 0 0
RSSLIBLANCE .« ot it i i e
Biomass Ressarch and Development.... 0 [} Q 0
Wa & Rehabilitation Program.... 0 0 0 0
Agricultu Management Assistance.. 4,359 27 2,300 20
Conservatbion Reserve Program........ 80,628 807 650,000 478
Sub-Toval, Mandatory Programs....... 413,090 3,698 511,076 4,039
Totak, NRCS...... ... ... $1,263,.863 11,538 $1,412,116 12,006

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND STAFF VEARS
{(Doilars in thousands)

2009

Technical

onary Programs:
ion Technical Assistance $680,810
.ands Conservation

SOil SUIVEYS .. v i it oo i 92,229
Snow Surveys and Water Supply....... 10,806
Plant Materials Centers............. 10,928
Watershed Surveys and Planning...... 0

watershed and Flood Prevention

Staff

Years
5,525
0
726
68
85
Q
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2009
Technical
Assistance * ;
. 0 Q
0 0
. 5,920 24
{ 8]
Q 0
800,653 6,438
Mandatory Programs:
Wetlands Reserve Program............ 19,444 130
Environmental Quality Incentives
Program. ..« vv v iie e e e 316,599 2,782
Ground and Surface Water............ 16,395 139
Kilamath Basin................ e ¢ 0
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 0 0
Farm and Ranch Zands Protection 4,172 32
Pr
o 54,000 245
0 a
0 5
s > .
mass Research and Development. ... 0 0
Varershed Rehabilitation Program.... 65,000 G
Agricultural Maragement Assistance.. 0 G
Conservation Reserve Program...... o 84,000 84%
Sub-Total, Mandatory Programs....... 559,610 4,149
Total, NRCS. .. i $1,360,303 10,587

Technical anad

i/ Exc
Financial Assistance, as di

$§775 million Farm Bill between
stri o vet Known.

CONSERVATION PLANS

Ms. Delauroc: How many conservation plans has NRCS written in total since
it began writing plans? How many conservation plans did Conservation Technical
assistance fund in fiscal year 20072 OF the plans written in 2007, how many of
“hese were revisions to plans developed in priocr vears?

Response: NRCS has not kept a running total of the number of
conservation plans written since the inception of the Agency. Although many

older paper plans have been converted to electronic plans in our
accountability system, it is impossible to accurately identify how many older

pians are not in the system. Current Agency policy is that all conservation
plars are creacted in the Customer Service Toolkit software. NRCS converted

to our current electronic Performance Results System {(PRS) application :in
2004, which, along with the Customer Service Toolkit and other applicatcions,
are part of our Integrated Accountability System. For 2004-2007, PRS reports
over 639,000 conservation plans have been written.

in fiscal year 2007, Conservation Techni Assistance funded
approximacely 114,000 congervation plans. does not include plans
wricten for Conservation Reserve Program lar ince this work falls under

2

i sinc
our reimbursable agreement with the Farm Service Agency.

The NRCS Integrated Accountability System currerntly does not distinguish
between new and revised conservation plans, so it is not possible to




2007 were revisions to

Ms. Delauro: is the plan written In
200772
Response: 3ased on data from the 2006 Activiry Based Ces study, and
scal year 2007 average staff year costs, the average cost JLLna a
e

a
conservation plan in 2007 was Jjust
nowever that this cost does not in
and resource necessary to underpin
congervation practice standards, and

a r
is important to
n

*al reso

urce data,

NRCS a.so writes Comprehensive N which
take signifi iy longer to complete. In IZiscal year 2007, NRCS wrote over
5,200 CNMPs, at an average cost of $2,663 per plan

Ms. DeLauro: wWhat percent of farms and ranches have conservation plans?
Of these, what percent are up-to-date conservation plans that wouid be valid
for purposes of commencing with conservation acvivities today?

re no figures available. The dynamic and voluntary

1 anning, the changing composition of farmin

effects of market forces make it difficult to estimate the
ranches that have conservation plars at any given time.

Response: Th
nature of conserv
erations, and ch
percenu of farms and

)

is NRCS' estimate of need for Zuture CTA-funded
or fiscal year 2009? Beyond the budget year, what is
f need for conservation planning?

Ms. DelLauro:
congervation planning
the agency’'s estimate o

Response: Approximacely 77,000 program applications, covering over 14
willion acres, were received in 2007 by NRCS. About 60 percent of program
tions are funded in a given year - each of which requires a conservation
same level of activity is anticipated for fiscal year 2009. For
rs afrer 2009, NRCS expects an increase in applications for CTA
servation planning assistance resulting from increased interest in
programs. The agency does notf have an estimate of this increase at

this cime

Ms. DeLauro: Is the ultimate goal for all farms and ranches to have an
up-to-date conservation plan? If so, what would be the total cost?

Response: NRCS has established no explicit goal to develop conservac:

plans for all farms and ranches. However, there are benefits to having a
conservation plan. Each farm or ranch has its own unique set of natural
resource problems or lost production opportunities. The conservation plan

blends the best combination of conservation practices with the individual
farming or ranching skills needed to correct the natural resource problems and
cst production.
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SOIL SURVEYS

Mg. DelLauro: How many soll surveys were completed and published in
fiscal vear 2006 and how many do you expect to publish in fiscal years 2008
a 20097

R 2006, 1 unties or survey areas (88.8
mi 10 and pub eb Soil Survey or sent
T “he ice {GPO In fiscal year 2007
105 soil survey areas (66.8 million acre were C lecved, and published to
the We Survey cr sent to the Govornme ¢ Printing Office (GPO) for
pr In fiscal vear 2008, approximately 20 soll survey areas will be
completed and published via the Web Soil Survey as dynamic products. In

£i cal vear 2009, an estimated 20 soil survey areas will be completed and

publ ed vja the Web Soil Survey. The surveys being published in

at are being phased over 2w interactive system that will

s o create their own soil survey reports using the latest soill
information. This gives users an advantage over our historic soil

survey form

ma 1ich becomes our of date asg soil survey information is
updated. Soi reports from the new teractive soil survey can be generated
and printed any time the user chooses and will Inciude all updates to

v o

o

soil sur have been made since the user last generated a report. T
i ability reduces the need fo print surveys for distribution.

Tn August 2005, NRCS released the Web Soil Survey,

htip://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov, an output of the West Texas

2lecormmunication project, to deliver published soil surveys electronically
via the @orlid Wide Web. The Web Soil Survey allows the end users to select
portions of a soil survey, and either download or print soil maps and tables.
Additional enhancements in fiscal year 2007 allowed users to print narrative
similar to that contained in traditional printed soil surveys. ¥eb Soil

will format rext and include only material relevant to the users
and selected uses. This interactive :apab*'iry
2,804 soil surveys that have spactial and zabula

Ms. DeLauro: What percent of tne country has been surveyed? What
percent been resurveved since the original soil survey? What percent of

the country has digitized soil maps?

ponse: Approximately 91 percent of the country has been surveyed.
T survey work was done over a period of several decades from the
1 E ugh today, mostly on a county-by-county basis. During this time
the soil survey standards, the types of soils data collected, the techriques
for con i1 surveys, and the needs of soil survey users have changed
dramatl ting a need to update much of the existing soil survey

2a
information and make it consistent across the country.

About 12 percent of the country has a soil survey that has been updated
since the original soil survey. In order to improve efficiency and technical
1 , the NRCS has established 146 soil survey offices across the
ountry to update soil survey information to today’s standards. The staff in
these offices will evaluate the existing soil survey, then develop and
prioritize areas to update across political boundaries.

about 84 percent of the country has a digitized soil survey. Progress
continuing on digitizing previously mapped soil surveys and as we map the
remaining soil survey areas they are being digitized as they are compieted.

.
0




che public on

< zed socil survey

the Web Soll Survey and So

GIS ACTIVITIES

le that appears in last year’s hearing
activities to include a fiscal vear 2008

Response: The information is submitted Ior the record.
{The information follows:]

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE DIGITIZING OF SOILS INFORMATION
AND DEVELOPMENT OF DJIGITAL ORTHOPHOTOGRAPHY

Digitize 3So0ils Digical Orthophotography
{ iions)
Other
Federal &

State
Year NRCS USGS Agencies
1990 S0.05 $0.00 $0.50
1991 0. . 0.20 0.00 1.00
1992 0.20 1.00 0.20 0.00 2.00
1993 0.30 2.00 0.30 2.90 2.00
1994 0.50 3.00 2.50 3.70 2.00
1995 5.00 4.00 5.00 8.20 0.00 4.00
1996 5.00 4.00 5.00 12.40 0.00 28.00
1997 10.00 5.00 7.50 14.50 9.00 16.00
1998 7.50 5.00 6.20 10.00 .00 16.00
1999 7.50 5.00 5.30 16.00 0.00 16.00
2000 7.50 5.00 2.90 12.20 0.00 10.80
2001 7.50 5.00 1.30 7.30 0.00 4.70
2002 7.50 5.00 2.10 13.40 0.00 9.80
2003 12.50 3.00 5.10 i.50 6.10 6.80
2004 i2.50 3.00 4.30 1.00 14.30 4.20
2005 12.50 2.00 3.60 0.70 17.40 2.90
2006 9.80 .50 .20 2.00 21.30 2.40
2007 9.80 0.30 0.50 2.00 4.00 2.50
2008 9.80 0.30 0.50 0.20 10.00 3.50

NATIONAL SOIL INFORMATION SYSTEM

Ms, DeLauro: Please update the Committee on the National So
information System and discuss vour progress on the migration o
new operating system and database manageent system.

Response: The overall National Soil Information System {(NASIS) includes
a collection of computer appii ions. These Include the tfracitional tabular
N4STS database, Soil Data Warehouse and Mart, and Web Soil Survey. NASIS
Version 5.4 and Soil Data Mart are running at the NRCS Web Farm in Fortc




s, Colorado.
sas City. More than 1,00
Soit Survey use NASIS to elect
{ iptions wnd soil interpret
sed in agricul
Technical Guices.
of NASTS Version 6.0 1s scheduled for release in QOctober
2008, which wiii include migrating NASIS to a new operating system and
database managemert software. Some modules of the conversion have been
complieted and are being implemented as e nce
ieb Soil Survey. These include ¢ repert and

Su
0

Data Mart snd
SCript

raragement modules. Changes to 1e NASIS interiace wi new soil
properties and improve its functionality. Changes ax implerented Lo
accommodate 11 survey data currently housed 1in the est Service
darabases ng all soil survey data Irom ionai

Cooperative Survey into a cormon database
As data are complered in NASIS and cercified for use, they are

rransferred to the Soil Data Warehouse and Soil Data Mart. The Soil Data Mart
provides web-based public access to nationwide coverage of official soil
survey data with tabular soil property a: terpretive data for
approximateiy 3,082 soil survey areas. 1 houses digizal map data for all
2,984 co pleuec Survey Geographic (SSURGO) databases and Is the official
SSURGO dat stribution site. The Soil Data Mart data are also accessiple
rwcm the Coovpatjal Data Gateway, and can be directly linked to the NRCS

lectronic Field Qffice Technical Guide. The Soil Data Mart serves as the
501l database for Web Soil Survey (WSS).

i
o

hs!
d

a

Web Soil Survey provides internet access to the official soil survey data
and provides customers with the ability to view soil maps online for the
geographic area of interest and to create thematic maps for a variety of soil

nterpretations and properties. Web Soil Survey version 1.0 was released for
public use in August 2005, and was updated to Version 2.0 in June 2007.
Additional enhancements will be included in Version 2.1 scheduled for release
in ¥May 2008. date, about 2.5 million customers have used WSS, currently
averaging over 110,000 per month or about 4,200 per day. The number of users
continues to increase.

SOIL SURVEY REIMBURSEMENTS

Ms. Debauro: Please update the table that appears in last year's record
showing scil survey reimbursements for other Federal, State and Local
government, and private entities to include estimates for fiscal years 2008
and 2009

information is submitted for the record.

(The information follows:]

REIMBURSEMENTS FOR SOIL. SURVEYS
(Doilars in Thousands)

Other State & Local Private
Federal Government . Entitiles
$1,993 $2,798 $271
2,438 3,027 129

3,637 3,328 102



Other

Federal m

2,809 3,670

2,760 3,889 13
2,912 4,214 38
6,643 j a
2,695 2,503 93
2,831 2,709 3
3.639 2,345 2
3.971 1,847 2
4,400 2,047 2
4,400 2,047 2

PLANT MATERTALS CENTERS ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS

in last year's hearing
ating costs, Lo
2009 estimates.

{The information follows:]

PLANT MATERIAL CENTERS OPERATING COSTS
Y 2007 Actual and FY 2008 and 2009 Zstimate

{Dollars in Thousands)

2007 2008 2009

ONE .« vt it $272 527 5292

Booneville, Arkansas .......... 266 249 264
Lockeford, California ......... 327 323 334
Brooksville, Florida .......... 291 293 306
Americus, Georgia 29% 283 306
Molokai, Hawaii 369 363 374
Aberdeen, Idaho ............... 382 383 394
Manhattan, Kansas ............. 404 372 384
Golden Meadow, Louisiana ...... 291 283 298
Beltsville, Maryland .......... 525 462 474
East Lansing, Michigan ........ 318 302 314
Coffeeville, Mississippi ...... 287 260 274
Blsberry, Missouri ............ 308 303 315
Bridger, Montana .............. 366 362 374
Fallon, Nevada ................ 131 278 294
Cape May, New Jersey .......... 270 303 315
Los Lunas, New MexiCo ......... 370 362 374
Big Flats, New York ........... 345 323 335
Bismarck, North Dakota ........ 441 412 422

Corvallis, Oregom .......... . 382 373 385
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2637

3 Plant Centers) 6

INGTOM v v 299

Alderson, Virginia ....... 226
Other NRCS . ... ... ... in. .. 2,125 5
Sub-total, NRCS Locations ..... 10,246 10,286

Operated by Cooperating Agencies or others with NRCS Assis

o Palmer, Alaska ..... 0 264

Meeker, Colorado ........ ... ... 249 232
Others 249 496

Obligaved or Zstimated . $30, 495 $10,782

PMC FACILITY CONSTRUCTION

DeLauro: Please provide an update on any ?MC facility construction
ude relevant actual and/or projected dates of construction and

Response: New constructior is underway at the Greab Basin pPlant
ter and repair of burricare damage is complete a I
Is Center.

The proposed Great Basin Plant Materials Center in Fallon, Nevada,
reports it has awarded a contract. Construction began in April 2008 for a
seed storage building, a seed cleaning building and a shop/farm office.
These construction projects should be complete by September 2008.

The Louisiana Plant Materials Center has completed repairs of damage f£rom
Hurricane Katrina. The Center has replaced three greenhouses and the head
nouse roof and repaired damage to the office. They have also installed a
generator and repaired the equipment shed roof.

NEW PLANTS RELEASES

Ms. DelLauro: Did you release any new plants in fiscal year 20072 1If so,
please provide a brief description of each.

Response: Twenty-one new plants were released during fiscal year 2007.
There were three cultivar releases, two tested releases, ten selected
releases, and six source-identified releases. Costs for these releases are
estimated at $7.7 million. These costs reflect expenses incurred over a
mulci-year period when plants were undergoing selection and evaluation.
Typically this process takes ten years for cultivar releases, eight years for
tested releases, five years for selected releases, and three years for
source-identified releases.

A cultivar release 1s an assemblage of cultivated plants that is clearly
distinguished by any characters {morphological, physiclegical, c¢ytological
chemical, or others), and when reproduced, retains these distinguishing
characters. Cultivars may or may not have purposeful genetic manipulation.

Tested releases shall be the progeny of plants whose parentage has been
rested and has proven genetic superiority or possesses distinctive traits for
which the heritability is stable, as defined by the certifying agency. The



140

must be produced to assure genetic purity and identity from
controliled and isclated natural stands or individua o

lant production fieilds or orchards. Purposeful genetic

may or may not be conducted.

rejeases are the progeny of phenctypically lected plants of
ntage that nave promise but not vroof of genetic superiority or
traivs. Genetic manipulation may or may not have been conducted.

Scurce icentified releases are
raterials collegrzed from natural sta , production ar seed fie
or orchards ctior or testing of parent population has been made.
No planned genetic manipulation is conducted.

diings, or other propagating
- fiel

3rief descrip
.

ive informacion is provided below for =ach new plant
ease in fiscal ar

2007,

Cultivar Re

¥arifest' intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum intermedium} was
introduced by the Bismarck Plant Materials Center, ND in cooperation with
ARS. Atcributes and Uses: Introduced perennial, cool season grass; used for
forage, hay, and grazing areas; adapted to upper Great Plains.

'Panhowl' river alder {(Alnus serrulata) was introduced by the Appalachian
Plant Materials Center, WV. Attributes and Uses: Native shrub to NE U.5.; a
cultivar release; used for streambank and shoreline stabilization; adapted to
the North EHast, Mid-Atlantic, Appalachia, and eastern US.

i ey' showy partridge pea (Chamaecrista fasciculata) was introduced by
e Manhattan Plant Materials Center, ¥S. Attributes and Uses: Native,
annual; a cultivar release; used for wildlife habitat, critical area
treatment; adapted to the central Great Plains.

oy

Tested Releases

Gator Germplasm blue maidencane {(Amphicarpum muehlenbergianum) was
introduced by the Brooksville Plant Materials Center, FL. Attributes and
Uses: Native, perennial grass; a tested release; selected for vigor and rate
of spread; used for freshwater restoratrion projects and constructed wetlands;
acdapted to Florida and Southeastern U.S.

High Tide Germplasm switchgrass (Panicum virgatum) was introduced by the
Cape May Plant Materials Center, NJ. Attributes and Uses: Native, perennial
punchgrass; a tested class release; selected for survival, growth, and
biomass production; used for streambank/shoreline stabilization in freshwater
and riparian buffer plantings; adapted to coastal areas in the Mid-Atlantic
and Northeast area of U.S.

Selected Releases

Atlascosa Germplasm Texas grama {Bouteloua rigidiseta) was introduced by
the Kika de la Garza Plant Materials Center, TX in cooperation with the Scuth
Texas Natives program. Attributes and Uses: Native, perennial. bunchgrass;
a selecred class release; selected for plant vigor, seed production, and
uniformity; used for highway rights of way, reclamation sites, and in
rangeland plantings; intended for use in scuthern Texas.
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Bayoeu Lafourcne asm California bulru

fornicus) was introduced hv the Golden Meadow PL

cal an erila Cenver., LA.
Lif ibures and Uses: Native, herbaceous, rhizomatous nial; selecred for

vigorous growth habit, height, stem density, and diameter; used for
erosion control along shorelines and ot*oambaﬁ<u; intended for use in coastal
srtheast Texas, southern Louigiana, and southern Mississippi.

loua hirsute; was iIntroduced by the

in cooperation with the South
Native perennial bunch grass; a

-way, reciarmation sites, and

hern Texas.

Diliey Germplasm slender grama (Bouteloua repens! was introduced by the
Kika de la Garza Plant Materials Center, TX in cooperation with the South
as Natives program. Attributes and Uses: Native perennial bunch grass; a
e d release; selected for survival, vigor, seed production, forage
oduction, and foliage density; used for highway rights-of-way, reclamation
te an eland planting; intended for use in south Texas.

Hampron Germplasm big bluestenm {(Andropogon gerardii} was introduced by
jof
e Plant Materials Center, AR. Atiributes and Uses: Native,

che Boonevi

rennial warm season bunch grass; a selected release; selected for vigor,
\sect resistance, disease resistance, and drought tolerance; used for
livestock grdz;ng, forage production, and wildlife habitat; inrtended for use

in the south central U.S.

Koch Germplasm prairie sandreed {Calamovilfa longifolia) was introduced
by the Rose Lake Plant Materials Center, MI. Attributes and Uses: Native,
UerenﬁLal warm season grass; a selected release, selected for vigor, disease

esistance, insect resistance. survival, and height; used for wind erosion
control and cune stabilization; intended for use in the Great Lakes Region.

La Salle Germplasm Arizona cottontop (Digitaria californica) was
rroduced by the Kika de la Garza Plant Materials Center, TX in cooperation
with the South Texas Natives program. Attributes and Uses: Native
perennial, bunech grass; a selected release; selected for survival, vigor,
rowth form and development, and disease resistance, forage production, and
drought tolerance; used for rangeland planting and restoration; intended for
use in south Texas.

1

Opportunity Germplasm Nevada bluegrass {Poa secunda) was introduced by
t Bridger Plant Materials Center, MT. Attributes and Uses: Native,
perennial cool season grass; a selected release; selected for stand cover,
vigor, height, and biomass production:; used for post-fire reclamation, native
range restoration, wildlife habitat enhancement, logging road revegetation,
and mined land reclamation; intended for use in northern Rocky Mountain
regions between 2,000-6,000 feet.

Pilgrim Germplasm velvet panicum {Dichanthelium scoparium) was introduced
by the Nacogdoches Plant Materials Center, TX. Attributes and Uses: Native,
perennial bunchgrass; a selected release; selected for vigor, seed and
1071ag9 height, and foliage width; used for a food source for wildlife;
nded for use in the south central U.S.

Sun Harvest Germplasm American hazelnut (Corylus americana) was
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I

ry Plan:t Marerials Cencer, MO. Attribures a

; a selected reiease; selected for growth habit
1ght, nut production, and insect/disease resistance;
fe habitat, and for windbreaks:; intended for u
States.

w
o
ot
oj

Central Iowa Germplasm horsemint {(¥orard
: Plant Materials Center, MO. 2
; a source identified release;
irie creations and restorations. 1
sity within cenural Iowa.

sa} was introduced by
n

5: A native
dside and wildiif
aping, and increasing

o

e

Coastal Germplasm Indiengrass (Sorghastrum nutans) was introduced by the
May Plant Materials Center, NJ. Atrributes and Uses: Native, perennial,
warm season grass; a source identified release; used for habitat restoration

and wiidlife management within the coasta. areas of New England.
Crest Germplasm coascal little pluestem (Schizachyriwn littorale)
uced by che Cape May Plant Materials Center, NJ. Attributes and
Uses: A native perennial warm season grass; a source identified release; used
for plant diversity in coastal dune systems; adapted to coastal areas from
New England through the Carolinas.

Makakupa'ia Germplasm ‘'Aweoweo (Chencopodium ozhuense} was introduced by
the Hoolehua Plant Materials Center, HI. Attributes and Uses: Native
perennial shrub; a source identified release; used for erosion control,
ecosystem restoration, enhancing cultural sites, increasing plant diversity,
and wildlife cover and Zood within Hawaii’s dryland habitats.

sperifoiia) was introduced by

nd Uses: Native perennial
ion and rehabilitation

within the Mohave

Moapa Germplasm scratchgrass (Muhlenbergi
the Tucson Plant Materials Center, AZ. Aturibu
grass; & source identified release; used for r
of riparian areas, disturbed sites, and plant
Desert of southern Nevada.

@ ot W
-

1 b

< Q9

Northern lowa Germplasm horsemint (Monarda fistulosa) was introduced by
the Zlsberry Plant Materials Center, MO. Attributes and Uses: Native
perennial forb; a source identified release; used for roadside and wildlife
plantings, prairie creations and restorations, landscaping, and increasing
diversity within Northern Iowa.

M5. DeLauro: Do you have pians to release any new plants in fiscal year
2008, if so please provide a brief description of each and the projected
release date. What were the costs associated with each of these new releases?

Response: Seventeen new plants are scheduled for release during 2008.
There will be four cultivar releases, no tested releases, seven selected
releases, and six source-identified releases. Costs for these releases are
egtimated at $5.8 million. These costs reflect expenses Incurred over a
multi-year period when plants are undergoing selection and evaluation.
7ypically this process takes ten years for cultivar releases, eight years for
tested releases, five years for selected releases, and three years for
source-identified releases.




of plants whose parentage has been
or possesses distinctive traits Jor
stable, as defined by the cert i agency. The
slants miist be produced to assure genetic purity ntity from

and 1
lv controlled and isolated natural stands or indiv
u L)

Tested releases shall be
¢ and he vrovern genetic
ritabilit

ed or plant production fields or orchards. Purposef

uiation may or may not be conducted.

w
@

lected releases are the progeny of phenotypically selected plants of
urtested parentage that have promise but n roof of genetic superiority or
distinctive tralrs. Genetic manipulation may ar may not nave been conducted.

o

Source identified releases are seed, seedlings, or other propagating
materials collected from natural stands, seed prcduction areas, seed fields,
or orchards where no selection or testing of parent population has been made.
No plarned genetic manipulation is conducted.

Brief descriptive information is provided below for each new plant
proposed for fiscal year 2008.

8es

Siberian wheatgrass (Agropyron fragile} will be introduced by the

een Plant Materials Center, ID in cooperation with ARS. Attributes and
ses: Intreduced, perennial cool season grass, used for grazing/rangeland,
rosion control, and wildlife food/cover, and restoration of disturbed areas;
rdapted to Idaho and Utah. It was released March 2008. The estimated cost
o produce this release is $623,000.

Basin wildrye ({(Leymus cinereus) will be introduced by the Bridger and
Meeker Plant Materials Centers, MT/CO in cooperation with ARS. Attributes
and Uses: Native, perennial cool season bunchgrass; used for livestock
grazing and erosion control. It is anticipated for release in August 2008.
The estimated cost to produce this release is 5623,000.

Black chokeberry (Aronia melanocarpa) will be introduced by the Bismarck
Plant Materials Center, ND. Attributes and Uses: Native shrub; used for
wildlife food and cover. It is anticipated for release in May 2008. The
estimated cost ro produce this release 1is $623,000.

Orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata) will be introduced by the Appalachian
t Materials Center, WV. Attributes and Uses: Introduced cool season
punch grass used for forage. It is anticipated for release in August 2008.
The estimated cost to produce this release is $623,000.

Selected Releases

Saskatoon serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia) will be introduced by the
Meeker Plant Materials Center, CO. Attributes and Uses: A native understory
large shrub/small tree used for wildlife food and cover. It is anticipated
for release in July 2008, The estimated cost to produce this release is
$321,000.
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ipendulal croduced Dy the
putes and Uses: A natlive perennial

Sidecats o @ {Bouteloua cu
Materials Center, AZ. Attri

on

bunchgrass used for grazing and rangeland restoration. It is anticipated for
release in August 2008. The estimated cost to preduce th reieasgse 1is

Bury oak (Quercus nmacrocarpal
Materials Center, MT. Attributes and Uses: A

ree used for

wildlife foad and cover, ethnobotanic, and ornam . i icipated for
release in September 2008. The estimated cost release 1is
$311.060.

Irdiangrass (Sorghastrum nutans) wil. be introduced by the Big Flats
2lant Material ter, NY. Attributes and Uses: A native, perennial warm
season, dr tolerant grass used for erosion control, livestock grazing

ix, wildlife management, and a source of biofuel. t is anticipated for
release in September 2008. The estimated cost to produce this release is
$311,000.

e acacia (Acacia angustissima) will be introduced by the Knox City
Mazerials Center, TX. Attributes and Uses: a native forb used for

ion control, grazing, and wildliife food and cover. It is anticipated for
ase in August 2008. The esvimated cost to produce this release is

California brome {Bromus carinatus) will be introduced by the Lockeford
Marverials Center, CA. Attributes and Uses: A native annual grass used

s} rosion control and revegetation after res for eastern California. It

is anticipated for release in August 2008. he estimated cost to produce

hi is $311,000.

th o

—
R
o
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woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus) will be introduced by the Americus Plant
Materials Center, GA. Attributes and Uses: A native, perennial grass used
for wildlife and phytoremediation. It was released February 2008. The
imated cost to produce this release is $187,000.

Common rush (Juncus effuses) will be introduced by the Americus Plant
Materials Center, GA. Attributes and Uses: A native slow growing perennial
tsed for shoreline stabilization in the service area of the PMC. It was
released February 2008. The estimated cost to produce this release is
$187,000.

Meadow barley {Hordeum brachyantherum) will be introduced by the

Corvaliis Plant Materials Center, OR. Attributes and Uses: A native
perennial for erosion control and freshwater wetlands. It is anticipated for
release in August 2008. The estimated cost to produce this release is
$187,000.

Splitbeard bluestem {Andropogon ternarius) will be introduced by the
Brooksville Plant Materials Center, FL. Attributes and Uses: A native
perennial used for mineland reclamation. It is anticipated for release in
August 2008. The estimated cost to produce this release is $187,000.




Sideoats grama {3outeloua cus a} will be inuvroduced by the
”lsoe“*y PIQPC Materials Center, ibutes and es: A native,
rass, drought tolerant used for erosion contrel, livestock
mix, 1diife management, and a source of biofuel. Reiease will be
in northern Missouri. It is anticipated Zor release In July 2008. The
imated cost to produce this release Is $187,000.

Wi

Sideoats grama {(Bouteloua curtXpendu;a) wzll he in:rod ced by the
Elsk Plant Materials Center, MO. Attributes and Uses: A native,
pere I drought tolerant used Eor erosion control, livestock
araz e management, and a source of piofuel. Release will be
used in western Missouri. It is ancicipated for release in July 2008. The
estimated cost to produce this release is $187,000.
PLANTS MATERIALS CENTER INDEX
Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a description of the 2lant Materials
Center performance index, including zhe factors that are used in the index. Is
the agency still using the index? If so, how? How has the index impacted the

program’s management and performance?

Response: The Plant Materials Program {PMP} performance index is a
workload management tool designed to improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of the Plant Materials Program. Its goal is to insure that each Plant Material
Center (PMC) and associated Plant Material Specialist (PMS) is engaged in all
facets of the Program. The performance index has nine major categories., which
cover the majority of PMCs and associated PMS activities and accomplishments.
Each task or accomplishment on the index is assigned a peint value, for a toral
of 100 points. The scoring process takes into account the differences in
staffing levels among the PMCs.

The following table includes the nine categories., a description, and
their maximum point values.

{The information follows:]

PLANT MATERIALS CENTER TINDEX

Maximum
Category Description Point Value

Collect and process qe'mplasm, install
Acrivities evaluation plantings, and produce seed

and plants for initial increase 15
New Releases Formally release new plants to

commercial growers 15
Release Maintenance Maintain breeder and foundation

quality seed and plants for

distribution to growers 10
Techniology Conduct technology development studies
Development 10
Scientific Documents Prepare and transfer documents of a

technical nature {e.g., technical

notes, refereed journal articles,

etc.) 15
Popuiar Documencs Prepare and transfer documents written

for the layperson {e.g., newsletters,
magazine articles, other popular
articles, etc.) 5



Maximum

Conduct technrnica ng sessions
for NRCS staff and conservation

partrers 10
Presentations Prepare and present tours, field days,

and other presentations 10
Customer Assistance Provide direct assistance to field

offices, other NRCS offices,
cooperators/partners and the general
public

Total point values for performance index

he scores from each PMC and associated PMS are tallied ané an average 1s
calculared for the entire Program. This Program average is used Lo set

performance goals with the Office of Managemen:i and Budget {OMB).

PMC managers or NRCS personnel of State offices with PMCs can use the
performance index to identify strengths and weaknesses in a Program.
Weaxnesses, such as lack of writing technical documents, can be addressed in
future years to help strengthen a PMC’'s overall program. Tne NRCS National
Headgquarters Piant Materials Program Leader uges the performarnce index to
assess the effectiveness of each PMC and determine potential problems. In
recent years, PMCs that meet a certain threshold on the index have received
performance boruses as part of their yearly budget. The information on each
PMC's and PMS’ index is also used to identify areas of concern or
norperformance.

