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Session Objectives

 Familiarize participants with AFT-
NRCS Soil Health Economic and
Environmental Case Studies, which
provide calculated estimates of the

e costs,
* benefits, and

* return on investment (ROI)
experienced by “soil health
successful farmers,” and

« estimates of water quality and
» climate benefits
» Discuss ways these materials can be
used with l[andowners and producers

to encourage soil health practice
adoption

American Farmland Trust



1-1:15pm Objectives, Findings, Options for Use — Michelle Perez (15 min)

1:15-1:25 Ohio Case Studies — Florence Swartz for Brian Brandt (10 min)
1:25-1:35 New York Case Studies — Aaron Ristow (10 min)
§ 1:35—-1:45 lllinois Predictive Assessment — Sarah Blount (10 min)
e 1:45—1:55 Pennsylvania Case Study — Ben Wiercinski (10 min)
1:55 - 2:05 Farmer Guest: Morgan Bond, B & R Farms, PA (10 min)

. 2:05t02:25 Q&A + Discussion (20 min)
| 2:25t02:30  R-SHEC & P-SHEC Tool Kits — Michelle (5 min)

| .\ 2:30t02:40 Online Economic Tool Demo — Flo (10 min)
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Why quantify soil health outcomes?

 Scientific evidence exists that no-till or reduced
tillage, cover crops, nutrient management, &
conservation crop rotations improve soil health,
reduce runoff, lower climate emissions, &
sequester carbon

* Not enough information about economic benefits
associated with better soil health

* Ag community (growers, landowners, ag retailers,
bankers, corporations with sustainability goals,
etc.) want to know the “bottom line”

American Farmland Trust



AFT’s 2018 USDA Conservation Innovation Grant (CIG)
Project Goals

Drive adoption of soil health practices by:

v’ Estimating the net economic & environmental benefits
associated with adoption of soil health practices by
developing two new economic tools (R-SHEC & P-SHEC) &
using available water quality & climate tools (NTT & COMET)

v’ Packaging results in 2-page compelling case studies

v Empowering fellow conservationists to produce their own case
studies featuring local, “soil health successful” producers or
predictive assessments featuring “soil health curious”
producers

v’ Theory of change: The more local evidence there is, the
“faster” we get more farmers to “yes” on more acres

#‘ M I.-& ®
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Meet the AFT CIG Project Team

Michelle Perez, PhD Florence Swartz Sat Darshan Khalsa, PhD

Project Leader Project Economist AFT Almond Consultant

Water Initiative Director  patjred NRCS NY Assistant Project Scientist
Economist UC Davis
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Terrific economic case studies that preceded those by AFT

economic CASE STUDY

Farmer Profile: John Kemmeren Farm - Angel Rose Dairy

Introduction

Angel Rose Dairy is stuated in the hils above
the town of Bainbridge in Chenango County.
New York_ In just over two miles from the
bank of the Susquehanna River to John
Kemmeren's farm_ the land gains 500 feet in
elevation and continues it rise behind the
farm house and bamns. The farm's topography
is perhaps John's single most influental farm
fmanagement factor. The Kemmerens' 350
acres of cropland contains mastly Lordstown,
Mardin, and Volusia sois. The majoriy of the
cropland has 3 1o 15 percent siopes with same
ranging 1o 25%. When John's father bought
the farm in 1968 it was pretty cbvious that
keeping the ground covered at ai times would
be important for preventing the soll from simply
washing away. They hoped that strip cropping
would allow the to farm their steeper land
but decided nat to by it ater seeing their hay
seedings ercde out durng moderate raimfall

As a result,in 1975 prior to development and
avaitabilty of Glyphosate, the Kemmereas
were amang the first farmers in the area to
start experimenting with no-till They borrowed
a no-till drill and tried seeding hay into sod
using 2.4-D six months beforehand and
Gramaxone just prior to the seeding with good
results. Ten years later, they began no-liling
their com using a borrowed planter and then
bought their own no-till panter the following
year

While this change significantly reduced
erosion on their steepest ground during the
growing season, continued erosion problems
after corn harvest prompted the Kemmerens
1o become early cover crop adopers, first
trying it in 1880 through a cover crop seeding
program oftered by the Chenango County
Soil and Water Conservation District. That

O

October 2016

vear cereal rye was flown on by helicopter in
August. They were very happy with the resuts
from this first attempt. However in the second
year nothing grew and they gave  up unti
1986 when they decided to try disking in rye
seed after their com silage harvest. Success
with this method convinced the Kemmerens

to purchase a used no-tl dril in 2007. They

decided 1o try it out on a field surrounded by
woods that hadn't been farmed for three to
four years. After brush hogging the fieid, they
sprayed then seeded cereal rye, purple top
tumips and Barkant turnips 10 atiract deer
John considers this one of their deer piots
where they have game cameras to monitor
deer actiity. Heavy deer activity on the fieid
actually worked the ground the
field yieided an “amazing amount of straw” the
following spring.

