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Cases studies of U. S. A agro-ecological compensation
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(State Key Laboratory of Grassland Agro-ecosystems, College of

Pastoral Agriculture Science and Technology, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730020, China)

Abstracts: Ecological compensation is a mechanism to convert external, non-market values of the environ-
ment into real financial incentives for local actors to provide environmental services, which provides a new
resolution to protect the environment. From the respects of profile, compensation standards and benefits
analysis, this paper describes in detail four typical agro-ecological compensation programs in U. S. A, and
summed up the compensation mechanism, characteristics, experience and problems of the agro-ecological
compensation. Although the original intention of the U. S. A agro-ecological compensation is to stabilize
agricultural market prices, but in the long process of development, it has established a sound legal security
system, dynamic management system and differentiated compensation standards. At the same time, it
clearly takes the priority compensation measures according to the environmental indicators of specific area,
so that the compensation funds can be full used, which are of great importance to the development of eco-
logical compensation in China.
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A 20 {20 30 AEAR i T M - M T & 36k Y
TR LIR 36 B U 2 W7 A R B T 2
1R B FR I (R I AN BT A s X 9 AR B R A AR
BIRBER R Ty S EAR IR R R 2 2R
AR AR K 3 75 T 4 A A S A A 4
AN LA & S LR A4 3 2 [ 5. 26 42 hm?
A3 O AL AR . R MR IRk 55 R
(Farm Service Agency, FSA) fll H SR WIH AL 7/
(Natural Resources Conservation Service, NRCS)
S S A S AME I H B E AL L HE 2 E T 50
MEASAMEACWIES Y,

ARV 78 S it 79 AR Ml A ZS AR i 32 A 4
J5 - AERE T H LR BE RBETE L AROl T AR A
UH LA SR AR I H o A SCRL 4 ORI it R
P 3 3] LA HGXof 1oy F S 98 A4 285k 30T H Sy 5] AT

ML DL M 2 s v A 0 A <5 AN [ 7 Tk 2B 47 0 A
2 O [ ROl A A AR R BIL R L L R B AT A
[Fa) L LS A ] R Jo A Ak B B A

1 BIREREMMRE

L1 S H RS

BE i a9 H (Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, EQIP) & — Wil 1 5 5 Jiti /K + ¢
FEAE it ) AR AR 77 8 25T B 2 1) AR L TE 4 FN
AR EBEMETH . B 1996 4F /Y B FH A0l 42 i
AL O BASL R . B 2 A i ARl 2 =
FUMRO A R e A 2 BT FAL AL R R % 55 . EQIP
2 5% )RS S I T o0 A B 0t 94 R Ml A 2 D I
H.2012 4F 2 AU B ¥ 43k 5] 17. 5 {2 %6 . H
WA H RS 4 U5 GR D

&1 EQIP BT HEE
Table 1 Incentive program types of EQIP

27 Type H i) Purpose FFE i Main practice
IR 26 A 0 e 15 7 AR L S 7 9
WA 4l e 7 T e 2 £ 9 I iR M ﬁm4 = ' 5
25 T Bk O T 5 2RI L 1k 2 s e HIEe

Air Quality Initiative

house gases and conserve energy.

REEAR AR M A= 7™ 2 2 P 1 BE ETH AR L 42

A< F B U5 35 R
On-Farm Energy Ini-

iR &

tiative

ciency.

JIE AR W A A0 L B2 T A R e e R
O3 B SR RAC 2 T L el s i s

Extend growing seasons, improve the quality of

T R R
4|
Seasonal High Tun-

plant and soil, reduce nutrients, pesticides and

nel Initiative

vehicles needed to improve air quality.

Uk A HILAE 0 A 7 X B 1) B - B AR ™

A T
7 L1 By R (R

Organic Initiative

Reduce the threats of organic crop production

to the environment, improve the sustainability

of the production process.

Reduce energy consumption of the process of

agricultural production, improve energy effi-

Establishing cover crops, planting wind-

Reduce airborne particulate matter and green-

breaks, implementing nutrient management

practices.

BB e AR B U T R B BE AT AR R IR %
AR A BT .

Developing Agricultural Energy Management
Plans or farm energy audits to develop ener-

gy conservation recommendations.