The NRCS National Plant Materials Technical Committee annually reviews
the content of the performance index and makes minor modifications to the
index to ensure that it accurately and equitably captures the activities and
accomplishments of the NRCS Plant Materials Program.

NRCS initiated the performance index in 2005 to satisfy the reguirements
of CMB's Program Assessment Rating Tool {PART), the program performarnce
diagnestic rool. The average score for the Plant Materials Program in fiscal
vear 2005 was S4.7. At that time, NRCS informed OMB that this average would
increase by two percent per year to demonstrate improved efficiency of the
Program.

Subseguent NRCS Plant Materials Program performance far exceeded that
rarget -- the performance index for fiscal year 2006 was 71.5, and for fiscal
year 2007, it was 75.4. Because of the improved efficiency of the Plant
Yateri Program, the NRCS National Plant Materials Technical Committee is
revising the performance index for fiscal year 2008.

3s shown by these indices, the performance index has facilitated NRCS’
ability to monitor and manage the Plant Materials Program.

PMC ROYALTY COLLECTIONS

Ms. DeLauro: FPlease provide a current update on the status of royalty
collections for new cultivar plant releases and how much has been collected
to date. Have any of the cultivar releases from 2007 been cleared for
royalty collection, and has any money been collected? When was the last
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Ny

previous cultivar plant release cleared
royalty funding has been collected?

or royalty collection and how much

Response: No cultivar releases from 2007 have been cleared for royalry
cotlection. The process of ing royalties through the Plant Variety
cection Act applies only ; : ievel. The Plant
rerials Centers had three cultivar = = vear 2007, There are
iety protection and collect royvalties. Imposing
releases would limit the number of commercial growers

uce the release. Potenti ies collected woulid be
these crops are for niche markets as opposed to large-scale
rn or soybeans) and have very iittle impact on program

d s
agriculture (c
funding.

The last previous cultivar plant releases cleared for royalty collection
re ‘"Rush’ intermediate wheatgrass and ‘Bannock’ thickspike wheatgrass
released in 1994. Royalties received by NRCS for the last 13 years total
$5,777.07 and have been disbursed to the inventors of these releases per the
ederal Technology Transfer Act of 1986, 15 USC Chepter 63, Section

WATER QUALITY INCENTIVES
Ms. DeLauro: Please update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record, showing the funding level of water guality incentives, to reflect
fiscal year 2007 actuals and fiscal years 2008 and 2009 estimates.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

e 1nformation follows:]

FUNDING FOR WATER QUALITY INCENTIVES
FISCAL YEARS 2007-2009
{Dollars in millicns)

Activity 2007 2008 2009+
Technology development..... $6.0 $6.0 $6.6
Regional projects.......... 7.7 7.1 8.0
State projects............. 25.0 25.0 27.9
Total, Water Quality ...... $38.7 $38.7 $42.1

*Estimated funding for New Farm Bill

Technology development: Investments in technology development include a
srovement in the Manure Management Planner (MMP), a software program

major

funded through a cooperative agreement with Purdue University. This software
has been adopted by NRCS as the nationally supported software to help
producers develop Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs).

NRCS is also leading the implementation of the Conservation Effects
Assessment Project (CEAP). CEAP involves developing a set of modeling tools
To the environmental benefits of conservalion practices at the
national and watershed scales as a measure of how current funding is meeting
irs intended goals. A multi-agency effort, CEAP involves data collection,
model development, model application and research.




ally NRCS is cooperating with the U.5. Geological Survey to
sults of CEAP with tneix in using the SPARROW model to
tanding of nitrogen and phosphorous discharges, as aifected by
n of conservation practices in the Mississi atershed.

ippi

The Znergy Estimator for Nitrogen is a recently developed tool developed
by NRCS to increase energy awareness in agriculture. NRCS uses the tool
through local and watershed project offices. This NRCS energy congumprion
tool enables producerg to estimate the cost of nitrogen product use on a farm

or ranch.

NRCS nas recently completed the development of an on-line techn
to calculate nitrogen savings that may be avaiiable for water gualit
trading. The Witrogen Trading Tool (NTT) provides farmers an easy t
tool that documents nitrogen conserved and not delivered to the envi

ology tool
v

O use
by €

onm

nt.
NRCS is enhancing its accountability processes to provide information and
trends in conservation treatment, conservation program investments, and
performance on watersheds of national importance such as the Chesapeake Bay
Region, Mississippi River Basin, Great Lakes Region, Xlamath Basin, etc., as
well as watersheds impacting water bodies of significance at the state level.

Regional projects: Regional projects address water guality impairments
on large-scale water bodies with multi-state watersheds. These projects
involve conservacion and environmental partners at the deral, State, and
local levels. Examples include efforts in rthe Chesapeake Bay, Gulf of
Mexico, Klamath Basin, and the Great Lakes watersheds.

State projects: rate projects address water quality impairments on
tate water bodies. Previously referred to as ongoing projects, the State
rojects frequently involve government, non-governmental organizations, and
rivate industry partners at the Srate, Tribal and local ievels.

TN

FUNDING AND STAFFING OF COOPERATIVE SOIL SURVEYS
Ms. DeLauro: Please update the table from last year’s hearing record
that shows the funding and staffing levels for soil surveys including NRCS,
other Federal agencies, land grant universities, State agencies, and local
government for fiscal year 2007 and estimates for fiscal years 2008 and 2009.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

IThe information follows:]
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FUNDING AND STAFFING OF COOPERATIVE SOIL. SURVEYS
¥Y 2007 Actual and FY 2008 and 2003 Estimates
{Dollars in thousands)

unding Staff Years

2007 2008 2069 2007 2008 2009

NRCS Appropriations $B87,782 $90.715 $92,229 756 749 726
Reimbursements:

Other USDA 497 551 551 5 3 8

Other Federal 3,971 4,400 4,400 45 44 44

State & Local Governments 1,847 2,047 2,047 24 24 24

Private 2 2 2 0 0 0

Total. Reimbursements 65,317 7.000 7,000 74 76 76

Total, Soil Surveys $94,099 s$97 715 $99 229 830 825 802

ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS

Ms. DeLauro: How much did NRCS spend in fiscal years 2005, 2006, and
2007 on technical assistance for animal feeding operations? How much does
NRCS plan to spend in fiscal year 2008 and 20092

Response: Response: NRCS spent $54.9 million on technical assistance to
animal feeding operations (AFOs) in fiscal year 2005, $54.1 million in fiscal
year 2006, and $49.4 million in fiscal year 2007. 1In fiscal year 2008 we
project spending $58.1 million and approximately the same level in fiscal
year 2009. Fiscal year 2008 and 2009 spending will be dependent on timely
release of EPA’s amendment to the Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations
rule. We expect the demand for CNMPs to rise substantially when the rule is
finalized, based on provisions that are contained in the proposed rule.

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS ACCOUNT

Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a history of the conservation operations
account, including the fiscal years 2001 through 2009.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:}

CONSERVATION CPERATIONS PROGRAM
{Dollars in Thousands)

Budget Unobligated
Fiscal Year authority Ouclays Balance
2001, ... e $712,693 $745,029 $15, 660
2002 ... ... 778,484 800,148 9,535
2003.. .. ... 819,641 750,900 26,042
20040l 848,118 785,314 27,143
2005. . .t 831,157 783,405 3,534
2006, . ... o 831,322 838,072 25,415
2007 ...l 763,508 844,112 27,478
2008 estimate..... 834,013 867,000 0

2009 estimate..... 794,773 803,000 0
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Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a table for the record that shows the
fiscal year 2007 allocavion to the states for che Conservatlon Operations
account, tne fiscal year 2008 ocation to the states for the Conservation
Operations account, and the difference between the 2007 and 2008 allocation
to the states for this account.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:}

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS ALLOCATION
BY 2007 Actual and FY 2008 Initial Estimate

2007 A
................ $12,357,623 2
................. 4,342,700 5
AT1izOna ... ... .vininn.nn 8,045,969 8
Arkansas .. ... ia 11,784,958 13,731,564 1,946,606
California ............. 19,701,384 21,061,667 1.360,283
Colorado 16,887,342 17,084,570 197,228
Cornectic 3,103,384 3,627,771 524,387
Delaware 2,428,641 2,885,196 456,555
Florida................ 30,689,427 10,801,278 111,851
Georgia .. ..o 14,105,508 16,994,673 2,889,165
Wail oo 4,555,665 4,538,458 (17,207
Idaho . oo i 10,632,575 10,866,966 234,391
ITllinois ... ... 17,523,318 17,616,743 93,425
Indiana........ ..., 13,605,416 13,457,593 (147,823}
TOWA . .o i e 23,374,003 24,930,969 1,556,966
RANSasS . - v v v i i ine i 21,760,849 21,466,663 (294,186)
Kentucky . .......... ... 13,710,554 14,927,838 1,217,284
Louisiana ... oo 10,672,274 11,131,350 458,876
MAaine ... ...h i 5,389,640 5,452,593 62,953
Maryland............... 5,676,023 6,782,596 1,106,573
¥Massachusetts ... ... . ... 3,495,836 3,424,602 {71,234)
Micnigan............... 12,559,643 12,865,291 305, 648
Minnesoka ... ..o vino . 16,513,912 16,491,587 (22,325}
Mississippi............ 14,305,114 17,236,681 2,931,567
Missouri............... 20,923,424 21,066,296 142,872
Montana .. .........cou.. 19,176,728 19,023,647 {153,081)
Nebraska ............... 17,048,751 16,975,454 (73,297)
Nevada.......oovuvunn.. 4,632,894 5,333,517 700,623
New Hampshire.......... 2,667,129 2,573,967 {93,162}
New JErSEeY .. v vveewens.n 4,213,157 4,577,095 363,938
New MeXl1CO ... v vuuuu. s 9,545,189 10,039,449 494,260
New York .........c.ono... 10,684,736 13,163,936 2,479,200
North Carolina......... 11,710,604 12,050,847 340,243
North Daxota........... 15,633,862 15,552,432 (81,430}
Ohio. ... .oy 15,305,139 13,334,752 (1,970,387}
Cklahoma ........ooovenn. 16,373,579 16,207,539 (166,040}
[ = £ o N 12,767,377 13,063,293 295,816
Pennsylvania........... 10,547,872 11,388,298 840,426
Rhode Island........... 1,444,155 1,681,730 237,575
Scuth Carolina......... 8,067,420 8,002,767 {64,653}
South Dakota........... 13,394,022 13,666,801 272,779

TENNEesSSee . .. v v v v 13,382,005 13,239,444 (142,561)



2007 erence
45,819,224 , 186,061

8,217,382 5,007,770

3,439,921 517,358

9,682,112 227,59%

12,269,064 (28,475}

7,440,944 3,367,119

15,581,305 2,205,932

9,478,363 131,768

2,705,684 {210,194}

Puerto RICO .. ... ouv... 3,968,328 3,948,351 (19,977)

Total, Conservation

Oper $603,342,128 $634,069,164 $30,727,036

STAFF YEARS

Ms. DelLauro: The 2009 budget proposes to reduce NRCS's total staff vears
by about 1,400 - or almost 12 percent of the agency‘'s workforce. What are
the on-the-ground impacts of these staffing cuts in terms of wait times for
ssigstance and quality of service delivered? How do these cuts comport with
NRCS‘s Human Capital Strategic Plan.

Response: The President's budget is viewed in concert with the
Administration's Farm Bill proposal. The proposal would add $775 million
annually o Farm Bill programs and result in a net increase of over 150 staff
years. The resulting shift eof a portion of the workforce from discretionary
programs to Farm Bill programs would further the Agency’s mission and advance
the goals of the NRCS Human Capital Strategic Plan.

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT AND WATER QUALITY CONCERNS

Ms. DeLauro: How much of NRCS technical assistance is directed towards
nutrient management and water gquality concerns associated with animal feeding
operations in fiscal year 20087 What is assumed in fiscal year 20097

Response: Technical assistance to animal feeding operations for the
purpose of helping producers meet their responsibilities to protect the
Nation’s water quality is a priority of NRCS. NRCS anticipates spending
$58.1 million in fiscal year 2008, depending on when EPA releases amendments
to the rule on Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations. We anticipate that
rhis rule will drive much of the demand for CNMPs. Many farmers are awaiting
release of this rule to decide how to respond which is having an affect on
demand for these plans. Should this rule be released in fiscal year 2008,
NRCS anticipates the level of technical assistance spent on assisting AFOs in
2009 to be at least as high as anticipated in fiscal year 2008.

SOIL SURVEYS
Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a table that shows the number of soil
surveys and costs to complete and publish those surveys on a state-by-state
basis to include fiscal year 2007 actuals and fiscal years 2008 and 2009
estimates.

Response: The informacion is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]



Kentucky ..........

Louisiana.........
Mississiobpl.......
Montana...........
Nevada . ...........
New Jersey........
New Mexico........
New York..........
North Carolina....
Ohio..............

Oregon............
Pennsylvania......
South Carolina....
Tennessee . ........
Texas ... ...
Utah ......o v

Washington........
West Virginia.....
Wisconsin.........

Wyoming .. ... ...

Total, Soil

SUrveysS .. i

Average/Survey

SOIL SURVEYS
Pigscal Year 2007
Avg.
Mapping
Cost
Number Publishing Estimated Per
Surveys  Cost Acres Mapping Cost  Acre
2 518,670 1,304,740 3,914,220 $3
2 0 1,379,805 1,379,805 1
2 16,440 909,575 3,638,300 4
6 26,382 5,295,594 15,887,982 3
4 0 2,174,800 4,349,600 2
2 0 1,321,000 5,284,000 4
3 14,440 1,325,200 5,300,800 4
3 24,802 984,600 2,953,800 3
4 62,040 1,091,535 1,091,535 H
2 23,936 336,500 673,000 2
4 1,140 1,653,100 6,612,400 4
1 10 350,496 1,401,984 4
4 47,702 2,451,400 $,805,600 4
1 10,022 484,200 3,873,600 8
1 0 315,000 630,000 2
1 0 1.925,687 3,851,374 2
2 8,726 298,500 2,089,500 7
1 0 1,331,560 3,994.680 3
2 15,486 1,397,100 6,985,500 5
3 13,349 704,089 2,112,267 3
2 542 852,212 3,408,848 4
17 536 10,066,036 40,264,144 4
2 37,087 6,961,218 13,922,436 2
z 11,252 575,123 1,150,246 2
2 0 516,000 1,032,000 2
11 65,587 2,835,200 8,505,600 3
6 69,200 6,159,411 6,159,411 i
1 0 1,894,373 3,788,746 2
8 44,208 2,069,700 10,348,500 5
1 12,158 806,374 1,612,748 2
2 0 1,083,800 3,251,400 3
1 0 377,863 755,726 2
1 14,887 1,276,184 2,552,368 2
105 $538,609 $62,508,375 $182,582,120 $3
$5,130



Estimated Fiscal
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SOIL SURVEYS

Year 2008

Kentucky ..........
Louisiana.........
Maryiand..........
Michigan..........
Montana ...........
New Jersey........
New York..

North Carolina....

South Carolina....

Tennessee .. ... ....

WYOMITW « v e v n s e
Total, Soil
Surveys .. ... ...

Average/Survey

AVY .
Mapping

Cost

Number Publishing Estimated Per

Surveys Cost Acres Mapping Cost Acre
1 $6,000 500,000 $1,500.000 $3
1 0 500,000 500,000 1
1 0 500,000 1,000,000 2
1 6,000 400,000 1,600,000 4
2 12,000 1,600,000 4,800,000 3
1 6,000 400,000 1,600,000 4
1 6,000 300,000 900,000 3
2 12,000 400,000 400,000 1
1 1,000 400,000 1,600.000 4
1 0 300,000 1,200,000 4
1 6,000 500,000 2,000,000 4
1 0 250,000 750,000 3
1 0 250,000 750,000 3
1 0 300,000 600,000 2
1 6,000 150,000 1,050,000 7
1 6,000 600,000 3,000,000 3
1 6,000 250,000 750,000 3
1 0 400,000 1,600,000 4
1 0 500,000 2,000,000 4
1 0 250,000 500,000 2
2 12,000 500,000 1,500,000 3
2 12,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 1
1 6.000 250,000 1,250,000 5
1 6,000 600,000 1,200,000 2
1 0 400,000 1,200,000 3
1 6,000 750,000 1,500,000 $2
30 $115,000 12,750,000 $36,250,000 $3

$3,833
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SOIL SURVEYS

Estimated Fiscal Year 2009
Avyg.
Mapping
Cost
Number Publishing Estimated Ser

State Surveys Cost Acres Mapping Cost Acre
Alaska............ 1 0 500,000 $500, 000 1
Arizona........... 1 0 500,000 1,000,000 2
California........ 1 54,000 800,000 2,400,000 3
Georgra . ..o, 1 4,000 400,000 1,600,000 4
Illinois.......... 2 8,000 200,000 200,000 i
Kentucky . ..o .o .. 1 0 300,000 1,200,000 4
Loulsiana......... 1 4,000 500,000 2,000,000 4
Maryland.......... 1 0 250,000 750,000 3
Michigan.......... i 0 250,000 750,000 3
R Mexico........ 1 0 750,600 2,250,000 3
North Carolina.... 1 4,000 250,000 750,000 3
Oklanoma .......... 1 0 500,000 2,000,000 4
TENNESSee . o . v v e .. 2 8,000 500,000 1,500,000 3
TEXAS . .. v e 1 4,000 750,000 750,000 1
Virginia.......... 2 8,000 500,000 2,500,000 5
Washingron........ 1 4,000 600,000 1,200,000 2
West Yirginia ... .. 1 0 400,000 1,200,000 3
Tetal, Soil
SUTVEVS « v v i e e v n s 20 548,000 7,950,000 $22,550,000 $3
Average/Survey 52,400

Mapping cost are estimates of the State, local and Federal funds used to
investigate, and map or update the soil surveys over the life of these
projects. It includes the database work, development of the manuscripts, and
quality assurance, and they are based on average per acre cost estimate by
State.

Publication costs for fiscal year 2007 are generally actuals, but include
some estimates where surveys were published electronically to Web Soil Survey
in fiscal year 2007. Publication cost for fiscal years 2008 and 2009 are
estimates, and reflect savings hy transitioning to electronic publication on
the Web Soil Survey http://websocilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov, which was released in
August 2005.

NATIONAL HEADQUARTERS FUNDING

Ms. DeLauro: How much of the fiscal year 2007 and fiscal year 2008
appropriations for Conservation Operations were for National Headquarters?
How much of the fisgcal year 2009 request is assumed for National
Headguarters?

Regponse: Of the fiscal year 2007 appropriations for Conservation
Operations {(Conservation Technical Assistance, Soil Surveys, Snow Surveys and
Water Supply Forecast and Plant Material Centers), $137,931,518 was obligated



2009,
amount estimated to be obligated
, 137,600,
Ms. DeLauro: Please provide an explanation if National Headcuarters

funding has increased from fiscal year 2007 to fiscal year 2008, or from
fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year 2009 (planned).

Response: National Headguarters funding increased from fiscal year 2007
to fiscal year 2008 due to the increase in the agency's share of expenses in
Departmental level charges for the Information Technology Service Center.
This funding did not go toward funding NRCS employees. There are no planned
increases for fiscal year 2008 co fiscal year 2009.

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS STAFF YEARS

Ms. Del.auro: Does the fiscal year 2009 request for Conservation
Operations fully fund the same level of staff years that are funded in fiscal
year 20087 If not, how will the reduction in staff years be achieved?

Response: The current level of funding for the Conservation Operations
{CO} account is estimated to support 7,094 staff years. The fiscal year 2009
Pregident ‘s Budget request Zor CO will support an esctimate of 6,404 staff
years, a decreasa of 6930 staff years.

The President’s budget is viewed in concert with the Administration’s

Farm Bill proposal. The proposal would add $775 million annually to Farm
Bill programs. Using an estimate of 2% percent technical assistance and
average staff year costs of $121,825, this would translate into nearly 1,600
staff years. The reduction in the CO accourt would result in a shift of 690
staff years to Farm Bill programs.

HERITAGE RIVERS

¥s. DeLauro: How much did NRCS spend on Heritage Rivers in fiscal year
20072 How much do.you plan te spend on this initiative in fiscal years 2008
and 200972 :

Response: During fiscal year 2007, NRCS provided $89,100 to implement CLhe
Heritage Rivers Initiative. In fiscal year 2008, NRCS provided $63,552 for
time and associated costs to implement the Heritage Rivers Initiative. No
funding was requested in the fiscal year 2009 President’s Budget.

Ms. DelLauro: What were your accomplishments in fiscal year 2007 for
Heritage Rivers?

Response: The Hudson River is the only Heritage River where NRCS
provides direct assistance. The Hudson River navigator worked with the
Governor and Stare of New York to develop 12 Patriot Gardens. The navigator
is also working to develop the Hudson River Valley Lighthouse Trail to
preserve the historical significance and the restoration of lighthouses along
the river. The navigator is involved with agricultural preservation and the
development of a local food network, by working with the Lower Hudson-Long
Island Resource Conservation and Development Council and partnering with USDA
and the New York State Department of Agriculture on *Fresh off the Barge*
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which brings fresh New York State agricultural products bo consumers via a
barge on the Hudson River.

Ms. DeLauro: How many personnel funded by NRCS performed Keritage
Rivers work in fiscal year 20077 20082 At what cost?

Response: NRCS provided approximately .25 stafi vears in flscal year
2007 and 2008 (approximately $34,000.00 per vear} for work on the American
Feritage Rivers Initiative.

Ms. DelLauro: Provide a five-year table that shows how much is spent
annually on the Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative, inciuding estimates
for fiscal year 2009.

The information is submitted for the record.

Grazing Land Congervation Initiative
(Dollars in millions})

FY 2005 $23.3
FY 2006 $27.2*
FY 2007 $27.2*%*
FY 2008 $9.9%*
FY 2009 Qxx=

* $4.: million of this amount was used for grants to manage and control
invasive species.

*+ Special Initiative to provide conservation technical assistance on
privateiy-owned grazing lands.

**x* The Agency will continue to maintain and improve the wmanagement,
productivity, and health of the Nation’s privately-owned grazing lands
through ongoing activities within the Conservation Technical Assistance
Program and the Environmental Quality Incentives Program.

GRAZING LANDS

Ms. Delauro: Provide a table that shows the total number of grazing land
technical assistance staff at the agency for each year since 1399, including
a specific breakout for grazing land specialists.

Response: The first table below represents the total number of staff
providing grazing land technical assistance, including scoil conservationists,
resource conservationists and others. The second table is a breakout of
grazing land specialists; range conservationists, forage agronomists, and
grassland specialists.

[{The information follows:]
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GRAZING
Fiscal Year Staff
1899 700
2000 677
2001 300
2002 950
2003 1,151
2004 1,134
20095 1,100
2006 1,100
2007 1,127

* Statf members utilizing at least 50 percent of their time
to provide technical assigtance on grazing land

GRAZING LANDS STArEF SPECIALISTS

Range forage Grassland
Figcal Year Conservationists Agronomist Specialists Total
1999 225 26 74 325
2000 237 29 89 355
2001 220 43 79 342
2002 238 17 83 338
2003 258 22 86 366
2004 269 1 79 367
2005 282 20 80 382
2006 282 20 80 382
2007 262 18 70 350

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide an update on CTA funding for the Grazing
ands Conservation Initiative. How many NRCS staff are providing technical
ssistance to landowners? What types of public awareness activities have
been developed?

L
a

Response: In fiscal year 2007, 1,127 NRCS employees spent at least half
of rheir time providing technical assistance to owners and operators of
privately-owned grazing lands. Numerous grazing land demonstration projects
involving 1,050 farms and ranches were carried out nationwide to exhibit new
grazing land technelogies and effective management technigues in fiscal year
2007. More than 1,600 education and awareness activities (workshops, field
days, and tours) were conducted with over 260,000 individuals participating
in the events. More than 1,700 articles (newspaper and magazines)} were
published that circulated to over 6.5 million households. Moreover, 7.7
million people were reached with 430 radio and television spots and programs
on grazing.

Ms. DeLauro: Please provide the Committee with an update on the levels
of grazing lands assistance being provided and the accomplishment of the
program.

Response: Through the Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative and the
Conservation Technical Assistance program in fiscal year 2007, NRCS has
helped farmers and ranchers develop 40,700 grazing land conservation plans
covering more than 26 million acres. The “prescribed grazing” conservation
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practice was applied to over nine million acres py farmers and ranchers,
resy ing in environmentai and economic benefits Zor the producers and the
public.

GRAZING LANDS CONSERVATION INITIATIVE

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide a table that itemizes the number and

=
funding for grants provided through GLCI for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

Response: Through the Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative (GLCI) and
tte Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA} Program, NRCS funded 26 grants
totaling $4.1 million in fiscal year 2006 for the management and control of
invasive species affecting grazing land. GLCI grants were not offered in
fiscal years 2004, 2005, 2007, or 2008.

{The information follows:}

GRANTS AWARDED -~ GRAZING LANDS CONSERVATION INITIATIVE
AND CONSERVATION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Year Number of Grants Total Funding
2004 0 0
2005 0 0
2006 26 $4.1 mitlion
2007 0 0
2008 ] Q

NATIONAL GRAZING LAND TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE

Ms. Delauroc: Please provide funding levels for the Naticnal Grazing Lanc
Technology Institute for fiscal years 2007, 2008, and 2009 {assumed)}.

Response: Through the 2005 reorganization, the Institute was disbanded.
The functions and duties were transferred to a Grazing Land Team and grazing
land specialists at National Technology Support Centers. The Leam consists
of five Grazing Land Conservation Initiative coordinators and eight technical
specialists focusing on grazing lands issues.

GRAZING LANDS COURSES

Ms. DeLauro: How many employees were enrclled in courses in grazing
science, livestock management, and related sciences in fiscal year 20077

Response: In fiscal year 2007 NRCS provided introducteory training on
grazing land conservation, livestock management, and related sciences to 150
entry-level ermployees through the NRCS Conservation Boot Camp. NRCS
authorized advanced-level training for 80 employees attending specific
technical sessions of the Society for Range Management Annual Meeting that
provided 16 hours of Continuing Education Credits.

GRAZING LANDS ASSISTANCE
Ms DeLauro: How much do you plan to spend on grazing land assistance in

fiscal year 20097 How much did vyou spend on grazing land assistance in FY
2007 and 200872
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Respeonse: NRCS plans to spend approximately 5100 lion through the
Conservation Technical Assistance programr for technical assistance on grazing
lands in fiscal year 200%. Similar amounts of funding were utilized to
co farmers and ranchers on
2007 ana 2008.

support staif providing technical ass

Ms. Del

would be neecded zo

types of conservation efforts
facing grazing lands in this

Response: Demands by landowners and soclety for grazing land benefits,
values, and products are increasing. Socieral benefits from properly managed
grazing land incilude: clean air, healthy wiidlife populations and habitac,
improved fisheries and aquatic systems, healthy riparian areas, reduced
potential for flooding, less sediment in streams and reservoirs, economic and
social stability, as well as food and fiber production.

The Nation’s grazing lends, totaling 588 million acres, includes
stureland, rangeland, and grazed forestland. A major cost associated with
sisting farmers and ranchers is for ataff to provide conservation technical
assistance on good grazing technigues, and to develop and provide new
technology.

pa
S

The President’s fiscal year 2009 Budget proposes $681 million for the
Conservation Technical Assistance Program. It is expected that approximately
$100 million of the proposed $681 million would be used to provide technical
assistance on grazing lands.

The President’s fiscal year 2009 Budget proposes $1.05 billion for the
Environmental Quality Incentives Program {EQIP). Tt is estimated that
approximately twenty percent of the proposed fiscal year 2009 EQIP funding
would be used for financial assistance {cost-sharing) related tvo grazing,
which includes cost-sharing on brush management, prescribed burning,
prescribed grazing, seeding, and several other conservation practices to
improve the productivity and health of grazing land resources.

Ms. DeLauro: How much total will be spent on grazing lands conservation
in fiscal year 2008 and 2009? Please provide a list by state of fiscal year
2008 and planned 2009 funds for GLCI and general grazing land assistance.

Response: n fiscal year 2008, NRCS plans to spend approximately $100
illion in support of the 1,127 plus employees (working either part-time or
full-time on grazing related issues) who are providing technical and
financial assistance to private grazing land owners and operators. NRCS also
expects to spend approximately $100 million of Conservation Technical
Assistance Program funding for technical assistance on grazing lands in
fiscal year 2009. The table below shows a allocations by state to
specifically provide technical assistance on grazing lands in fiscal year
2008.

o

{The information follows:]
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SPECTAL FUNDING BY STATE FOR 'THE CONSERVATION OF GRAZING LANDS
Fiscal Year 2008 =Zscimace

STATE Dollars

Alabama.................... $450,360
Alaska........iiiiin... 502, 816
ATYiZOD@ . o vt ittt imee et 520,514
ArKaNSAS . . ..o v vt 492,952
California................. 677,955
Colorado. ...........oi... 662,071
Connecticubt................ 70,778
Delaware. . .......couuuueii.n 77,448
FloxriGa. . vuvuuoiieneeann. 504,059
[€1=Yo) ot S - T 372,050
HAWALi. oot 97,015
TAARO . oot 383,674
I01inois. . oo 387,935
Indiana. . .....ovviinean... 401,628
TOWA . o v oei e e e e 592,252
KATISAS . o v o v oeee e 602,430
Kentucky. ... 539,031
LOULSIana. « ooy 522,256
Maine...........ouiiinieann 168,376
Maryland. . ....o.ouev . 157,940
Massachusetts.............. 70,308
Michigan..............cuo.u.. 341,936
Minnesotd. «ov e iennnn o 594,475
Mississippi.... ..., 433,710
MiSSOUXi....oviviiinennnn. 890,768
MOMEANA . + v e et eie e oo an s 679,584
Nebraska.......c.oouun.e.... 740,358
NEVAGAA . v v v v e iie e e e e 181,014
New Hampshire.............. 82,647
New Jersey . ... ... .uoueuinon 77,880
New MeXiCOo. ... . en.n- 761,511
New YorkK. . ... ..o, 458,260
North Carolina............. 326,840
North Dakota......vvevmnn.. 447,394
OHIO. oo it e 505,418
Oklahoma.........vivnvinn. 1,110,059
OFE@UOM .+ v et e et et ee e e 502,413
Pennsylvania............... 571,973
Rhode Island............... 68,250
South Carolina............. 274,061
South Dakota............... 687,897
TENNEeSSEE . . vt v v e et e 665,320
TEXAS . « o e ee e 3,330,797
Utah. oo or e e e e e 410,846
Vermont . .o ie et e a e 273,186

Virginia........o.oioa.. 482,001
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STATE Dollars

Washington................. 368,153
West Virginia.............. 427,333
Wisconsin. .. ... ... ... 1,089,871
WYOMING . . oo vvn v e s 514,229
pacific Basin.............. 41,793
Puerto RiCO..... ... oo, B 170,790

Total, Grazing Lands S25, 741655

Ms. DeLauro: What will the cut in the 2009 budget in GLCI do to
performance? How many conservation plans for grazing land will be done in
fiscal years 2008 and 20097

Response: The Agency expects to achieve levels of performance in fiscal
year 2008 and fiscal year 2009 that are only slightly less than fiscal year
2007. The President’s fiscal year 2009 Budget proposes approximately $681
lion for the Conservation Technical! Assistance program. It is expected
that approximactely $100 million of the proposed $681 ion would be used Lo
provide technical assistance on grazing lands. A four to five percent
decrease in the number of acres of grazing lands that will have conservation
applied is expected due to proposed budget reductions.

is
id

mi

The President’'s fiscal year 2009 Budget proposes $1.05 billion for the
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP). It is estimated that
approximately twenty percent of the proposed fiscal year 2009 EQIP funding
would be used for financial assistance (cost-sharing} related to grazinrg.

fiscal year 2007, NRCS helped farmers and ranchers develop more than
40,000 conservation plans on 26 miillion acres of grazing land.

