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Today’s article continues the discussion of our exploration of policy design issues for conservation
assistance (farmdoc daily, October 10, 2024; August 15, 2024). With the additional conservation funding
for the Environmental Quality Incentives Program from the Inflation Reduction Act and the proposed
changes in the Farm Bill reported by the House Agriculture Committee, this article takes a closer look at
the interaction between budgetary procedures, cost projections, and the allocation among practices
eligible for financial assistance.

Background

As discussed previously, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) scoring of the House provisions—
rescinding IRA funding and adding it to EQIP baseline—will eventually provide more financial assistance
to farmers for conservation but it will take much longer. Our initial estimate was fiscal year (FY) 2043 to
nearly replace all funding available. One reason for this is that IRA funding was front-loaded through
FY2026, with authority to spend it all that expires in FY2031. Any funds not spent are lost.

Additionally, a variety of issues arise from CBO scoring which uses outlay projections that are less than
the budget authority appropriated by Congress: for EQIP, CBO projects a total of $7.7 billion in outlays for
the $8.45 billion in budget authority appropriated, and only $2.6 billion in total outlays for the House Farm
Bill's increase in EQIP baseline (CBO, May 2023 and August 2, 2024; farmdoc daily, August 8, 2024,
August 15, 2024; October 10, 2024). This is part of the tradeoff. Another aspect of the tradeoff results
from the changes in the House Farm Bill that would remove the limitation on which practices are eligible
to receive the additional funding. The House Farm Bill EQIP funding would be available to all practices
eligible under EQIP, spreading the smaller additional funding amongst more practices.

Discussion

Complications abound in the CBO score for the House Farm Bill; among them, CBO scored against the
May 2023 baseline, providing a score for FY2024 to FY2033. This is because the House Agriculture
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Committee reported its bill before CBO completed the 2024 baseline in June. This creates a mismatch
with the baseline and scoring projections, as well as a further disconnect from reality because FY2024
ended on September 30" and obligations for FY2025 are underway but not included in the scoring.

To begin, Figure 1 illustrates a projection of the changes in EQIP funding proposed by the House Farm
Bill under the CBO score. As expected, EQIP funding is lost through FY2030 when the IRA appropriations
would provide more than the House Farm Bill, but EQIP funding increases beginning in FY2031, the last
year IRA funding is available to be spent. In the CBO scoring window that remains (FY2025 to FY2033),
EQIP funding would decrease by nearly $3.9 billion overall. The House Farm Bill changes the baseline,
however, and one presumption would be that the increase in FY2033 ($587 million) continues through
each fiscal year thereafter.

Figure 1. Projected Total Change in Outlays for EQIP, by Fiscal Year; House
Farm Bill
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For the analysis in Figure 1 and the remainder of this discussion, note that we used Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) reported data for EQIP during FY2021-2023. This provides multiple years
of data that are closely aligned with the FY2023 IRA funds. Using FY2021-2023 data, we calculated the
annual share of overall spending for each practice across different states for each year. From these
shares by State and practice, we established ranges for the maximum and minimum for each practice
code and fiscal year. These shares were then applied to the IRA outlay projections, House outlay
increases, and baseline EQIP, to generate projections for future years.

For this discussion we used the maximum share for each practice, state, and fiscal year to make the
projections. Figure 2 illustrates the projections from the House Farm Bill by state. Note that Vermont and
South Carolina are the only states projected to gain funding overall. This is because NRCS reported no
funds for Vermont from the IRA FY2023 EQIP allocations and a minimal amount in South Carolina. Both
received funding from the Farm Bill funds in FY2021-2023.
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Figure 2. Projected Change in EQIP Funding, House Farm Bill;
Total, FY2025-2033

Projections Based on CBO Outlay Projections for EQIP in the IRA vs. Projections for EQIP Outlays in the House Farm Bill.
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The chart in Figure 3 provides further perspectives on the projected losses by State in Figure 2. Here, the
projections for changes in funding are presented by practice for those that gain or lose more than $10
million in funding over the years projected (FY2025-2033). What drives losses at the state level are due
the loss of funds in the near term as a result of CBO scoring and budget rules. Those losses are allocated
to the states based on the FY2021-2023 practice allocations, altering the amounts a state gains or loses
depending on its previous allocations. This further demonstrates that the tradeoff isn’t just the changes in
funding from IRA to baseline, but also how those funds are allocated among the practices, which impacts
funding allocations by State.
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Figure 3. EQIP Practices Projected to Gain or Lose $10 Million or More Funding (Total FY2025-2033)
Projections based on CBO score of House Farm Bill and historic allocations for Farm Bill compared to FY2023 IRA.

