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Key Baseline Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Assumptions of
Scenarios
Policy Support Support Improve water quality | Enhance biodiversity
emphasis commodity commodity and reduce flooding
production production
Leading land CRP None None Permanent Bioreserve
retirement Program
conservation
policies
Leading ACP cost EQIP cost CSP, EQIP cost CSP, EQIP; incentives for
working land sharing sharing sharing; water quality perennial native crops and
conservation performance standards | organic growing in networks
policies or for farms that connect reserves and
analogs streams
Leading Cash grain; Cash grain; corn | Mixed cash grain Cash grain; corn and
enterprises corn and and soybeans; livestock farming; corn, | soybeans; native perennial
soybeans; livestock in beans, oats, hay plants for seed or biofuels;
livestock in CAFOs rotations; and pasture. | targeted organic production;
CAFOs Livestock in rotational livestock in CAFOs
grazing
Rural Losing Losing population | Population stabilized or | Population stabilized or slowly
population at current rates; slowly growing with growing with nonfarm
trend population small towns and nonfarm residents; residents; small towns and
community small towns and community institutions thriving
institutions at risk | community institutions
thriving
Technology Conventional; | Conventional; Rotational grazing; Perennial strip intercropping;
adequate fuel | adequate fuel precision farming; tile possible production of
supplies; tile supplies; drainage alternative biofuels; precision
drainage precision farming; farming; tile drainage
tile drainage
Farmer Losing Losing farmers at | Losing farmers at lower | Losing farmers at current
numbers farmers; 50 current rates; 50 rates, but 25 percent rates; 50 percent fewer
percent fewer | percent fewer fewer than baseline farmers than baseline (1994)
than in 1965 farmers than (1994)
baseline (1994)
Landscape Large farms; Fewer, larger More farms and farm Highly varied land covers,
character tidy farms; tidy outbuildings than in abundant wildlife; recreational
farmsteads; farmsteads; Scenario 1 or 3; variety | opportunities associated with

mown ditches

mown ditches

of land covers;
livestock grazing

trails and bioreserves; fewer
farms, but many farmsteads
inhabited by nonfarmers

Overall public
perceptions

Safe food;
growing
concerns about
environment;
willing to pay
commodity
subsidies

Boring landscape;
safe food; low
concern about
environmental
effects; willing to
pay commodity
subsidies

Appealing landscape;
attractive for recreation
and tourism; willing to
pay for public
environmental benefits
from mixed agriculture

Appealing landscape; very
attractive for recreation and
tourism; willing to pay for
public benefits from
environmentally beneficial
practices
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Key Landscape Present Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
Characteristics

of Scenarios

Policy emphasis | Produce Produce Improve water quality Enhance biodiversity

commodities

commodities

and reduce flooding

Field size Up to 320 acres Up to 320 acres | Up to 320 acres (130 Up to 320 acres (130 ha);
(130 ha) (130 ha); limited | ha); limited by perennial | limited by biodiversity zone,
only by steep cover pastures and hay steep slopes, public roads,
slopes, public fields targeted near and maximum combine loads
roads, and streams, steep slopes,
maximum public roads, and
combine loads | maximum combine loads
Agriculture Herbicides, Herbicides, Herbicides, pesticides, Herbicides, pesticides, and
inputs pesticides, and pesticides, and | and fertilizers, but fertilizers, except in the
fertilizers fertilizers, but reduced by precision biodiversity zone and where
reduced by farming reduced by precision farming
precision
farming
Forest area Dramatically Decreased Retained as wooded Retained for agroforestry or

reduced; a small
fraction of the
19th-century area

where land is
productive for

cropping

pasture

habitat in biodiversity zone

Leading land
retirement
conservation
practices

CRP

Stream buffers
of 20 ft (6 m)

Stream buffers of 50-100
ft (15-30 m); upland
storm- water detention
wetlands. Off-channel
storage in floodplains of
200 ft (60 m)

Permanent bioreserves;

stream buffers of 100-300 ft
(30—-90 m)

Working lands
conservation

Partial adoption
of conservation

EQIP; complete
adoption of no-

EQIP; CSP; complete
adoption of no-till

EQIP, CSP; targeted
biodiversity BMPs; perennial

practices and tilage and other till practices, practices and BMPs. strip intercropping, organic
analogous BMPs BMPs, and agriculture. CAFO manure
programs Network of storm-water treatment to tertiary municipal
precision detention filter strips and | standards
farming tile drainage discharge
ponds in native plants.
Perennial pasture cover,
including maintenance of
woodland pasture;
livestock fenced from
streams
Targeting Environment. None Perennial cover crops Native perennial strip

Benefits Index
(EBI) targets CRP

targeted to fields near
streams

intercropping and organic
growing targeted to
biodiversity zone connecting
reserves and streams
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Policy option Advantages Concerns

Direct buyout of
existing
commodity
payments

Return agriculture to free
market conditions

Large initial cost

Does not directly address environmental
impacts

Severe impact on land values

Equity issues for landowners versus land
tenants

Likelihood of substitute payments later

Market-based

Some environmental

May be inconsistent with WTO

short-term benefits, for a limited time | Short-term set-asides may result in only
land limited environmental benefits
retirement

Supply control Some environmental May be inconsistent with WTO
short-term benefits, for a limited time | Short-term set-asides may result in only
land limited environmental benefits
retirement

Substitution of Return agriculture to free Geographic redistribution of payments
green market conditions could be controversial

conservation
payments for
commodity
payments

Environmental benefits at
greater economic
efficiency

Consistent with WTO

Monitoring compliance with some practices
is difficult

Income insurance

Potentially less costly

Frees funds for conservation

Less distorting because it is
market-priced

Less generous than existing countercyclical
support for some commodities
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