¥Ms. DelLauro: How many acres of grazing lands will have conservation
applied in fiscal years 2008 and in 20097

Response: NRCS, through its Conservation Technical Assistance Program
and other programs, expects to help farmers and ranchers apply conservation
plans/systems on over 27 million acres of grazing land in fiscal year 2008.
In fiscal year 2009, a four to five percent decrease in the number of acres
of grazing lands that will have conservation applied is expecred due to
proposed budget reductions.

WATERSHED PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
Ms. DeLauro: Update the table that appears in last year’'s hearing record,
showing tne level of funding provided by state, local governments, and other
public or private entities to [inance watershed planning activities, to include
fiscal years 2000-2907.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

information follows:}
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NON PEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS 70 WATERSE

PLANNING ACTIVITIES

Fiscal State Lacal

Year Governmerlt Government Privace
2000 $23,976,443 56,971,560 $2,306,467
2001 6,364,458 5,016,033 5,647,536
2002 2,276,275 644,430 1,020,690
2003 1,222,323 825,800 135,300
2004 1,728,759 483.600 28,000
2005 1,720,399 2,145,600 13,000
20086 1,981,106 117,500 2,000
2007 85,100 85,920 70,650

FLOODPLAIN EASEMENTS PROGRAM

Ms. DelLauro: Please update the table that appears in last year’'s hearing
record, showing the states that are part of the floodplain easement program

and the number of acres enrolled in each state.
Regponse: The information is submitted fo

{The information follows:]

r the record.

EWP FLOODPLAIN EASEMENT ENROLLMENT 1997-2007

Number of
Acres Easements
State Enrolled Enrolled

ATKANSES « v v v i i i ee o 4,166 1
California...... ... viinenn 6,355 23
Colorado . ... .. v, 1,045 12
TOWA © ittt i e s 16,443 115
Idaho ... oo i 73 2
T11inois oo ol 9,021 55
Indiana........ .. i 3,170 23
LOULSiana .. .ot in o 7.716 20
Minnesota ...... ... 5,175 34
MISSOUZL oot e 6,740 46
MONLENA . . v o i v e e 674 2
Nebraska ..o 2,224 i0
North Dakota .................. 15,108 122
[0 D o= 1) + 278 4
South Dakota .. ........ovvnn 48,540 425
TENNESSEE . o L i et e i v nemm e r e 1,142 9
i 8 1
Wisconsin . (..o 290 5
Total, EWP Easement Enroilment 128,169 922

STATUS OF PL-534 PROJECTS

Ms. DeLauro: Update the table that appears in last year's hearing

record, showing the current status of the authorized PL-534 projects,

projecis added in fiscal year 20077

Were any
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Response: Congress did not authorize additional PL-534 watershed
projects in fiscal year 2007. There are 206 completed sub-watershed projects
in ten states. There are 119 active PL-534 sub-watershed projects in six
states with an estimated total $365 million reguired to complete the planned
works of improvement. A summary of projects that are active and completed is

provided.
{The information follows:]

STATUS OF PL-534 WATERSHED PROJECTS

Watershed
{Sguare
Miles) Status*
New York.. 437 Completed
. Georgia & Tennessee... 1,835 Completed
Little Sioux.... Iowa & Minnesota....... 1,640 $2,000,000
Mississippi............ 953 40,258,000
California............. 839 Completed
TexXas. . v, 7,208 5,400,000
Virginia, West
Virginia, Maryland &
Pennsylvania........... 11,560 24,247,022
Santa Ynes... . California 80 Completed
Trinity......... TEOXAS . o v v v e et 13,814 155,120,000
Washita......... Texas & Oklahoma....... 7,929 16,272,000
YaZOO. . - vuv e Migsissippi............ 5,669 122,092,850

*Corpletion Is dependent upon the level of appropriations. The dollars shown
are the amounts required to complete the project.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS

Ms. Delauro: Provide a geographic breakdown of ob ations and staff
vears for watershed and flood prevention operations in cal year 2007 and
estimates for the fiscal year 2008 appropriation. ?Please break out the
obligatior date between technical assistance and financial assistance.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:}

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS GEOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN
Yy 2007 Obligations and Staff Years

Technical Financial Staff

State Agsistance Assistance Years
Alabama ............. ... $187,507 $2 2
AlaskKa ... .aei e 54,953 286,000 0
68,091 2,244 1

523,670 210,469 6

139,675 -964,500 1

174,449 16,536 2

131,633 Q

i
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Technical Flnancial Staft

State Assigtance Assistance Years
Georgia ....... ... ... .. 275,660 0 4
Hawail ................. 395,967 500,000 3
Idaho ............ ... 88,308 0 1
Illinois . ... . .. 74,806 0 1
Indiana ................ -343 0 0
TOWE © i imea e 972,965 297,517 13
KansSasg ..o v e e evnnn.s 79,849 96,500 1
Kentucky . .............. 463,725 3,203,743 4
Louisiana .............. 177,023 235,566 L
Maine ........... ... ... 59,252 0 1
Maryiand .. ...... ... ... 91,706 0 1
Massachusetts .......... 1,049 29,269 0
5,710 0 a

197,693 0 2

Mississippi ............ 493,824 1,479,609 5
Missouri ............ ... 2,566,777 2,994,872 26
¥ontana ................ 108,507 -3 0
Nebraska ............... 10,893 0 0
New MexXiCo .....nvvuen.. 301,105 2,377,863 2
New York ............... 35,103 -4, 680 0
North Carolina ......... 307,632 687,530 4
North Dakota ........... 690,919 163,772 8
Ohio ... 70,044 0 1
Oklahoma ............... 616,596 1,738,946 2
Qregon ... ivv i 0 0 0
racific Basin .......... 39,608 9,174 i
Pennsylvania ........... 605,710 694,744 6
Puerto Rico ............ 1.985 9 0
South Carolina ......... 187,188 0 2
South Dakora ........... 38,550 89,417 0
TEANESSEE + vt vv v v v v e e e vt 80.518 138,838 1
TEXAS « ittt e 782,120 3,899,507 5
Utah . ... . ... . 546 0 0
Vermont ................ 428,245 0 3
vVirginia (..., 283,612 62,635 3
Washington ............. 10,766 0 0
West Vivginia .......... 1,459,000 3,084,109 16
Wisconsin .............. 22,482 0 0
WYOMING .ot v enevean e 5,551 17,210 9]
National HAgtrs. ........ 717,696 0 9
Natioral Centers ....... 187,230 0 0
Nat Tech Sup Centers ... ~266 0 0
Total, FY 2007 ......... $14,415,289 521,346,889 139

Note: Of the zotal $35,762,178 in the above table, $8,874,958 was
appropriated in FY 2007. The balance of the obligations came from carryover
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and prior year recoveries. In FY 2008 no funds were appropriated for the
progra The Agency ls taking steps to shut down the program with the
ds currently available and possible anticipated recoveries.

Ms. Delauro: What i1s che current un-obligated balance in the Watershed
and Flood Prevention Operations account? w much of the un-obligated
palance is committed? Provide a table for the record, by state and dollar
amount, of the committed funds. What amount does “others” represent?

Response: The Watershed and Flood Prevention Operaticns account was
appropriated $30 million in ¥FY 2008, of which $210 thousand was rescinded.
The carryover in this account was $181.4 million including 5172.2 million
from the Emergency Watershed Protectlion Program. The amount un-obligated as
of February 29, 2008, is $171.3 million, of which $128.4 million Is
committed. The “others” is the amount currently held in the NRCS national
program managers account, which totals approximately 1.6 percent of the total
committed amount.

{The information follows:|

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS
COMMITTED UN-OBLIGATED BALANCES

State Amount
Alabama $704,981
Alaska 3,015,166
Arizona 658,801
Arkansas 226,260
California 11,599,925
Colorado 173,285
Connecticut 82,171
Florida 5,983,543
Georgia 1,801,763
Hawali/Pacific Basin 6,879,380
Xanrsas 3,240,926
Louisiana 27,713,539
Maine 398,477
Minnesota 62,248
Mississippil 26,815,806
Missourl 2,839,163
New Hamopshire 171,002
New Mexico 11,622
New York 930,497
North Carolina 0
North Dakota 32,000
Ohio 0
Oklahoma 7,774,641
Oregon 0
Pennsylvania 2,122,385
South Caroliina 868,246

South Dakota 210
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Tennessese
Texas
Utah

Yarmont

shington
Wisconsin
Otner

Total, Committed Balance

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROGRAM

Ms. DeLauro: Please update the rable that appears in :ast vear's hearing
record, showing the funding history of the Emergency Watershed 2rogram (EW?P}),
to include fiscal year 2007 actuals and fiscal years 2008 and 2009 estimates.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[{The information follows:|

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION PROGRAM
{In thousands of dollars)

3udget Unobligated
Fiscal Year Authority Ourlays Balance
1982, ... e $10,000 $9,395 $6,478
1983 ... o 22,500 15,362 12,981
1984 ... .. .. ... 22,000 17,547 15,713
1985. ... 5,000 19,912 4,822
1986... .. ... 79,732 39,903 34,625
887 .. 14,755 46,116 10,385
988, L 13,500 26,980 11,719
1989 . ... Ll 10,000 24,318 6,695
1990, ... 94,855 58,426 33,817
1981 20,000 65,462 14,036
1892 .. 82.028 30,870 7,821
1993.... . . 86,144 64,429 50,226
1894, ... L oL 347,973 92,300 289,984
1895, ... o . 0 120, 546 133,166
1996, .. 80,514 73,167 74,464
1997 .. oL 229,000 144,667 181,085
898, .. e 80,000 132,320 131,085
1999 .. L 95,000 109,339 72,649
20000 ... .0 o 84,000 156,075 61,838
2001 ... o 145,258 89,840 81,209
2002, ... ... 94,000 89,090 106,128
2003. ... L 0 65,228 48,216
2004. ... .. L 149,115 46,109 157,953
2005. . ... ... 354,500 117,084 154,180
2006.. ... .. 350, 955 254,838 311,425
2007 ... . o 10,692 243,552 172,265
2008 estimate..... 0 112,277 0

2009 eszimate..... 0 52,498 0
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Provide a geographic breakdown by state of obligations for
2007 and estimated for FY 2008.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:)

EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION GEOGRAPHIC BREAKDOWN
FY 2006 and FY 2007 Actuals and FY 2008 Estimate

2008 2007 2008
Alabama......... $34, 964,834 $8.175,979 $4,028,100
Alaska.......... 700,956 390, 7,687,700
Arizona......... 2,591,246 81,750 1,057,300
AYKAnSas. . ...... 8,443 ~-8,347 247,600
California...... 51,968,031 10,752,557 12,426,900
Colorada........ 3,793 338,960 175,500
Connecticut..... 46,200 1,475,232 220,000
Delaware 0 0 0
Fleorida 64,342,045 16,734,281 10,065,400
Georgia......... 152,284 1,204,292 1,879,200
Hawaiil 46,852 4,512,473 7,182,000
Iilinois........ 60,689 0 0
indiana......... 347,339 2,228 0
Towa............ 170,780 77,044 Y]
Kansas.......... -50,279 323,106 3,669,800
Kentucky........ 0 0 0
Louisiana....... 32,372,552 36,700,912 32,523,900
Maine........... 13,086 455,871 427,900
Maryland........ 26,685 o} 0
Massacnhusetts. .. 631,426 1,759, 349 0
Michigan........ 66,364 -1,783 0
Minnesota....... ~45 846,097 213,700
Mississippi..... 29,668,005 60,695,800 32,925,100
Missouri..,...... -2,090 148,318 3,000,000
MOnbana. ........ 6,291 212,661 0
Nebraska........ 86,374 ~28 0
Nevada.......... 84,443 12,360 0
New Hampshire... 688,723 8,110,335 1,663,700
New Mexico...... 332,524 760,088 . 19,900
New York........ -157,548 7,204,457 1,198,700
North Carolina.. -1,5858,168 -75,138 0
North Dakota.... -15,274 8,894 32,000
Ohio... ..., ..... -100,170 77,397 0
Oklahoma........ 1.616,385 4,858,556 7,914,200
Ooregon. ......... 67,492 224,913 0
Pacific Basin... 188,862 1,447,679 0
Pennsylvania.... 1,634,007 2,706,353 4,488,500

Puerto Rico..... 127,905 0 0
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2006 2007

262,433 2,236,800
90.19¢6 49,032 0
2,440,222 2,330,254 1,605,400
3,990,053 1,941,328 14,277,900
1,199,725 7,356,331 10,663,800
~41,359 178,150 32,000
-133,564 658 g
. -193 1,002 0
West Virginia... -184,449 17,345 0
Wisconsin....... 22,813 243,385 6,300
Wyoming. ........ 0 0 a
National Hgtrs.. 114,441 204,059 204,000
Centers......... 0 1,000,000 0
Forest Service.. a 2,709 a
Undistributed. .. g a 6,987,900

Total, Emergency

Watersheds. ..... $234,491,362 $185,774,074 $169,415,000

Note: Negative numbers represent prior year de-obligations.

Ms. DeLauro: For the EWP funding provided in the December 2005
supplemental, please update the table in last year’s hearing volume showing
planned expenditures, by state, for traditional EWP projects, carcass removai,
mber projects, and work under any other expanded authority.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]

NRCS Emergency Watershed Protection Program $300 Million Supplemental
Appropriation 2005 Hurricanes

Expanded Authority

Total Animal Downed

Allocated Traditional Carcass Timber Debris

$23,100,000 $20,400,000 30 $1%,250,000 $4,700,000

67,800,000 67,800,000 o 176.000 64,200,000

88,740,000 67,598,400 1i6,910 4,390,000 58,400,000
Mississippi... 107,286,500 55,557,980 1,000,000 35,000,000 12,000,000
Tennessee. .. .. 377,500 377.500 0 0 0
TEXAS . .« .0 vn . 12,696,000 8,887,200 0 10,755 1,982,815

Total, NRCS... $300,000,000 $220,621,080 $1,116,910 $50,826,755 $141,282,815

WATERSHED AND REHABILITATION CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Ms. Delauro: Please orovide a 1list of all new small watershed and
watershed rehabilitation construction projects started in fiscal year 2007, and
those planned to start in fiscal year 2008. Include the Federal and non-Federal
¢ of each project as well as estimated date of completion.

[s{el:]

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
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The informati

WATERSHED REHABILIT
Started

TION
in Fiscal Ye

CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
2007

rshed Name

Alaba Choccoioceo Creek 2008
Georgia Yellow River 275,000 130, 000 2009
Mississippi Chiwapa 3 1,600,000 538,000 2009
Nebraska Upper Salt & Swedeburg 35-4 867,000 296,000 2009
onio West Fork of Duck Cr. 7 760,000 315,000 2008
Oxiahoma Double Creek 3 435,060 235,000 2008
Sallisaw Creek 15 000,000 377,000 2008
isaw Creek 16 1,330,000 480,000 2008
Creek 20 990,000 400,000 2008
Creek 32 3,245,000 1,400,000 2008
Creek 34 1,230,000 377.000 2608
Pennsy.vania orth Fork of Cowanesg 406 1.030,000 365,000 2009
Texas Nolan Creek 15 1.521.000 555,000 2008
Trinity- . Fork above
Lavon 23 700,300 273,600 2009
Virginia South River 26 1.456,000 355,000 2008
WATERSHED REHABILITATION CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
cted to Start in Fiscal Year 2008
Non-
Federal Federal Estimated
State ed Name inds Funds Completion
Mississippi Second Creek $2,425,000 $1,077.000 2009
Nebraska Turtle Creek 875,000 283,000 2009
Nor Tongue River 5,402,000 2,400,000 2009
Oklahoma Big Wewoka 975,000 323,000 2009
Cotrtonwood 865,000 323,000 2009
Sallisaw Creek 2,450,000 1,077,000 2009
Tennesseeg Mary and Dand Creek 469,000 121,500 2009
South River 25 2,090,000 754,000 2009

AUTHORIZED WATERSHED PROJECTS

Ms. Delauro: What is the status of the NRCS work on reviewing all
authorized watershed projects to update and either modify or delete backlogged
projects? Please categorize projects as either active or inactive and
indicate the backlog of funding needs for active projects.

Response: NRCS identified watershed projects that have not had requests
for implementation funding for the last two years or where the NRCS State
water resource long range plans do not indicate planned implementation
activity over the next three to five years. proiects were evaluated
with the applicable local sponsoring organi in order to categorize
them as either active or inactive. categorize projects as
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active or inactive was completed in June 2006, and the backlog of funding
needs for active projects was reduced from $1.8% billion to the present
amount of $1.43 lion, a reduction in rthe bhacklog of over $420 million.

NRCS continued o evaiuate wa-ershed projects wit icable local
sponsor in fiscal years 2007 and 2008. The results of t evajiuation are a
total of 1,744 suthorized projects which inciudes: 1,013 completed projects;
350 active projects with funding recuests of nearly $1.43 billion; 182
inactive projects; 158 de-authorized projects; and 41 projects where the
project life has been reached.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS PROGRAM

5. DeLeuro: Update the table from las:t year's hearing record showing
the funding levels provided by state and local entities in the Watershed and
Flood Prevention Operations program for flscal years 1999-2007.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

{The information foliows:]

STATE AND LOCAL FUNDING OF WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS

Fiscal State Local

Year Government Government Private
1999 $57,687,152 $52,559,812 $9,266,471
2000 61,189,417 53,738,667 20,693,560
2001 28,558,310 17,107,392 19,450,045
2002 14,536,043 6,356,735 3,155,713
2003 6,975,082 18,656,892 0
2004 5,132,633 2,083,029 0
2005 1,770,399 4,750,714 0
2006 8,465,166 5,686,211 44,612
2007 19,143,219 5,032,313 10,813,407

FLOODPLAIN EASEMENTS

Ms. Delauro: Did NRCS use any ZWP funds in fiscal year 2007 to purchase
floodplain easements? If so, how much? What is the current flood plain
easenent backlog?

Response: NRCS did not use Emergency Watershed Protection program
recovery funds to purchase floodplain easements in fiscal year 2007. Because

there have not been funds appropriated for flood plain easements since 2001
NRCS has not kept an up to date backlog of applications.

WATERSHED PROJECTS BACKLOG

Ms. Delauro: What is the number of watershed projects that is currently
in backlog? How are you working off warershed project backlogs?

Response: There are a total of 350 active watershed projects chat have
backlogs. The project backlogs are updated annually and reduced when



measureg are

projects are

Local. State or Federal program; or where

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

Ms. DeLaurc: What types of projects do Watershed Surveys and Planning
personnel evaluate? How are projects referred to WSP - through the state
conservationist, or by other means?

Responses: The types of projects evaluated by WSP are as foll
Watershed Plan ~ Watershed project plans developed to address water related
problems such as erosion, floodwater, sediment damage, uti n of
and conservation of land. They serve as a basis for Federal assist:
installing works of improvement for flcood prevention.

udies which result in
studies target rural
reservation of natural

5T

munities where floodplain issues include flooding,

values or reduction of floodplain damages.

flood Insurance Studies - Studies completfed under reimbursable agreement
with FEMA. The studies identify locations where flood losses are likely to
occur and 1 foliow the specific planning activity for the flood hazard
determination steps agreed o with FEMA.

Cooperative River Basin Studies - Cooperative studies are with other
Federal, State, and local agencies to make investigations and surveys on
watersheds and other water ways to develop coordinated programs. The
objective of the studies is to develop and implement a vlan to address the
identified problems and opportunities.

Warershed Inventory and Analyses - Svecific resource studies for
watershed inventory and analysis in targeted watersheds, aguifers or other
hydrological areas that address specific resource problems or needs.

A sponsoring local organization requests NRCS technical assistance
through the State Conservationist to conduct a watershed study or plan to
address a water related concern. The sponsor must be an entity of State,
local, or Tribal government. With a signed request, NRCS will assist the
sponsor in conducting a watershed study or plan and will assist in the
preparation of a report documenting the findings. The NRCS Chief must
authorize the completed plan for implementation of works of improvement.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS

s. DeLauro: Please submit for the record the fiscal year 2008 funding
requests and the fiscal year 2008 funding allocations for Watershed and Fiood
Prevention Operations, PL-566 and PL-534, by starte.

Rasponse: The following includes the funding reguests and allocations
for fiscal year 2008. The allocations to States consist of the 2008
approoriation, unobligated prior year carryover and recoveries from completed
contraccts in fiscal year 2008.

{The information follows:]
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TRSHED AND FLQOD PREVENTION CPERATIONS
scal Year 2008

Funding Requests and Preliminary Allocations for Fi

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Conneccicut
Florida

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

¥i

igan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Mew Mexico
New York

North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio

Oklzahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
rhode Island
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia

wWest Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Pacific Basin
Total

PL-566 2L,-534 PL-534

Funding Funding runding
Requests Reguests 2llocations
$529,000 $0 S0
148,000 [t} o]
28,000 0 0
4,099,000 4] 4]
19,155,000 0 0
70,305 0 0
150,000 0 0
95,000 45,000 0 4]
205,000 205,000 0 0
8,200,000 554,300 0 0
8,000 8,000 o ]
2,075,000 1,721,400 0 4]
1,500,000 0 . 0 0
4,958,431 1,204,461 1,303,000 1,082,700
3,507,000 92,200 0 0
628,766 533,795 & 0
910,000 160,000 0 0
50,000 50,000 0 0
8,000 8,000 0 0
472,560 175,100 0 0
450,000 Q 3,325,000 25,000
11,853,030 5,465,928 0 0
380,000 0 9 0
3,000,000 2,470,600 0 0
300,000 0 0 0
3,530,000 30,000 0 0
12,965,877 7,846,200 0 0
3,440,300 154,200 0 0
320,000 276,600 0 0
3,620,000 25,000 1,781,400 416,400
1,020,000 444,800 0 0
6,669,805 4,323,304 0 0
0 61,600 0 0
6,000 6,000 0 0
769,000 0 0 0
8,957,000 1,919,000 5,289,000 280,000
30,000 32,369 0 0
125,000 125,000 0 0
660,087 226,598 0 o
630,000 1,282,500 5,150,000 4,374,100
187,500 0 0 0
4,847,601 25,000 0 0
2,400,000 0 0 0
$112,958,272 $30,350,350 $16,848,400 $6,178,200
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EMERGENCY WATERSHED PROTECTION PROGRAM

Ms. DeLauro: Please update your responses to the four questions on EWP
funding on pages 683-684 cof last year’'s hearing volume, to the exuent
necessary.

Response: NRCS initially worked with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) to remove and properly dispose of animal carcasses. Until the
2005 dHurricane Supplemental was autheorized, KRCS lacked the statutory
authority to address the widespread animal mortality situation through the
ergency Watershed Protection Program (EWP}. To be eligible for assistance,
reasures must be for runoff retardation or soll erosion prevention.
Facilities th dead poultry ¢id not qualiify. NRCS was reguested bto properly
dispose of the animal carcasses through Mission Assigrments from FE
Animal carcass disposal was completed prior to receiving che December
Supplemental funding, however, the legislation allowed the Secretary of
Agriculture to reimburse accounts used [0 pay costs incurred to respond to
tne hurricane damage.

In addition, the NRCS Chief, granted equitable relief to repair practices
destroyed by the hurricane in Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Florida for
the Environmental Quality Incentives Program, Wildlife Habitat Incentives
Program, and Forestry Incentives Program.

NRCS developed an Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) Program Damage
Survey Report {(DSR} which contains the criteria for eligibility

determinations. The DSR is reviewed and approved by NRCS state
conservationists. The decision pages from each DSR are forwarded to NRCS
National Headquarters. In addition, Federal contracting procedures are
fol_owed for all EWP projects completed using Federal, force account,
contracting local organization or locally ied contracts. Regardless of the
type of contract, NRCS Contracting Officer Technical Representative {COTR)
and inspectors are appointed for each contract. Inspections are performed on

a regular basis by the COTR and inspector. Upon completion of the project, a
final inspection is performed regardless of the type of contract nutilized co
complete the EWP project. Once all proiects are completed for a natural
disaster event, a final report is forwarded to NRCS National Headquarters.
Furds are held in a national drawing account for each of the approved EWP
projects. NRCS’ drawing account holds in reserve the funds needed faor
approved projects that are based on estimates from emergency disaster
reports, e actual funds needed are transferred from the drawing account to
the state when project sponsors have cormitted funds for the local share of
the project cost. Any excess funds left in the drawing account are utilized
for other EWP projects on the national waiting list.

NRCS revised the EWP regulation in April 2005, which requires recovery
measures for exigency situations tfo be completed within ten days and all
other emergency recovery efforts within 220 days. Challenges that affect EWP
proiects include the length of time necessary to solicit and award most
contracts with full and open competition, processing timeframes for State and
Federal permits, checking the progress of the sponsors’ work, and having
sufficient NRCS staff to respond to a natural disaster. EWP Program funding
provided rhrough supplemental appropriations typically based upon the EWP
waiting list at the time of the supplemental. Therefore, NRCS does not
mainrain staff to immediately address EWP recovery efforts, particularly
staff necessary ro implement contracts. The ZWP workload is “collateral
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duty” for NRCS which could impacrt the administration and implementation of
other NRCS programs.

The challenges for the EWP implementation in Louisiana and Mississippi,
as a result of Hurricane Katrina, are similar to the ones listed above.
Procedures were initially established that allowed for convenience check
writing aurthorization and cost-share « ver in accordance with the EWP
regulations 7 CFR Parz 624.17. USDA issued Agriculture Acguisition
Regulation Advisory 79A with specific contingency contracting authoritie
The authoricies included items such as raising Micro-purchase tnreshold from
$2,500 to $15,000, waiving the Davis-Bacor Act for selected counties, railsing
che Simplified Acquisition threshold from $100,000 to $250,000, waiving the
requirenent for setting aside acquisitions wvalued at $15,000 or less,
authorizing the use of convenience checks by warranted contracting officers,
estaplishing an emergency blanketr walver to the USDA Office of
Information Officer acquisition approval process for procuremen: of
Information Technolegy (IT) hardware, software, and IT contractor supportc
services.

25.

The first four listed items were Federal government-wide. The last two
items were USDA specific. while NRCS operated under the authorities ang
waivers described above, it did not issue any acquisition authority waivers
izself. The special waiver granted in AGAR Advisory 79A for use of
convenience checks expired; however, NRCS has requested to continue the use
of convenience checks. All orher contingency contrackting authorities are
currently

WATER REHABILITATION PROGRAM

Ms. DeLauro: How many dams are nearing {(or past) 50 years of age, and
how many of them are considered unsafe? How many new projects will the
Watershed Rehabilitation Program fund in 20097

Response: Recently updated NRCS dams-inventory data shows over 11,400
dams eligible for the Rehabilitation Program. Of these, 775 were built in
1957 or earlier and are past the end of their design life. O©f these,
approximately 250 are in serious or immediate need of rehabilitation.
ppproximately one-third of the dams in need of rehabilitation are classified
as “high hazard” which means that human lives are at risk if the dams should
fail. Subject to appropriations, NRCS will continue to fund the
implemencation of 64 dam rehabilitations, by providing rechnical assistance
(TA) and financial assistance, or both, to completed engineering designs and
construction. Subject to appropriations, NRCS will continue to provide TA
for 67 dam rehabilitation projects that are in planning phases that are
required prior to plans beinyg submitted for Federal funding assistance for
implementation.

Ms. DeLauro: Over the life of the Watershed Rehabilitation Program, how
many dam rehabilitation projects has the program initiated and completed?
What is the estimated property value of the land and development protected by
the dams rehabilitated by this program?

Response: There have been 64 dams rehabilitated to date since the
rehabilitation program was authorized in fiscal year 2002. Tnere are an
additional 64 dam renabilitation projects that are authorized for
implementation, which would include all phases of engineering design and
construction. There are an additional 67 dam rehabilitation projects that




to plans being submitted for

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (PLB3-566) requires
he expected IZlood control or

project Implementation. As a
e 04 rehabilitated dams, communities will have a total of $6.3
stimated average annual benefits. Most rehabilitated dams were

designed to provide an additional 100 years of flood damage reduction
benefits.

The planning process requires that the benefits exceed the costs of
rehabilitation projects. However, we do not collect or maintain the estimated
property value of land and development protected by the dams.

RESQURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT (RC&D) PROGRAM

#s. Del.auro: Please update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record showing f£or the RC&D program the amount of Federal and non-Federal funds
provided for technical assistance to reflect fiscai year 2007 actuals and
fiscal year 2008 and 2009 estimates.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[{The information Iollows:]

RC&D FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE
Figscal Years 1990 to 2009

Financial Technical
Asgistance As Non-Federal

Year Federal Fec Assistance
1990 54,200,061 $23,145,385 $108,073,000
1991 3,947,428 24,339,421 160,465,000
1992 2,234,289 31,383,945 131,132,000
1993 2,048,298 30,795,181 75,102,000
1994 2,401,326 31,472,850 71,936,000
1995 1,402,613 30,799,303 80,387,000
1996 262,571 29,169,517 89,230,000
1997 48,517 28,688,415 267,115,000
1998 259,468 32,560,479 350,076,000
1999 398,000 35,000,000 192,994,475
2000 (1} {67,292) 35,265,000 117,817,000
2001 (2)(3) 0 41,923,000 103,244,000
2002 (4} 0 48,048,000 178,528,000
2003 {5 0 51,000,000 243,190,000
2004 (&) o] 51,947,000 142,628,000
2005 (7 0 51,641,000 416,027,000
2006 (8) 0 51,300,000 289,393,000
2007 0 51,088,000 198,049,000
2008 (9)est. 0 50,730,000 150,000,000
2009 est. 0 0 0

{1} De-obligation of $67,292

{2) Less rescission of $92,000

(3} Partial information from new RC&D reporting system for Non-Federal

Assistance
{4) Less rescission of $75,000
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{31 Less rescission of $331,000
{4} Less rescission of $307,000
(7) Less rescission of $413,000
{8 rescission of $513,000
(9) 5 rescission of $338,000

Ms. DeLauro: From what source(s) are the non-rFederal funds in the above
table?

Response: Non-Federal funds obtained by the RC&D Councils ¢
-ojects come from foundations, non-profit organizations. for-pro
sinesses, assoclations, and private individuals.

implement

s, DeLauro: Please also update the table showing the number of RC&D
projects that were initiated, completed, and those ongoing, to include fiscal
year 2007 actuals and fiscal years 2008 and 2009 estimates. Please provide
definitions or brief explanations of each category (i.e., adopted, planned or
completead).

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT (RC&D)
Projects Initiated, Completing and Ongoing

Year Adopted planned Completed
1984 2,215 438 1,500
1985 1,392 123 1,103
1986 1,602 58 1,053
1987 1,487 77 1,188
1988 1,647 53 1,303
1989 1,178 367 661
1990 1,642 1,114 1,251
1991 1,919 1,314 1,303
1992 2,381 1,762 1,417
1993 2,382 1,765 1,691
1994 2,712 675 1,984
1995 2,280 1,942 1.848
1996 2,777 2,156 2,342
1997 2,752 2,514 2,189
1998 3,119 2,965 2,815
19991 3,245 5,141 2,151
2000 2,173 5,650 2,658
2001 2,978 7,732 3,043
2002 3,962 7,226 4,145
2003 2,084 7,708 4,254
2004 2,023 9,569 4,286
2005 5,349 10,632 4,661
2006 4,362 6,221 3,350
2007 4,273 6,735 4,442
2008 est. 4,000 6,300 4,200
2009 0 0 0

(1) Data for fiscal years 1999 and 2000 are estimates only. XNRCS began
& rnew web-pased reporting system that was not fully operational. Also,
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many RC&D offices were unable to report complete data because squipment
or akility to access the Internret was unavailable.