B A A B Ol B s
2 AL R R 5 A AR R B0

Help producers plan and implement high
tunnels, steel-framed, polyethylene-covered

structures

Wk P AT I T TAIUED A iR 4.
Help certified organic growers and producers
working to achieve organic certification in-
stall conservation practices for organic pro-

duction.

BORLR I T SR [ A AR BEUR PR A Jmy 19 3

Source: U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service website, http://www. nrcs. usda. gov. 2013.02.
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EQIP #E . 2 55 H 1 + b 250 0 £k i b
HA AR i A 7= o T B — I R i L
ARAFIH AME L 4 P H 23R . NRCS %
D SE A AR 27 Hb XoF AN [ 52 B B 58 [ 4 114 i et 17 4
JF o I DA Sy it 5 2 A N 48 RO 35 H ST AL Y
AT . MR A M R R B A B L BT
B B R M 0% 4 P 20 43 e IX 380 4 L O 6 R
Jiti LA B AN [R) My DX ) # A2 B o . BRI O fS  NRCS
525 HME™HZIT 5~10 £ W54, DLk
Sy S mh R AT RIMEE B A 0
1.2tk

EQIP ) #Msz i BLA 43 $5 L A K 35 0 9% 42 9%
Jili 3 ¥4 4B s e o AR oy PR S R Y. R
b S A R S R R i 75 20 i AR L I M
Xt 55 FEAR A AT H B, T H IR A 7 AR
Fi A Bl B TR AT RS S T 98 Bl ) R Ay 88 il 2
7 S - b PR M 45 T K B
Jiht

I T It 2 55 [) 80 1) B 57 S N8 EQIP 3d %
ST OB R R P R L DR R E R R T
JEBUF AL P 25 T 4B [FEE . 2 5500 H W
3 T A 0 SRR 5 K A 3 — i BR ) s 4
Z H ARG I H % B 6N A 1252 EQIP #h
ARCRIT . E AT A B kA T i A 2 BT RE A
1 $5 B M 4 R 30 JT 3T
1.3 g5 pr

EQIP S e A Az 7= 3 48 415 1 %5 3 i #h Il A
JAR 345, I E T 24 g U5 R 4R IR A Ak R Oy

TR AR T — E BT A2 E T AR O AR 7 AR AR
IR R o T R 05 A8 A 5 . HG A R LK
JBU A0 B A Sy AT S T T A B TR A RIOR
(#£2),

2 WERAHIE

2.1 BH RS

AR Ik #F W H (Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram, CRP) & — i i $2 4 4 B2 50 b A R A JR R
YRS it w5 A5 L OS24 I P IR A B PR AP H
i 1985 Al & i Ak Z )WL . W H AL
Z ) T E N L 2 AR T AR REIR B A H i
U BRG] R 5Ok B AL BT RIR P E K A AR
TR R 2 > . CRP #E 43 R 5 AR A Y 75 H
(R 3 HPEWELHHH S HRRLE . HE
CRP /R#F ALY 1 186 J7 hm® AF B T 20 12
Foe . o5 A BUN B B - U OR A R R 5 H
1/3 4 J2 B KA Hh 1B 53 BORF %% Bl 9 A Ml AR 25 4 2 10
HE

CRP BAEA — W IF I RGPl 2 G 46 1 b 2k ™
PSS B LURAFAME S 1991 4R O PR IE I
H St i 23 1R P K H H AR i s B, CRP 5] A3 B
4 15 B CEBD X5 1 4 47 3 43 » R i o 26 %
A [] il X B 50K B 8 N7 AN (] 8 PE A A o O 4K
J LA 7 A B BT 4 0 RGO . A I H B
SE RIS 2309 Y - 5 AT D8 5 i AR, A R AT DA g 4%
PN IS 2 5K BV A 28 1k 5 2 AR 29 75 1R 38 BU 45
T LA #ME IR AT AR AL 4 25 Vo R AR

&2 EQIP TEMFH

Table 2 Main environmental benefits of EQIP

X 10° hm?