[l Practices that gain funding [l Practices that lose funding

Practices that gain funding Practices that lose funding

Irrigation Pipeline (430)
Waste Storage Facility (313)
High Tunnel System (325)
Irrigation System, Microirrigation (441)
Combustion System Improvement (372)

Streambank and Shoreline Protection (580) - $39,748,726
Sprinkler System (442) - $38,192,217
Animal Mortality Facility (316) [l 335287609

Terrace (600) I 533725733

Grade stabilization Structure (410) [l 533319103
Structure for Water Control (587) [l $28.803.295

underground outlet (620 [ $27.283.492
Irrigation Land Leveling (464) [ $24385.995
Prescribed Burning (338) [ $23.5008¢8
Irrigation Water Management (449) - $21,173772
Shallow Water Development and Management (646) - $19,588,937
Obstruction Removal (500) - $19,313,541
Wetland Wildlife Habitat Management (644) - $19,295,259
Pest Management Conservation System (595) - $18,914,991
Soil Carbon Amendment (808) - $17,488,275
Waste Facility Closure (360) - $16,558,386
Organic Management (823) - $15,880,102
Pond Sealing or Lining - Concrete (522) . $13,893,755
pond (378) [JJJ] $12.812.622
Water and Sediment Control Basin (638) . $12,523,603
Early Successional Habitat Development-Mgt (647) . $11,467,133
Forest Management Plan (106) . $10,985,335
Irrigation Reservoir (436) . $10,903,137
Dike and Levee (356) . $10,481,625

Water Well (642) -$12,141,111 |
Grassed Waterway (412) -$13,153,691 |
-$19,248,956 |

Windbreak/Shelterbelt Establishment and Renovation (380)
Range Planting (550)
Wildlife Habitat Planting (420)

521565613 |
-$26900,619 |
-$32,425,899 ||
-$33,561,232 ||
-s34,418,052 ||
-$37,375.204 ||
-$44,401,759 [
-$51,765.922 [
-$61,125438 [
-$65493,072 [
-s71903,011 [
-$106,125374 [l
-s138737,621 I

Tree-Shrub Pruning (660)

Heavy Use Area Protection (561)
Conservation Harvest Management (809)
Mulching (484)

Watering Facility (614)

Conservation Crop Rotation (328)

Woody Residue Treatment (384)
Livestock Pipeline (516)

Tree/Shrub Site Preparation (490)

Energy Efficient Agricultural Operation (374)
Energy Efficient Building Envelope (672)

Residue and Tillage Management, Reduced Till (345) -$153,500,361 -
Brush Management (314) -$159,795,596 -

Residue and Tillage Management, No Till (329) -s185932,504 [
Fence (382) -s188.231,302 [

Pasture and Hay Planting (512) -s188.308,644 [

Tree/Shrub Establishment (612) -s191.688,802 [N

Upland Wildlife Habitat Management (645) -$329,968.478 [

Prescribed Grazing (528) -$360,702,002 [N
Nutrient Management (590)
Forest Stand Improvement (666)
Cover rop (340
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Again, the losses are due in part to the CBO scoring of outlays between the IRA and the new baseline, as
well as the scoring window. Eventually, if all funds continue each State would make up the losses. With
that in mind, Figure 4 projects the number of years it would take to offset the funding lost in the CBO
score using the final year of projected funding (FY2033). If that final year of funding continued, these are
the different years likely necessary for the State to break even from the tradeoff. Note that this
comparison doesn’t apply to three states: South Carolina and Vermont are projected to receive increased
funding from the House Farm Bill, while Wyoming is projected to continue losing funding in the last year
based on this method.

Figure 4. Estimated Number of Years for Each State to Breakeven from the
Tradeoffin EQIP Funds; IRA to House Farm Bill Baseline
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Concluding Thoughts

The exploration of the tradeoffs in conservation funding discussed herein and in previous articles helps
highlight matters of policy design. Using the Environmental Quality Incentives Program funding in the
Congressional Budget Office scoring of the Inflation Reduction Act and the House Farm Bill, we project
changes in funds and years to make up losses by State using recent funding allocation shares. The
tradeoffs for farmers seeking conservation funding are temporal, in that IRA funds are frontloaded and
available through FY2031, while less baseline funds are available in the near term, but the increases will
carry into perpetuity. In addition, moving from the IRA’s more limited subset of eligible practices to the
Farm Bill's more expansive set of practices will have some impacts on State funding scenarios. Shifting
EQIP funds from the former to the latter introduces additional complexities at the state level, affecting
both the total available funding and the range of supported practices, as well as their distribution over
time. This multifaceted dynamic offers perspectives on policy design questions for practice-based
conservation financial assistance to farmers.
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