{2} In 1999, reporting changed co document the number of ongoing
projects. This number reflects che number of ongoing protects that
span more than a year.

Detfinitions:

Adopted -- The date that the RC&D Council officially accepis the
project as & RC&D venture.

Planned: A& project which has been approved by the RC&D Council but has
not bpeen cancelled or completed. This is also called 'Ongoing’.
Complieted: The date on which all project goals are met and project
implementation ends.

Ms. Delauro: How many applications has NRCS received for new RC&D areas
and what would be the cost to fund all new areas at the authorized funding
level?

Response: There are thirty-eight RC&D applications pending approval at
Uspa.  The funding level needed for the thirty-eight RC&D applications on
file for designation is $6.1 milliocn.

Ms. DeLauro at options has USDA considered for providing support for
the new applicant areas?

Ms. DeLauro: How many RC&D areas are currently being funded? How much
does each area receive in federal funding? How many are funded by
appropriated dollars?

Response: Currently 375 RC&D areas are provided appropriated funds. The
fiscal year 2008 average allocation per RC&D council is $124,500 per RC&D
srea.

Ms. DeLauro: What role do RC&D councils have in identifying conservation
priorities using the “locally-led” process? Provide some examples for the
record.

Response: RC&D Councils, made up of volunteers representing public and
private sector sponsors and other local organizations, undertake community
driven actions that are strategically focused on regional resource
conservation and economic viability. RC&D Councils, with public involvement,
develop area plans to address their locally identified concerns. RC&D
Councils at the local level carry out a variety of resource conservation
projects. Following are examples:

The Mid-MN Mississippi River RC&D Council provided the Sugar Lake
in Wright County, Minnesota, assistance to complete a Wetland
lan. The goal of the plan is to identify all wetlands in the
in order to provide a planning and education tool to assist
with the preservation of the valuable wetlands. The lake is groundwater fed

Association




ound the lake.

High Plains RC&D in Okiahoma is one of six national biomass
conversion to erergy project study areas and leads a 1axge partnership in
clearing Eastern Red Cedar along the North Canadian Rive monitoring changes
in stream flow, ground water, re-vegetation, and using the cedar for economic
development. The RC&D is leading an effort to develop ways to gasify Fastern

Red Cedar for electricity generation.

The Badlands RC&D in South Dakota assisted the Pine Ridge Cglala Sioux

Tribe in developlng an nding the Grasgland asive aDeCLFS project. The
project targets _eafy spurge and sait cedar the ite River watershed.
A coalition has been formed with Tribal, State, Federal and county agenciles

to complece the project.

The Sangre de Cristo RC&D and Southeast Colorade RC&D in Colorade provide

eadership and support to the Arkansas River Basin Water Forum. The two-day
Forum is held annually within the Arkansas River Basin in Colorado,
alternating between upstream and downstream locations. The Forum was
developed as a means to bring fogether diverse water interests to explain
their views and engadge in open dialogue about water issues in the basin.
Through s ¢ialogue, the Forum seeks to create a greater understandi g [o}4
Colorado water law, water use and conservation. Through the Forum, a
understanding of water igsues has evolved and along with it the opportunity
to firnd common ground. Each year, a committee representing agricultural,
municipal, industrial, environmental, recreational and governmental interests
in the basin comes together to sponsor and hest the Forum. Forum attendance
is around 200 participants.

The Ohio Valliey RC&D in Ohio helped negotiate an agreement between two

Ross County families and area conservation agencies to donate the development
rights to conservation along four miles on the west side of the Scioto River.
The 1 be used as a wildlife habitat and recreatlonal space.

¥s. DelLauro: ?Please provide a table of the allocations for fiscal years
2007 through 2009 for each RC&D council.

sponse: Allocations are not made to individual Councils, but are
given to each State o provide assistance for all designated areas within the
state. A& calculation on a per council basis is provided for the record. The

allocations for fiscal years 2007 and 2008 are provided in the table. In
fiscal year 2009 allocation per RC&D Council is proposed to be $0.

{The information follows:}



179

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

ALLOCATION TABLES FOR 2007 AND 2008

State
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Fiorida
Georgia
Hawaii*

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachuserts
Michigan
Minnesota
Misslissippil
Montana
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampghire
New Jersey
Mexico
New York
North
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

New

Carolina

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Number of
Designated
Areas
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2007 Firal

Allocation Perxr

Area
$123,59¢6
117,520
130,243
128,755
123,058
117,761
145,901
143,105
145, 545
118,840
148,880
133,003
118,252
115,493
117,242
117,377
118,292
145,961
129,822
141,831
140,858
129,012
130,354
142,997
121,597
129,448
117,242
142,033
153,025
143,106
120,011
124,642
110,788
120,343
120,620
122,110
143,105
131,562
148,005
131,266
129.4786

2008 Initial
Allocation Per
Area

$118,976
120,324
230,585
128,970
119,363
118,976
148,059
145,222
141,473
119,398
314,847
131,391
119,440
118,976
1 118,976
119,123
118,976
131,391
131,391
145,222
145,222
131,391
131,391
142,529
123,395
131,391
118,976
145,222
145,222
145,222
119,677
125,085
118,976
122,043
118,976
120,663
145,222
118,976
145,222
131,391
131,391
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Number of 2007 Final 2008 Initial
Designated Allocation Per Allocation Per
State Areas Area
Tennassee 10 117,242 118,976
Texas 22 581 118,976
Utah 7 332 134,922
Vermont 2 886 145,222
Virginia 7 994 131,391
Washington 7 137,042 145,222
West Virginia [ 119,768 121,539
Wisconsin 7 129,476 131,391
Wyoming 5 143,534 145,222
Pacific Basin 2 118,785 151,781
Caribbean Basin 3 143,105 145,222
* RC&D history includes Congressional earmark to Hawaii
Ms. DeLauro: Please update the history of RC&D funding for the past

seven years included in last year'’s hearing record by providing the number of
councils, funding level per council, and total RC&D funding through 2009.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:]

RC&D Funding History
FY 1999 - FY 2009

Fiscal Number of Funds per Total Funds

Year RC&D Areas Council Appropriated

1998 315 $111,111 $35,000, 000

2000 315 111,852 35,265,000

2001 348 120,733 41,523,000 [
2002 368 130,565 48,048,000 (ii)
2003 368 137,683 51,000,000 (iii)
2004 375 137,709 51,947,000 {iv)
2005 375 136,608 51,641,000 (v)
2006 375 125,965 51,300,000 {vi)
2007 375 123,178 51.088,000

2008 375 124,500 50,730,000 (vii}
2009 375 0 0

- Less Congressional rescission of $92,000
- Less Congressional rescission of $75,000
- Less Congressional rescission of $331,000
-~ Less Congressional rescission of $307,000
- Less Congressional rescissicn of $413,000
- Less Congressional rescission of $513,000
- Less Congressional rescission of $358,000

Ms, DeLauro: How do administrative and management costs get taken off
the top of the RC&D program directly benefit RC&D councils? Please provide
the Committee with examples.

Response: The administrative and management costs taken off the top
directly benefit RC&D Councils through support and oversight activities that
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affect the RC&D Coordinator serving RC&D Councils. Accivities include the
development of RC&D training courses, accountability and performance tools:
the RC&D portion of the Program Operations and Information Tracking System
{POINTS), and Total Cost Accounting System {(TCAS), the Agency’s web based
time and attendance tocl. These funds alsc cover the costs for the National
and State program staff, equipment, and management tools for the RC&D
Coordinator, along with funding for services provided by the National
Association of RC&D Councils (NARC&DC} to assist local Councils.

Specific examples include the NRCS National Technology Centers assistance
activities. fThe National Technology Centers support individual technology
teams. These teams provide valuable information for all RC&D Cocrdinators

and Council members. In fiscal year 2007, information on renewable energy
was provided through training by Technology Center staff to RC&D coordinators
at e National RC&D meeting. The National Employee Development Center
(NEDC) has developed two courses specifically related to the RC&D program.
These courses are aimed at improving the capacity of Coordinateors to assist
their Councils in implementing their area plans. These courses are free to
RC&D Council members who can cover their travel costs. NEDC is continuing to
develop additicnal training materials for RC&D Coordinators. The Social
Sciences Team has provided assistance to the NARC&DC through the development
of survey instruments and advice on working with communities and other public
participation methods. In the past, the Grazing Lands Team has assisted the
Rio Bravo and Wes-Tex RC&D Councils in Texas on projects related to economic
diversification of ranching operation. The Information Technology Center
provides technical support in the design and implementation of the new RC&D
reporting system in POINTS.

Other examples include NARC&DC activities. During fiscal year 2007, the
Cooperative Agreement with NARC&DC assisted councils to increase job and
business growth in rural America, increased their knowledge base about
alternative energy technologies that can be used to stimulate local
economies, drought mitigation and planning, entrepreneurial and community
development, and councils’ capacity building, including increa g outreach
to underserved clients and increasing diversity in councils. The work was
achieved through training sessions, forums, and development of educational
material.

RC&D REPORTING SYSTEM

Ms. Delaurc: Please update the Committee on the reporting system for
u *POINTS.” How is data from that system being used to evaluate
individual councils, and RC&D as a whole?

Response: NRCS implemented the new RC&D program performance reporting
system, POT , in [iscal year 2006. All goal performance measures are
reported in the system and are used to compute the RC&D allocation
performance component. The agency plans to use POINTS information, coupled
with the RC&D capacity index information being compiled by NARC&DC under a
cooperative agreement to evaluate overall agency program performance and
individu council needs and achievements.

RC&D COORDINATORS

Mg, DeLauro: How many coordinator vacancies exist? For every vacant
position, how long has the position has been vacant?
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Response: There are twenty two vacancies. The information is submitted
for the record.

{The information follows:]

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELCPMENT

VACANCY FORMATION

Length of

Yacancy

State RC&D Area Status {months}
Arkansas Yukon Flats Vacant 8
American Sameoa American Samoa Vacant 4
Arizona Lower Colorado River Vacant 1
Indiana Lincoln Hills Vacant 33
White River Vacant 3
Kentucky Eagle Vacant 16
Green River Vacant 26
Louisiana Capital Vacant 1
Maine Time and Tide Vacant 4

Conservation Resource

Michigan Alliance Vacant 16
Misslissippi Central Mississippi Vacant 4
Nebraska North Central Vacant 3
Trailblazer Vacant 3
New Hampshire Southern New Hampshire Vacant 1
New York Lake Plains Vacant 7
Chio Top of Ohio Vacant 6
Tennessee Southeast Tennessee Vacant 8
Texas Northeast Texas Vacant 1
Sam Houston Vacant 3
West Virginia Nerthern Panhandle Vacant 4
Wes-Mon-Ty Vacant 4
Wisconsin Town & Country Vacant 7

Ms. DeLauro: Has USDA pilot tested the concept of having one coordinator
run multiple councils? If not, why?

Response: NRCS has not tested the concept of having one coordinator run
multiple counc Although this concept has not been officially pilot
tested, more than half of the RC&Ds have been in existence for more than
twenty years and some have been in existence for more than five years. The
Councils should have the experience and capacity to take on a largexr role in
identifying, planning and addressing their priorities and will need less
assistance from the RC&D coordinator.

Ms, DeLauro: The House included report language in 2007 directing NRCS
to work with the Councils to develop apprepriate measures of effectiveness
for both conservation and economic development. Can you give us an update on

how you worked with councils to achieve this in both areas?

Response: The RC&D Program’s short and long-term program performance and
fficlency measures implemented is year include both the conservation and
community development aspects of the program. These measures were developed

ch
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in conjunction with work products provided by the National Association of
Resource Conservation and Development Counciis (NARC&DC), representing the
375 councils nationwide to incorporate local council concerns identified
vhrough the Area Planning process. The annual conservation measures are the
number of watershed or area-wide conservation plans, acres of land and water
resources benefited through implementation of RC&D projects; the community
development measure 1s the number of local businesses created or retained.
Rach year, the measures are goaled for performance by State. NRCS works
closely with local RC&D councils to help develop and implement projects that
support their Area and Annual plans with programs and services from NRCS,
other USDA agen s, other private and public entities. By partnering with
other entities, NRCS was able to help RC&D councils create or retain 10,723
jobs and 3,185 businesses in 200

se update your responses to the guestions on pages 692
hearing volume on rescurce based funding allocations.

Ms. DeLauro: Plea
s

Regponse: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:]

FACTORS FCR RESQURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
Fiscal Year 2008 Allocation Formula

Regource Concern Factors

Factors that relate to natural resource concerns or emerging issues
across the landscape that track the NRCS approach to S50il, Water, Ailr,
Plant, Animal, and Human (SWAPA & H)

Land Conservation:

Crop)

Soil Erosion Water ( (
Soil Erosion Water (Grazing

- Rangeland {(acres)

acres)
)
) - Pastureland {acres)

Soil Erosion Water (Grazing
Soil Erosion Water (Forest) (acres)
Soil Erosion Wind {acres)

Water Management:
Non~Attainment Water Bodies {(number}
Non-Attainment Water Bodies - Lake ({acres)
Non Attainment Water Bodies - Rivers {miles}

Farms w/confined animal operations {(number)
Irrigated Land (acres)

Land Management:
Habitat (acres)

tural Land Conversiocn Over Time (percent)

Agricul

Tribal Land {acres)

Wetlands (acres)

Threatened and Endangered Species (number)
Comnunity Development:

Persistent Poverty Counties (number)

Population Loss Counties (number)
Low-Employment Counties (number)

Housing Stress Counties {(number)

Farming Dependent Counties (number)

Limited Resource Farmers and Ranchers (number)
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Resource Concern Factors

Small Acreage Farms {number}
Federal Recognized Tribes (number)

State Specific Factors

Criteria unique to each state that affects the cost of business and
Iimplementation of national objectives
Costs of doing business:

a) Office Cost per Staff Year (dol

b} Travel Costs per Staff Year(decllar

¢} Salary Cost per Staff Year (dellars

Performance Factors

Bonus based on each state's performance in achieving or exceeding
their RC&D goaled performance measures for Fiscal Year 2007
a) Watershed or Area-Wide Conservation Plans Developed for Water
or Alr Quality {(number;
h) Land and water resources benefitted by RC&D projects (acres)
d) Local Businesses Created or Retained in Rural Communities
through RC&D Assistance (number)

lowing table shows the state’s fiscal year 2008 allocation

The fol
transition adjustment.

£
without the

ALLOCATIONS WITHOUT ADJUSTMENT
For Fiscal Year 2008

Resource
Base

State Allocation

Alabama ........... $710,541
Alaska ............ 639,068
Arizona ........... 799,862
ArKansas .......... 1,003,115
California ........ 1.187,193
Colorado .......... 1,042,560
Connecticut ....... 511,967
Delaware .......... 570,313
Florida ........... 1,100,358
Georgia ... 968,326
HYawail ........... . 610,443
[daho .......... ... 1,098,167
I1linois ... .. ... 880,944
Indiana ........... 962,848
fowa ... 980,105
Kansas ............ 1,128,025
Kentucky ....... ... 1,009,963
Louisiana ......... 942,303
Maine ......... .. .. 616,332
Maryland .......... 709,741
Massachusetts ..... 594,144
Michigan .......... 946,138
Minnesota ......... 1,145,830
Mississippil ....... 1,108,576

Moncana ........... 1,167,470
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Resource
Base

Nevada ............
New Hampshire .....
New Jersey ........
New Mexico ........
New York ..........
North Carolina

North Dakota ....,.

Ohio ......... P

Oklahoma ..........

Oregon ............
Pennsylvania ...... 818,215
Rhode Island ...... 554,151
South Carolina .... §02,601
South Dakota ...... 1,018,728
Tennessee ......... 846,877
TEXAS v vv e 1,296,215
1,049,408
n 588,666
virginia .......... 942,029
Washington ........ 1,169,935
West Virginia ..... 810,271
Wisconsin ......... 971,613
g 831,364
¢ Basin ... 564,286
Caribbean Basin ... 547,851
Total $46,451,832

Ms. DelLauro: How many coordinators have been to the RC&D concepts
training?

Response: date, 250 coordinators have attended the RC&D concepts
course. In addition to this formal course, the agency offers a variety of
alternative training methods, including net meetings, mentoring, and
continuing education options through identified core competencies which can
be found on the National Employee Development Center website at
http://www.nedc.nrcs.usda.gov/catalog/rcandd arn.html n fiscal year 2007,
no RC&D concepts training was provided by the National Employee Developrent
Center due to budget constraints, but NRCS did provide an abbreviated version
of six hours training over the internet via Livemeebing. Seventy-five RC&D
Coordinators participated in this abbreviated version of the Concepts
training. Some coordinators also receive training £rom non-NRCS sources
through their individual development plan.

Ms. DeLauro: Please update the response you provided last year on the
nunber of RC&D coordinators located in federal service centers and elsewhere
and the cost comparison.

Response:  NRCS has not conducted a nationwide study to gather the
comparative costs associated with the specific information requested. The
study’s cost-benefit computations would also need to analyze total costs,

administrative and technical support, and Information Technoleogy equipment
needs, as well as take into consideration the Americans with Disability Act
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erally, RC&D Coerdinators
because space is available and
i-alone space for RC&D

ity requiremen
ShA Servicae (enters it
than renting separate, stand

Cocudinators.

Delauro: 7To what extent are RC&D coordinators involved in farm bill
conservation program implementation? Is time spent on such activities
charged to the farm b

program?

onse: NRCS does not have a national figure for the amount of time a
or spends on Farm Bill conservation program implementation.
most Coordinators spend the vast majority of their time on RC&D

is because the highest priority use of available RC&D
to fund coordinator salaries. Time spent implementing Farm
charged as technical assistance te the appropriate Farm Bill

Drogran.
INDIRECT COST CHARGED PER NRCS PROGRAM
DeLauro: wWhat is the relative proportion of NRCS overhead and

adinin rative charges being assessed ag £ the RC&D program compared to
other programs under the jurisdiction of NRCS?

wing table shows the percentages of funds charged to
with programmatic technical assistarnce costs through

1

{The information follows.]

PERCENTAGE OF INDIRECT COSTS CHARGED PER NRCS PROGRAM
Fiscal Year 2008 Actuals - October Through January

oo oo

WS WS
state s WSP Rehab Ops cRp  EQIP csp
Alabanma 3.50 0.00 0.18 0.15 1.72 €.29 3.97 0. 0.77
Alaska 13.95 0.00 0.0C 1.70 764 80.32 38.11 1. 1.48
Arizona 16.96 0.01 1.5 0.0¢C 2.16 g.00 23.01 2.12 4.0
Arkans 5.94 0,04 0.0Cc 0.05 1.98 2.13 25.29 3.%55 6.38
Califo 5.59 0.00 §.00 0.00 1.93 1.13 28.41 3.43 5.21
Colorado 7.67 0.00 §.00 0.00 3.05 5,72 31.79 1.83 2.53
Connecticut 55.23 §.50 0.00 0.00 0.C0 2.00 1.35 25.40 3.25 6.25
Delaware 65.21 4.48 0.00 0.0C 0.00 1.34 0.91 19.82 4.03 4.20
Florida 36.65 4.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,47 0.89 16.58 6.61 4.10
47.09 3.84 0.32 ¢.71 0.00 15.25 1.94 23.26 1.06 3.23
55.29 28.1i0 0.18 0.00 0.46 3.36 0.00 8.80 0.62 1.18
39.98 5.81 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 3.90 12.00 1B.84 2.15 4.14
60.81 S.56 0.0¢C 0.00 G.00 1.71 1.16 22.63 2.78 5.35
56,81 4.30 0.0C .00 G.0 2.38 0.37 32.36 0.92 2.87
Towa 55.84 6.01 0.00 1.39 1.24 1.85 1.25 23,35 3.20 5.78
Kansas 44.48 5.30 0.03 0.60 0.400 1.60 1.92 25.62 3.4% 4{.85
Kentucky 59.31 6.1 0.00 0.00 C.0C 1.92 1.62 22.57 2.90 5.59
Louisiana 42.49 3.33 0.02 0.00 0.00 1.29 0.67 19.75 1.94 3.1
Maine 50.07 17.72 0.00 ¢.00 1.48 2.50 0.72 19.13 1.7 3,33
Maryland 47.08 6.04 0.00 0.00 0.0C 2.94 1.21 26.41 2.83 6.01
Massachusetts 54.44 9.50 0.00 ¢.00 0.00 2.93 1.1 23.63 2.85 5.47
Michigan 53.16 6.21 0.00 0.00 0.0¢ 2.81 1.29 24.12 3.i% 5.97

CDT OO0 0D

coooo
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allocations by State

WS WS
TA WSP Rehab Ops RC&D CRP  EQIP
Minn 52.84 . 0.0 0.00 0.02 1.82 1.21 23.81
Miss .75 4. 0.00 0.96 0.00 1.28% 0.87 17.0%
53.71 6. 0.902 0.00 0.10 2.01 1.34 25.94
49.75 2. 0.00 .00 0.00 1.08 0.47 28,02
L0l 4 .00 0.96 0.8 1.28 22.2% 28.26
46 17, .00 0.00 ©.00 2.67 0.00 24.84
39 3. 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.87 0.71 32.89
44 6. 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.7% 0.94 38.48
New Mexica .54 5. .00 0.00 0.00 2.19 0.5% 36.21
New York .92 8. C.00 1.11 0.00 1.73 1.64 19.19
North Carciina .65 5. 0.00 0.00 0.14 4.22 0.%96 18.05
North Dakota .23 5. 0.00 1.20 0.04 2.14 0.83 35.19
Ohio .97 4. 0.00 1.11 0,00 1. 1.05 31.94
Oklahoma .92 4. 0.00 2.85 0.00 1. 1.28 38.84
Oregon 1.23 5. 0.00 0.00 ©.00 1.
Pennsylvania 56.86 5 0.12 1.33 0.00 1. 1.
1 1cd 53.73 5. 0.00 0.00 0.00 2. 1
Carolina 56.39 3. 0.00 G.00 0.00 1.1 1.
42.61 4. 0.00 0.00 2.00 H 4.
43.81 5. 0.0¢ 1.27 §.00 4. 2.
54.10 7. 0.00C 2.19 1.866 i 0.
50.49 11. 0.00 ¢.92 0.30 2. a.
68.88 4.41 0.00 0.00 0.41 1. 0.
44.41 4.80 0.00 3.71 0.00 1. 1.
54.37 6.08 0.00 0.60 0.00 2. 1.
34.4 6.39 0.00 Q.00 B.23 2. 0.
67.01 4.43 0.00 6.00 0,00 HN 0.
59.88 8.06 0.29 G.00 0.00 L. 0.
100.00 0.00 0.09 ¢.00 0.00 0. 0.
Puerto Rico E 5.75 0.0¢Q 0.00 0£.00 2. 0.
RC&D ALLOCATIONS
Ms. Delauro: Please provide for the record the RC&D
for 2006 through 2008.
Response: The information is submitted for the record.
{ information follows:]
RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND LOPME

FINAL ALLOCATIONS BY STATE

WRP
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State 2008 2007 2008

Alabama $1,080,424 $1,112,363 51,076,781
Alaska 76,399 940,158 962,592
Arizona B0O, 260 781,445 783,509
Arkansas ., 862,381 901,283 902,792
California 1,503,543 1,476,699 1,432,353
Colorado 1,023,434 942,084 951,806
Connecticur 280,013 291,801 286,117
Delaware 136,291 143,105 145,222
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Florida
Georgia
Hawai. i

Idaho
Tllinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Migsissippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carclina
Noxrth Dakota
Qhio

Oklahomna
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Pacific Basin
Puerto Rico
Total, RC&D

2006
944,577
1,382,115
543,685
1,093,377
1,201,222
1,080,942
1,938,239
1,103,632
1,690,750
959,889
671,454
396,432
400,873
942,426
1,073,482
945,337
1,096,975
1,019,511
1,454,348
403,173
295,793
268,481
952,615
1,034,420
1,219,241
996,713
1,114,011
1,124,139
644,702
1,107,067
137,521
938,951
946,191
1,209,228
2,755,321
940,962
269,581
942,201
237,178
743,023
936,236
676,227
251, 632
400,828

2007
1,018,812
1,307,235

595,518
, 064,020
,182,516
, 039,433
, 875,868
, 056,396
., 656,085
, 021,730

645,112

425,494

422,574

903,077
1,042,830
1,000,977
972,773
, 035,580
,406,903
426,099
306,050
286,211
960,090
997,135
107,877
962,746
1,085,578
,098,987
715,527
1,184,056

148,005

918,864

906,334
L 172,418
608,788
003,322
285,772
902,960
959,292
718,607
906,334
717,668
237,569
429,316

[RE e I T I

bt

oy

N

-

2008
990,310
,313,377
, 259,387
, 051,130
,194,401
, 070,782
, 903,612
,072,020
665,661
919,739
656,956
435,666
435,666
919,739
1,051,130
997,706
987,160
1,051,130
1,427,709
435,666
290,444
290,444
957,413
1,000,681
1,189,758
976,343
1,070,782
1,085,964
726,110
1,070,782
145,222
919,739
919,739
1,189,758
2,617,467
944,456
290,444
919,739
1,016,554
729,235
919,739
726,110
303,582
435,666

[ T R S St

[y

$47,841,444

$47,311,47¢

$48,120,290
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Ms. Delaurc: Did any states return RC&D funds to headqguarters at the end
of fiscal year 20072 What happened to Lhose funds?

Responge: AL the end of fiscal year 2007, any funds returned by States
re re-allocated for RC&D activities in the next year. The following
rovides state-level detail on RC&D funds returned to headguarters at the end
£ fiscal year 2007.

m

o

[The information follows.]

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUNDS RRETURNED
Fiscal Year 2007
Amount

Alabama 54,769.41
Alaska . ... 5,396.85
AFIZ0NA e 5,927.91
Arkansas ............. 80.27
California ........... 150.35
Colorado .. 0.18
Connecticut .. ........ 3,875.04
Delaware ............. 2,423.98
Florida ......... P 7.,283.80
Georgia 22,946.82
Hawail ............... 8,520.68
Idaho oo 10.32
Iilinois ... ot 669.61
Indiana 3.36
TOWE « vvvvin e iiinnn e 283.80
Kansas ..... v 2,553.74
Kentucky ............. 1,471.31
Loulsiana ............ 0.74
Maipe ... .. e 585.50
Maryland ............. 55.1

Massachusetts ........ 0.01
Michigan . .......... .. 1,294.24
Minnesota ............ 4.77
Mississippi 4,636.04
tissouri .. 236.74
MONLANE . v v e i e 4,181.64
Nebraska ............. 3,093.55
Nevada ............... 5,730.84
New Hampshire ........ 146.14
New Jersey ........... 5.77
New Meaxico ........... 18,076.36
New York ............. 78.71
North Carolina ....... 10,872.08
North Dakcta ..... P 0.32
Ohio ... ... ... 0.29
Oklahoma . ............ 4131.41
OYegom ..o nnnnsn 3,021.48
Pennsylvania ......... 700.06

Rhode Island ......... 3,402.68
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State

South

Tennessee

Carolina
South Dakota

55,514.64
Vermont ............. 2,248.50
Virginia ............. 431.29
Washington ........... 4,986.22
West Virginia ... 420.55
Wisconsin ............ 85.02
Wyoming .......... .. 84.20
Pacific Basin ........ 8,152.39
Puerto RiCO ....... ... 47,238.66
Total, Returned Funds $264,544.17

Ms. DelLauro:
coordinator positions.
Response:
information follows:]

{The

RESOURCE

Please prov
state and the numper of vears it

The information

RC&D COQUNCILS

ide a table that

identifies each
has received USDA

A assistance to

is submitted for the record.

CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS

~
RU

&D council by

fund

tate

Arkansas

Mat-Su
Interior

Kenai

Rivers

Resource Conservation and
Development Council

Southeast Conference

Yukon

Flats

Bering Strait

Lower

Kuskokwim

Copper Valley

Alabama

wi

Wiregrass
Tombigbee
Alabama Mountains

Cawaco
Ala-Tom

Coosa Valley

Rivers, And Valleys

Northwest Alabama

Mid-South

Gulf Coast

Arkansas

Arkansas River Valley

Ozark Foothills
Southwest Arkansas

Number of

years
receiving

41
36
35
29
27
17
16
15
43
40
39
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Number of

years

Resource Conservation and receiving
State Development Council assistance
Southeast Arkansas 37

East Arkansas 35

Central Arkansas 1

Northwest Arkansas 16

American

Samoa American Samoa &
Arizona Little Colorado River Plateau 38
Cocopai 37

Coronado 37

Hohokam 36

Lower Colorado River 28

Navajo Nation 11

California North Cal-Neva 41
Central Coast 36

High Sierra 32

Ore-Cal 15

Northwest California 14

Central Sierra 10

South Coast 10

Central Sacramento vValley 7

Mojave Desert-Mountain 7
Yosemite/Seguoia 7

Southern Low Desert &

North Coast 5

Colorado Sangre De Cristo 40
San Juan 37

San Luis Valley 37

Colorado Big Country 36

East Central Colorado 32

Southeast Colorado 1

Painted Sky 7

Northeast Coloradoe 5

Connecticut Fastern Connecticut 41
King's Mark 35

nelaware First State 37
Florida West Florida 39
Suwannee River 37

Three Rivers 35

Central Florida 14

South Florida 10

Florida West Coast 7

Treasure Coast 5

Georgila Upper Ocmulgee 44
Pine Country 1
Chestatee-Chattahoochee 38

Coastal Georgila 37

Limestone Valley 35
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Number of

years

Resource Conservation and receiving

Development Council assistance

Oconee River 29

Central Savannah River 16

Seven Rivers 15

Golden Triangle 14

Two Rivers 14

Rolling Hills 10

Hawail Tri-Isle 38
Big Island 33

Garden Island L6

0’ ahu 7

Towa Chariton Valley 38
Southern Iowa 38

Rc&D For Ne Iowa 37

Geode Rc&D, Inc 33

Pathfinders 29

Golden Hills 27

Missouri And Mississippl Divide 16

Iowa Heartland 14

Limestone Bluffs 14

iowa Lakes i2

Iowa Valley 10

Soulx Rivers 10

Cedar Valley 7

Prairie Rivers 7

Prairie Partners 6

Prairie Winds 3

Idaho Panhandle Lakes 44
Wood River 38

Clearwater 33

High Country 29

West Central Highlands 17

Three Rivers 16

Southwest Idaho 14

Mid~Snake 0

Iliinois Shawnee 42
Two Rivers 37

Blackhawk Hills 35

Prairie Hills 32

Southwestern I[llinois 17

Prairie Rivers 16

Interstate 10

Wabash valley 7

Lincoln Heritage 6

Post Oak Flats 5

Indiana Lincoln Hills 44
Historic Hoosier Hills 37

Four Rivers 386
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state

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Massachusetts

Maryland

Maine

Resource Conservation and
Development Council

Sycamore Trails
Arrow Head Country
Hoosler Heartland
Wood-Land-Lakes
Northwest Territory
White River
Sunflower

Flint Hills
See-Kan

Lake Region
Glacial Hills
Western Prairie
Central Prairie
Santa Fe Trail
Sclomon Valley
Pennyrile
Cumberland-Green Lakes
Big Sandy
Cumberland Valley
Green River
Mammoth Cave
Heritage

Licking River Valley
Kentucky River
Linceiln

Gateway

Jackson Purchase
Fagle
Thoroughbred
Trailblazer

Twin Valley
Capital

Northeast Delta
Imperial Calcasieu
Acadiana

Bayou Land
Berkshire-Pioneer
The Pilgrim Area
Patriot

Southern Maryland
Maryland Eastern Shore
Western Maryland
St. John-Arcostook
Threshold To Maine
Time And Tide

Down East
Heart Of Maine

Number of
years
receiving

assistance

35
33
28
12

7

-
¢}

40
37
37
35
17

7

)

5
43
37
36
35
33
17
16
16
14
14
30
10

7

6
42
38
37
16

1
i

12
6
40

35
6

i
i

28
14
43
38
36
33

18
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Number of

years
Resource Conservation and receiving
Development Council assistance
Congervation Resource Alliance 40
Upper Peninsula 37
Huron Pines 36
Sauk Trails 23
Potawatomi 17
Saginaw Bay 16
Timberland 14
Minnesota Wesmin 44
Onanegozie 41
Giziibii 35
Hiawatha Valley 33
Prairie Country 17
Pembina Trail 16
Laurentian 12
Three Rivers 7
Missouri Top Of The Ozarks 43
Southwest Missouri 41
Green Hills 36
Rig Springs 33
Bootheel 32
Osage Valley 15
Prairie Rose 15
Northeast Misscuri 12
Mississippi Northwest Mississippi 43
Northeast Mississippil 41
Southeast Mississippi 37
Southwest Mississippi 36
Central Mississippi ’ 16
North Central Mississippl ) 14
Mississippl Coastal Plains 7
Montana Bitter Root 43
Beartooth 38
Headwaters 36
Central Mcontana 17
Eastern Plains 16
Northwest Montana 15
North Central Montana 10
Northern Rocky Mountain 6
North
Carolina Piedmont Conservation Council Inc 41
Southwestern No. Carclina 39
Mid-East 35
Albemarle 33
Mountain Valleys 32
Environmental Impact 27
Blue Ridge 16

Cape Fear 14
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Numper of
years
Resource Conservation and receiving
State Development Council
Pilot View
Carolina Land And Lakes
North Dakota Dakota Prairies
Lake Ahgassiz
Dakota West
Northern Plains
Sheyenne James
Red Rive
Upper Dakota
Williston Basin
Nebraska Panhandle
North Central
Loup Basin
Northeast Nebraska
Southwest Nebraska
Five Rivers
South Central Nebraska

Nebraska Loess Hills 7

railblazer 7

Nebraska Great Plains 6

Prairie Land 6

Sandhills 5

New Hampshire North Country 41
Scouthern New Hampshire 10

New Jersey North Jersey 36
South Jersey 32

New Mexico Northern Rio Grande 44
Rlack Range 40

El Llano Estacado 33

South Central Mountain 33

Hub 32

Jornada 17

Sureste 186

Adelante 15

Nevada Western Nevada 35
High Desert 10

Da XKa Doiyabe 7

New York South Central New York 42
Senaca Trail 41

Finger Lake 36

Greater Adirondack 33

Black River-St. Lawrence 32

Hudson-Mohawk 12

Ontario Lake Plains 10

Lower Hudson-~Long Island 7

Ohio Buckeye Hills 41

Crossroads 37
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state

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Northern
Mariana
Islands
Puerto Rico

Rhode Island
South
Carolina

South Dakota

Resource Conservation and
Development Council

Maumee Valley

Top Qf Qhio

OChio valley

Erie Basin

Miami Valley
Western Reserve
Heart Of Ohio
Cherokee Hills
Ouachita Mountains
Ascog

Fun Country

Great Plains

Cross Timbers

Tall Grass
Wheatland

High Plains

Cascade Pacific
Celumbia-Blue Mountain
Northwest Oregon
Southwest Qregon

Wy 'east

Penn Soil

Endless Mountains
Penn's Corner
lieadwaters
Poccono-~Northeast
Southern Alleghenies
Community Partnerships
Southeastern Pa
Capital

Marianas

U.S. Virgin Islands
El Caribe

E]l Atlantico

Rhode Island

Lowcountry

East Piedmont
Santee-Wateree
Ninety Six District
Pee Dee
Edisto-~Savannah
Foothills

Randall

Black Hills

Number of
years
receiving
assistance
37
36
33
17
16
7
6
43
38
37
33
27
16
16
16
7
44
38
35

"
L

12
44
41
35
33
28
18
14
10

6

16
37
29
15
37

42
40
37
36
14
10

44
40
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Number of

years
Resource Conservation and receiving
State Development Council assistance
Lower James 35
North Central South Dakota 33
Badlands 14
South Central 14
Tatanka 7
Tennessee Hull-York Lakeland 43
Five Rivers 37
Southeast Tennessee 36
Chickasaw-Shiloh 35
Clinch-Powell 18
Appalachian 14
Buf falo-Duck River 1
Smoky Mountain 10
Cumberland Mountain 7
Central Basin 6
Texas Southeast 42
Leon-Bosque 38
De-Go-La 37
Rio Bravo 36
Four Winds 35
Northeast Texas 35
Post Oaks 33
Sam Houston 32
North Rolling Plains 28
Alamo 17
Big Country 17
Piney Woods 16
Central Texas 14
Wes-Tex 14
Bluebonnet 10
Chisholm Trail 10
Concho Valley 1
Pecos Valley 10
Chihuahuan Desert 7
High Plains 7
Hill Country 6
Rio Grande-Nueces &
Utah Bear River 42
Color Country 36
Dinosaurland 33
Castleland 18
pPanoramaland 16
Bonneville 10
Uinta Headwaters 10
Virginia New River-Highlands 36
Rastern Shore 35

0ld Dominien 17
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Number of

years

Resource Conservation and receiving

State Development Council assistance
Tidewater 16

Black Diamond 14

South Centre' Corridors [

Shenandoah 5

Vermont George D. Aiken 44
Nertheyn Vermont 36

wWashington Columbia-Pacific 37
Ki-Yak 35

North Central Washington 16

Upper Columbia 15

Big Bend 10

Blue Mountain 7

Nerth Olympic Peninsula 7

Wisconsin Pri-~Ru-Ta 44
Lumberjack 40

Golden Sands 36

River Country 32

Southwest Badger 12

Glacierland 7

Town And Country 5

West Virginia Little Kanawha 42
Mountain 41

Potomac Headwater 38

Wes-Mon-Ty 37

Great Kanawha 29

Northern Panhandle 18

Wyoming Western Wyoming 1
Big Horn Basin 37

Southeastern Wyoming 36

Northeastern Wyoming 17

Historic Trails 7

REGIONAL PROJECTS

Ms. DelLauro: Please update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record, showing the regional project allocations, to include fiscal years
2000-2009, e.g. technology development v. regional projects. Provide some
recent examples in each of the categories displayed on the table. Where is
the funding derived for these projects?

Response: The information is submitted feor the record.
{The information follows:)
TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT VS. REGIONAL PROJECTS

Fiscal Years 2000 - 2009
(Dellars in Millions)



2000 2001 2002 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009*
;Zi;:z;w‘”gi’t $7.0 $6.8 6.0 $6.0  $6. $6.0  $6.0  $6.0 $6.6
:f‘;lzti; s.8 6.4 7.2 T, 7.7 1.7 7.7 8.0
State projects . 28.1 28.2 25.0 s) 25. 25.0 25.0 25.0 27.5
Torals, FY ..... $40.9 $41.4 $38.2 7 $38.7 $38.7 $38.7 $38.7 $42.1

Technology Development:
ajor improvement in the Manure Management Planner
funded through a cooperative agreement with Purdue University.

ding for new Farm Bill

Investments in technology develcpment include a
(MMP)

a software program
This software

has been adopted by NRCS as the nationally supported software to help
producers develop Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plans (CNMPs).

NRCS is also leading the implementation of the Conservation Effects
Assessment Project (CEAP). CEAP involves developing a set of modeling tools
to quantify the environmental benefits of conservation practices at the
national and watershed scales as a measure of how current funding is meeting
its intended goals. A multi-agency effort, CEAP inveives data collection,
model development, model application and research.

The Energy Estimators are simple tools developed by NRCS to increase
energy awareness in agriculture.

The Energy Estimator for Tillage allows producers to estimate energy use
nd fuel cost or savings associated with different tillage systems used on

yms or ranches. This tool receives around 400 visits weekly. Since December
ion hits have been recorded.

The Energy Estimator for Nitrogen enables producers to estimate the cost
and porential nitrogen savings associated with form, timing and placement of
rogen on a farm or ranch. Over 800,000 hits to the nitrogen estimator web
have been recorded since it was launched on February 24, 2006.

The Energy Estimator for Irrigation enables producers to estimate water
usage and energy cost associated with various irrigation systems, and
potential savings from improved irrigation water management, eguipment
maintenance and a pumping plant evaluation. The irrigation energy estimator
has received nearly 600,000 hits since it was launched on June 12, 2006.

The Energy Estimator for Animal Housing pro as the producer with an
estimate of petential energy savings opportunitles in dairy, poultry
(broiler) and swine production systems. Over 365,000 hits have been recorded
for the Energy Estimator for Animal Housing web site since it was launched in
November, 2006.

NRCS is enhancing its accountability processes to provide information and
trends in conservation treatment, conservation program investments, and
performance on watersheds of national importance such as the Chesapeake Bay
Region, Mississippi River Basin, Great Lakes Region, Klamath Basin, etc., as
well as watersheds impacting water bodies of significance at the State level.
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The system is also being ernhanced to provide more accountability £for project
specific activities such as Congressional initiatives.

Regional Projects: Regional projects address water guality impairments
on large-scale water bodies with r ~state watersheds, These projects
involve conservation and environmental partners at the Federal, State, and

local levels. Examples include efforts in the Chesapeake Bay, Gulf of
Mexico, Xiamath Basin, and the Great Lakes watersheds.

State Projects: State projects address water quality impairments on
State water bodies. Previously referred to as ongoing projects, the State
projects frequently involve government, non-governmental organizations, and
private industry partners at the State, Tribal and local levels. Examples
include: the New York City Watershed Project where NRCS provides most of the
technical assistance and a small amount of financial assistance, with the
bulk of the financial assistance coming from the City and the State; the work
by NRCS field offices in all 23 Maryland counties with the Maryland
Department of Agriculture and Maryland Association of Soil Conservation
Districts to provide technical assistance and financial assistance for water
guality efforts in the Chesapeake Bay; the Missouril Bootheel Partner Project
that develops post-harvest wetlands for water quality and wildlife habitat;
and the Oregon Environmental Quality Incentive Program {EQIP} Ground and
Surface Water Quality program that is used in conjunction with State programs
to improve ground and surface water guality in State-identified watersheds.

Ms. Delauro: Please provide the Committee with a b description of
each of the regional projects that are currently underway ciuding how much
has heen spent on each project. What is the expected date of completion for

each regional project?

Response: The three regional projects are the Chesapeake Bay, Gulf of
Mexico, and Great Lakes. These regional projects are large in scope and the
water quality impairments are significant, so it will reqguire an extended
amcunt of time and resources to fulfill the objectives. While restoration
efforts are progressing at a steady pace, expected completion dates cannot be
projected with confidence. The following updates describe the status of
activities for each regional project:

Chesapeake Bay The Chesapeake Bay Program is a partnership among
Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Delaware, West Virginia, New York, the
District of Columbia, the Chesapeake Bay Commission, NRCS, and other Federal
agencies. It was formed in 1983 as a result of the first Chesapeake Bay
Agreement. As an active partner, NRCS provides accelerated technical
assistance in the six States and the District of Colum that drain into the
Chesapeake Bay. In cocperation with local conservation districts, NRCS
provides the primary interface between the private landowner and numerous
State and Federal programs.

c
®

The agricultural community’s commitment to restoring the Chesapeake Bay
is evidenced by their participation in the conservation programs that NRCS
manages. These programs target multiple commitments the Chesapeake Bay
2000 agreement. In 2007, NRCS provided over $37 million in technical and
financial assistance to landowners for the installation of Best Management
Practices to improve water guality. That figure jumps to over $70 million
when expenditures targeting multiple natural resource issues in the Bay are
included. Federal dollars are typically matched one-to-one with private
landowner dollars. The assistance came primarily from such programs as
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Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA} program, Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (EQIP}, Wetland Reserve Program {(WRP), Wildlife Habitat
Incentives Program (WHIP), and Farm and Ranch lands Protection Program
{FRPP!} .

Partnerships at the local, State and Federal levels make this happen.
Cooperation and entrepreneurship lie at the heart of the progress. Some of
the best conservation and environmental protections result when landowners
and communities work together.

In 2000, Chesapeake-area governors, the mayor of the District of
Columbia, and the EPA administrator signed the Chesapeake 2000 Agreement.
The 2000 Agreement pledges to restore water quality by 2010, preserve 20
percent of the region's land, and provide environmental education to all
students in the watershed. 1In addition, Congressional 2008 Appropriations
language calls for the Chesapeake Bay Program to develop a Chesapeake Bay
action plan for the remaining years of the Chesapeake 2000 Agreement.

Great Lakes NRCS has a long history of working cooperatively within the
Great l.akes Basin with the State governments, local conservation districts,
Tribal groups, and Congressional representatives, to address water quality
and other environmental issues.

The Great Lakes Regional Cellaboration Initiative incliudes a Federal task
force, the Great Lakes States, local communities, Tribes, regional bodies,
and other interests in the Great Lakes region to help design a strategy that
would restore and protect the Great Lakes now and into the future. Executive
Order 13340 ({May 18, 2004) established a regicnal collaboraticn framework for
improved coordination of natural resource management and environmental
protection in the Great Lakes Bagin. The NRCS programs that have a direct
impact on water guality of the Great Lakes are: the CTA program, EQIP,
Conservation Security Program (CSP), and WRP. In fiscal year 2007, NRCS
obligated over $86 million in technical and financial assistance to
landowners within the Great Lakes Basin through these conservation programs.

Instead of one completion date, the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration
Strategy has a range of completion dates for the multitude of resource
concerns facing the Great Lakes region. s of the range of completion
dates and targets are:

2010 - a 50 percent reduction in Basin-wide household burning

2015 ~ restaore, recover, and protect an net increase of one
million acres of wetlands within the Great Lakes basin

2020 - create one million new acres of buffer strips within the
Basin

2025 ~ significantly reduce persistent toxic substances inputs
from international sources.

Guif of Mexico Each year an area of water off the Gulf of Mexico's
northern shore exhibits low oxygen, or hypoxic, conditions. The size of the
zone has increased since the 1980°s, averaging in recent years about 15,000
square kilometers. The initial response established a Federal-State task
force and produced an action plan in 2001. The action plan called for
reducing the size of the hypoxic zone to 5,000 sguare kilometers by 2015,
improving water guality within the basin, and improving economic conditions
across the basi
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The 2001 Action Plan identified the need for increased assistance to
producers for voluntary implementation of conservation practices that would
help reduce nutrient runoff and leaching. Practices were applied through
USDA programs {e.g. CTA, WRP, CRP including the Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program, and EQIP). During 2002-2006, approximately $4.6 billion
in financial and technical assistance was obligated in the 31 Mississippi
Basin states to address water quality and other natural resource concerns.

Over the past two years, the Federal-State task force conducted a
reassessment culminating in a revision to the 2001 Action Plan. The draft
2008 Action Plan places more emphasis on accelerating nutrient reductions
through state led (and Federally suppecrted) nutrient reduction strategies.
The revised Action Plan retains the 2015 time frame for reducing the extent
of the hypoxic zone or making significant progress but also recognized that
this may not be possible.

Ms. DelLauro: Update the table that appears in last year's hearing
record, showing the total cost to NRCS to provide this assistance and the
amount reimbursed {(if any) by other agencies or organizations to include
fiscal year 2008.

Response: The information is submitted for the recoxd.

[The information follows:]

REGIONAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES FISCAL YEARS 2004-2009

Funding
{Dollars in millions)
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009* 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009~

Regional
Project

Staff Years

Chesapeake

Bay $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.0 $6.1 66 66 66 66 66 67
Gulf of

Mexico 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 4 4 4 4 4 5
Great

Lakes 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 14 14 14 14 14 15
TOTALS : $7.7 $7.7 $7.7 $7.7 $7.7 $8.0 84 84 84 84 84 87

* Estimated funding for projected 2008 Farm Bill
EQIP ALLOCATION

Ms. DelLauro: Please update the table that appears in last year’s record
to reflect the EQIP allocation change in fiscal year 2007, as well as the
fiscal year 2008 EQIP allocation.

Response: State allocations can change over the course of a year as the
Bgency moves funds from States that are unable to obligate funds to States
that can obligate funds. This helps assure the efficient and effective use
of program dollars. Therefore, to allow a consistent comparison between
vears, the allocation amounts provided in this table are the initial
allocations given to the States. In addition, in fiscal years 2007 and 2008,
the NRCS set aside $20,000,000 for Conservation Innovation Grants. These
competitive grants can serve to supplement a State’s allocation when an
application is funded.
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"The information follows:]

FY 2007 INITIAL EQIP ALLOCATION 3Y STATE

STATE Initial FA Initial TA Initial Total
ALABAMA $12,401,072 $3,036,82:% $15,437,883
ALASKA 4,589,083 1,847,563 6,436,646
ARIZONA 19,356,071 5,390,017 24,746,088
ARKANSAS 16,351,330 4,256,274 20,607,604
CALIFORNIA 36,686,982 10,035,592 46,722,574
COLORADC 27,675,937 8,417,929 36,093,866
CONNECTICUT 4,437,409 1,747,435 6,184,844
DELAWARE 5,866,284 1,381,757 7,248,041
FLORIDA 19,213,741 5,843,292 25,057,033
GEORGIA 14,394,121 3,879,698 18,273,819
HAWAILL 4,620,438 1,856,1:3 6,466,551
IDAHO 11,378,436 3,258,579 14,537,015
ILLINOIS 14,263,857 3,257,725 17,521,582
INDIANA 10,930,334 2,876,852 13,807,245
TOWA 20,817,801 4,959,120 25,776,921
KANSAS 21,245,487 5,475,630 26,725,117
KENTUCKY 12,042,591 2,620,912 13,673,503
LOUISIANA 13,720,341 3,386,115 7,106,456
MAINZ 6,311,985 1,943,854 8,455,839
MARYLAND 6,726,860 1,839,023 8,565,883
MASSACHUSETTS 3,850,552 1,624,678 5.475,230
MICHIGAN 15,631,540 4,375,340 20,006,880
MINNESOTA 26,094,154 6,375,640 32,469,794
MISSISSIPPI 14,122,534 3,076,048 17,198,582
MISSOURI 19,138,840 4,722,805 23,85%, 645
MONTANA 23,037,164 5,375,044 28,412,208
NEBRASKA 21,491,878 5,104,406 26,596,284
NEVADA 5,568,316 1,514,710 7,483,026
NEW HAMPSHIRE 3,798,795 1,526,988 5,325,783
NZW JERSEY 3,862,226 1,285,013 5,147,241
NEW MEXICO 18,169,180 5,105,382 23,274,572
NEW YORK 11,486,726 3,560,668 15,047,394
NORTH CAROLINA 15,175,122 3,319,925 18,495,047
NORTH DAKOTA 17,300,801 4,226,540 21,527,441
OHZO 22,401,558 3,607,389 16,008,947
QKLAHOMA 23,328,434 5,559,376 28,888,010
OREGON 12,362,011 3,109,939 15,471,950
PENNSYLVANIA 10,817,676 3,138,572 13,956,248
RHODE ISLAND 3,526,767 1,116,190 4,642,957
SOUTH CAROLINA 6,792,383 2,036,882 8,829,265
S50UTH DAKOTA 16,358,341 4,025,408 20,383,749
TENNESSEE 10,565,588 2,703,211 13,268,809
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STATE Initial FA Inizial TA Initial Total
TEXAS 67,085,880 15,777,353 82,877,233
UTAH 17,094,866 5,914,365 23,009,231
VERMONT 4,487,825 1,858,293 6,346,122
VIRGINZA 11,620,284 2,567,832 14,288,176
WASHINGTON 14,604,648 3,583,376 18,188,025
WEST VIRGINIA 5,976,089 1,355,692 7,931,791
WISCONSIN 27,133,023 4,187,825 22,320,648
WYOMING 11,958,425 3,388,020 15,356,445
PACIFIC BASIN 2,427,947 530,482 2,958,429
PCERTO RICO 5,426,282 2,737,059 7,163,341
STATE TOTAL 734,930,210 195,624,813 830,545,023
Undistributed 80,000 2 80,000
NHQ 20,000,000 44,938,217 64,935,217
GRAND TOTAL $755,010,210 1 240,550,030 $995,560, 240
FvY 2008 INITIAL EQIP ALLOCATICN BY STATE
Initial
STATE Initial FA Initial TA Total

ALABRAMA $12,455,939 $2,690,009 $14,145,948
ALASKA 7,370,481 2,452,844 9,823,426
ARZZONA 17,988,566 4,834,201 22,822,867
ARKANSAS 14,974,015 3,746,104 18,720,119
CALIFORNIA 34,866,612 9,130,554 43,837,186
COLORADC 26,542,952 8,197,662 34,740,615
CONNECTICUT 6.725,060 2,186,820 8,521,880
DELAWARE 7,269,310 1,695,818 8,965,128
FLORIDA 18,205,201 5,312,056 23,521,257
GEORGIA 13,321,741 3,454,776 16,776,517
FEAWAII 7,870,353 2,612,622 10,482,975
IDARO 10,283,748 2,762,083 13,045,831
JLLINOTIS 13,221,598 2,877,659 16,088,237
INDIANA 9,988,370 2,531,274 12,529,544
TOWA 19,450,382 4,422,874 23,873,256
KANSAS 20,144,301 4,967,956 25,112,257
KENTUCKY 10,260,021 2,334,400 12,594,421
ZOUISIANA 12,422,293 2,840,895 15,363,187
MATNE 7,226,492 2,068,926 9,285,417
MARYLAND 5,927,268 1,833,262 8,760,530
MASSACHUSETTS 5,514,912 1,952,563 7,467,474
MICEIGAN 14,867,363 3,985,106 18,852,469
MINNESOTA 24,567,698 5,736,237 30,303,935
MISSISSIPEI 12,618.690 2,612,035 15,230,724
MZSSOURL 17.,785,42¢ 4,292,284 21,977,709
21,5.5,4¢8 4,797,037 26,312,445

MCNTANA
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Initial
STATE Initial FA Initial TA Total
NEBRASKA 20,126,439 4,560,503 24,686,942
NEVADA 7,347,315 2,306,188 9,653,503
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,859,805 2,201,412 9,061,217
NEW JERSEY 4,787,658 1,480,220 6,267,878
NEW MEXICO 16,894,436 4,564,583 21,459,018
NEW YORK 10,784,480 3,222,019 14,006,498
NORTH CAROLINA 13,870,912 2,887,066 16,757,978
NORTH DAKOTA 16,062,916 3,751,522 19,814,438
CHIO 11,520,316 3,226,905 14,747,221
OKLAHOMA 21,700,625 4,937,461 26,638,086
CREGON 11,111,485 2,697,818 13,809,304
PENNSYLVANIA 10,266,654 2,852,651 13,119,305
RHODE ISLAND 7,521,522 2,078,014 9,599,536
SOUTH CARQLINA 7,857,738 2,244,797 10,102,535
SOUTH DAKOTA 15,370,620 3,612,682 18,983,302
TENNESSEE 9,818,888 2,408,345 12,227,233
TEXAS 63,934,281 14,332,179 78,266,460
UTAH 16,504,626 5,945,080 22,449,706
VERMONT 6,740,464 2,300,600 9,041,064
VIRGINIA 10,587,433 2,231,905 12,819,338
WASHINGTON 13,314,007 3,131,158 16,445,165
WEST VIRGINIA 7,163,076 2,195,967 9,359,043
WISCONSIN 15,881,739 3,717,419 19,599,158
WYOMING 10,670,893 2,967,948 13,638,841
PACIFIC BASIN 1,843,883 364,650 2,208,533
PUERTO RICO 5,936,272 1,811,925 7,748,197
STATE TOTAL 717,876,782 184,369,052 902,245,834
Undistributed 21,573,189 5,210,298 26,783,487
NHQ 20,000,000 50,970,679 70,970,679
GRAND TOTAL $759,449,971 | §24G,550,029 { $1,000,000,000

Ms. DeLauro: Were any changes made from 2007 to 2008 in the way EQIP
funds were allocated? If so, please describe those changes for the record.

Response: The allocation formula was not changed.

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide a table for the record showing each state’:
total eligible acreage/envirenmentally sensitive lands and the amount each
state received in the 2006 and 2007 EQIP allocation.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:]
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EQIP TOTAL ELIGIBLE ACREAGE AND FUNDING

tial Fiscal Year

Non-

Cropland Industrial Total Allocations

and Grazing Forest Eligible (Firancial Assistance)

State Laend Acres Land Acres Acres 2007
Alabama 8,704,385 16,217,894 24,922,279 $12,859,556 512,403,072
Alaska 881,045 3,789,680 4,670, 5,122,147 4,589,083
Arizona 29,366,722 554,100 29,920,822 20,916,855 13,356,071
Arkansas 14,364,955 10,399,728 24,764,680 16,723,016 16,351,330
California 27,698,773 10,629,930 38,328,709 35,601,305 36,686,982
Colorade 32,634,221 3,083,300 35,717,521 27,959,071 27,675,937
Connecticut 359,313 1,530,600 1,889,913 4,158,147 4,437,405
Delaware 579,545 305,716 885,261 5,867,009 5,866,284
10,454,217 7.884,029 18,138,246 18,398,404 19,213,741
10,671,246 17,102,400 27,773,646 14,314,838 14,394,121
1,439,071 805,900 2,244,971 4,256,964 4,610,438
i1 187 1.808,044 13,638,211 12,019,126 11,378,436
x 27, 788 3,565,280 30,768,980 13,490,217 14,263,837
Indiana 1s, 022 3,850,200 18,661,222 10,199,898 10,830,394
Iowa 31, 639 2,038,000 33,204,699 159,857,205 20,817,801
Kansas 46,089,268 1,526,800 47,616,068 20,568,274 21,245,487
Kentucky 13,334,234 10,335,276 23,669,510 10,470,827 11,042,581
Louisiana 7,876,928 8,829,516 16,706,044 14,298,313 13,720,341
ine 1,211,648 5,286,320 10,507,968 6,522,309 6,511,985
Maryland 2,154,875 1.963,942 4,118,817 6,057,344 6,726,860
Massachusetts 318,289 2,255,829 2,774 3,859,840 3,830,552
Michigan 3,872,812 10,672,377 20,54 15,171,136 15,83 a0
Minnesota 25,994,621 7,365,420 33,360,041 25,108,644 26,094,154
Mis sippi 10,124,822 12,668,537 22,791,358 14,048,529 14,122,534
Missouri 28,826,188 11,638,480 40,464,668 18,150,708 19,138,840
Montana 58,607,778 3,074,925 61,682,703 23,087,851 23,037,164
Nebraska 45,525,414 757,300 46,282,714 20,543,213 21,491,878
Nevada 6,409,288 276,768 6,686,056 5,538,034 5,568,316
New Hampshire 415,031 3,263,805 3,678,836 4,026,040 3,798,783
New Jersey 832,600 1,284,500 2,117,500 4,102,532 3,862,226
New Mexico 43,287,108 3,056,800 45,344,008 18,233,198 18,169,190
New Yovk 7,254,470 12,773,998 20.034.468 13,000,760 11,488,726
North Carolina 9,122,378 13,471,080 22,593,459 14,156,869 15,175,122
North Dakota 38,359,346 352,900 39,712,246 17,846,620 17,300,901
Chie 14,103,085 6,625,976 20,729,061 12,740,813 12,401,558
Oklahoma 33,218,677 5,938,015 39,156,692 22,584,435 23,328,434
Cregon 17,449,283 5,725,442 23,178,735 12,603,238 12,362,011
Pennsylvania 7,167,306 11,365,135 18,533,041 10,470,862 10,817,676
Rhode Island 55,256 334,500 389,736 3,752,78% 3,526,767
South Carolina 4,393,452 8.810,320 13,403,772 7,282,298 6,792,383
Scuth Dakota 44,354,880 384,600 44,739,480 16,705,127 16,358,342
Tennessee 11,122,383 10,390,500 21,512,863 10,020,289 10,565,588
Texas 131,308,286 8,477,964 139,786,250 65,348,396 7,089,880
Ucah 12,024,681 1,282,480 13,307,081 18,430,072 17.084,8656

Vermont 1,262,155 3,700,310 4,962,465 4,175,333 4,487,829



ial Fiscal Year
Allccations
Assistance}

Cropland

and Grazing Forest L

State Land Acres Land Acres “res 06 2007
Virginia 8,228,226 11,671,193 19,899,419 11,781,718 11,820,284
Washington 15,179,710 4,914,280 20,093,9%0 14,459,579 14,604,649
West Virginia 3,455,332 9,479,220 12,934,752 5,518,765 5,976,099
Wisconsin 14,960,205 9,602,910 24,503,115 16,218,507 17,123,022
Wyoming 34,088,652 875,600 34,564,292 12,620,945 11,958,425
Pacific Basin 25,293 0 25,293 1,370,851 2,427,947

erto Rice 865,140 554,600 1,459,740 5,184,708 5,426,282
Total, NRCS 932,685, 688 5298,110,854 51,230,798,542 5727,138,464 $734,930,210

Note: State allocations can change over the course of a year as the
Agency moves funds from States that are unable to obligate funds to States
that can obligate dollars. This helps assure the efficient and effective use
of program funds. Therefore, to allow a consistent comparison between years,
the allocations amounts provided in thig table are the initial allocations
given to the States.

EQIP FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LIVESTOCK

Ms. DeLauro: Using the latest data av able, how much of the EQIP
funding is devoted to vestock concerns? at percentage is that of the
total? Please inciude a separate column within the table to show NRCS
technical assistance costs.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:)}

EQIP Financial Assistance to Livestock

NRCS
Livestock Percent Technical
Piscal Related Tatal Livestock Assistance
Year Cost Share Cost Share Related Costs
2004 $449,558,698 $648,3B9,683 69% $112,389,675
2005 496,829,738 726,747,456 68 124,207,435
2008 483,746,854 734,173,228 66 120,936,714
2007 520,828,711 784,185,517 66 119,773,662

Note: Inciudes Klamath and Ground and Surface Water Conservation
un

SMALL FARMER INITIATIVE

Ms. DeLauro: Please update your response from last year on the small
farmer initiative.

Response: In fiscal year 2007, NRCS funded a $12.5 million Limited
Resource Farmers Initlative to help small and ted resource farmers
implement sound conservation practices on their land. Through this
initiative, States and the Caribbean Area dedicated Envirommental Quality
Incentives Program {EQIP) funds to reach historically underserved farmers and
ranchers, resulting in 1,372 EQIP contracts in 49 states.
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CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS

Ms. DelLauro: How have conservation innovation grants been used? What
projects have been funded by those grants? Please update the table in last
year'’s hearing record.

Response: Coeonservation Innovation Grants (CIG) have been used to
stimulate the development and adoption of innovative conservation approaches
and technologies while leveraging Federal investment in environmental
enhancement and protection, in conjunction with agricultural production.
Under CIG, EQIP funds are used to award competitive grants to non-Federal
governmental or non-governmental organizations, Tribes, or individuals.