)y Year

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Main environmental benefits
WO 7K TR -
Land applied to improve water quality
B0 + g

Cropland applied to improve soil quality

R A R ) T At A AR

5.99 5. 87 5.75 5. 87 6.47

2.27 1. 94 1. 94 1. 86 1.94

6. 84 6.96 7.08 6. 60 6.56

Grazing and forest land applied to protect and improve the resource base

& 71 £ 2 R A= Sl 06 2 S5 A Sl BB R R

1. 94 2.10 2.43 1. 94 2.02

Non-Federal land applied to improve fish and wildlife habitat quality

YRR IR T 28 [ AR S 2012 AEFETUE .

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture. FY2012 USDA Budget Summary and Performance Plan.
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%3 CRPFIHH
Table 3 Subprograms of CRP %
FIUH AT FEXMN G MR SN NS
Subprograms type Main object Signing ration Area ration Payment ration

W3 25 29 11 H
General Signup

ESEORIE|
Continuous Signup

NP N LR E |
Conservation Reserve Enhance-

ment Program

AL B T H
Farmable Wetland Program

B SR LR AR H
Emergency Forest Conservation
Reserve Program

He— A7 4 A L BV AR

Whole fields or entire farms. 50-0 88.0 7.0
AL T 75 S0 56 SR OR3P 1 it DX 3 7y - 3

Lands located in where high-priority conser- 40.0 8.3 15.0
vation practices are needed.

A B AR 43 B AT L 9.0 5 s 8.5
Partial fields as well as whole fields. ’ ’ .
AL F 8 4th 35 5% b DX b 9 1 b 10 0.9 13
Lands located in wetland or riparian buffers. ’ ’ ’
S5 PG AR AR X K T A S KRR R R

WA B .

Landowners who lost timber in the Gulf of
Mexico during hurricanes.

BORLR UET 2 [ B AR BEUR PRI SR 9 3

Source: U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service website, http://www. nrcs. usda. gov. 2013. 02.

2.2 fhMEksdE

CRP 11 %= e A b R 4 F0 B AR 43 8795 358 43 44
B . o A b FH 4 T A5 L 0% b AH KT RRE OG 1 b
F7 R TR AR 4 FH ) AR 4 S 5 H 1 B A A
H BURT #h 25 A RO 8 2o 52 it AE B OR A 4 it AR
50 % [ 4 AL . CRP W £ B34k A+
YA B Hb AL, 1986 — 2007 4F, 4F - 34 b i 3 4
P ot 4 MR 84.5% . HET.CRP 1 H 1 F- 35 i fil
Iy R A 50 250 « hm 2P [R]85 il 7F 100
H - Hh b S5t A2 2 U5 R R 1 A B i, 2012 AR
b ¥R 2 E TR IR X CRP 452 (138 il #h 220
2.3 LEmhr

CRP P20 £ 32 22 1R B AE 5 B8 85 25 FAR IR K 25
G3AT b FE IR AL AR 7, T E & 2 W b i R
2007 4 LR IR AR 4 FRAE 80 71 hm® DA b, A R4
THAESY S . 5 FAS fliif, CRP i 5 H X
BB AR & RS B I AR [RE . RBETE
WD K I 2R KT e W SSHE O T R T AR
™, #2011 48, A CRP I H 1 + Hi ik 5
1 258. 677 hm®, 3 & 4 #h 4 4F 4k 20 K + 2k 3. 25
At AH 2 W HE T B 0 R 0/ 2 85 06 [ B I W
T4 4000 t CO,P

TEAR N 35 7 17 CRP S AT 48 I8 1 4

FIEY #37 F  3F X5 CRP L AN B DX 387 A= S0 s 5% 0
EAliit . i CRP #4324 BT b BEAE 7= AR 3 15 26
TCHIPR AN . 1992—1995 4E , CRP HR4E 7 4= [l 4k
K35k 5 5. 55 {23557,

3 RYFHIMRIFIE

3.1 BiH s

RH AR W H (Farm and Ranch Lands
Protection Program, FRPP)# T 1996 4= iy ( B I
AR HE N 3 5O BEST AR BRI T H (FPP)
H 30 o BF B G 4 B I S FA A 1 b AR A
PRAP R S AE Il T A 2ok A vh 32 3 U 10 v 7 AT L
A FEARSE T NRCSHAEES S
Xof b A A1 W) K T 2 Sy A WL A 0 KR 4
AR AL A R LB 4D . #2007 4. B4 H
I3 AET 49 AN 400 ZZ AL IE 21,6 5 hm® +
HMA T X —3H ",

