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Attn: Docket ID FCIC-25-0068 "Expanding Access to Risk Protection"
Mr. Swanson:

On behalf of North Dakota Farmers Union (NDFU), we appreciate the opportunity to comment
on the Risk Management Agency's (RMA) proposed changes to the "buy-up" option for
prevented planting (PP) crop insurance coverage. NDFU is the largest farm organization in North
Dakota, representing more than 70,000 farm and ranch families and their associated energy and
agriculture supply cooperatives.

NDFU strongly opposes the removal of the PP "buy-up" option and urges RMA to reinstate this
critical risk management tool.

BACKGROUND

Prevented planting coverage applies when an insurable cause of loss prevents a producer from
planting an insured crop by the final planting date or during the late planting period. Under most
policies, PP uses the projected price rather than the harvest price, so payments reflect pre-season
expectations rather than later market conditions. For many farms, PP helps cover already
incurred fixed costs when weather eliminates a viable planting window.

In late 2025, the USDA finalized a crop insurance rules package that removed a key PP option.
USDA administers federal crop insurance through RMA and the Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation (FCIC). In the Expanding Access to Risk Protection final rule, FCIC removed the
option to purchase PP "buy-up" coverage that increased coverage by 5 percentage points above
the base level for eligible crops. Unfortunately, the rule will be applied with this change in the
2026 crop year, leaving no chance for producers to adapt this planting season.

The PP buy-up option allowed producers to increase their PP coverage by 5 percentage points in
exchange for a slightly higher premium. Producers used this option in regions where spring
conditions can create real planting risk, including the Prairie Pothole Region of the Dakotas and
other areas prone to late snow, saturated soils, and persistent rainfall.

ACTUARIAL PERFORMANCE AND PROGRAM INTEGRITY
Recent rigorous academic analysis contradicts RMA's justification for eliminating the buy-up
option. Research from North Dakota State University's Agricultural Risk Policy Center




examined policy and claim-level data from 2011-2024 for major commodities demonstrated that
PP buy-up coverage did not compromise actuarial performance.!

According to the NDSU analysis "loss ratios for the buy-up component and base-only coverage
are similar and below unity, implying premiums were broadly sufficient to cover indemnities."
This evidence refutes suggestions that the buy-up option represented excessive risk or
unsustainable losses for the federal crop insurance program. When premiums are actuarially
sound and loss ratios remain below 1.0, there is no fiscal justification for eliminating a producer-
paid coverage enhancement.?

The research further notes that eliminating the buy-up option "generates meaningful
uncompensated losses for indemnified producers, approximately $18-26 per corn acre and $14-
21 per soybean acre absent ad-hoc relief." These are not trivial amounts for producers already
facing prevented planting losses. For a typical North Dakota farm with 500 prevented planting
acres, this translates to $9,000-13,000 in uncompensated losses for corn or $7,000-10,500 for
soybeans - losses that could determine whether a farm operation survives a catastrophic weather
year. The cost of inputs and the potential for higher market returns (even at projected price)
means farmers always prefer a crop in the ground over a PP indemnity.’

HISTORICAL CONTEXT AND PRODUCER ADAPTATION

This is not the first time policymakers have reduced PP buy-up coverage. In 2018, RMA reduced
buy-up from 10 percentage points to 5 percentage points. Producers were slow to adjust to this
change, and PP indemnified acres spiked in 2020 and 2022. Thus, producers were left exposed
during the transition period and had to learn through painful experience that the reduction in the
buy-up significantly undercut their ability to manage risk.

This mistake is now poised to be repeated. The complete elimination of the buy-up option will
leave producers more exposed to prevented planting risk. The NDSU analysis documents that
"replacing lost PP protection through higher overall coverage is costly and often infeasible near
the 85% coverage ceiling, reducing producer flexibility and increasing exposure to planting-
season risk." Producers cannot simply compensate for lost PP coverage by purchasing higher
coverage levels on planted acres — the actuarial structure of crop insurance does not allow perfect
substitution.

GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE OF PREVENTED PLANTING RISK
In its rule change justification, RMA stated that the buy-up option primarily benefits the
Dakotas. While it is true that North Dakota and South Dakota have historically recorded the
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highest PP indemnities on policies that included buy-up from 2010 through 2024, this fact
reflects the genuine agronomic and climatic risks these producers face, not an abuse of the
program.*

Moreover, PP risk is not limited to the Dakotas. Farm Service Agency (FSA) data for 2025
shows Arkansas reported the most unplanted acres at 889,366, followed by Mississippi
(458,932), Kansas (426,932), North Dakota (382,994), then Texas (285,168). These figures
demonstrate that PP affects a wide geography and many production systems. The NDSU
research confirms that "buy-up-related indemnities are geographically concentrated, with the
largest at-risk amounts in corn and soybeans in the Upper Midwest and rice in Arkansas and
California." Inability to plant a crop is linked to regional weather events and the concentration of
PP logically shifts accordingly to areas and years when those areas are impacted by too much (or
too little) moisture.’