The information is submitted for the record.
{The information follows:]

NATIONAL CONSERVATION INNCVATION GRANTS

Number Number Dollars Awarded
Year itted Funded {in millions)
2004 156 41 $14.3
2005 175 54 19.0
2006 204 65 19.8
2007 203 51 19.3

In fiscal year 2007, twenty-four states funded 125 proposals for $6.7
million as part of the state CIG program.

A complete list and brief description of projects funded by CIG in fiscal
year 2004 through fiscal year 2007 is located at:
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/cig/.

Ms, Delauro: How are the conservation innovation grants evaluated?

Response: The Conservation Innovation Grants are evaluated by a

nding notice. Scored and ranked applications are forwarded to a NRCS
Grants Review Board. The Grants Review Board makes recommendations for
project approval to the NRCS Chief. Final selections are made by the Chief
of NRCS.

Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a table that itemizes total CIG funding by
fiscal year through 2008. The table should identify by year the number of
grants funded and NRCS’ total administration costs funded through CIG
dollars.

Response: Fiscal year 2008 Conservation Innovation Grant (CIG) funding
has not yet been announced. Since inception in fiscal year 2004, CIG has
funded 477 projects (205 National and 272 State) with awards totaling almost
$86 million ($70.7 million National and $15.3 million State). NRCS does not
fund any of its administrative costs with CIG dellars (these are all
Financial Assistance dollars).

[The information follows:]
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CONSERVATION INNOVATION GRANTS FUNDING

CIG National CIG Chesapeake CIG State
Year Number Dollars Number Dollars Number Dollars
2004 35 $12,628,766 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2005 42 14,422,785 12 $4,574,548 51 $2,993,215
2006 57 16,002,797 8 3,790,780 96 5,591,241
2007 47 17,242,314 4 2,066,525 125 6,678,440
Total 181 $60,296,662 24 $10,431,853 272 515,262,896

Ms. DeLauro: Please detail NRCS's process for reviewing the efficacy of
IG~granted projects. How does the agency determine whether a project is
effective or not? Is cost effectiveness one of the evaluation criteria? If
not, why?

Response: The CIG evaluation criteria published in the Federal Register
(69 FR 16397, Mar. 29, 2004; 70 FR 1791, Jan. 11, 2005) provides details on
the process for reviewing CIG grant projects. Criteria include purpese and
goals, soundness of approach or design, project management and
transferability.

Considerations for the purpose and geoals criteria include: the purpose
and goals of the project are clearly stated; the project adheres to the
natural resource conservatfion concerns stated in the Announcement of Program
Funding (APF); and there is clear and significant potential for a positive
and measurable outcome.

Considerations for the soundness of apprcach or design criteria include:
the project adheres to the description of innovative projects or activities
found in the APF; technical design and implementation strategy is based on
gound science; there is a good likeliheood of project success; the project
benefits EQIP-eligible producers:; the project promotes environmental
enhancement and protection in conjunction with agricultural production; and
envirenmental effects are clearly defined and described to ensure compliance
with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Considerations for the project management criteria include: the proposal
has clear milestones and timelines, designated staff, and demonstrates
collaboration; the project staff has the technical expertise needed to do the
work; and the budget is reasonable and adeguately justified.

Considerations for the transferability criteria include: there is great
potential to transfer the approach or technology to others and/or to other
geographical areas; and the project will result in the development of
technical or related materials {(e.g., technical standards, technical notes,
manuals, handbooks, software, and other guidance or products) and have an
expected benefit to EQIP that will help foster adoption of innovative
technologies or approaches by other producers, and in other geographic areas.

Cost effectiveness is addressed under the project management criteria.
The project budget is reviewed to insure it is reasonable and justified.
Since these are innovative technologies and approaches, many of the projects
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include evaluating cost effectiveness of the proposed technology or approach
as a part of their project outcomes.

The Conservation Innovation Grants are evaluated by a technical peer
review panel and scored against criteria identified in the funding notice.
Scored and ranked applications are forwarded to a NRCS Grants Review Board.
The Grants Review Board makes recommendations for project approval to the
NRCS Chief. nal selections are made by the Chief

Ms. Delauro: What is the official process or mechanism for incorporating
results from CIG funded projects? How does NRCS share lessons learned and
deploy new conservation technology and techniques field tested through CIG
grants? What is the method for deploying the new approaches both inside and
cutside of NRCS' delivery system?

Regponse: A written performance progress report must be submitted to the
NRCS Program Contact, with copies to the NRCS National and State Technical
Contacts. Fach progress report shall cover work performed during the
previous six-menth period, including any funded or unfunded time extensions,
a comparison of actual accomplishments to project goals, and a statement of
work projected to be completed in the next six-month period.

Upon passage of the completion date of the project, a final report must
be submitted within 90 days detailing project activities, funding received,
funding expended, results, and potential for transferability of results. The
final report shall address completion of the project deliverables listed in
the grant agreement. The final report will be reviewed by the identified
contacts for compliance with agreement requirements and to determine the
potential for technology transfer.

NRCS will assign a Technical Contact to each project. The Technical
Contact: serves as the technical point of contact for grantees and maintains
regular correspondence with the project director: ensures technical
compliance of the project and that the project deliverables in the grant
agreement are accomplished; assesses project progress through semi-annual
project progress reports and/or site visits; at the conclusion of the CIG
project, provides the National CIG Program Manager a written technical
assessment of the project that describes the project, describes the lessons
learned, and recommendations for technology or approach institutionalization
or transfer; provides support to the CIG National Program Manager by
providing technical expertise for CIG Projects; and facilitates the
incorperation of new technologies and approaches into NRCS technical manuals,
handpbooks, user guides and technology infrastructure.

It is NRCS’ intent to host an annual CIG Showcase, a meeting for CIG
grantees and NRCS technical contacts. The purpose of the annual CIG Showcase
is to invite grantees to share the progress and lessons learned on their CIG
projects, while also providing grantees with an opportunity to network with
NRCS staff and other grantees.

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION

s. DeLauro: Please provide an update on what NRCS is doing to help
s

armers address potential problems associated with livestock production.

s

Response: NRCS provides technical and financial assistance to livestock
and poultry producers to help them address or prevent potential natural
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resource problems associated with their operations. Assistance is provided
to farmers and ranchers for improved grazing systems, nutrient management for
large and small animal feeding operaticns, and livestock production in
environmentally sensitive areas.

NRCS Comprehensive Nutrient Management Planning {CNMP) technical and
financial assistance helps to ensure that operators of large and small animal
feeding operations receive sound, science-based and consistent assistance.
Starting in 2007, NRCS provides financial incentives for producers to develop
CNMP’'s. The balance between environmental protection and economic viability
is difficult and NRCS guidance can be critically important to the operation
of a farm. NRCS technical guidance and collaboration by numerous
conservation partners, including private industry Technical Service Providers
(TSP’s), play an important role in assisting Animal Feeding Operations
{AF0’s) to develop and implement CNMP‘s in order to comply with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency {EPA} regulations. In fiscal year 2007, NRCS
assisted AFQ’'s with the development of 5,205 CNMP’s and implementation of
4,404 CNMP's.

Through the improvement of manure management planning software, NRCS is
improving the CNMP to make it easier for farmers to understand and allow this
tool to bhecome an integral part of the farm’s daily operation. The improved
software will also provide a document that producers can use to apoly and
comply with Federal, State, and local environmental regulations. The EPA
described its expectation that CNMP’'s satisfy the new regulatory requirements

of the 2007 CAFO Rule.

In fiscal year 2007, NRCS set aside $20 million for the Conservation
Innovation Grants (CIG) to fund the development and adoption of inncvative
conservation technologies and approaches through pilot projects and field
trials in an effort to identify new ways to address potential problems
associated with livestock production. NRCS selected 51 projects that
received $19.3 million in Conservation Innovation Grants for fiscal year
2007. Including the cost sharing from non-Federal partners, the total
investment in these projects is more than $40 million. Fourteen projects,
totaling nearly $5 million, are directly related to livestock production.
The selection process for up to $20 million in funding for fiscal year 2008
Conservation Innovation Grants is currently underway.

al year 2007, NRCS provided assistance to farmers and ranchers to
ral resources and improve production systems on over 26.4 million
zing land. In addition NRCS is developing a variety of

to assist livestock producers in management of their resources.

Ecological Site Descriptions (ESD's) provide information describing the
interactions between soils, vegetation, and land management. NRCS is
developing ecological site descriptions across the country to assist land
managers in assessing the current condition of their grazing land resources
and to monitor change in response to applied conservation practices. NRCS is
leading development of joint ESD’'s policy with the Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, and U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, tc increase efficiency of land management activities
occurring at the private/public land interface.

The NRCS Grazinglands Spatial 2Znalysis Tool (GSAT Basic) is a decision
rt tool used to inventory grazing resources and animals {domestic and
This application is used to assess the relationship between forage

0]
c
]
ko)
~ Q
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production and animal demand and assist managers to evaluate impacts of
conservation practices. It can help determine the best level of stocking to
meet the needs of the land and the grazing animals.

Feed Management, a relatively new NRCS Conservation Practice Standard,
was implemented for 14,404 animal units in 2007. Poultry producers on the
Del-Mar-Va {i.e., Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia) Peninsula have achieved
significant reductions in phosphorus use and ocutput by implementing Feed
Management and adding phytase in poultry diets. Potentlal exists for animal
producers, using feed management technologies, to reduce manure nutrients by
at least 25 percent, and manure and enteric methane production by a similar
amount .

CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM
Ms. DeLauro: What is the cost for NRCS to carry out the technical
assistance associated with the Conservation Reserve Program between fiscal
years 2001 and 20092 Please identify the fund sources for each fiscal year.
Response: The information is submitted for the record.
[The information follows:]
CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNDING
(Dollars in Thousands)

Year Dollars
2001 $23,154
2002 23,141
2003 54,812
2004 61,907
2005 69,207
2006 77,710
2007 80,628
2008 60,763
2009 estimate 84,380
Note: CCC provides CRP funding.

FARM BILL PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS

Ms. DelLauro: Provide for the record a state-by-state breakout for the
following Farm Bill programs for each of 2007 and 2008, showing, if
applicable, technical assistance, financial assistance, and educational
ance for the following programs: Conservation Security: Environmental
ity Incentives; Ground and Surface Water Conservation Program, Klamath
Basin, Grassland Reserve, Agricultural Management Assistance, Wildlife
Habitat Incentives; Farmland Protection; Wetlands Reserve; and Conservation
Reserve, In addition, identify source of funds for each (i.e. appropriated
v. CCC.

Response: The information is submitted for the record.

[The information follows:}
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PROGRAM

SOURCE: TRANSFER FROM

FY 2007 Actual and FY 2008

ALLOCATIONS
cce

2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
State Assistance Assistance Total Agsistance Assistance Total

Alapama . $214,440 $72.342,42%1 $2,556, 861 $269,419 $2,238,393 $2,447,803
Alaska ...... 45,913 33,111 79.024 2,458 27,807 30,265
74,520 348,068 423,018 32,277 325,802 358,079

1,213,284 12,%10,6086 13,723,870 1,001,528 11,084,116 12,085,641

549,460 7,647,433 8,196,893 627,489 6,772,599 7,400,088

376,736 4,938,679 5,335,475 427,684 4,752,545 5,180,229

45,431 72,626 1 5.00 56,119 61,125

157,698 1,225,908 101,434 1,127,342 1,228,976

77,385 291,847 20,282 225,623 245,895

456,538 4,765,143 412,567 4,473,470 4,886,037

62,327 236,739 B 20,825 231,885 252.710

Idaho ....... 804,435 12,533,774 13.338.209 1,167,891 12,310,401 13,418,292
Illinois 737,962 9,299,720 10,037,682 812,754 2,031,100 9,843,854
Indiana ..... 581,877 8,669,879 9,251,756 758,191 8,424,839 9,183,030
Iowa ... 1,294,007 24,917,912 26,211,819 2,166,608 24,073,820 26,240,528
Kansas ...... 838,545 10,780,854 11,679,399 1,098,346 10,193,233 11,281,579
Kentucky ... 141,644 946,766 1,088,410 73,241 814,292 887,533
Loui 78,460 327,607 406,087 79¢ 286,050 313,750
Maine ..... 67,042 295,210 362,252 443 249,872 276,315
Maryland .... 607,588 6,684,435 7,292,424 569 5,773,488 6,293,057
Massachusetts 22,098 18,783 40,881 245 14,331 15,576
Michigan 678,808 8,193,392 8,872,201 281 7.503,619 8,178,300
Minnesota 607,828 8,858,100 9,466,029 i35 8,758,227 9,577,422
Mississippi 105,608 883,913 989,523 98% 800,373 872.3862
Missouri 1,991,474 28,370,102 274 28,692,429 31,274,702
Montana 785,035 10,703,518 aie 10,482,028 11,484,866
Nebraska 1,067,621 13,651,457 746 12,219,902 13,315,648
68,997 498,910 988 411,480 448,468

48,050 26,612 74,862 208 20,587 22.395

59,243 206,253 265,496 002 178,293 194,301

179,166 1,470,963 1,650,129 1,361,538 1,484,031

New York .... 185,233 1,977,880 2,163,113 62 1,707,436 1,B66.082
North Carolina 173,663 1,606,014 1,779,677 900 1,588,274 1,733,173
North Dakota 588,123 7.938,645 8,526,768 127 7,678,691 8,370,818
Chio ........ 1,020,470 16,306,887 17,327,337 1 15,789,501 17,212,511
Cklahoma .... 448,485 5,812,764 6,261,229 5,298,504 5,775,324
Oregon ...... 1,732,078 23,602,274 25,334,352 23,430,344 25,384,030
Pennsyivania 184,937 1,806,294 1,981,231 1,615,902 1,763,288
Rhode Isiand 26,091 47,288 22,970 24,952
Sourh Carclina 3,144,699 3,415,793 261,927 2,910,803 3,172,736
South Dalota 2,486,507 2,697,764 208,451 2,316,619 2,525,870
Tennessee ... 1,281,718 1,382,353 108,539 1,195,376 1,303,815
Texas ....... 2,374,636 2,627,346 202,034 2,223,095 2,425,129
Utah ... 3,627,254 3,858,815 317,008 3,400,386 3,717,594
Verment .. ... 42,017 93,217 2,764 31,207 33,571
Virginia . 157,239 1,223,584 1,388,823 98,460 1,041,164 1,139,824
Washington .. 418,303 6.220,858 6,640,161 347,876 6,088,008 £,635, 885
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2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
82,471 366,167 448,638 31,405 316,112 347,517
412,0%6 5,487,619 5,899,675 481,967 3,253,686 35,737,653
172,997 2,104,178 2,277,175 174,584 1,940,323 2, 7
F fic 45,943 2,294 25,983 28,279
Puerto R 65,706 7,238 192,041 209,280

$23,531,B581 $256.985.586 $28(,517,427

Tetal, CSF

$20.562,507

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INC
SQURCE: TRANSFER FROM CCC
FY 2007 actual and FY 2008 Estimate

20907
Financial
Assista

453,939
4,589,083 7.370,481
19,169,682 24, 17,988.666
Arkansas 16,320,859 20,585,997 3,746,104 14,974,015
California 36,578,982 47,027,048 9,130,554 34,866,612
Colorade . 26,788,076 35,484,281 8,197,662 26,542,952 34,740,615
Connecticut . 4,437,409 6,181,647 2,196,820 6,725,060 8,921,880
Delaware .... 1,381,757 5,866,284 7,248,041 1,695,821 7,269,310 8,965,128
Florida 19,252,017 25,106,521 5,312,056 18,209,201 23,321,257
Georgia ..... 15,846,321 19,675,800 3,454,776 13,321,741 16,776,517
Hawail ...... 5,007,212 6,868,908 2,612,622 7,870,353 10,482,975
tdgho ...... . 12,186,436 15,025,973 2,762,083 10,283,748 13,045,831
Tili 13,276,823 16,474,553 2,877,639 13,221,598 16,098,227
Indiar 10,979,600 618 2, $.998,370 12,529
Iowa «...... . 20,817,801 25,708,984 4,422,874 19,450,382 23,873,256
Kansas ...... 21,151,487 26,639,717 4,967,956 20,144,301 25,112,257
Rentucky ... . 11,042,591 13,758,293 2,334,400 10,260,021 12,594,421
Louisiana ... 13,726,341 17,106,456 2,940,895 12,422,293 15,363,187
Maine ....... 8,454,230 2,088,926 7.228,491 2,295,417
Maryland . ... 6,662,989 6,927,268 8,760,530
3,850,552 5,514,911 7,467,474
15,631,540 14,857,363 18,852,469
26,094,154 1 24,567,698 30,303,935
14,122,534 L 058 12,618,690 15,230,728
Missouri 9,720, B4T 24,541,331 4,192,284 17,785,426 21,977,769
Montana ..... 22,520,956 27,842,261 21,515,408 26,312,445
Nebraska ... . 21,451,878 26,604,113 20,126,439 24,686,942
Nevada ...... 5,178,242 7,086,277 7,347,315 9,653,503
New Hampshire 3,798,795 5,310,110 6,859,805 9,061,217
New Jersey .. 3,862,226 5,265,053 1,480,220 4,787,658 6,267,878
New Mexico .. 18,133,217 23,179,182 4,564,583 16,894,436 21,459,018
New York .... 11,486,726 15,010,489 3,222,01¢ 10,784,480 14,006,438
Horth Carolina 5,375,122 18,570,928 13,870,912 16,757,879
North Dakota 17,300,901 21,817,841 16,062,916 12,814,438
12,401,358 15,881, 247 11,520,315 14,747,221
23,328,434 28,896,238 21,700,625 26,638,086
12,512,011 15,776,386 11,111,485 13,899,304
Pennsylvania 3,118,890 10,817,676 13,934,666 10,266,654 13,119,305
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2007 2008
Technical Financial T 1 Financial
Assistance Assistance Total Assigtance Assistance Tota
tl Island 1,032,386 2,520,272 3,552,895 2,078,014 7,521,522 9,559,536
South Carolina 2,007,127 6,792,383 8,793,510 2,244,797 7,857,738 10,102,533
South Dakota 4,027,859 16,670,306 20,697,965 2,612,682 15,370,620 18,983,302
Tennessea ... 2.724,91¢ 1¢,661,598 13,386,508 2,408,345 9,818,888
15,876,476 67,099,880 82,976,356 14,332,179 63,934,281
5,770,695 17,563,255 23,331,950 5,945,080 16,504,626
1,858,293 4,487,829 6,346,122 2,308,600 6,740,464
2,383,448 11,623,284 14,603,732 2,231,903 10,587,433
3, 288 14,604,649 18,317,637 3,131,158 .314,007
West ginia 2,389,852 7.%924,099 10,293,951 2,138,967 3,078
Wisconsin ... 4,182,743 17,239,023 231,428,765 3,717,418
Wyoming ..... 3,386,839 11,938,425 15,345,264 2,967,948
Pacific Basin 484,794 1,432,595 1,917,383 364,630
Puerto Rico . 1,450,535 4,110,618 5,561,153 1,811,925 5,836,272
Total, EQIP . 5195,349,721 $735,308,73% $930,658,460 5$184,369,052 $717,876,782 5802,245, 834

GROUND AND SURFACE WATER CONSERVATICN PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS
SOURCE: TRAN. FROM CCC
FY 2007 Actual and FY 2008 Estimate

2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Asgistance  Assistance Assistance Assistance Total
564,612 $674,018 $738,630 $70,387 $266,761 $337,1%7
s} 0 0 0 Q 0
592,758 1,167,318 1,760,076 25,287 461,997 557,284
538,085 2,816,618 3,754,701 294,502 1,114,751 1,409,252
California... 2,917,748 8,580,363 11,498,111 681,403 3,385,807 4,077,309
Colorado. . 1,104,060 3,011,433 4,115,493 403,367 1,191,855 1,597,222
2 ¢ ] e} o] o}
Delaware..... 30,122 Q p122 0 42,8682
Florida...... 295,204 956,460 664 378,544 433,324
118,836 566,320 1586 123,840 224,136 347,976
285,818 222,483 . 804 53,416 e 55,416
1,273,302 3,603,656 958 393,212 1,426,243 1,819,455
29,440 321,232 L 672 42,869 I 42,869
25,780 326,868 646 33,081 105,800 138,881
62,909 491,883 554,732 44,703 194,676 239,379
835,215 2,832,083 3,687,300 397,554 1,120,873 1,518,427
o o o Q 0 Q
156,942 771,991 928,933 £5,730 305,536 371,265
93,642 ¢ 53,642 1,562 a2 11,502
Maryland..... 4 4} 4] 0 0 1}
Massachusetts ¢ G [0} 0 il 0
32,801 379,314 412,715 28,277 el 25,277
60,446 376,272 436,718 80,072 148,520 228,992
709,058 1,865,737 2,574,733 228,295 738,415 966,710
145,548 704,335 136,368 278,759 415,127
680,039 1,680,984 116,668 379,198 495, BSE
1,065,701 4,790,295 5,855,996 917,922 1,895,887 2,813,809

235,054 612,235 847,289 41,525 242,308 284,234
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2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance Tetal
¢ 4] o o Q o
Q ¢ ) Y a o
333.00z2 739,528 1,072,530 72,869 292,588 365,557
Q G a 4] Q a
126,856 334,943 461,799 166,249 ¢ 166,249
82,015 775,737 857,732 £9,259 00,000 269,253
0 Q 0 0 ¢
183,299 423,212 606,511 73,478 167,437 240,976
494,281 1,810,452 304,773 164,520 716,550 881,070
0 G 9 il 9 g
Y G 0 0 Q G
2 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢
351,404 495,480 149,188 139,077 288,266
0 4 0 0
5,134,270 6,245, 45¢C 457,249 2,032,024 2,489,27
1,221,389 1,480,038 166,289 450,000 &16, 289
4] 0 0 s} 9
Q 9 Q Q s} )
444,868 1.572,804 2,017,672 241,289 622,472 863,768
] 0 0 0 2 0
54,168 180,842 235,108 26,140 Q 26,140
421,625 1,702,271 2,123,896 142,661 673,719 816,380
0 o c 4 o g
32,045 0 32,045 2,091 0 2,001
$15,435,571 $51,000,000 $66,439,571 $6,091,332 $19,164,600 S$25,255,8932
KLAMATH BASIN PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS
SOURCE: TRANSFER FROM CCC
FY 2007 Actual and FY 2006 Estimate
2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Asgistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
$733,378 $3,022,087 $3,755,46% 0 0 )
1.0084,650 2,930,687 4,085,337 3] g 4
51,828,028 $6,012,773 $7,840,801 0 0 g
GRASSLAND RESERVE PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS
SCURCE: TRANSFER FROM CCC
FY 2007 Actual and FY 2008 Estimate
2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance Total
$23,503 0 $25,503 $2,734 [t} 2,734
35,8655 0 35,655 g,198 0 5,199
799 o} 7939 1,000 0 1,000
3,081 ) 1,081 1.543 G 1.543
51,475 9 51,475 11,9358 0 11,958
33,484 i) 33,484 1,000 o 1.008
17,428 o 17,428 1.706 0 1,706
52,285 Q 52,285 6,887 0 6,887
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2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
52,513 9 52,513 1,000 0 1,000
7,617 9 7,017 6,032 0 6,092
742 9 742 1,000 0 1,000
Idahe........ 52,359 0 52,359 1,000 0 1.000
Illinois..... 32,168 ¢ 32,168 7.098 0 7,098
Indiana...... 513 g 513 1,868 0 1,868
Towa.....,... 38,850 a 38,850 2,058 0 2.058
Kansas....... 232,391 9 232,391 2,112 0 2,112
Kentucky..... 18,740 G 18,740 1,000 0 1,000
Louisiana. ... 2,738 0 2,738 1,327 a 1,327
Maine........ 20.109 0 20,109 1,272 g 1,272
Maryland. 1,833 0 3,833 1,000 0 1,000
Massachusetts 2,624 0 2,624 1,272 0 1,272
Michigan..... 21,821 0 21,821 2,031 0 2,031
Minnesota.... 20,160 0 20,160 2,761 0 2,761
Mississ i 55,137 4 55,137 1,733 0 1,733
Missou 174,596 0 174,596 47,289 0 47,288
Montana...... 35,484 o 35,484 1,600 0 1,000
Nebraska..... 1,084 0 1,084 1,137 0 1,137
Nevada....... o Q c 1,600 0 1,000
New Hampshire 104,569 0 104,563 1,600 0 1,000
New Jersey... 4,220 ol 4,220 1,000 o 1,000
New Mexico... 34,856 0 34,8536 1,000 0 1,000
New York..... 19,482 0 139,482 1,000 9 1,000
52,456 0 52,456 1,000 a 1,000
67,923 s} 87,923 1,000 0 1,000
112,499 0 112,495 16,549 0 16,549
Oklahoma..... 220,838 o} 220,938 28,698 ¢} 28,698
Cregon....... 2,909 Q 2,808 1,408 0 1,408
Pennsylvania. 96,725 o] 96,725 4,575 o] 4,575
Rhode Island. 17,485 Q 17,485 1,000 Y 1,000
Seuth Carolina 17,599 0 17,559 1,000 c 1,060
South Dakota. 1,711 a 1,71 1,000 0 1,060
Tennessea. ... 27,617 0 27,617 12,317 0 12,317
TENAS . v 225,542 0 225,542 16,921 0 16,921
Urah......... 16,593 0 16,593 1,000 Q 1,000
Vermont...... 40,534 Q 40,534 2,789 0 2.789
Virginia..... 105,140 0 105,140 21,208 Q 21,208
washington. .. 36,111 0 36,111 1,000 ol 1.000
West Virginia 87,426 a 87,428 42,607 ol 42,607
Wisconsin.... 3,594 9 3,594 2,058 0 2,058
Wyoming. . .... 52,969 0 52,96% 1,000 0 1,000
Pacific Basin Q 0 0 g 0 Q
Puerto Rico.. 1,198 0 1,198 1,000 0 1,000
Total, GRP... $2,342,725 G $2,342,725 $283,205 0 $283,205
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SOURCE: TRANSFER FROM CCC
FY 2007 Actual and FY 2008 Estimate
2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Assistance Assistance Total
. 578,157 Q $30,044 $10G, 949 $130,593
Delaware..... 55,560 0 27,835 184,494 222,319
Maine........ 103,999 ¢ 33,428 150,578 184,006
Maryland..... 383,695 3} 78,133 315,258 393,391
Massachusetts 104,106 ¢ 41,712 104,012 145,723
Nevada,...... 128,762 G 318,882 207,289 246,171
New Hampshire 73,835 0 30,146 71,982 102,128
New Jexsey... 148,058 Y 30,207 162,281 192,488
New York..... 676,878 ¢ 168,823 516,290 685,114
Pennsylvania. 514,600 a 170,682 588,273 758,965
Rhode Isiand 37,095 9 37,095 8,421 35,304 44,325
Urah......... 251,429 G 251,428 84,571 403,115 487,686
Vermont...... 588,146 o) 588,146 99,422 135,413 234,838
West Virginia 532,100 0 512,100 92.506 233,762 326,208
Wyoming...... 461,442 Q 461,443 190,178 655,470 845,648
Total, AMA... 54,137,858 0 54,137,858 51,125,000 53,875,000 $5,000,00C0
WILDLIFE HABITAT INCENTIVES PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS
SOURCE: TRANSFER FROM CCC
FY 2007 Actual and FY 2008 Estimate
2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
State Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
Alabama. ., .... $68,989 $330,558 $399,547 $54, 840 $418,157 $512,998
536,280 2,204,416 2,740,696 198,187 119,250 317,437
66,131 368,205 434,338 86,608 453,424 540,032
116,982 462,593 579,375 151,091 544,382 695,473
167,199 765,304 932,503 195,879 334,970 530,849
75,315 316,769 492,084 123,380 474,273 595,652
383,637 1,298,158 1,681,795 203,082 464,939 668,021
88,044 200,592 288,636 67,643 186,750 254,393
¥lox €7,756 73,938 441,734 70,918 154,10¢Q 225,030
Georgia...... 64,880 327,050 391,930 76,598 35¢,000 426,998
Hawaii 566,053 2,202,303 2,768,356 231.148 127,000 358,148
Idaho........ 76,837 435,812 512.709 24,410 218,300 332,710
d 54,510 319,890 374,200 76,253 418,137 454,450
73,928 417,737 481,665 86,399 382,922 469,321
66,383 341,793 408,176 20,127 418,157 508,284
Xansas....... 74,3390 500,592 574,922 78,580 300,000 375,580
Kentucky. . 88,48¢ 581,062 669,548 57,753 120,000 177,753
59,035 37¢,685 435,720 18,844 400,000 478,844
Maine. . ...... 222,600 975,921 1,198,521 121,134 639,491 760,624
Maryland..... 48,019 313,967 361,986 44,870 205,000 249,870
Massachusetts 327,901 1,163,869 1,491,770 203,407 638,152 841,559
Michigan..... 55,422 315,948 371,370 72,913 317,000 389,913
Minnesota.... 64,393 374,502 438,895 70,308 286,651 356,999



State

Mississippi..

Missouri...,.

New Hampshire

New Jersey...
New Mexico...

New York...

Nerth Carol
h Dakota.

Qregon.......,

Pennsyl
Rhode I

Scuth Dakota.

West Virginia

Wisconsin, ...

Puerto Rico..

Total, WHIP..

State

Alabama. .

Alaska.......

Arkansas..

ifornia...

Connecticut..
Delaware.....
Florida.,....

Illinois.....

Indiana......
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2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial

Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Totral
107,112 463,950 571,062 77,090 0 7,090
100,565 768,301 868,866 130,023 400,000 530,023
68,329 328,707 407,036 80,795 315,655 396,450
78,131 372,547 450,678 81,077 240,000 281,077
82,274 23,533 175,807 4%,293 100,000 145,293
534,093 2,446,761 2,980,854 297,909 418,157 716,067
203,110 825,964 1,029,074 132,188 378,333 510,721
53,769 185,580 252,323 €3,140 236,703 293,849
66,762 324,733 391,495 87,298 340,000 387,298
92,034 484,080 576,114 91,259 352,663 443,821
63,854 397,148 461,003 61,648 300,000 361,648
52,098 328.460 380,558 33,891 0 33,891
120,948 637,617 758,566 155,21% 282,000 437,215
134,669 758,176 892,845 111.045 213,500 324,545
33,331 224,955 258,286 37,893 205,000 242,893
765,50 2,566,658 281,502 242,852 324,353
151,928 676,038 827,964 84,3954 220,000 314,554
60,287 307,605 367,892 57,102 180,000 237,102
€4,305 516,491 580,796 64,230 232,757 296,987
85,939 436,328 523,264 119,474 554,184 673,658
81,550 417,438 498,988 109,263 464,539 574,202
305,994 971,596 1,277,590 107,037 9 107,037
80,322 392,347 472,669 104,161 513,256 617,417
135,928 622,456 758,384 100,108 s} 100,108
205,856 525,052 1,130,908 120,021 111,000 231,021
61,659 358,052 459,711 97,781 513,880 611,661
58,655 270,280 328,935 83,475 300,000 383,475
57,389 228,111 285,500 16,279 0 16,279
83,034 a 23,034 Q g a
$7,403,641  $32,460,406 $39,864,047 85,415,174  $15,000,000 $20,415,174

FARM AND RANCH

SOURCE: TR

FY 2007 Actual

ANSFER FROM
and FY

LANDS PROTECTICN ALLOCATIONS
CcCT
2008 Hstimate

2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial

Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
%18, 855 $945,770C $964,625 $22.6891 $31,000,000 $1,022,891
13,128 430,000 443,128 3,188 355,701 358,889
6,982 0 6,982 2,307 o 2,307
5,698 4] 5,698 2,193 0 2,193
55,253 2,407,474 2,462,727 35,233 163,000 198,233
54,450 2,088,150 2,112,800 31,905 1,334,508 1,366,413
98,382 2,826,847 2,925,228 46,604 1,305,187 1,351,791
62,128 3,030,045 3,092,174 25,293 1,637,589 1,662,883
42,087 1,636,020 1,678,077 17,412 1,255,546 1,272,958
31,983 911,681 943,664 23,384 1,100, 00¢ 1,123,384
26,431 1,080,028 1,116,453 6,681 16,000 22,681
18,070 400,000 418,070 13,500 Q 13,500
20,930 1,414,296 1,425,226 14,645 348,354 962,999
Y Q 0 2 0 °
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Kentucky.....
Louisiana....