USDA s an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender.

in e sprmg when s &y

they have few compacton
srasiems.

2 NRCS-NY

2 pages each
Partial Budget Analysis

Adding Cover Crops to a Corn-Soybean

Rotation

Missouri Cover Crop Economics Case Study 1

February 2018 (Revision to original case study published March 2015)

Costs and benefits are highy
vided.

Ulizing cover crops provides many benefits to sail and water resources. However, some farmers

may question of operaicns. sa
ool 0 help answer that queston.
In focus is on ch To keep the analysis relevant
operation, the focus of this ‘on the on-farm cover 15 and beneits.
Addisonally, ondy benefits hat can be easly expressed in doar terms are assessed
crops, time The
than the crops.
long Cover crops Y
beneits (aka: Soil Health)
Case Study

Afarmer raises 1.300 acres of soybeans and com, and has been no-fling for 40 years. He is adding
winter cover crops info the rotafion to reduce erosion and improve soi health. His goal is to have al
‘acres in winter cover crops each year. The farm is terraced with average siopes of 6 percent. Before:
‘adding cover crops, even with no-8§ and terraces. the farmer expenenced an annual erosion rate of
5 tons per acre on this farm. The cover crops uized are as follows:

‘Soating Rals
30 ib/acre

Cash Crop
Soybeans and Com

When cover crops can be planted before October 1, an air seeder is used. For fieids whers the
‘cover crops cannot be seeded until afier October 1 2 no-l dril is utiiized to improve germination and
establishment. Over the past few years, the farmer has tnied different cover crops and seeding rates.

He has found that Cereai Rye at the.
the most cost effective for meeting his goals.

good stand and

Wnere cover crops are pianted, the fammer has achieved excelient control of water hemp in he

As aresult, he has

y 25 percent. In addition, he has

expenenced a soybean yiel increase of 10 percent, With cover crops, he saves five days of field
ok nger has o address

qulies.

5 NRCS-MO

2 pages each

Partial Budget Analysis

3 EDF-K-Coe ISOM

4 pages each
Farm Enterprise Analysis

4 NACD-Datu

16 pages each
Partial Budget Analysis

F®
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Tailored our case studies after Flo’s NRCS-NY case studies

United Statas.
Departmeet of

Introduction

Angel Rose Dairy is situated in the hills ;
the town of Bainbridge in Chenango Cot
New York. In just over two miles from th
bank of the Susquehanna River to John
Kemmeren's farm, the land gains 500 fe
elevation and continues its rise behind
farm house and bams. The farm’s fopot

is perhaps John’s single mast ir
management factor. The Kemmerens’ 3
acres of cropland contains mostly Lords
Mardin, and Volusia soils. The majority
cropland has 3 to 15 percent slopes with
ranging to 25%. When John's father boi
the farm in 1968 it was pretty obvious th
keeping the ground covered at all times
be important for preventing the soil from
washing away. They hoped that strip cr(
would allow them to farm their steeper I
but decided not to try it after seeing theil
seedings erode out during moderate rai

As a result, in 1975 prior to developmen
availability of Glyphosate, the Kemmere!
were among the first farmers in the area
start experimenting with no-fill. They bo
a no-ill drill and tried seeding hay into s
using 2,4-D six months beforehand and

Gramoxone just prior to the seeding witt
results. Ten years later, they began no-{
their com using a borrowed planter and

bought their own no-till planter the follow
year.

ation Service

While this change signi

erosion on their steepest ground during
growing season, continued erosion prob
after com harvest prompted the Kemme
to become early cover crop adopters, fir
trying it in 1980 through a cover crop se:
program offered by the Chenango Coun
Soil and Water Conservation District. Tt

O

losing
houghts
Increase in Income Decrease in Income & Kemmerens: facus on sal
altn and forage production
ltem Value ltem Value Acres e ey v
Yield Ikrease, Corn S61 aentified i ot e prc,
o have won mulbiple awards
Total InCReased Income Total De®geased Income S0 o sy rege o ne
Decrease in Cost Increase in Cost T;JLIZ"".:‘;‘SL!TTZM
& ane of only three reciplents
Item ltem Total be gluen the Responsivie
rient Award at
Nitrogen Reduction 523 100| $2,300||Cover before Corn S95 100f $9,500) ey wmeaar
Planting Cost Savings, plopaslylesspuny
Corn $29 100| $2,900||Cover before Hay $50 50| $2,500] i ot
g core of s e e
Planting Cost Savings, Hay S74 50| $3,700 ;'"m"gw"ﬂm'*
wductivity while cutting costs,
Reduced Erosion, Corn & o
Hay? $21 150] $3,150 =
Reduced Nurse Crop Cost,
Hay S40 50| $2,000
Total Decreased Cost $14,050(|Total Increased Cost $12,000
Total Increased Net Income $20,150||Total Decreased Net Income $12,000
Total Acres Farmed 350||Total Acres Farmed 350
Per Acre Increased Net Income Net Income S34 i
atural
es50uUrces
onservation
ervice
DA B e I R e gl | USoAisanegaioossiie, cmpoyer and ender.
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To teach a partial budget analysis, Flo developed a calculator
based on the NRCS Cover Crops Tool

