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Wetland Conservation
“Swampbuster”

B . * A farm operator is ineligible for payments
“for any year in which-an annual crop 1s
planted on wetlands converted after 1985

* Also covers conversion to make land
capable of planting an annual crop
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Leverage for Compliance
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USDA Commodity and Conservation Program
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2000 is current estimate, 2001 is budget request.
Source: ERS analysis of OBPA data.
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B CRP and other
conservation
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O Supplementary
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Participation by Farm Type Varies

e Onbe4?2 percent of farms re
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Government Payments by Farm Type,
1999
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Source: ERS, USDA, 1999 Agricultural Resource Management Study data.

(XY

. XX
EC\.OI"*LOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

A



- Total dollars per county
{ 0-3877343
3677344 - 10225403
N 10226404 - 20532698
-20552695 56053045

No Data

Loan Deficlency {LDP] Payments, 1998

Source: Farm Service Agency
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Production Flexibility Contract (PFC), Market Loss Assistance (MLA), and
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Conservation Compliance Violations,
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Conservation Technical Practices on

percent of acres

Complying HEL, 1997
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B Conservation cropping
HE Crop residue use

O Conservation tillage

[0 Contour farming

0 Terrace

OO0 Grassed waterway

B Surface roughening
O Cover/green manure
O Field border
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Erosion reductions on land subject to
Conservation Compliance
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Potentially convertible acreage of
wetland and highly erodible land (HEL)
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European Cross Compliance

* New Opportunitiégiin CAP Reform

e The “Horizontal”
Reg_ulatl,on No

E'l.i

gulation (_EC Council
>9/; 199-9) -

. Arﬁcle 3 Env1r0nmental Protection
Requlrements--Member States can:

— make agri-environmental payments

riEl
L

— pass mandatory environmental requirements

— make specific environmental requirements as a
condition for direct payments
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~European _Payments Leveraged
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Status of Cross Compliance

Cross-
compliance Sectors
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Agri-Environmental Payments

e Agri-environmental payments-Farmers contract to provide
environmental services @nd the adopt environmentally-
sound farming practicesgpaid based on:

— Costs incurred
— Income forgone
— An mcenttve to paliii€pate et
s Oler funding for:. - '
% — Conyversionto organic production

— Afforestation

— Land improvement

— Water resources management

— Landscape conservation
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Rural Development Assistance

« Compensatory allowances for farmers in Less-Fa OULE
Areas (LFAs) change from headage countic ) a ;
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Comparison of U.S. and EU

e EU 1s more prescriptive and rigid

U.S. 1s more goal-oriented and flexible

* Narrower range of problems in U.S. than in EU
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