Maine... ... ...

Maryland.....
Massachusetts
Michigan.....

Nebrask
Nevada. ...

New Hauap
New Jersey...
New Mexico...
New York.....
North Carolina
th Dakoka.

Cregon. . .
Pennsylvania.
Rhode Island.
South Carclina
South Dakota,
Tennessee. ...
TEXAS . o2 v v e

Vermonb. . ...«
Virginia.....
washington. ..

W

est Virginia

Wisconsin.. ..
Wyoming. ... ..
ic Basin

Paci

Puertc Rico..
Total, FRPP..

Alabama......
Alaska.......
Arizona......

rkansas.....
California...

2007 2008
Financial Te cal Financial
Assistance 1 Assistance Assistance 1
o 34,537 741 0 741
1,308,314 1,330,438 633,313 642,348
2,912,295 2,559,718 1,423,191 1.471,581
0 6,313 ¢ 9 Q
1,060,469 1,101,838 20,631 157,026 777,658
2,796,176 2,962,099 210,001 2,638,020 2,848,021
3,875,888 3,961,185 20,1592 2,542,994 2,633,193
1,599,075 1,694,356 59,9335 1,428,320 1,488,255
669,391 698,127 19,382 1,114,680 1,134,062
0 9 a 0 [\ 0
44,108 1,212,250 1.256,358 §,2%0 570,823 579,112
313,708 901,708 935,414 16,786 929,981 946,767
B.164 9 8,164 3,018 a9 3,018
64,200 1,895,314 1,939,514 4,518 750,000 754,518
134,941 3,204,508 3,339,447 53,631 1,498,176 1,152,007
124,041 4,616,447 4,740,488 228,128 3,927,0 4,155,202
12,607 415%,765 428,372 9,171 0 9,171
89,387 1,682,514 1,772,001 42,191 165,000 207,181
61,859 ,531,983 1,613,842 28,413 1,288,252 1,326,665
5,683 bl 5,683 2,364 ¢ 2,364
58,437 2,798,143 2,856,580 83,601 1,008,000 1.083,601
79.698 i} 79,698 40,044 ) 40,044
12,780 361,366 572,146 4,614 o 4,614
223,086 2,827,354 3,050,440 168.636 3,192,291 3,360,926
122,074 2,794,778 2 6 32,291 781,035 813,326
22,295 1,183,345 i 28,410 300,000 328,410
181 0 2,153 9 2,193
14,630 737,870 752,600 9,281 945,569 854,850
25,682 1,500,000 1,525,682 4,671 Q 4,671
14,215 1,304,333 1,318,550 8,548 500,000 508,548
102,785 2,935,089 3,037,874 148,248 1,443,136 1,591,382
46,294 1,045,601 1,091,833 23,72 1.100,006 1,223,733
53,266 1,128,714 1,181,980 86,537 1,072,700 1,159,236
39,9083 2,143,592 2,248,675 11,532 881,886 $53,818
67,492 1,610,845 1,678,337 39,508 1,059,069 1,088,576
18,245 723,371 741,616 14,028 972,473 286,501
Q 2 o 0 2 [
Q g g a g o
$2,518,269 $70,159,008 72,677,277 $1,866,827 $41,641,100 543,507,927

WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM ALLOCATICNS

SOURCE: TRANSE
FY 2007 Actual and

ER FROM CCC
FY 2008 Estimate

2007 2008

Technical Financial Technical Financial

Assistance Assistance Assistance  Assistance
$89.587 $887,13% 545,424 s0 549,424
3,829 0 13,237 o) 13,237
14,822 259,450 274,272 10,950 [ 10,850
1,064,161 700,127 1,764,288 252,970 Q 252,870
1,130,982 3,748,730 16,879,711 302,921 0 302,921




221

007 2008
Financial Technical Financial
State Assistance Total Assistance Assistance

Colorado. 1,203,521 1,457,687 108,975 o 105,875
Connecticut. . 480,000 491,837 $4,906 4 24,906
Delaware. .. .. 2,142,277 2,278,348 40,415 0 40,415
Florida...... 1,154,851 49,562,168 50,717,089 238,833 0 238,832
153,954 2,382,495 2,576,458 75,542 o 75,542
14,484 123,500 137,984 18,891 G 18,891
70,143 321,817 391,960 39,845 0 39,845
455,087 2,560,859 3,015,956 133,438 ¢ 133,435
976,781 10,857,763 11,834,546 211,903 0 211,903
1,148,141 18,061,334 18,210,475 502,163 5] 502,163
234,404 031,038 1,285,442 102,635 o) 102,695
263,647 2,282,199 2,545,846 88,754 Y 88,754
1,084,377 1,692,396 332.41¢0 0 332,410
31,614 680,528 31,080 0 31,080
21.469 525,958 617,428 537,508 G 57,508
82,173 1,836,607 1,898,788 258,737 0 29,737
594,709 5,874,810 7,469,519 198,062 0 198,062
Minnesota.... 1,247,838 4,271,728 5,519,368 776,578 0 776,578
Migsissippl.. 1,504,411 636,804 2,141,215 309,088 0 309,088
Missouri..... 1,438,381 16,789,622 18,237,987 417,849 0 417,849
Montana...... 184,600 2,003,181 2,187,791 62,378 Q 62,378
Webragka. . 836,150 6.459,183 6,995,333 302,378 o 302,578
Nevada. .. . 4,244 0 4,244 15,204 o] 15,204
New Hampshire 112,417 4,154,791 4,267,208 39,733 0 39,733
New Jersey. .. 46,395 816,081 BE2,476 34,787 a 34,787
New Mexico. .. 23,011 6,500 29,511 18,981 & 18,981
New York...,. 1,025,383 3,319,056 4,344,639 475,169 g 475,160
North Carolina 572,185 14,621,393 15,193,578 87,349 1) 87,349
Vorth Dakota. 238,761 723,585 862,346 238,030 g 228,030
Ohioc,........ 359,280 3,456,517 3,815,797 163,850 9 163,850
Okliahoma..... 373,473 3,153,740 3,827,213 176,064 o 176,064
Oragon....... 562,785 2,257,468 2,820,253 200,001 Q 206,001
Pennsylvania. 107,198 1,061,604 1,168,802 67,281 a 87,281
Rhode Tsland. 23,596 6,750 30,346 24,277 0 24,277
South Caroii 421,808 8,297,613 8,719,421 126,586 o 126,586
South kot 504,314 1,484,133 1.988,446 257,085 0 257,095

Tennessee. . . . 350,013 740,112 830,125 93,171 ) 93,
1,038,602 247,331 1,285,832 437,033 o) 437,033
22,581 26C,440 283,021 42,439 o) 42,439
23,218 92,336 115,554 42,637 g 42,8637
76,032 340,828 416,860 50,605 0 30,605
357,Q258 1,641,205 1,998,233 192,681 0 192,681
19,745 17,169 36,914 859,478 51 89,478
406,760 1,829,985 2,236,745 175,440 ) 175,440
. 162,563 938,889 1,421,452 175,137 a 175,137
pacific Basin 2 3] o 0 0 °
Puerts Rico.. [ 2 0 27,056 Q 27,056
Total, WRP... $20,.655,223 $192,736,778 5213,192,001 $8,050,203 $U $8,050,203




CONSFRVATION RESERVE

SOURCE: TRAN:

222

PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS

cC

FY 2007 Actual and | isrimate
2007 2008
Technical Financial Technical Financial
Assistance Assistance Total Assistance Assistance Total
$757,853 0 $757,853 $259,118 50 $259,118
33,411 0 33,411 28,796 Q 28,796
[ 0 o 0 Q ¢
1,029,380 5] 1,029,380 338,264 2 338,264
Calitornia... 240,353 0 240,353 84,120 s} 84,120
Colorada..... 913,278 9 913.278 319,832 i} 319,632
Connec ut. . 12,054 ¢ 12,054 ¢ 4,218
Delaware.. ... 185,580 0 189,580 0 62,228
orida...... 139,120 < 139,120 [y 46,668
Georgia...... 544,460 ") 544,460 0 356,236
Haw 6,946 a 6,948 0 3,602
Idaho........ 556,612 0 556,612 208,938 Q 208,938
Illinois..... 6,085,122 o} 6,085,122 2,129,242 0 2,129,242
Indiana. ... .. 4,902,989 Q 4,902,999 1,715,954 ¢} 1,715,954
Iowa. .. ... .. 6,137,405 Q9 6,137,408 2,147,973 Y 2,147,973
Kansas....... 2,916,752 Q 2,916,752 1,039,198 0 1,038,198
Kentucky..... 2,780,048 G 2,780,048 972,821 a 872,821
Louisiana.... 1,032,875 0 1,032,875 383,455 o 383,455
Maine........ 125,496 0 125,496 41,475 ¢ 41,475
Maryland..... 1,166,030 Q 1,166,030 408,029 0 408,029
Massachusetts 14,454 o 14,454 6,059 0 6,059
1,132,706 g 1,132,706 394,458 0 394,458
5,733,268 0 5,733,368 2,006,709 o 2,006,708
1,478,034 9 1.478.034 440,349 ] 440,349
3,898,722 ¢ 3,898,722 1,456,152 i} 1,456,152
1,633,134 o 1.633,154 571.%77 Y 571,577
3,002,550 s} 3,002,550 1,050,516 0 1,050,516
[ 0 g 0 o ¢
7,782 ¢ 7,782 3,665 0 3,665
132,350 ¢} 132,350 46,320 o 46,320
390,412 5] 330.412 335,277 0 135,277
701,118 0 70Ll,118 245,035 0 245,035
North Carolina 1,184,638 0 1,184,638 413,342 Q 413,342
North Dakota. 4,310,907 Q 4,310,907 1,508,745 Q 1,508,745
Chio......... 4,058,333 0 4,058,333 1,425,962 a 1,425,962
Oklahoma. 769,302 0 769,302 269,243 0 265,243
Qregon. ... 728,108 4] 728,108 254,824 a 254,824
Pennsylivania. 2,880,998 9 2,880,998 1,105,196 0 1,105,156
Rhode Isi 15,281 Q 15,281 3,667 s} 3,687
South Carolina 1.273,051 a 1,273,051 439,628 ¢ 439,625
South Dakota. 4,615,220 3} 4,615,220 1,615,250 s} 1,815,250
Tennesseg 1,387,630 0 1,387,680 485,211 0 485,211
TeXAS v .. - e 1,039,282 i 1,039,282 363,731 0 363,731
Utah.. ..., ... 45,668 0 45,668 13,799 0 13,799
Vermont...... 164,702 ) 164,702 57,015 o 57,015
Virginia..... 1,508,247 ) 1,509,247 528,105 g 528,105
washington. .. 475,258 0 475,258 166,094 o 166,094



West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming. . .
Pacific Basin
Puerte Rico..

Total, CRP...

Ms. DeLauro:

2007

223

2008

Financial

Technical

Financial

Total Assistance Assistance
336,5¢6 9 338,566 117,792 g i
2,479,993 s} 2,479,933 867,883 0 867,
258,883 0 258,883 90,605 Q 90,805
0 i} Q 0 0 I
107 Q 107 Q Y 0
$75,227,8659 $O  $75,227,659 $26,632,174 S0 $26,632.174

FARM BILL APPORTIONMENT

Please provide for the record a copy of tha final

apportionment schedule for 2007 farm bill conservation programs and the most
recent apportionment schedule for 2008 farm bill conservation programs

Response:

The information is submitted for

{The information follows:}

the record.
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Y 2008 Apportiuiment
s providuy by Putiie Liv 10713 1 s mbondon by B L, 170-183, M 130193 and P HE200 TLL 11205, end P 10206
08 ABNRCS: 10 Rovigss

£
5 H 1 ¢ 3
i 3 . 3 » H " 3
7 L IS H 3 H :
sl z g
¥orowo ooz e Pravous 2 5 @ wemo g
£ & K S E_ ¥ uneho Sgu Duredud Accout Tite {221 B Shub ¢ Liny Soi Approved B Agency Requost §_ OvG Aciion O Obisgavons &
Qupartment ot Agricultare
Buronu: Naturel Hesources Consosvation Sorvice
Account: Facm secocly and curol invesiment programe (9U5-53-1004)
TAFS: 12-4004 12008
A OB 1004 BEA MANCDEA Caiegory
12 2008 1004 Rt NQ Ruparting Cungories
12 2008 100+ AgAU N Adstient Authanity provieos
2 2008 1003 A Ungt Let Drought forward, Oclober 13+ o7 +§
12 2000 1004 24 Recoveriss vl prlor yenr uneist Qohgations, Actiua!
B ROUK 2004 28 Rurovoties of pior ysur unpald bigations, Antcingiod
U HIS 3ai BA Aygrapriation, Avtugi
3008 1004 342 BA. Appropraian, Anlicipated
o 1 33 BA Borcowey suihorlty
2008 1604 3C BA- Contrace Autfigrily
200 1001 3010 88" Otfseting Cobeciany - Exiped. Caroctsd
12 G000 Eil QA Qifsaitag CoRactons « Famed, Change in tuCewbhies ltom Fad couces
I 2008 1004 Sisen BA. Clusige i sofiied Cusiomes wruars « ASYance tecaivies
2 2006 1004 BA. Chgnga in ynliied Customer Hears Withut povonte jum P8l souces
2 2008 3504 BA. Olfugiing EEMCHGHY - MIEBIIDT. whbgu) wdvange 50,783,804 G0 T3 AA 0,753,845
” 2008 1904 BA Qltsering Cotiections - Foviusly udyedabis
2 2003 3004 2058 BA: Cxpondiure raifars frm Bust fuogs - Calociod
2 i 1601 3050 BA: Expuntiveg trimafirs 1eon st fnds - GRango in 1Cevibics
2 2063 1001 3pSC B EvienOliurd \raneiars lrosn st fonds - Anicipated
12 2000 1004 48 NQiexpendityre wusters, nat Aciudl irsnstess, DA 1034 875,861 1044075951 104,570,961
I 2008 1004 13 Nanapendiarg pastars, net; Anliipaie isngters, BA 607.810.55¢ 1 615.458.59
12 2008 1064 ac Norampundiiur trenkista, ot Ackuol ransiarm, ungh betarees
12 000 1004 10 Newayendilure wacsters, iol; Anicipalod Isprielecs. Uooh banTes
i2 200 1001 s Trensitiy 10} ¥OTAUIA pursyant 10 PRI Law __,,
iz 2008 1004 oa Posmanontly aol availania; CNcHintens of Dawired OF NL-yalt ASCOUNS {1
i 2008 1004 113 Pegmangnity not sveiluble: Enactd raductions i)
2 2608 100¢ o Parmtananlty hot suailable’ Caphar isnsfar 804 sdamption of Jedt (-}
2 2008w o Pquianiutly ot avuhable. Olhver suthority sndrawn &)
2 2008 104 1 Pammimenity not avedtabia Puisuant 10 Fublis Law ___ ()
[ N0 Whs 18F Poamanenty not avaiiable: Anficipatad for st of ydat {1
T e Yokl budgetuy 16390T¢as KRN IR EEERREERTE 172047 408
gH o8 T BAT First quanar o
12 2008 100+ A2 Socond quart
2 2008 1004 s Tisd Quitie
E 2008 1004 BA4 1 Fowih quate FY2008 Enviaunontst ualily icumbess Program 9 o °
12 0cE tugs UAd K Fowth yusngr FY 2068 Agneuiurai Momi, Asywisuce (Fioanctal Assiglance) g a U
12 2008 1003 KAe 3 Founh quoner FY 2006 Agrioullutal Mgl Aseisiance (Fachical Assisiance} o 9 13
2 200 V024 oy {1} Y 1005 wetiang Raservis Pogans (Finaneial Assisiancut 78,000,000 71 75,000,000 & 75,000,000 &
2 2008 1001 1882 {2) FY 2G93 1igmain Basin (Fitungial Agsiyiance) a L]
2 2008 104 3 £3) Y 2008 Farmigng Proiacnan Progeasm (FInancia: Assisiance) 56,260,524 71 6,260,520 & 50,260,526 &7
2 2008 1002 804 13} £Y 2008 Envitonmental Quallly Inconives Prayrn (Fingacial Asaatoncs) 750,449,871 759,049,971 150.449.971
12 s {8} FY 2005 widiic Hobizat Incenlivas Program (Fnanciat Assistance 34,037,174 70 34,512,266 8/ 30.271.929 8
7 o) (5} FY 2008 Conservation Sacutity Prograsn (Fnangid Assisiance) 725000000 ¥25.600,000 25,000,000
2 2008 1003 o {71 1Y 2008 Conservasion Secamiy Proyrmm (eclveal Asséiariot 44230000 % IO Y 54.232.000 ¢
2 2008 3004 ou i8] FY 2008 Grpysiondts Resarve Program (Funncial Assaiance) 1,810,008 7/ 1310088 8/ 1,410,086 B
12 200 1004 B0 @) FY 2008 Grouns ang Surtace Walgr Consmvation (Finencial Assistante) 23 058800 71 28,484,882 8/ 279400
2 2008 1098 a810 £10) £ 2008 Agritultutal MM ASsistanc (Fancial Assaancel 1875000 2875000 3,475,000
2 2090 10Uz 311 (131 FY 2006 Agiauttut Mg, Assistiny (Techncel ASSisIance) 1,125,000 1,125,000 1,125,000
I 2008 100< a2 (12 b 2006 Walsnd Rensrvo Progrom (Tacniical Asslatancer 34218070 275 W2EGE VS 42O W
1 RAUE 100s 603 {18} FY 200d Wiamaih Boss (Technical Assistance) U ¢
@ 2608 106 o314 118} £ 2600 Fusniand Proiacion Progrant {fechnicul Assisiance) 004,878 275 6,004 874 275 2.002874 25
I 0un 1604 pat (151 FY 2008 Environmantal Quafly Wcantves S:ogians (Technicei Assisiance’ 240,560,020 240560028 % 24030310 ¥
2 2005 10ua s (367 Y R0UL WisHie Tiabiiat ncuives Program (ToChCa Assisiacice} 27030000 /5 2700000026 27,030,000 25
A2 2008 1004 3517 {11} FY 2004 Grassiansa Reserve Sroysan (Techales! Assislance] 181760 % 1017619 8 1047818
12 008 1604 EERLY {19} FY 7008 Giouil and Suiace Walar Consarvation {1 sormicst Assisiance) 18,000,008 2% 10,000,000 2% 18,600,000 273
2 08 104 uts 1y (33 £¥ 2008 Consareation ifessrve Progran (TeLiuicel SEsiTbnca; £0.781,884 5 50,767,888 3 50,73 883 &
2 2008 W0 8820 €20) FY 2008 Corsonva Reserve Prograrm (it Tochuloal Assislenco) 0 [ °
1 00Y toue 8C Apponioned for fulure scu! yoars
] 200E 1004 & Busigetary RusowlCas Withhwld pemtsing roscission
n 2040 tans 0 Dudutary Resuvrens’ Dofarrnd
12 2006 14 1 Sudieltry Rusowrces: Unappodioned baishes of ravalviy g
T2TTTEEGS 108, 12 Toinl THGOLaTY INSOUICOE 1713,25C 149 1723323 583 1,720,887 §A1

Sutitieg: Denald K. Rica, Diracior, USDADUPATIEAD Dater May 8. 2000

Aupraves: Rubust Fueataiir, DADNSDIOMBIEOP Dale 57008



225

SF 132 APPORTIONMENT AND REAPPORTIONMENT SGHEDULE

FY 2087 Apportiaermsnt

Funas provider by PUbKC Law 107171

Ling

Sali_Burgaut Account Titla 1 GaL B Siub ¢ Ling Spi

Provious
Approved

Aganey Regusst &

&

REVISED 074F-NRES0

Meno
Obtigations

OB Footnt

©OMB Action

ey £Opre.

DEA
HHCat

Atavin ND

Departmant ol Agtieuiture

Suroau: Natucal Resources Canservation Servisa

Account: Farn secutity and rursl investment programe (005-53.1004)
TAFS: 12-1004 12007

MANE BEA Cowgory
N Hepomng Categories
ARISITRAT Autnority brovided
Unab B2t Brought forward, OGIODS! 1 {+ ot <)
Recaveries O $iaf year unpiic obigations. A
Ruzovaries of peit yaar unasic obsgations. Ankicialed
Anpronriation, Actudt
Apptapitation, Aniipaiad
Borgwing sulhority
Contfact aulharity
Otisatung Cofigctions - Eamay, Cotectad
Ofisguing Catigctions - Earnaa, Change in recaivabies fom Fad sourtss
. Cliange n wiiiied cusiomer orders - Advance receivid
Crange w unfilisg customer D;osrs - Withoul advancs ko Fed souces
Gttsatiing corections - Aciafed, wibyst 20vanca
Oftsattay; Solicions - Prvigusly wiavaiabis
Expenditura vansfers hom trust funds - Colosied
Exponditure ¥anshs f1om Yus! funds - Changs i recaivalies
A Exponditucs ransters 1O ftust fupdls - Anticipatea
Nunespenditure ransiers, pst Actud! fanstars, DA
Woawspeiditie ranshacs, nel Anbicipaled lrangiary, BA
Noexperuiluig wanshers, net. Aclua! Nansiers. uiob balances
NONBSpRIIG U3nshes. PRl ASUCXEd Kangiers, unob balances
Tarypoiasly 01 avaHaLls pursuan 10 PUBIE Law ()
Bormtacaty net avaitatio: Cantosations of uxphed Ot AR year accounls (-}
Pumanentty not availasle: Enaclod recduciions (-1
Perangntiy not avaitatio: CapHal anater ant (ader
Paimanenty nol avaiabie: Olhr aulherily widiuwn (-}
Frunaneaty not available: Pursuant (o Public Law ___ (-}
Purtnaouriy no avalible: ARLCnaled for rest of voar -}

@
3

28
aa
aa:

n o bt i}

0,000,000

1,418,531 507
KIEREYLT)

80060460

1,410 531,587
373154348

50,000,060

AT

3. Totl Budasiary sesoureos,

10871688932

1871 B8 832

1577888 837

Firs quatier

Sacona quarter

Thig guarior

Foweth Gurter

(17FY 2007 Watiand Reservs Program (Financial Assisiance)

(23 FY 2007 kiarmate Basin (Finanoal Assislance}

{3} FY 2007 Farmiand Frotection Program (Finangial Assisiance)

{4} FY 2007 Environmaniat Qualily incentives Program {Financial Asslstance}
{5} FY 2007 weldiite Habilat ingentives PIOgram (Financlat Assisiance)

{8} FY 2007 Conservehion Secutity Progruim {1 angiyl Assisiance)

{738 2007 Conservation Sacunly Progran {Taahoical Adsislance)

(B EY 2007 (rassianos Raserva Dogrnm (Foancial Assistance)

(9) FY 00T Growd and Sinlace Waier Conservation (Finsncisl Assistance)
110) FY 2007 Ag (Financial Assistatn

{11 FY 20T {Tachrical

{12) ¥Y 2007 Welland Rusurve Prugram {Tachvacal Assistence)

{13} FY 2007 Kigmusth Dasin {Technical Assisianca)

{141 Y 2007 Facedand Praluction Trogram (Technlcat Assistanca}

15 BY 2007 Eovleanmuonial Quatity 1hcontvas Program (Tocnnical Assistance)
(18] FY 2047 Widiite Habitul ncantives Program {Technicst Assistnaes]

{17) BY 2007 Grasslands Ruserve Progran {Techoival Assistance)

{18} FY 2007 Ground and Surface Watar Consurvation {Taghmical Assisiane)
§19) FY 2007 Consurvaton Raseive Beagram { Feonical Assisiance)

Apjan o For fuiuire sl yoars

Bodyuiary Rusaurcos: Wilhhald panding rescission

Budqoiary Rasaureas: Deferred

Bugotasy Rusovrces: Unauportioned batwice of revolving kad

255.000.000
6.012.773
70.238,600
755,170,208
32481278
270.580.600
20.240.000
12,571,160
51,000,000

8,000.000
46.333.000
2,244,782
3,263.400
440,550 18

19,083,
80.000.000

265,000,000
8412 773
70.236.600
736,010,208
32.481,270 7

12871380
51,000,000

5.000.000
28,330,000 1
2,340.702 ¥
2,263,400 17
790.580.079 1/
16,538,721 3/

2,226,408
10,083 02T 4/

40,000 00

255,000,000
5012773
70,238,600
756,010,208
32,461,270 2
270.690 200
0,240,000 v/ 4
12671160
51,000,000

5,000,000
28,330.500 v
2,340,762 17
3.263.400 ¥/
245,550 029 v/
10.533.721 1/

3,245,000
19,003,900 17

80,000,800

Tolui budyesry 18y00TCey

971848 §37

1571668932

$371668 817

TR TRR Torat fonds Proviand 157 1Thical BESISanca i IS APPOrIONIEnt. Bt 1608t 330 milian shal DO usay (0 13y 107 (eGhica Assisianics Suivery Treugh e

Tachnieat Sarvics Proviger sysiam,

coastal Staies
signuy

at
naiionat SIguep.

Subnittes Donaki K, Glce. Dirgutor, USDVOBPABCADR  Date: August 2, 2007

Approvad:  Jaoed irean, Aly DADINRDIOMBIEDP Dat; B/g/07

i the 10982 funeds pravided for TINGNEIo ABSISIIACE in 1his apportinnman:, af least 15 millan shalt be used 10 nay for the Duen Rivers Jant removal projacts

W Ol londs pravided, $2.930,000 snolt be avaitable i oliigation witfin filly praviousy-iencied watarsheds N fuading is gvaiatito tor prepivation for & n38aNd

Of tho funds ptoviced. $2,930,600 shall ba svalisbiy kn cbligatiun wirn Sityhea pravinusiy-idanufied welershuds  No Gaxding 18 available for proparstion tor 8




226

TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT CENTERS

Ms Delauro: How are the three technology support centers supporting
>1d conservationists? Please provide specific examples.

Respense: Threugh the NRCS reorganizaticn, three National Technoclogy
Support Centers {NTSCs) were established to better support science-based
technology development and the transfer of technical guidelines and
information to NRCS conservation professionals working in the field. These
NTSCs focus on science and technology by developing and providing direct
technical assistance and guidance; training, designing or acguiring
technology tools; assisting state and field-based projects: and developing
tools for program implementation. In fiscal year 2007, the three NTSCs
completed over 1,280 requests for direct technical assistance and support -
meeting field conservarionists’ needs.

Through design of technolegy tools, NTSC professionals are assisting
Agency and State-level leaders with establishing products such as scftware,
technical handbooks. job sheets, and sample conservation plans that help in
measuring current resource conditions and developing alternatives for sound
conservation plans. An example ls the Wind Erosion Prediction System. In
response to observed problems and customer reguests, NRCS partnered with
USDA's Agricultural Research Service to develop processed-based wind erosion
prediction technology. This system has utility for conservation planning and
policy development. Other examples are Manure Management Planner
enhancements which create manure management plans for crop and animal feeding
operations.

As new science is developed, NTSC professionals put together guidance on
how best to use it. For example, in fiscal year 2007 four new air quality
practice standards were developed for use by field conservationists. Another
example is the revised Chapter in the Engineering Field Handboock, Wetland
Restoration, Enhancement or Creation. This Chapter provides field
conservationists necessary practice design information. Numerous technical
publications were developed and disseminated in fiscal year 2007 to provide
field conservationists the latest science in an effort to assist them with
resource inventory, conservation planning, design development, and
conservation application.

NTSC professionals provide on-site project assistance to train field
conservationists and verify the data collected through new technologies.
Fiscal year 2007 examples include Streambank Erosion Control Alternatives
training sessions and workshops on how to work with residential-lifestyle
farmers.

An example of how the NTSCs are providing program implementation
assistance is the key role NTSC professionals played in creating the tools
and providing training to field office staff needed to implement the
Conservation Security Program (CSP). 1In fiscal year 2008, the NTSCs were
instrumental with the national CSP rollout of training sessicns, which
included Water Quality Enhancements (Sediment Management, Pesticide
Management and Nutrient Management) and the Soil and Water Eligibility Tool.

In addition to direct technical assistance in the field, the NTSC
disciplinary specialists conduct quarterly teleconferences with their state
and field counterparts to coordinate and discuss emerging technologies.

These specialists use these teleconferences to facilitate technology transfer
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among the states and rvapid sharing of successtul field-based lessons learned
The NTSCs extensively utilize Web-based net meetings (or online seminarsg) as
a cost-effective training method ~ allowing for field-based demonstrations
and immediate and authoritative questions and answers. The NTSCs archive
these net meetings/online seminars tc meet future, con-demand technical
training needs.

Ms. DeLauro: How are you measuring the effectiveness of technical
support?

Response: The National Technology Support Centers maintain a detailed
tracking system that records reguests for assistance and the efforts of staff
to provide assistance to requestors. Information is compiled continuously
and analyzed quarter The analysis includes the level of assistance,
topics, various categorizations of the nature of the project, hours expended,
type of customer, etc. This information is included in a quarterly report
that is distributed to State Conservationists and other customers. In
addition, each National Technology Support Center has an Advisory Board that
reviews the effectiveness of the Center's activities and provides guidance to
the Center on maximizing effectiveness.

NRCS TRAINING

Ms, DeLaurc: Describe the training strategy of NRCS. W@What is the total
budget?

Response: As the mandatory early basic course for newly hired field
employees, the Conservation Boot Camp is the cornerstone in the Service's
training plan. The balance of the plan involves cother core training for more
advanced courses provided by the National Employee Development Center; other
National Centers, and individual States through NRCS and non-NRCS courses.
The fiscal year 2008 estimated training budget is $8 million.

Ms. DeLauro: What is the status of pilot training programs, including
“Conservation Boot Camp”? What are the topics of the pilots? What is the
cost of the training. and how does it fit in the overall training plan of the
Service? What “lessons learned” from the pilot and implementation phases
will be incorporated in 2008 and 20097

Response: The *Conservation Boot Camp” is a multi-week intensive
training course for new technical NRCS employees. The course concentrates on
those topics which provide the basic knowledge and skills needed to guide
farmers and ranchers through a comprehensive conservation planning process
that complies with national policy.

Topics include engineering surveys, soils, agronomy, forestry, grazing
and wildlife considerations, planning, designing, and installing conservation
ctices. The course has been re-designed based on lessons learned from the
ots to includ

le a blended approach of distance learning modules and field
experiences. It is instructed by experienced NRCS field staff with an
emphasis on in-field practical experience on a working farm, and providing
qualicy and timely technical assistance.

pra
pil

During fiscal years 2005 and 2006, NRCS conducted 11 pilot sessions for
326 employees to further refine the curriculum and evaluate additional sites.
In fiscal year 2007, NRCS delivered five more sessions of the Conservation
Boot Camp Training program to 150 new field employees.
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The goal of the NRCS Conservation Boot Camp fiscal year 2007 plan was to
reduce the costs while maintaining or proving the quality of the
instruction. The cost for Conservation Boot Camp was 57,500 per employee.

