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 Crop insurance premium subsidies now part of the benefits 
that can be withheld for noncompliance with conservation 
provisions.  

 Specifically, producers not implementing approved soil 
conservation plans on highly erodible land or draining 
wetlands can become ineligible for commodity programs, 
conservation programs, disaster assistance, and now crop 
insurance premium subsidies.  
 This is important because on average, the Federal 

Government pays roughly 60% of crop insurance premiums, 
and about 80% of acreage for all major commodity crops is 
now covered by crop insurance. 

 

Current policy environment 
The 2014 Farm Bill – Crop Insurance 



 The Energy Title was left largely unchanged from the 2008 Bill 
 One of the most important programs in the title is the Biomass Crop 

Assistance Program (BCAP)  
 50% cost share of establishment cost and annual payment to cover cost 

of land during establishment (capped at $500 per acre) 
 Up to $20 per ton matching price subsidy for collection, harvest, storage 

and transportation 
 $25M budget per year for 5 years 
  Eligibility requirements 

 No explicit mechanism for selecting land to be enrolled 
 No tools to address price and yield risks 
 No flexibility on establishment cost‐share cap - problem for crops 

with high establishment costs 

Current policy environment 
The 2014 Farm Bill - Energy 



 The current level of BCAP funding is limited at $125 Million,  

 There is no mechanism to selectively enroll land 
(economically AND spatially)  

 Simply increasing funding levels may not be enough if 
farmers are risk averse and expect high rates of return 

 Supplementing BCAP with a crop insurance program for 
energy crops and establishment cost loans may be more 
cost‐effective at inducing production of cellulosic biofuels 

Current policy environment 
The 2014 Farm Bill - Energy 



 Agricultural Conservation Easement Program (ACEP)—
Funding for: 
 long-term easements for the restoration and protection of 

on-farm wetlands  
 protection of eligible agricultural land from conversion to 

nonagricultural uses.   

 ACEP consolidates the Wetlands Reserve Program, the 
Grassland Reserve Program (easement portion), and the 
Farmland Protection Program.  

 Annual funding is significantly less than that provided for 
ACEP predecessor programs in the 2008 Farm Act.  

Current policy environment 
The 2014 Farm Bill - Conservation 



 The share of mandatory conservation funding devoted to land 
retirement (CRP) and conservation easements (ACEP) will 
decline during 2014-2018, and the share of conservation funding 
for working land conservation programs (EQIP and CSP) will rise, 
compared with actual spending during 2008-2013.   

 Combined funding for EQIP and CSP is projected to account for 
more than 50% of conservation spending during 2014-
2018.  These programs (and predecessors) accounted for just 
over 40 percent of spending during 2008-2013, 32 percent during 
2003-2007, and 11 percent during 1996-2002. 
 

Current policy environment 
The 2014 Farm Bill - Conservation 
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 The EPA extended the deadline for compliance with 
the 2013 renewable fuel standard  

 

 

Current Policy Environment  
Implementation of the RFS 2 

EISA mandate 
(mil/gals) 

Revised mandate 

2010 100 5 

2011 250 6.6 

2012 500 10.45  0 

2013 (under 
reconsideration) 

1,000 14 6 

2014 (proposed) 1,750 17 



 It proposes State-specific reductions of carbon emissions from 
stationary sources (Electric Generating Units, EGUs) using a variety 
of approaches (the building blocks) 
1. Reducing the carbon intensity of generation at individual affected 

EGUs through heat rate improvements. 
2. Reducing emissions from the most carbon-intensive affected EGUs in 

the amount that results from substituting generation at those EGUs 
with generation from less carbon-intensive affected EGUs. 

3. Reducing emissions from affected EGUs in the amount that results 
from substituting generation at those EGUs with expanded low- or 
zero-carbon generation. 

4. Reducing emissions from affected EGUs in the amount that results 
from the use of demand-side energy efficiency that reduces the 
amount of generation required.  

 The proposed rule has already been partly struck down by the 
Supreme Court on June 23… 

 

 

Current policy environment 
The Clean Power Plan Rule 



 California under AB 32 and the RGGI currently allow 
for sequestration of carbon due to U.S. forest 
projects (reforestation, improved forest 
management, avoided conversion) or afforestation 

 AB 32 allows out of state offsets (with limits) 

 RGGI does not 

Current policy environment 
AB 32 and the RGGI - Biomass 



 AB 32’s provisions on biomass used to produce liquid 
fuels and electricity are still being fully developed, 
however biomass is generally treated as generator of 
net negative GHG emissions  

 Controversy over the ILUC levels included for corn 
ethanol – this  

 AB 32 is under litigation 

Current policy environment 
AB 32 and the RGGI - Carbon Offsets 



 Private-public partnerships 

Opportunities - PES 



Opportunities - PES 

Jenkins, W. A., B. C Murray, R.A Kramer, and S. P Faulkner. 2010. Valuing Ecosystem Services from Wetlands Restoration in the 
Mississippi Alluvial Valley. Ecological Economics 69(5): 1051-61. 

 Valuation of several ecosystem services simultaneously 



 Effective targeting on the basis of multiple ecosystem 
services can be challenging  

 Politically 

 Historically (from a conservation policy perspective) spatial 
targeting has been unpalatable because it reduces  
opportunities for farmers to participate in programs 

 Technically  

 Valuation is very expensive, and benefit transfer 
methodologies are more prone to error 

Challenges 



 The current Federal policy is very fragmented and creates 
many opportunities for unintended consequences 
 Even only looking at carbon alone without considering the 

impacts on other ecosystem services there is a separation 
between liquid fuels-related policies and ones addressing 
stationary sources (EISA  CAA) 

 Not enough attention to impacts on the landscape 

 Too much focus on liquid fuels in the last ten years? Is the 
pendulum swinging back with all the activity on the CAA? 
 It will all be litigated… 

Challenges 