NRCS 3l 12 % Bly & H (9 B X 3t AL 14 g 3>
STt FRPP, %5 & 4% 09 & o A LA 2547 7 ™ 4% 19
SRR Ry AL AL B A I BILAL 2 20
53 B — 80y 8 BRI 2 B R BT AR
Hi A A i i B RE ) AN B R O E DR R H IE R s
AT B BURFIRL FE [ I 45 32 Mk A 45 4k 45 3 4F — K
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(R o A% 5 G AR ML 45 2 PR e Lol P BUAS 3 41 WE 4
HOR7IN VS
3.2 fMEksiE

FRPP 3 %2 FH 5% 4 432 9 T8 3 F 17 b A AL
Ko AR B A5 AL B 1] M AL A B AL AR
Gy ARER B LAE Bl 0 3K G 4 1 b i A T O S L
AR (. Ho, NRCS H % K BE 8 5o Hb 48 A K%
HABBZE T M AE R 50 % , S AP H A GED T
25 %  HoArd £ M T AT F R, Rl ik K H
KPR I 7E 6. 88 J5~13.76 J5 hm®, % 4 BR#HI7E3 500
ESHIIL R
3.3 BLEmhr

FRPP 4% %5 3 B2 1A B0 AE X 0 5 A b F b 1) £
POrTE (3R 5) . HET. BARAR 210 H R =
JoT LR KA 25 [ B M T ARGk F) 24 000 hm®, i H
2008 4F Lk, 30 H AR 3 1 38 A Bk Rk 3
10 J7 hm?* . 38 £ X B Al A Mo iy 4E 3, 10 H f2
TARTE AL A R S AN A% K P AR BE T SR E AR
K % .

4 EMEIFIE

4.1 B HA%ESL

1B #5375 H (Wetland Reserve Program, WRP)
B CE i AR AR AP B BE 5 0k S8 ) SE Y L S — TE
Tk W) S i AR AR R T i B 0k R A 3 BRI
NRCS X AT H A b 317 7 4% 19 25 0 BRI 245K
HO A A AR TR A — 3, A i B A T3 H
b ARER 1E X B AR Sl A S E AT R RS . A
1992 AE 318 St AR AR A WRP 340 ) + 3t £ it
PARHAE T 4 75 hm® 1938 AR E DY

T A HE A WRP 3 Bk Bk A
HARAL 30 A AAL RS A S HH BRI (3R 4D o i
FHIE I NRCS 23 52 b Wi 5 808l - 3 A HEFP 72 )5
I PR A R Rk A H A A T =oAL H
) b S A GRS AR . WRP BLE A B
ATUH M+ B RN R 1020, BB ALS
M B AR A SR N B A N BT A
YEHERI PR, AR E WRP (52t .

x4 WRPHAAFR

Table 4 The participation form of WRP %
ATs = FEXF L 22 L T AR L 471 3o He A
Participation form Main object Signing ration Area ration Payment ration

{5 B R L ol A5 3 B TR UK A

KA AL SR 11 30 - w5 s
Permanent easement Lands withdraw from farming. ranching, ’ ’ ’
and foresting into conservation practices.
2R 30 AR 1
30 b £
IR Lands retiring from agriculture for at least 13.3 7.9 13.7
30-year easement
30 years.
BEN 10, 5 LG E&IT G4k E
RS JRAS 53 H L IR AL N 2R 2 ) il R AN {1 0 M 9. 54 118

Restoration cost-share

At least 30 years, to reestablish degraded or

lost wetland functions and values.