The tuition covered all expenses for the course including all participant
materials, equipment and travel, and instructor salaries and travel.

There are five sessions of Conservation Root Camp scheduled for fiscal
yeay 2008 and the tuirvion per emplovee has been reduced to $7,000.

As the mandatory early basic course for newly hired field employees, the
Conservation Boot Camp is the cornerstone in the Service’s training plan.
The balance of the plan involves other core training for more advanced
courses provided by the National Employee Development Center; other National
Centers, and individual States through NRCS and non-NRCS courses.

TECHNICAL SERVICE PROVIDERS

Ms. DeLauro: Hew many reglstered Technical Service Providers does NRCS
have, and how much do you plan to obligate for TSPs this fiscal year? What
is the gquality and accessibility of the service provided?

Response: NRCS has 1,260 certified Technical Service Providers (TSPs)
registered in TechReg, the NRCS electronic TSP registry. Many of the
initially registered TSPs are currently going through a renewal process and
the overall number will likely decline. Producer accessibility to TSPs
varies around the Nation. Overall, TSPs provide NRCS with a highly flexible
means of expanding technical capacity. Additional TSPs are working under
Agency acquisition contracts and agreements, and are not registered in
Reg because they work directly for NRCS. This makes the number of TSPs
sting program participants greater than 1,260. NRCS plans to at least
obligate $20 million for TSPs, to provide technical assistance under several
conservation programs in fiscal year 2008.

There are rigorous training and experience reguirements for TSPs to
ensure that the best guality of service is provided to program participants.
There have been no major problems reparted with the guality and accessibility
of TSPs to our clients. Program participants are able to select a TSP by
going into a county level registry on the NRCS Web site (TechReg). In some
cases, NRCS will expedite meeting the program participants‘ demand for
technical assistance by acguiring TSPs through direct contracts and
agreements.

During fiscal years 2003 to 2007, TSPs provided technical assistance
support eguivalent to approximately 1,110 full-time eguivalent staff.

Ms. DeLauro: What is the oversight plan for the TSPs, and what have you
found thus far?

Response: NRCS has not identified any widespread deficiencies in the
TSPs servicing our clients. Any deficiencies are usually resolved at the
eld or State coffice level, do not result in project failure, and rarely
resulc in de-certification of the TSP. Since 2003, only four TSPs were de-
certified for failure to meet NRCS technical standards.

NRCS has conducted oversight and evaluation studies of the TSP
initiative. One study in 2004 focused on the self-certification of
credentials by TSPs and indicated some inaccuracies in their claims. As a
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result, 1n January 2005, NRCS stopped self-certification and established a
more thorough review of the gualificaticns of the TSPs that apply for NRCS
certification. States are now conducting rigorous verification of all TSPs
that are applying for certification or renewing their three year
certification agreement. The applicant’'s certification may be delayed by the
State Conservationists until they comply with all certification criteria
specified for each technical service they are applying to provide. In
addition, States conduct spot checks of practices installed by TSPs as part
of their Quality Assurance Plans and correct any deficlencies by werking with
the T8Ps to give them an opportunity to correct any problems. Another
oversight study revealed the need to improve the informaticon included in
procurement documents and resulted in increased transparency of requests for
proposals and other agreements.

INVASIVE SPECIES

Ms. DeLauro: Please describe the coordination between NRCS and APHIS on
invasive species. How are responsibilities divided? what does NRCS de that
APHIS does not?

Response: NRCS and APHIS coordinate thelr invasive species activities
through participation in the USDA Invasive Species Coordinators’ Group, the
Federal Interagency Committee r the Management of Noxious and Exotic Weeds
(PICMNEW), the Invasive Terrestrial Animals and Pathogens (ITAP) interagency,
interdepartmental group, and the USDA Pollinator Protection Committee. NRCS
and APHIS also coordinate, along with five other USDA agencies, in the
preparation of the annual invasive species USDA performance budget. NRCS and
APHIS collaborated on the development of the Distributional Update portion of
the NRCS PLANTS database (http://plants.usda.gov) to obtain data from users
on State and county distributions of new plants, particularly new weed
occurrences. The NRCS Plant Materials Program {(http://plant-
materials.nres.usda,.gov/) coordinates with APHIS when bringing seeds or
plants into the United States to ensure that they are not invasive.

APHIS is respensible, under authority of the Plant Protection Act of
2000, for regulation of plant pests, noxious weeds, and bio-control agents on
both public and private lands, and has the authority for maintaining and
publishing the list of specific taxa that fit into these three categories.
APHIS also sets import policies that are designed to prevent the introduction
cf exotic pests and diseases and works with the Department of Homeland
Security’s Bureau of Customs and Border Protection to enforce the import
regulations. Additionally, APHIS conducts nationwide surveillance for high-
k invasive species and eradication and/or control programs for certain
cconomically-significant invasive gpecies.

NRCS is responsible for providing technical and financial assistance to
help private land owners protect our natural resources and to comply with the
APHIS regulations. NRCS provides this conservation assistance through cost-
share programs that are used in many States to control invasive species that
adversely impact the conservation of natural resources; however, NRCS does
not regulate plant pests, noxious weeds, or bio-control agents. NRCS
maintains the PLANTS database which integrates Federal and State noxious weed
lists. APHIS uses the PLANTS database for plant species names, images, and
distribution information.

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide a copy of the invasive species cross-cut
budget for USDA for fiscal years 2008 and 2009.
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Response: The information is submitted for the recoxrd.
{The information follows:]

INVASIVE SPECIES ACTIVITIES CROSS-CUT
{Dollars in thousands)

FY 2008 FY 2009

Category/Agency Estimate Estimate
Agricultural Research Service $276,308 $255,610
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 875,814 911.060

Cooperative State Research, Education, and

¢ n Service 40,606 40,883
Economic Research Service 2,000 2,000
Forest Service 97,712 64,125
Natural Resources Conservation Service 32,716 30,684
Office of the Chief Economist 437 465
Total, USDA Invasive Species $1,325,593 $1,304,827

PROTRACTS SYSTEM

Ms. DelLauro: Describe the use of the ProTracts system. For what
programs is it in use? How much did its development cost? What are the
savings in terms of time and money due to the use of ProTracts versus its
predecessory system?

Response: The Program Contracting System (ProTracts) is being used by
NRCS to manage applications and cost-share contracts for EQIP, CSP, WHIP, and
AMA since 2004. ProTracts streamlines and provides national consistency for
management of applications including documenting qualifications, checking
eligib y and program rules, support for application, and decentralized
fund management. Once applications are approved, ProTracts helps manage
contracts including practice certification, payment processing, checking and
documenting payment limitation, monitoring funds, and processing contract
modifications. ProTracts, a web-enabled software application, provides a
centralized database of conservation program information accessed through the
secure USDA Tntranet. ProTracts is built on the Federal Enterprise
Architecture foundation and therefore interacts with other systems inside and
outside the agency, facilitating data sharing partnerships and interagency
workflows.

ProTracts development costs through January 2008, total $10.7 million.
ProTracts’ early development started as part of the 2002 West Texas
Telecommunicaticns Congressional Earmark. ProTracts enables all levels of
the agency from the field conservationist to State and national program
managers to coordinate their work more efficiently. Current estimates
suggest time and wmoney savings of 20-25 percent with regard to application,
contract, and payment processing, freeing resources to conservation
application. Additional functionality continues to be added to ProTracts to
improve its efficient use by NRCS to manage contracts. NRCS has not yet
realized full benefits as the ProTracts system is still under refinement and
some streamlined business processes are still being re-engineered. uccess
with ProTracts 1s being leveraged to create an application that 14 USDA
agencies will use to deliver financial assistance as part of the Departmental
effort to consolidate to a single financial system with integrated feeder



231

systems. The effort uses lean six-sigma methodology, perfected in the
private sector. to eliminate unnecessary processes, reduce defects, and
improve performance. The components of ProTracts are being federated with
components of applications from the US Forest Service and Cooperative
Research Extension and Education Service to create a more efficient system.
The rew ProTracts application will be implemented in fiscal year 2009,

Ms. DeLauro: What are the annual costs of ProTracts versus Farm Service
Agency/CCC systems? Provide a table specifying ProTracts costs annually from
development through 2009 and eguivalent FSA/CCC transfers for EQIP.

Response: ProTracts software development and operational costs have
ranged from $1-$4 million per year. NRCS does not have access to the Farm
Service Agency systems costs. However, NRCS transferred approximately $14
million to FSA during fiscal year 2004 to provide administrative support
services for LEQIP. Development for ProTracts is migrating to the Department’s
Lean Six Sigma Grants Program {LSGB)} effort, beginning in fiscal year 2007
and continuing in fiscal year 2008. LSGB is an applicatiecn that will
consolidate grant pracessing across USDA, leading to efficiencies and a more

convenient experience to customers.
{The information follows:]

Annual Costs for ProTracts
{Operation and Development)

Fiscal Year Amount (Millions)
2003 $2.02
2004 1.06
2005 2.01
2006 1.60
2007 2.73
2008 {est.) 4.47%
2009 (est.) 4.25%
Total $18.14

Note: The figures within the above table reflect only those costs by NRCS
to develop, maintain, and operate the ProTracts system.

* Fiscal yvear 2008 estimated costs and fiscal year 2009 projected costs
reflect NRCS’ e rt, within the Department’s Lean Six Sigma Grants Program,
to re-engineer and streamiine the contracting processes of those programs
currently within ProTracts, as well as other financial assistance programs,
inciuding the Basement programs, such as the Wetlands Reserve Program, the
Emergency Watersheds Program, and the Conservation Security Program
{Stewardship program) .

OPEN OBLIGATIONS

Ms. DeLauro: Has NRCS reviewed and certified - according to Treasury
Department guidance and USDA regulations - its open obligations at the close
of fiscal year 20077 1If not, why and when was the last year that NRCS
reviewed and certified its open obligations?

ns on

Response: NRCS has established procedures to review open obligatio
al Officer

an annual basis. At the end of fiscal year 2007, the Chief Financi
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a certification statement to USDA as required by the United Srates
and Departmental regulations.

Ms. DeLauro: Please provide a table of open obligations for each NRCS
account and program at the close of fiscal year 2007. The table should
identify the year the obligations were committed for each program.

Response: The following table provides the open obligations for each NRCS
account and program at the close of the fiscal year 2007. The year the
obligations were commitred occurred in the year in which the funds were
appropriated.

{The information follows:]

OPEN OBLIGATIONS BY NRCS ACCOUNT
As of September 30, 2007

Treasury
Symbol Open
nt) Program Obligations

vear 2001

1213322 548,179.83
Fiscal Year 2002
1221004 Farmland and Ranchland Protection Program.. 310,370.00
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ 33,435.46
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 935,190.,26
Wetland Reserve Program. .. ... enonans 7,601,228.51
EQIP-Ground and Surface Water Conservation. 54,064.76
EQIP-Xlamath Basin...... ... .ioiiiinnnoon. 85,135.38
Total, 1221004 . . . . e e 9,019,424.37
1221066 Watershed Planning ... ... ... .o 14,122 .26
Fiscal Year 2003
Conservation Reserve Program............... 463,813.66
rarmland and Ranchland Protection Program.. 87,470.92
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ 45,303.14
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 6,08%,796.46
Wetland Reserve Program............cvuvenan 8,047,467.83
EQIP-Ground and Surface Water Conservaticn. 506,381.85%
EQIP-Klamath BaSiM. v vviev i neon s 6§6,805.95
Conservation Security Program.. 0.33
Grasslands Reserve ProgralM. ................ 1,448,277.48
Total, 1231004 . . s 16,755,317.62
1231066 Watershed Planning .. ... ..n i rinnonn . 10,728.13
Fiscal Year 2004
1241004 Conservation Reserve Program........ e 12,009.41
Farmiand and Ranchland Protection Program.. 266,024.,37
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ 474,205.18
Environmental Quality Incentives Program. .. 9,645,649.10
Wetland Reserve Program. ... ... coxvvsrneons 3,916,627.19
EQIP-Ground and Surface Water Conservation. 383,955.94
EQIp-Klamath Basin.............. e e 238,299.86
Conservation Security Program.............. 35,358.33
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Treasury

Symbol Open
{Account) Program Opbligations
Grasslands Reserve ProgramM................. 3,285,293.13
Agricultural Management Assistance......... 415,904.23
Total, 1241004 .. . . . s 18,673,326.74
1241066 Watershed Planning........voervrninnoan. 391.55
Fiscal Year 2005
125761000 Conservation Technical Assistance.......... 1,214,660.18
Soil Surveys 128,537.13
Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting... 4,118.53
Plant Materials Centers.................... 47,307.35
Total, 125/6L000 . ... e e 1,394,623.19
1251004 Conservation Reserve Program............... 62,881.63
rarmland and Ranchland Protection Program.. 2,460,759.48
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ 804,451.25
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 11,3121,208.43
Wetland Reserve Program. .........cevnvuenns. 3,614,456.37
EQIP-Ground and Surface Water Conservation. 538,259.71
EQIP-Klamath BasSil.......c..uvennnninann. 30,792.895
Congervation Security Program.............. 269,400.53
Grasslands Reserve Program................. 2,896,554.96
Agricultural Management Assistance......... 485,991.32
tlealthy Forest Reserve Program............. 4,267.75
Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(1996 Farm Bill) ... ... .. . i 0.46
Total, 1253004 . . . . e 22,289,024.84
1251066 Watershed Planning........ ... cuivnunnnnn 3,087.28
Fiscal Year 2006
126/71000 Congervaticn Technical Assistance.......... 10,187,609.50
Soll SULVEYS .. i e 352,919.93
Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting... 143,599.30
Plant Materials CentersS..........c.ovivnon..n 349,688.91
Total, 125761000 . . . . e 1,033,817.64
1261004 Conservation Reserve Program............... 2,450,502.70
Farmland and Ranchland Protection Program.. 2,207,570.49
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ 670,003.43
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 20,191,752.38
Wetland Reserve Program..........owvenone.n 4,325,842.42
EQIE-Ground and Surface Water Conservation. 1,237,630.07
EQIP-Klamath Basin.......... ..., 115,857.67
Conservation Security Program.............. 1,263,247.55
Crasslands Reserve PYXOgram...........cc.... 6,570,586.26
Agricultural Management Assistance......... 85,593.56
Total, 1261004 . . . . 39,118,586.53
1261066 Watershed Planning...........c.ccouivinnuns.. 320C,881.16

1261090 Healthy Forest Reserve Program............. 4,267.75
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Conservation Technical Assistance.......... 49,417,628.37

Soil Surveys 5,868,600.93

Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting... 746,505.90
Plant Materials Centers.................... 818,566.44
Total, 127/8L000 . .. e 56,851,301.64
1271004 Farmland and Ranchland Protection Program. . 67,998,508.32
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program........ - 31,033,076.46
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 674,625,958.88
Wetland Reserve Program ... ..o nnnnnnn 214,918,598.06
EQIP-Ground and Surface Water Consexrvation. 37,812.,165.12
EQIP-Klamath Basin............... B 4,114,100.50
Conservation Security Program.............. 5,792,235.52
Grasslands Reserve Program............c..... 7,069,416.08
Agriculitural Management Assistance......... 1,701,590.85%
Total, 1271004 . . ... e 1,045,065,649.80
1271066 Watershed Planning.......... ... 589,305.84
1271090 Healthy Forest Reserve Program............. 2,044,487.84
No-Year Funds
12X1000 Agricultural Management Assistance......... 19,003.84
Congervation Reserve Program............... 424,267.94
Environmental Quality Incentives Program... 64,739.44
Farmland and Ranchland Protection Program.. 4,418.30
Soil and Water Conservation Assistance..... 24,627.30
Conservation Technical Assistance.......... 7.637,169,86
Wetland Reserve Program.................... 45,491.20
S01]l SUTVRYS v vttt it it i e 1.578,148.5¢
Snow Survey and Water Supply Forecasting... 65,454.46
Plant Materials CentersS . .o 961,448.78
Total, 12XI000 . . . i e 10,824,769.62
12X1002 Watershed Rehabilitation Program........... 20,497,928.03
12X1010 Resources Conservation & Development....... 4,535,314.13
12X1072 Flood Prevention Program. ... .........venn.. 3,589,656.78
Watershed Operations Program............... 36,814,240.09
Emergency Watershed Program................ 27,435,641.90
2005 HUITICANeS . v vttt ittt et ettt e e i 58,775,325.83
Scouthern California ........ . ... .. ..., 3,388,018.67
Total, 12X107 2 @ i e e e e 130,002,.883.27
12X1080 Wetland Reserve Prograil. ... .o envancnenon 399,730,0d
12X3322 Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program......... 40,584.22
12X8210 Trust Pund. . ... i e e 49,613 .46

FARM BILL UNOBLIGATED BALANCE

Ms. DeLauro: NRCS reported in its 2009 budget that, at the close of
fiscal year 2007, its Farm Security and Rural Investments preograms account
had an obligated balance of over $2.6 billion and a projected balance of over
$2.9 billion by the end of 2008. Why does NRCS have such large and growing
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balances of unspent funds from the farm bill programs? Please detail the
eps the agency is taking to improve the delivery schedule for conservation
ajects funded through this account.

Response: NRCS obligates funding for financial assistance programs
(EQIP, GSWC, AMA, & WHIP) through contracts that share the cost of
implementing conservation practices or management techniques (referred to as
cost-share contracts). Other financial assistance programs, such as CSP,
have a cost-sharing component within a larger stewardship contract. Payments
are not made at the time of obligation. The program participant must first
complete the contract requirements and then reqguest reimbursement. Cost-
share contracts include a plan for practice implementation; accounting for
the number of units planned and the estimated cost associated with the
practices planned. By statute, financial assistance contracts are multi-vear
and are obligated in the first year. The outlay of these obligations is
based on contract terms and on validation by NRCS that the producer has met
their responsibilities as contracted. For example, financial assistance
supporting a ten year contract would be obligated in the first year and spent
sut through the ten year period of the contract if and when the producer
performs according to the contract.

Previous to fiscal year 2008, for the easement programs WRP and GRP fund
wore obligated in two categories of activities: administrative costs and
acquisition costs. Administrative costs were obligated by NRCS through
procurements and contracts, usually with private companies, to complete
reguired administrative activities, such as easement closing requirements,
land surveys, appraisals, title and deed reguirements, and engineering
design. Most of the administrative activities must have occurred before NRCS
could obligate funding in the second category; acguisitions. Acquisition
costs were obligated when the landowner signed the Option Agreement to
Purchase (OATP). The cost of restoring an easement, known as restoration
costs, was also obligated through the OATP. This doesn‘t mean that the
easement was recorded at the courthouse, but for the purpose of annual,
single year funds, the funding was considered obligated in the fiscal year in
the OATP was signed. Funds were not released as payments cn easements
the easement was final and recorded at the courthouse.

NRCS has revised its WRP obligation process. The obligation of
acquisition costs will remain unchanged, and will occur at the time the
applicant signs the CATP. Improvements in administrative activities leading
up to the acquisition obligation, such as conducting title reviews, hazardous
substances reviews, being done earlier in the process will help ensure that
acquisition obligations are made on more valid applications. Additionally,
administrative costs will only be obligated in the year that they will be
completed or substantially started. Restoration funds will not be obligated
until the final restoration plan is complete, including engineering designs.
These improvements in business practices are expected to significantly reduce
the amount of de-obligated funds in both WRP and GRP. For FRPP, NRCS has
iimited the length of the agreements with entities to encourage closing of
easements within 18 months.

FRPP obligate funding through’ an entirely different process. FRPP
bligated funds through two-year agreements with external entities. These
sntities then utilized the funds to carryout programmatic activities as
ommitted to in the original agreement. If the entity had not used the funds
t the end of two years, then the funds were returned to NRCS.

8]
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For financial assistance programs, NRCS has engaged in several
specialized efforts to improve the rate of contract implementation. These
forts included the “2006 Energy Initiative” and “Contract Completion
ive.” The Energy Initiative focused on 2004 and prior year contracts
incompleted structural practices where energy-related costs had driven
up implementation costs significantly. This initiative resulted in the
completion of 4,128 structural practices accounting for $100 million of
contract completion. The Contract Completion Incentive is a three year
scal years 2006-2008) initiative offering an incentive to contract

=

rticipants for completing all structural practices in the first three years

of a contract., Internal business practices are being updated and improved
including clarifying policy guidance, increased training opportunities, and
performance plan integration. NRCS is actively monitoring implementation
levels. The ProTracts software (used only in EQIP, GSWC, WHIP, AMA, and CSP)
annually updated to improve obligation management, including a new
Contract Management Tool added in fiscal year 2008.

et

STAND-~ALONE AUDIT

Ms. DeLauro: What are the total projected costs for the NRCS stand-alone
audit for fiscal year 2008? Will the agency continue a stand-alecne audit in
fiscal year 20087 If so, what is the projected cost?

Response: The total budgeted cost for the NRCS audit for fiscal year
2008 is $4.5 million. VYes, the agency will continue the audit process in
fiscal year 200%2. The second year budget estimate for fiscal year 2009 is $5
million.

COST EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS

Ms, DeLauro: Of the farm bill conservation programs that NRCS
administers, which program is the most cost effective and why? Which program
is the least cost effective and why?

Response: It is difficult to determine which Farm Bill conservation
program is the most or least cost effective. However, there are changes that
can be made to improve the programs. The Administration’s Farm Bill proposal
provides policy improvements that would increase effectiveness and
efficiency. Several of the more significant reforms involve combining
functions of conservation programs, which would allow for more efficient
administration of the programs; better targeting of financial resources; and
increased ability to adapt programs to meet emerging trends and needs. For
example, combining the functions of several easement programs into a new
Private Lands Protection Program would allow for more efficient
administration of easements and allow for new approaches to secure
partnerships.

Ms. DelLauro: Focusing on water quality, which of the Farm Bill
conservation programs is the most cost effective and why? imilarly, which
is the least cost effective and why?

Response: It is dAifficult to determine which Farm Bill conservation
program is the most or least cost effective in terms of water quality.
flowever, there are changes that can be made to improve the programs. The
Administration’s Farm Bill proposal provides policy ilmprovements that would
increase effectiveness and efficiency. Several of the more significant
reforms involve combining functions of conservation programs, which would
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allow for more efficient administration of the programs; better targeting of
financial resources; and increased ability to adapt programs to meet emerging
trends and needs. For example, the addition of the Regional Water
Enhancement Program within the Environmental Quality Incentives Program would
i icantly improve the program’s cost effectiveness in dealing with water
quality and water conservation.

CONSERVATION EFFECTS ASSESSMENT PROJECT

hat itemizes total spending for th
} by agency since 2004,

Ms. DelLauro: Please provide a table ¢
Conservation Effects Assessment Project {(CEAP

Response: The table below provides CEAP expenditures by agency, for
fiscal years 2004 to 2008. The fiscal year 2008 numbers are incomplete
because we have not yet reached the end of 2008.

{The information follows:]
CEAP EXPENDITURES FISCAL YEARS 2004-2007 ACTUAL
AND FISCAL YEAR 2008 ESTIMATE
Dollars in thousands

e

FY 2004 FY 2003 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
CEAP Component Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimated
Jational Assessment
Cropland
NRCS Funds $5,194 $3,994 $3,866 $3,405 $715
Leveraged Support:
Tex Ag Exp Stn 215 158 198 116 0
wetlands
NRCS Funds 400 487 468 923 1,200
Leveraged Support:
USGS 315 1,014 1,139 1,170 176
ARS 0 0 0 78 78
Grazing Lands
NRCS Funds 0 83 120 1,120 1,000
Leveraged Support:
ARS 0 0 0 750 750
wildlife
NRCS Funds 50 227 520 505 890
Leveraged Support:
Contribution Agreements:
Association of F&W
Agencies 0 92 92 82 [
Playa Lakes Joint Venture 0 0 41
Intermountain West Joint
Venture 0 0 0 9 60
Riackfoot Challenge 0 i} 0 0 85
Mallard Migration Project
Arkansas Game Fish 0 0 Q 0 148
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Fy 2004 BY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
CeAP Component Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimated
USFHWS 0 0 ¢ 0 63
Migsissippl Flyway
Council a 0 0 0 15
Central Flyway Council Q 0 0 0 6
Ducks Unlimited g Q 0 0 6
TOTAL Agreements Q 92 133 82 527
In-Kind (egtimated)
NatureServe 0 100 0 0 0
USFWS Multi-State Grant 0 0 707 &} 0
Nebraska Came and Parks 0 0 G 250 0
Penna Fish & Boat
Commission 0 0 0 200 0
USGS Aguatic Gap Prog ¢ 0 0 100 100
University of Maryland 0 0 4 3} 100
USGS-ARMI g} a a G 50
Multiy partners g} o] 0 0 75
USFS-Northern Research
0 ¢ 50 50 50
souri Dept of
Conservacion 0 0 200 0 4
Purdue University 0 0 0 ¢ 70
TOTAL In-Kind 0 100 957 600 445
TOTAL Leveraged 0 192 1,090 682 972
Bibliographies & Lit
Summaries
NRCS Funds 178 67 51 102 60
Leveraged Support
Watershed Studies
ARS Benchmark Rsch Projects
H 1,185 1,155 1,155 1,250 700
everaged Support (ARS) 15,911 16,502 17,551 18,963
CSREES Conpetitive Grant
Projects
NRCS Funds 889 B850 600 600 0
Leveraged Support
{CSREES) 1,577 1,754 2,612 422 1.800
NRCS Special
Projects
NRCS Funds 797 1,136 1,220 440 590
Leveraged Support
Leveraged Support {ARS} 0 0 0 20 181
Leveraged Support (NOAA) 0 0 0 25 85
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FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008

CEAP Component Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimated
Farm Service Agency 1,000 1,000 Q 0 0
TOTAL
NRCS Funds 8,663 7,999 8,000 8,345 5,155
Leveraged Support 19,018 20,621 22,590 22,482 4,143
Grand Total $27,681 528,620 $30,590 330,827 59,297

CEAP PROJECT FUNDING

Ms. DeLauro: What level of CEAP funding is assumed in 2009 for all
involived agencies?

Response: Because agencies have not yet completed the 2009 budget
cycle, we are unable to provide a complete budgetary outlook for 2009. A
inary listing follows, which we will be able to supplement over the
g months.

It should be noted that during the period 2004-2007, leveraged support
from other Federal agencies and private partners averaged more than $21
1lion each year to supplement the NRCS's $8 million annual investment in
CEAP. We expect continued involvement at approximately these levels in 2009

[The information follows: ]

CEAP PROJECT FUNDING

Projected

Funding
Agency Level Remarks
Natural Resources $6.750M Cropland $1.075M
Conservation Service Wetiands 1.375M
Grazing Lands 1.475M
Wildlife 1.000M
Watershed Studies 1.750M
Bibliographies and
Literature Syntheses C.075M
Agricultural Research Undetermined Wetlands Research 50.078M
Service Grazing Lands Research 0.750M
Watershed Research Undetermined
Cooperative State $1.500M Watershed Research $1.500)
Research, Education,
and Extension Service
Orher partners $0.025 USGS Wetlands Research $0.025M

Ms . DeLaurc: CEAP‘s original goal was to have monitoring and evaluation
data completed before the 2007 farm bill in order to better inform the public
and Congress. After more than four years of funding, the initiative has yet

to release any CEAP data and analysis. When will CEAP release data and
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analyses? What is the schedule of releases of CEAP analyses for 2008 and
20087

-
I
0

Response: Numerous CEAP products have already been released by USDA,
grantees, and its partners. More products are in the pipeline for release
during 2008 and even more during 2009.

Six pibliographies of known research about the four CEAP components--
cropland, we nds, wildlife, and grazing lands~-have already been published
oy the National Agricultural Library. Literature reviews have been or are
now being developed to document what is known and not known about the
environmental benefits of conservation practices and programs for cropland,
fish and wildlife, wetlands, and grazing lands.

inal plan for the CEAP-Cropland research effort was to release
preliminary national-scale findings from this component in 2007. After
assessing the preliminary results, NRCS determined that such release was
premature and could potentially be misleading. Therefore, NRCS lieadership
decided to forego release of preliminary national scale findings.

The orig
n

The first CEAP-Cropland study, the Upper Mississippi River Basin study,
is scheduled to be released for peer review by late summer 2008. Lock for
eariy presentation of the results of this study at the Soil and Water
Conservation Society 2008 Annual Conference in Tucson, Arizona, in July.
Assessments of the four other basins in the Mississippi drainage {(Ohio-
Tennessee, Missouri, Lower Mississippi, and Arkansas-White-Red) should be
completed in mid 2009. Reports for sixX remaining basins (Mid-Atlantic, South
Atlantic-Gulf, Great Lakes, Souris-Red-Rainy, Pacific Northwest, and Texas-
Gulf} are scheduled for completion after that. Once all of these reports
have been completed, NRCS will prepare by mid 2010 a final report summarizing
onsite effects of cropland conservation practices at the national level and
assessment of conservation treatment needs.

RCS alsc has released selected preliminary results from the first two
vears of data collection (2003/2004) of the farmer survey data collection
effort. NRCS has released other data and analyses as well, including several
overview products. Five rveleases of CEAP Highlights, periodic summaries of
CEAP activities, were issued between October 2006 and December 2007, with a
sixth release nearly ready now. A CEAP Scilence Note on at-risk wildliife
specics was issued in June 2007, and two mere Science Notes on Wetlands are
currently in preparation. NRCS has released two CEAP Conservation Insights,
in November 2006 on cropland erosion in a Kansas watershed and in February
2008 on Wetlands Reserve Program wildlife effects in Missouri; another
Insight is now in preparation.

CEAP SMALL WATERSHED STUDIES

Ms. DeLauro: What is the status of the small watershed studies that were
part of the overall CEAP enterprise?

Response: When CEAP was initiated, an extensive body of literature
already existed that described plot- or [ield-scale conservation practices
aimed at protecting water quality, water quantity, and soil quality. However,
research results from these studies often fail to capture the complexities
nd interactions of conservation practices, biophysical settings, and land
uses within a watershed. CEAP watershed studies were established to quantify
the effects of conservation practices at the watershed scale.
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CEAP watershed assessment studies address the need to determine the
environmental benefirs and impacts to society of USDA’s conservation programs
at the watershed scale. The purpose of the CEAP watershed studies is to
provide in-depth retrospective analysis and guantification of the measurable
2ffects of conservation practices at the watershed scale. The CEAP watershed
studies were also designed with the intention of serving as validation points
for the larger scale modeling in the national and regional assessments--for
cropland in particular--and to evaluate and further develop models to provide
input into the national assessments.

Thirty-eight watershed studies were established during the firsc five
years of CEAP. There are three groups of these CEAP watershed studies:

ARS Benchmark Watershed Studies — Fourteen watersheds where long-term
research is being conducted on water and soil gquality effects of conservation
g tices in rain-fed croplands and on improving and validating models.

CSREES Competitive Grant Watershed Studies — Thirteen 3-year
retrospective studies initiated to guantify relationships ameng sultes of
conservation practices in watersheds on water guality and guantity, evaluate
the timing and location of practices, and explore socio-economic factors
related to adoption and maintenance.

NRCS Special Emphasis Watershed Studies - Eleven 3-year studies that
address specific issues or resource concerns, such as land application of
animal waste, scil erosion, drainage management, and water conservation and
document conservation practice effects on water resources.

CEAP Watershed Studies address most of the conservation practices
implemented through the Environmental Quality Incentives Progra