Level Ill T-Chart

T-Chart, Level ITL, Cropland — Soil Quality Improvement

- — a oy
Name: Sandy Clayton EResource Concerns/Benchmark Conditon:
Location: Columbis Basin, Oregon 600 acres of cropland producing 70 bushels wheat and
Date: 2002 50 bushels barley per acre in & two year rotation.

Conventional tillage, nuirient and pest mansgement
Fesource concerns include: Sheet & Rill Seil
Erosion, Organic Matter Depletion, Compaction,
Surface Water Contaminants, Flant Preductivity, and
Wildlife.

Conservation Treatment:

Conservation Crop Rotzaton (Winter Wheat'Canola/Spring Barley)
Pesidue Management (Direct SeedMo-Till)

Past Mansgement (Anmmal Grasses and Aphids)

Nutrient Manzgement (Fertilizer Mansgement)

Positve Effects Negative Effects
Rednced Costs Inereased Cosis
# Change in Crop Fotation = $25/ac¥r * No-Till Drill = §25,000, amorrized at 5 Yr. loan,
2-year Conventional Rotation MNet Returns 6% interest, 600 Acres = $0.00/ACTYT.
Wintar Wheat $100/acHyT (not included in crop budgets, amertization
Spring Barley _350/aciyT explained below)
$75/achT »  Pest Management $10.10/Ac¥T.
3-year No-Till Romtion *  NutrientFartilizer Management = $2/acyT
Winter Wheat $130/achT
Canala $100/acyT Reduced Revenug
Spring Barley 370scHT #  Possible lost grazing oppormmities
$100/acyT

Diecreased fertilizer applied 20 Lbs M/Ac
20Lhs/Ac* .75 /3 Y = §5/achyT
Feduce six tillage passes over the fiald:
$10/Pass ® 6 Passes / 3 Y13 = §200achT
Reduce fuel and labor
(included in the reduced tillage passes)

Increased Revenne
»  Wheat yield incresse (no estimate svailable)
#  Financial Assistance Payment $10/ac/T

Orher
» Improved soil and water quality
»  Upland bird habitat improvement

Total Dollar Benefit: = $35/achT Total Dollar Cests = $22/acyT

§35/ac/yT Total Benefits - $22/4cFr Tetal Costs = §13/ac/yt Ner Benefits

NRCS Cover Crops Decision Support Tool
Developed by Lauren Cartwright, NRCS-MO & Bryon Kirwan, NRCS-IL

%  CoverCropEconomics_Ver3.1.011618 (3) - Excel £ search Michelle Pere:

File Home Insert Page Layout Formulas Data Review View Help & Share  J Comments
F1 i e -~
A B = | D E H K N Q R S
| Version 3.1 Released 01/16/2018

1
; Cover Crop Economics - Short Term Analysis
4

The Short Term analysis assesses the immediate cost and benefits. After
completing of the short term analysis, an option is available to expand that
5 information to a long term analysis.

Please refer to the "Instructions" worksheet for more detailed guidance on using
the tool and entering data.

€~

To get started with a new model, select the current rotation length and then select
the "Start Model” button. Enter/edit information in the white boxes. To open an
existing default scenario, select the "Defaults” button and follow the instructions

9 provided. Defaults

10

11 Select the length of the current rotation (1-5): =

Example: for continuous corn select 1 Year, com/beans select 2 Years,
corn/wheat/double crop beans select 2 Years, corn, beans, wheat select 3 Years,

12 sfc.
:

15

16

2n1 N
References & Citations Instructions CoverCropEcon_ShortTerm = MachCostData ® 1 »

Ready g Display Settings B m - '] + 110%

£ Type here to search

Soil Health | NRCS Missouri (usda.gov

)
(Keywords: NRCS MO cover crop tool) _cmtdla®

American Farmland Trust



https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/mo/soils/health/stelprdb1250889/

Partial Budget Analysis Overview

* Partial budget analysis: = Primary effects evaluated:

* Estimates the economic effect (benefits and Machinery
costs.) of varlab.les affected by a change in a Fertilizer
farming operation

* For this study, PBA compares costs & Pesticide
benefits “before” & “after” soil health Yield

practice implementation

_ _ Erosion repair
* Developed a 21-page Questionnaire (Word)

