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I’m an economist and GIS analyst w/ERS



The GIS team at ERS is often on the front lines of data.  Were often the first people scoping out, acquiring, and managing many of the larger data sets.  I won’t surprise anyone to know that most of these data sets are geospatial or have a geospatial components.



I learned about CLU a few years ago and, along with Vince Brenemen, thought that this data set could potentially be the best land use data source, al least for cropland.  



The research process I often follow is a bit backwards.  More often than not I get a large geospatial data base and start to combine it with other data sources.  Allmost all the time a research question pops up that can, at least in part, be answered.



This works really well for this workshop because the focus is on data source.



I got lucky, though, because an interesting and relevant reseasrch question came up for which the CLU data could help find some answers.




Conservation Reserve Program

September 31, 2007-36.6
million acres

October 1, 2007-34.1
million acres

«2.2 million General
Signup

«.3 million
Continuous Signup
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Back in 1996 there was signup 15…about 16.5 million acres.

USDA, and FSA in particular, has known for a while that they were going to be faced with a large amount of CRP set to expire.



A few years ago, FSA decided to use REX.

REX offered re-enrollments (10 years) or contract extensions (2-5 years) to eligible CRP participants.

The type of offer was based on EBI score.



REX was and is being offered to particpants whose contracts are expiring in 08, 09 or 2010.  

All told, the REX mechanism has has had the affeect of smoothing out the expiration of contracts



Contract holders made a decision to extend their contract or leave the pogram back in…



A few weeks ago these 2.2 million acres expired



The acting Sec of Ag indicated via a press release



To give you an idea of the amount of CRP…


Questions

National/Regional Questions
*\Where did acres expire?
*\What type of acres expired?
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The expiration of 2.2 million acres, and likely upcoming future expirations, bring up interesting questions…economic, environmetnal, and future policy.



If you’re a commodity you may be wondering if all the CRP land is returning to crop production.

If you’re a conservationist you may be wondering the same thing!



A policy maker may be wondering who, why, and what does this mean for the future of the program.



The presentation I’m making today discussed the environmental questions at different spatial scales.



What I am trying to get at with this presentation is answering some distributional questions about the expiring acres.


Questions for a later date

e \Who chose not to re-enroll or extend?

 Why did producers chose not to re-enroll
or extend?

 What will be the land use profile of the
expiring acres?
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Location and concentration of expiring general sign-up acreage

Percent of CRP expiring
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This map shows the distribution of the expiring CRP acres and the percent of the eligible CRP that is expiring



The blue is below the national mean and the shades of red are levels above the national mean.


EXpiring practices

% of
eligible
Expiring acres

Practice acres expiring
CP1: Introduced grasses and legumes - new
seedings 291,800 19.3
CP2: Native grasses - new seedings 248,000 13.0
CP3: New softwood trees 40,000 28.8
CP3A: New hardwood/long leaf pine trees 17,500 12.9
CP4D: Permanent wildlife habitat 73,000 20.1
CP10: Existing grasses or legumes 1,371,000 12.5
CP11: Existing trees 98,500 13.5
CP23: Wetland restoration 147,000 20.6




Additional questions

*Are the most erodible acres expiring?
*Are the most productive acres expiring?

Do expiring acres tend to be closer to water
bodies?

Do expiring acres tend to be part of larger
patches?
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There are many interesting field/farm scale questions that we can answer too.






CLU/CRP Database




CLU/CRP Database




CLU/CRP Database




CLU/CRP Database




CLU/CRP Database




Deriving soll properties from
SSURGO

SSURGO saoil
attributes

*Highly erodible
soils

*Yields

sLand capability
class



Highly Erodible Soills

State Percent of expiring acres | Percent of re-

that are HEL enrolling/extending acres
that are HEL

lllinois 86 84

lowa 89 88

Kansas 73 79

Minnesota 27 37D

Nebraska 84 87

North Dakota 43 45

Oklahoma / 75 82

South Dakota \ 31 49 /




Expiring Highly Erodible CRP

All expiring acres HEL expiring acres

1 dot = 1000
acres




Productivity: Crop yields on CRP fields

eligible for re-enroliment/extension

State Corn Yields Soybean Yields Winter Wheat Yields
Expiring | Remaining Expiring Remaining | EXxpiring | Remaining
lllinois 112 113 37 36 46 48
lowa 116 119 36 37 -- --
Kansas 98 103 24 24 21 19
Minnesota 85 83 29 29 -- --
Nebraska (o4 60) 26 26 31 31
North 61 60 20 20 20 20
Dakota
Oklahoma -- -- -- -- 16 17
e
South Q 46 21 21 30 30
Dakota e




Productivity: Land Capability Class on CRP
fields eligible for re-enroliment/extension

State % CRP acres LCC 2 % CRP acres LCC 3
Expiring | Remaining Expiring Remaining
lllinois 34 34 29 29
lowa 13 13 46 46
Kansas 26 21 43 50
Minnesota 27 37 28 30
Nebraska 11 9 28 30
North 38 36 31 30
Dakota
Oklahoma 21 34 45 46
South 39 31) 24 30
Dakota K /




How may water bodies be
Impacted?

*Only used CRP
grass for this
analysis

Possible water
data sources:

*National

Hydrography
Database

*Cropland Data Layer
*NLCD 2001

*\Wetlands
Geodatabase
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lowa

ge

Percent of acrea

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

30 40 60 80

Buffer distance (meters)

100 150

—e— Other CRP
—a— Re-enrolling

Expiring




Distance to water
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How will patch size/area change?

*40% of distinct CRP il
parcels are

CREP/CONTINUIOUS

*Therefore, just used B L
general signup

Used FRAGSTATS - Bu

«10KM grid L =

«Sample size = 1/3 of all g
grid cells with CRP ?




How will patch size/area change?

Percent

CRP

general Average

sign-up Number of | % Patch Size

expiring Patches change (hectares)
State Before After Before After
lllinois 5.1% 35.9| 334 -7.0% 18.8| 18.6
lowa 9.0% 29| 27.9 -3.8% 11 11
Kansas 4.1% 29.4 | 27.7 -5.8% 17.8| 17.8
Minnesota 4.5% 21| 19.6 -6.7% 26| 24.8
Nebraska 10.8% 23.4| 21.9 -6.4% 19.2 | 18.6
North Dakota 11.4% 21.2| 19.8 -6.6% 35.4| 34.2
Oklahoma 8.0% 15.6| 14.5 -7.1% 52.7| 53.7
South Dakota 20.4% 16.3| 14.7 -9.8% 28.9| 26.9




How will patch size/area change?

*Used FRAGSTATS
*10KM grid

«Sample size = 1/3 of
all grid cells with
CRP

*Simple IDW
interpolation to
create surface




Conclusions

Regional differences are present
Some encouraging new about HEL
Productivity less important

Buffer profile shows little difference

Some variation in patch loss, but patch
Size seems steady

But...
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Region diffs…Eastern part of the Dakotas,,Southern Iowa versus Northern Missouri



At the state level, there does
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