The fact that certain regions face greater prevented planting risk is precisely why crop insurance
exists - to protect producers against the specific perils in their growing environments.
Eliminating risk management tools because they are disproportionately used in high-risk areas
undermines the fundamental purpose of agricultural risk protection tools like crop insurance.®

INADEQUACY OF ALTERNATIVE PROTECTIONS

In its justification, RMA suggested that recent farm safety-net improvements, paired with ad hoc
disaster programs, will provide sufficient protection to offset the elimination of buy-up coverage.
This argument is flawed.

First, ad hoc disaster assistance is inherently uncertain, unpredictable, and often arrives too late
to prevent financial distress. As validated in the NDSU analysis "recent disaster programs
provide only partial and uncertain offsets" to the losses generated by eliminating the buy-up
option. Producers make planting decisions and financial commitments based on the insurance
protection they have purchased in advance, not on speculation about whether Congress might
appropriate disaster funds months or years after a prevented planting event occurs.’

Second, disaster programs distribute aid unevenly across regions and producers. Other
considerations, not just agronomic need, often influence disaster assistance allocation. Crop
insurance, by contrast, provides predictable, contract-based protection that producers pay for and
can rely upon.
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Third, disaster assistance typically requires extensive documentation, creates substantial
administrative burden, and may involve lengthy delays before payments are received. When
producers face prevented planting losses, they still have bills to pay, loan obligations to meet,
and input costs to cover for the following year. The timing and certainty of insurance payments
is critical to farmers.

The recent improvements in the One Big Beautiful Bill Act (OBBBA), while welcomed, do not
address the specific gap created by eliminating PP buy-up coverage. OBBBA provisions focus
primarily on other aspects of the farm safety net and do not provide a direct replacement for the
pre-planting risk management function that PP buy-up coverage served.

PRODUCER-PAID PROTECTION AND MARKET PRINCIPLES

A fundamental principle should guide policy connected with crop insurance: when producers are
willing to pay actuarially sound premiums for additional coverage, and when that coverage does
not generate losses for the FCIC, that producers' ability to purchase that extra protection should
not be eliminated.

The PP buy-up option is a modest, producer-paid increase in protection. It is not a subsidy
enhancement or a government giveaway. Producers who elect this coverage pay additional
premium in exchange for additional protection. The NDSU analysis confirms that these
premiums have been actuarially adequate, with loss ratios below unity.?

Eliminating a profitable, producer-paid insurance option represents a departure from market
principles and reduces the efficiency of the federal crop insurance program. It denies producers
the ability to customize their risk management to their specific operations and environments, and
it reduces the overall value and usefulness of the crop insurance program.

RECOMMENDATIONS

For these reasons, NDFU urges RMA to:

1. Immediately reinstate the PP buy-up option for the 2027 crop year and beyond;

2. Conduct a review of prevented planting coverage adequacy across all regions, recognizing
that weather volatility may be increasing prevented planting frequency and severity;

3. Enhance transparency around the actuarial analysis supporting coverage decisions, allowing
stakeholders to understand the data and methodologies underlying program changes; and

4. Commit to meaningful consultation with producer organizations before making future
changes to core crop insurance provisions.

CONCLUSION
The PP buy-up option supports risk management in regions where prevented planting is a
recurring and material threat. Academic analysis from NDSU demonstrates that this coverage
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has been actuarially sound, with loss ratios below unity and no indication of excessive risk. The
elimination of this option will generate meaningful uncompensated losses for producers, cannot
be adequately replaced through alternative coverage strategies, and undermines the principles of
producer choice and market-based risk management that should guide federal crop insurance
policy.

North Dakota Farmers Union members appreciate the improvements Congress has made to the
farm safety net in OBBBA, but those changes do not replace the value of this targeted, producer-
paid insurance tool. We strongly urge RMA to reverse course and reinstate the PP buy-up option.
We appreciate your consideration of these comments and stand ready to provide additional
information or to meet with RMA staff to discuss these concerns in greater detail.

Thank you for considering our recommendations.

Sincerely,

WL

Matt Perdue
President