& an 11-tab Economic Calculator (Excel) to
conduct the PBA

Learning costs

N o U B~ W DNE

Other
* Uses national datasets for crop, machinery,

fertilizer, etc. prices rather than farmer-

specific prices

American Farmland Trust




Meet the Authors of the AFT Case Studies

_ /‘:é.}é HHE
N » Re i
Justin Bodell Paul Lum Aaron Ristow

CA Stewardship Manager CA Project Manager NY Ag Stewardship
Program Manager

Brian Brandt Emily Bruner, PhD sun 2] o %
Ag Innovations Director, OH Midwest Science Director, IL 31 crican Farmland Trast



Newest additions to the AFT Case Studies and
Predictive Assessment Team

Ellen Yeatman
Reviewing Economist
Water Resources Specialist

Ben Wiercinski Sarah Blount

Author of FRPP Case Author of lllinois Predictive Assessment
Studies & Predictive Midwest Conservation Technician
Assessments

Ag Economist

#.“h&@
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Nutrient Tracking Tool — Water Quality

B <3| B Nutrient Tracking Tool ( X | 4+ — X
< 2> O o & | https://ntt tiaer.tarleton.edu/welcomes/new?locale=en * = 41 &
”~N

& NTT - Nutrient Tracking Tool (Version 20-2)

Welcome

Welcome to the Nutrient Tracking Tool (NTT) — a tool to estimate
nutrient and sediment losses from crop and pasture. NTT was
developed by the Texas Institute for Applied Environmental Research
(TIAER) at Tarleton State University with funding and technical
support from USDA's Office of Environmental Markets.

Sign in

Email
Password

Sign in New User

Forgot Password?

| /Nutr,ig/n,t Tracking Tool (Version 20-2)

QSDA United States ®@00000

== Departmentof
l gicutture

e ¢ ©

About NTT What's New Presentations Contact Us

Related Tools

Page Instructions Documentation Validation Help FAQ Contact Us

£ Type here to search i i 7 B 508PM
yp . | Show hidden icons |SERFZPYPIPN)

American Farmland Trust



COMET-Farm Tool — GHGs

| a rm Sl 'Valural NesUUILes wulisel vativll ot vive g

Accounting System.

What is COMET-Farm?

COMET-Farm is a whole farm and ranch carbon and
greenhouse gas accounting system.

The tool guides you through describing your farm and ranch management practices
including alternative future management scenarios. Once complete, a report is
generated comparing the carbon changes and greenhouse gas emissions between your
current management practices and future scenarios.

Start Using COMET-Farm

|
-~

‘ l .
[ ‘ USDA
Is my information How do | use Overview video

Why should | use USDA GHG What information How are my
COMET-Farm? methods do | need? results calculated? safe? COMET-Farm?

(® Need Help?
| PN PRV I S

American Farmland Trust




NRCS Economists University Economists
Lynn Knight, Economist, East Region John Hanchar, Cornell Cooperative Extension

Bryon Kirwan, lllinois State Economist Gary Schnitkey, University of lllinois
Lakeitha Ruffin, Oregon State Economist Brent Sohngen, Ohio State University
Richard lovanna, FPAC Economist
Sophia Glenn, FPAC Economist

Sarah Cline, FPAC Economist

NTT Reviewer
Mindy Selman, USDA Office of Ecosystem

Markets
NRCS Soil Health Specialists COMET-Farm Reviewers
Zahangir Kabir, West Regional SH Specialist Matthew Stermer, Mark Easter, & Haley Nagle,
James Hoorman, NE Regional SH Specialist Colorado State University

Candy Thomas, NRCS SH Specialist
Justin Morris, NRCS SH Specialist
Barry Fisher, NRCS SH Specialist

Thank you to Bianca Moebius-Clune, NRCS Soil Health Division Director, for putting

NRCS’ logo on the case studies to increase their use by conservationists with farmers! s qan & bl
American Farmland Trust
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Soil Health Case Study

Eric Niemeyer, MadMax Farms, OH

Introduction

Eric Niemeyer's MadMax Farms
lies in the middle of the Upper
Scioto Watershed in Ohio. Ericisa
first-generation farmer in his 15th
farming season producing corn and
soybeans. He has learned many
lessons the hard way by trying
different ideas and learning what
practices work best on his 1250~
acre operation.

His soils are mainly silt and clay

loams. Although many of his

fields have flat or slightly rolling terrain, Eric
saw the impact of erosion when gullies formed
in low areas or where soil washed away in areas
of concentrated water flow. More importantly,
he recognized that using conventional tillage
practices made it difficult to consistently grow a
profitable crop.