4.2 FhEEbRE

WRP 52 7K e A 0 H A - WA ok 5
NRCS M4 25 I b —4F 2 (9 5 H 32 BRI 3R B4R 00 25
FEARHEAT BT B B B i 20 BT . A D R 37 i B AL A
i B A5 A2k IO ST b T 3 01 2 IR X )
(7K 55 T A7 35 M Y de AR X R
T30 AF 9 sy AR L A 43 #1 I CHR A 5006 ~

75 5 [ AR 43 T R A R 1 AR AR i 75 %6 ~
100 %0 i A 4340, /0 F 50 T 35 JC [ AR AL S A 7E
30 4F N E 3 A # At 50 7 EICIITE 5~ 30 4P
Y. AR AR S L B4R S A A A N BA R
P A B 9 A AN ARt 5 7 600t
4.3 EEobr

WRP 130 25 32 B AR BUAE AL A8 05 1 B> 7K
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SE 7 M LE S AMEHLH (B D
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] standardize
k7% ZEFarm act * y Y
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Compensation programs / ot
. A
v Sl A
R i Make evaluation type
AT P
Performed by related

institutions

Set target

BOEWH H AR

TE BRI SEHiE T

Determine the area Field survey

B 1 EERLERMEVH

Fig. 1 Mechanism of U. S. agro-ecological compensation
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Table 5 Similarities of U. S agro-ecological compensation typical cases

1191

23 Ttem AL /5 Similarity

AR R

Legal system

WHE”
Goal

PR IR R

Evaluation system

2577

Participation way

DI Al 1 58 S H il o 25 N AR B BR35 1: 58 34

Based on federal farm bill, supported by the corresponding states environmental rules.

PRI S IREE RUE A" b T A6

Protect the ecological environment, keep the agricultural market prices.

5 BRI I 45 M A i 245 D0 9 5 A S 0 X0 5T S R
VRt

Refer to the recommendations of federal and state Technical Committee and other depart-

ments, develop appropriate evaluation criteria to evaluate and monitor the programs’ land and

effect.

AT E BB LA 2R 7 SO0 e A 7 Oy SR AT R

Producers participate in the program voluntarily, with the contracts to limit the way of pro-

duction of land.

F6 EEABRIEFTMEZIMBEMNARER

Table 6 Differences of U. S agro-ecological compensation typical cases

H 5 58 I 4 ) IR AR A PP+ R T fR A

Ttem i H EQIP Iji § CRP i H FRPP i H WRP
. BT BORR XSk B v
& 3G 5 i
R A7 46 8 14 R L 1 o SRR X
Range of . . . . . . Wetlands associated

o All land in farming Environmentally sensi- High quality lands. . .
application . with farming.

tive areas.
AL FE 4 AR

e Y1 WM A4 e . B
fhgt i BRI g SR 5 LA 44
“ompensation Cost-share,  financial Rent  compensation-

way

MK S
Compensation
basis

BATHLH
Operation

mechanism

and technical compen-
sation

PR it B A
Protection  measures

cost

NRCS 171 57 45 ¥
Administered
by NRCS

Cost-share

oY~ O TN I
Production and market
value of land

FASF i 3% & ¥,
NRCS 25 H AR S HF
Administered by FAS,
NRCS gives technical
support

Financial compensation

T L2 A
Opportunity cost of
land

NRCS g #1114 Bt 15 1t
AR S
Supported by

NRCS

Easement, Cost-share

A2 AR AR
Opportunity and protection
cost

NRCS H#%Z 5 #i#UW
NRCS purchase the
easement directly

5.3 JEMEARMy A AN A AF AR ] 8

3 2o X 5% [ i 0 AR A 2 58 48] B4 BT 5 T L
il 220l 80 AR R i L 5 [ ROl AR AR A S
T IER IR R I AERGE A fb 4 16 TR] I 2k 31 7
WEE ORI ROR o (ERAE T 00 A AR F Y RIS
FAAE— L8R R, FAR R BT

B, AR AT XA A i AT A
By 32 BAR T i T 3 A AR I B A 2 i 5] S

HORMB A KB 3. 1 25 3 4, 35 Al 350 3 1ok 1
PR BS Al A D% 45 AR b Bk 5 UK 1 A RS A T
320 2T e 4 e BRI T M H O AR
F el St 2012 48, CRP 4 263 J5 hm® {55
H 0K 200, 32 4 7= & il 3 s 28 Ak i S i G
1040 5 3 4 bR TR K S AR I i AR K R
M o -5 302 4 A 25 B 58 U TR I M

HW, T AT R M AME AR AE L R 7 MR T E
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