Consequently, Eric spent time educating himself
at workshops, field days, and conferences, and by
reading about soil health practices. When Eric
decided he needed to change how he farmed, he
sought the help of Charlie Walker, his right-hand
man and a longtime no-till innovator. Following
Charlie’s advice, Eric converted his cropland to no-
till and adopted variable rate fertilizer application
technology (VRT) in 2011. To address surface or
sub-surface drainage issues, Eric repaired sub-
surface drainage tile, gullies, and eroded areas. He
also began taking soil tests every two years instead
of every four.

In 2014, he started planting cover crops on his
entire farm. Eric prefers using multi-species

mixes and customizes them based on whether
he is planting corn or soybeans. In addition, he
fine-tynasdai gEan rocipe based on what

includ , (¥ICreasing

water infiltration, increasing
organic matter, and improving
nutrient availability. Eric became
such a believer in cover crops
that he started a cover crop
consulting business in 2014. He
also seeds cover crops for other
farmers using his customized,
high clearance seeder during the
growing season. Eric continues
educating himself about soil
health practices for his farm and
for his consulting businesses. Half
of Eric’s significant learning costs
have been attributed to his farm operation and
included in this study.

Soil Health, Economic, Water
Quality, and Climate Benefits

Combining cover cropping, no-till, and VRT

has produced many benefits. Eric can see and
smell the improvements in soil health, which he
believes have led in part to increased yields. Since
2014, his per acre yields have gone from 165 to
195 bushels for corn and from 45 to 65 bushels
for soybeans. He estimates at least half of these
improvements are the result of his soil health
management system and attributes the rest to
good weather and better varieties.

Better soil health has also led to better nutrient
cycling, improved weed management, and less
disease and insect pressure. These changes, along
with more precise nitrogen (N) applications
allowed Eric to cut N for corn by over 5%. Mora
importantly, he has been able to cut gha us
(P) and potassium applicatig 0% for both
corn and soybeans t, he is saving almost
$18 perg ¥tn year on fertilizer. Better soil
th has allowed Eric to reduce his soybean
seeding rate, saving $5 per acre. Similarly, he has
nearly eliminated the need for residual herbicides

4
American Farmland Trust

USDA NRCS PHOTO

Farm at a Glance

COUNTY: Marion &
Delaware Counties, OH

WATERSHED: Upper
Scioto Watershed

CROPS: Corn & soybeans

FARM SITE: 1,250 acres

SOILS: Silt loam &clay
loam soils, fiat to
slightly rolling terrain
with slopes from
0 to 10%

SOIL HEALTH PRACTICES:
No-till, cover crops,
nutrient management

NRCS agreed to co-brand
the case studies!

United States Department of Agriculture

Natural Resources Conservation Service

umrahl oo
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Yield & Income Benefits of Soil Health Practices Across
Seven “Soil Health Successful” Row Crop Farms

* Improved Yield:

> 2 farms reported no yield change

> 5 reported yield increases

> Range: 2% to 22% for at least one crop grown
* Annual Change in Net Income:

> 7 farms reported increases in income

> Range: $11 to S56/ac/yr
* Return on Investment:

> 7 farms reported positive ROI
> Range was 18% to 343%

American Farmland Trust



Input Benefits & Costs of Soil Health Practices
Across Seven Row Crop Farms

* Changes to Fertilizer Costs:
> 1 farm increased costs
> 4 farms reduced costs
> 2 farms saw no change in costs

> Range in savings: $18 to S66/ac/yr

* Changes to Machinery, Fuel, and
Labor Costs due to Change in Tillage:

> 1 farm reported no change

> 6 farms reduced costs
> Range: $14 to S72/ac/yr

American Farmland Trust



Input Benefits & Costs of Soil Health Practices
Across Seven Row Crop Farms

* Pesticide Usage:
(Herbicide, Insecticide, and Fungicide)
» 3 farms reported no change
» 4 reported changes
» 2 farms increased; Range: S5 to S11/ac/yr

» 2 farms decreased; Range: S15 to
S19/ac/yr

* Learning Costs:
» Ranged from $415 to $12,940/yr or
44 cents to $10.35/ac/yr

American Farmland Trust



Environmental Benefits of Soil Health Practices
Across All Farms

 Water Quality Improvement:
All 7 row crop farmers observed reduced soil and water runoff
On selected fields for 7 row crop farms plus one almond grower, NTT estimated:
* Average reduction in N losses was 61% (range was 23 to 72%)
* Average reduction in P losses was 73% (range was 33 to 92%)

* Average reduction in sediment losses was 81% (range was 37 to 99%)

* Climate Improvement:

On selected fields of 7 row crop farmers and both almond growers, COMET-Farm
estimated total GHG emissions were reduced an average of 158% (range was 16 to 560%)
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Options for Conversations & Handouts

Reach out & establish a working relationship with
conservation professionals to:

1. Share the case studies & materials

2. Introduce your landowners/farmers to for
assistance on the next step in their SH journey

Print Case Studies & use as Handouts

Print the 4 Slides with Summary Results for 7 Row Crop
Farmers (IL, OH, NY) as a Handout

Print the “Stories via Multiple Slides” for 2 OH, 3 NY,
and 1 PA case studies (and 1 IL predictive assessment)

Print the 1 Individual Slides for 2 OH, 3 NY, and 1 PA
case studies (and 1 IL predictive assessment)

$‘ g‘ I. -%@
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FARMLAND
s, INFORMATION Info For Resources Browse by State About Q

CENTER

studies from AFT’s site

-

‘l

https://farmlandinfo.org/publications/
soil-health-case-studies/

Back to Publications

Soil Health Case Studies

Nine compelling and easy-1o-read two-page soil health economic case studies
were developed by American Farmland Trust (AFT) through a 2018 USDA Natural
Resources Conservalion Service (NRCS) Conservation Innovation Geant (CIC).
AFT's project is called, “Accelerating Soil Health Adoption by Quantifying
Economic and Environmental Outcomes & Overcoming Barriers on Rented

Keyword search:
“AFT soil health case studies”
“AFT economic case studies”

Lands.” The case studies feature almond farmers in California, corn-soybean
farmers in llfinois and Ohio, and diversified crop farmers in New York.

DOWNLDADABLE DOCUMENTS

s, California, Okuye Farms - Soil Health Case Study
B ooome

s, California, Rogers Farm - Soil Health Case Study
B oo

s, Wliinois, ifft Yorkshires Farms - Soil Health Case Study
B o

» Illinois, Thorndyke Farms - Soil Health Case Study

s, New York, HaR-Go Farms - Soil Health Case Study
B o

s, New York, Macauley Farms - Soil Health Case Study
B oome

s New York, Swede Farm LLC - Soil Health Case Study
B o

» Ohio, Homewood Farms - Soil Health Case Study
B oame

s Ohio, MadMax Farms - Soil Health Case Study

B ouome
F®

American Farmland Trust



https://farmlandinfo.org/publications/soil-health-case-studies/

Download the case studies from 2 NRCS sites

NRCS / Home / Soils / Soil Health / Case
Studies: Economic Benefits of Applying Soil NRCS / Home / Technical Resources / Economics / Data &

Health Practices Analysis / Economic Case Studies

SDA SBZ SDA I ADOULNRCS | Careers | NationalCenters | State Websites
ABOWtNRCS | Careers | Nationa Centers | StateWebsites k.
= Natural Resources Conservation A Natural Resources Conservation S

lUnited States Department of Agriculture @ |: =8 nited States Department Dngru:ulmm g:) : E
[ — mm B By e | AZbein | s 1
_ y . Programs ‘ Bronse By Audience | AZIndex | Help

Vou sre Here: Home [ Sails / Soil Health / Case Stugies: Economic Benefits of Applying Soil Health Practices

- ou are Here: Home / Technical Resources / Economics / Data & Analysis / Economic Case Studies
stoy connected Bl 0ea&6=
Case Studies: ic Benefits of Applying Soil Health Practices n g Yo E
Seils Stay Connected
Introduction
Soil Heaith . .
Wih asi haalth managemans produsars can increase srfis and racuce coms and ek all uhle consaning our Economic Case Studies
ation's resources for the bensit of all. However, the extant of these economic bensfits ha not bean Technical Resources
consistently quantiied - 2 major constraint to soil health management adoption identiied a5 3 priority by NRCS Case studies are a tool to document producer experiences, and a practical method for improving our planning,

and many of its cuscomers - . .
Conservation Practice Standards prioritizing assistance, and reaching eut to new agricultural preducers. These experiences provide a practical
Ws hope that farmers who have been cansidring adding soil health practicas o their epration will use thess source of information that shows how a prescribed treatment can work.
tudies to make berter busi < 3 ey imescn hesy d o start a dialog with
andomners ahout sharing the sk and rewards o sol healdh i believe our staff and part

e these case el anawar customers questions abous the costs and benefits of adosting ol heath Case studies or "Producer Experiences” are actual stories developed to present social, economic and
Sracticas.

Data, Maps & Analysis environmental information on the conservation effects of Implementing NRCS conservation practices. Typically, .
Background Tools & Applicats field conservationists will make observations of conservation treatments applied by one or more land user(s) and W
M S LS record the effects. Case study information may also be available from conservation field trials, Conservation .

Funded by =n NACS” Conservasion Innovarion Srant (C16) awarded in 2015, American Farmland Trust (47T) and Field Office Technical Guide Innovation Grant projects, university research plots or other field demonstration sites.
- (FOTG)

Ecological Sciences

Natural Resources Assessment

stuch

NRCS have started to release 2 series of Soil Health Economics

the people and tools that provid: thi
E 0 L
ese case studies. In addition to the funding for the project, USDA and NACS Engineering Case studies are used to evaluate the effects of conservation and do not require the degree of detail or the rigor {4
B Economics of analysis used in university level research. However, they should be much more insightful than casual e‘ On O ’ ' 'I‘
observation and help us gain a better understanding of the ecological implications of change from current

etoureas ave Futhar lovera

Flarenze S Project Ezonamist and sarved as the NRCS Naws Yark Stats Ecomemist, Lhar she Costs *
mg\nped two gu ceived soil health economic case studies that have since been used as the template for the production systems to conservation treatments.
AFT project. Data & Analysis

.
USD s Nutrins Tracking Tos! s wees utlizad 5o datarmine water ausiiy benefcs of the sdopted il health State Resources Agency policy states that case studies should be stored in the Field Office Technical Guide (FOTG), Section V, V4
practices. e titled "Producer Experiences” or "Case Studies” for use in future planning efforts and training activities. Different ‘ ase S u Ies
states’ FOTG may place case studies in either “Producer Experiences” or "Case Studies” depending on State

RCS' COMET-Farm tool ( was used to determine the greenhouse gas emissions reductions from the soil health .
practices. < @ Prices and Indexes policy.
Tools

> NEW ECONOMICS TECHNICAL NOTE 200-ECN-4: Developing Conservation Case Studies for Decision-making.
> Additional training is available: Conservation Webinar, Using Case Studies to Facilitate Farmer Conservation
Decisions. of

Environmental Markets &
Conservation Finance

> A practitioner’s guide to conducting budget analyses for conservation agriculture =

American Farmland Trust - NRCS Case Studies

> Steven Gould, Har-Go Farms (PDF, 411KB)

ﬁ?r:[cfas;‘rdmz i;»i“.!;;": Jesn E:"m:.r;d Farms = Ifft Yorkshires, Illinois (PDF, 405KB)
o tinois ohio > Homewood Farms, Ohio (PDF, 329KB)

. corn grain, corn
iage. sorbenn,
sorshum, & pasture)

> Macauley Farms LLC, NY (PDF, 465KB)
>Tom and Dan Rogers, California (PDF, 311KE)

https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/por https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrc
tal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/health s/detail/national/technical/econ/data/?cid=
/?cid=NRCSEPRD1470394: nrcseprd1298423.

$ s
American Farmland Trust



https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/econ/data/?cid=nrcseprd1298423
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/health/?cid=NRCSEPRD1470394
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Getting into the

Retrospective Tool Kit
(just updated July 13, 2021!)

Trainina Videos

* For background, start here:
https://farmland.org/
soil-health-case-studies-methods/

e Watch training videos from 2020 SWCS
workshop

* To gain access, fill out form here:
https://farmland.salsalabs.org/

sh casestudies methods/index.html

Keyword search:
“AFT soil health tool kit”

First Name* Last Name* Email Address*
Title* Organization* State*

[ ) ( ) ( )

Many of us have more than one occupation. Please select one response that reflects the "hat you are

wearing" that is propelling you to want to learn about options for quantifying economic, water quality, or
climate outcomes of already soil health successful farmers?*

[ )

Which tool or method are you primarily interested in?*

@® Retrospective Soil Health Economic Calculator Tool
O Methods to use Nutrient Tracking Tool

O Methods to use COMET-Farm Tool

O Case Study Methods

O All of the above

I'd like the latest news and updates from AFT



https://farmland.org/soil-health-case-studies-methods/
https://farmland.org/soil-health-case-studies-methods/
https://farmland.salsalabs.org/sh_casestudies_methods/index.html
https://farmland.salsalabs.org/sh_casestudies_methods/index.html

TRAINING MATERIALS

Published AFT Soil Health Case Studies

. . . .
' Access Granted: Link AFT Soil Health Tool Kit Sail Health Tool Kit Terms of Use
c c e S S a I n e () P Soil Health Tool Kit Matenals List
(_) é) - o UPDATED - Row Crop Case Study Tool Kit Training Session Syllabus: 2020 SWCS Workshop

Michelle Perez, PhD from American Farmland Trust <info@farmland.org

To © Michelle Perez 5:37 PM * Row Crop Training PowerPoint
+ MNEW - Almond Case Study Toel Kit Training Session Syllabus: 2021 AFT-ABC Webinar
® If there are problems with how this message is displayed, click here to view it in a web browser. « MNEW - Almond Training Session DAY 1 PowerPoint (economic methods)
- * MNEW - Almond Training Session DAY 2 PowerPoint (environmental analysis)

METHODS TO IDENTIFY A "SOIL HEALTH SUCCESSFUL" PRODUCER
3 ®

» Critena for Selecting "Soil Health Successful” Producers
s UPDATED - Case Study Introduction & Consent Form for the Producer
» UPDATED - Row Crop Pre-Interview Form

: Dear Michelle, . - Al d Pre- i
American Farmlanc cor Mihelle e e e o

Tips for Obtaining and Selecting Photos

& American Farmland Trust

Thank you for completing the form to access American Farmland Trust's

Retrospective Soil Health Economic Calculator and accompanying resources,

H ECONOMIC METHODS
Tha n k vou fo r co m pletl n g 1 known as the Soil Health Case Study Tool Kit. We will contact you with any
updates to the resources. * UPDATED - Row Crop R-SHEC Questionnaire (Weord)
Here is a link to the OneDrive folder where you can download any of the * UPDATED - Row Crop R-SHEC Tool (Excel)
. . - . . . . Here is a link to the OneDrive folder where you can download any of the Tool Kit * MEW - Almond R-SHEC Questionnaire {Word)
providing to assist others in interviewing farmers to quantify economic, - .
. . . . L " « MNEW - Almond R-SHEC Tool (Excel)
R B R X : . resaurces AFT is providing to assist others in interviewing “soil health successful X »
associated with their already adopted soil health practices. You will also eron £ 4 almond ; - e wat " g + MEW - Row Crop and Almond Machinery and Fertilizer Costs (Excel & PDF)
OneDrive folder with “Access Granted” subject line. Download all the Tod rowcrop farmers and almond arowers fo quantily economic, water qualty, an * PBATable Suggested Wording Edits for Row Crops and Almands (Excel)
] " climate outcomes associated with their already adopted soil health practices.
you do not have to re-submit the "Gain Access” form. ENVIRONMENTAL METHODS
If you have questions about these resources, please feel free to contact me,
) o . o + UPDATED - Row Crop NTT-COMET Data Intake Form
If you have questions about these resources, please contact AFT's Soil H Michelle Perez, AFT’s Soil Health Case Study Project Leader and Water Initiative o MEW - Almond NTT-COMET Data Intake Form
P . - N . i ) R N i i . " i g
and Water Initiative Director, Dr. Michelle Perez at mperez@farmland.or Director, at mperez@farmland.org. For help troubleshooting problems/issues » Tips to Tweak Dropdown Menus in NTT-COMET Data Intake Form

Tips for Analyzing COMET Results
s Excel Demonstration of Analyzing COMET Results

. ith th: , pl tact Ellen Yeat , AFT's Water Re
with the R-SHEC Tool, please contact Ellen Yeatman, AFT's Water Resou with the resources, please contact Hlen veatman, AFLs Tiater Resources
Specialist and Agricultural Economist, at eyeatman@farmland.org. -

Economist, at eyeatman@farmland.org. |

METHODS FOR WRITING AND PRODUCING A CASE STUDY

AFT would appreciate an appropriate attribution should you use any of these My files > Documents > SOI| Health Case Stl.ldy Methods Td ;zsi:aiidé'rrimi:z;ecase oy

ou use the methods or develop a case study! Thank you!
¥ p 4 Y » Tips for Obtaining Farmer Review

» Tasks & Hours Estimates for Producing One Case Study

Access the Resources (9 Name v Modified ~ Modified By File size Sharing
~ & 1-Training Materials > July12 Michelle Perez § items 8 Shared
Contact Us

o _ 2 2 - Methods to Identify a Soil Health Succ.. <  July 12 Michelle Perez 6 items A Shared

American Farmland Trust

1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 600 ] )
Washington, DC 20036 o 4 3 - Economic Methods > July12 Michelle Perez 6 items £ Shared
(202) 331-7300

B x| 2 4 - Environmental Methods > July12 Michelle Perez 5 items 2 Shared

America

5 - Methods for Writing & Producing a C... 2 July12 Michelle Perez 4 items 8 Shared







AFT’s Economic Tools

Retrospective Soil
Health Economic Tool

 For use with “soil
health successful”
producers

* To conduct a
retrospective partial
budget analysis

* To produce 2-page
case studies

e Updated July 2021

Predictive Soil Health
Economic Tool

* For use with “soil health
curious” producers

* To conduct a predictive
short-term partial budget
analysis & a long-term
benefits analysis

* To produce 7-page
predictive assessments

* Public release this Fall

Online Soil Health
Economic Tool

* Asimpler, easier-to-use
version of both retrospective
and predictive tools

* We hope to:

- Test the new tool with
lllinois & Ohio farmers

- Launch the new tool in

2022
.ﬁ‘ f‘ ll .% E@

American Farmland Trust
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Over time, please let us know if you’re using the case studies to encourage FRPP landowners or farmers to
adopt soil health practices. Contact: mperez@farmland.org

We look forward to your feedback on this Case Study Session #4!
Find link in end-of-day email from Pathable.
Thank you for your feedback!

P

;
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American Farmland Trust
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