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ather Alters Corn Projections

b cool weather has delayed plantings
US. feed grains, spring wheat, and
beans. As a result, USDA projec-

is for 1995/96 production of corn and
at have been revised downward from
May projections, which were based
March 31 Planting Intentions

ort and trend or average yields.

g projection for corn planted area in
5/96 has been scaled back 2 million
gs since May, when acreage was

ady projected down 5 percent from
94/95. Corn yield projections were

0 lowered, because of the late plant-

5. U.S. corn output in 1995/96 is
gjected to drop 22 percent from the
94/95 record, to 7.9 billion bushels.

S. wheat output is projected off 3 per-
tfrom 1994/95’s estimated 2.32 bil-
on bushels because of weather-reduced
for winter wheat and less spring
acreage than intended. U.S. soy-
ean production in 1995/96 is still pro-
cted down 14 percent from 1994/95, to
2 billion bushels.

hanges Help Shape Dairy Policy

tructural changes in the U.S. dairy
ndustry—which includes milk produc-
15, dairy cooperatives, fluid milk

ssors, and product manufacturers—
e helping to shape the current debate

on U.S. dairy policy. Shifts in dairy
aming since the mid-1980’s have made
the sector more diverse in location, size
of operation, and management practices.
Milk production has grown fastest in the
West and Southwest, and dairy opera-

ions in the West tend to be larger, more
ecialized, and managed more as indus-
al enterprises than in traditional
producing areas.

inning with the 1985 farm bill, dairy
plicies were formulated largely in
response to these structural changes.

Milk support prices were reduced, and
producers were assessed to help cover
program costs. Debate on the 1995 bill

In Brief . ..

- Revised Grain Projections ...Ag Reform & Drought in South
- Africa ...Rough Rice Export Boom ...& Dairy Policy Debate

will revisit the issue of dairy support
levels, and even raise the question of
whether or not to continue the price
supports.

South Africa’s Ag Reforms

Changes in South Africa’s farm policies
this year—coinciding with a drought-
reduced harvest—are part of a broad
effort begun in 1987 to reduce the role
of government in setting prices and con-
trolling imports and exports. South
Africa’s past agricultural policies, aimed
at achieving food self-sufficiency, pro-
tecting commercial farmers, and stabiliz-
ing producer prices, are giving way to a
broader policy of food security. A guid-
ing principle will be to expand output
and exports of products where South
Africa has a comparative advantage,
while reducing output of items that can
be imported at lower cost.

The new South African government is
confronting a serious drought as it pro-
ceeds with farm policy changes. The
total 1995 grain harvest is forecast down
more than 50 percent, while corn pro-
duction is expected to fall 60 percent.

Given the smaller crop, and fewer
import restrictions, U.S. agricultural
exports to South Africa could reach a
record in 1995.

Rough Rice Sales Drive Exports

Boosted by a surge in U.S. shipments of
rough (unhusked) rice, total U.S. rice
exports in 1994/95 are forecast to climb
to 92 million cwt, rough basis, up nearly
22 percent from 1993/94 and slightly
above the 1980/81 record. A meteoric
rise is forecast for U.S. rough rice
exports in the 1994/95 marketing year—
a record 19.8 million cwt compared with
3.6 million the year before.

Behind the jump in U.S. rice shipments
in 1994/95, especially of rough rice,
were very competitive U.S. rice export
prices, record U.S. rice supplies, and
aggressive marketing. Shrinking Asian
rice export supplies have made prices of
U.S. rough rice particularly attractive in
Latin American markets. In 1995/96,
cheaper and more ample supplies of
Asian rice are anticipated, and Latin
American countries are expected to pur-
chase smaller amounts of U.S. rough
rice—although Mexico is likely to
remain a steady buyer.

Research & the Farm Bill

The farm bill’s commodity, trade, and
food and nutrition components generally
draw considerable attention—but the
bill’s research title has strong implica-
tions for farm productivity and the entire
farm economy. Farm bills since 1977
have contained agricultural research
titles which have initiated new programs,
set goals and directions for research, and
involved new participants in research.

In the new farm bill debate, major goals
for science and research policies reflect
national priorities for economic opportu-
nity and competitiveness, public health,
and the environment. A key question

is how funds can be directed toward
research areas for which there are large
public benefits but few direct private
incentives.
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Farmiand
Rentals:
Ceniral to
Farming

ederal farm programs affect a
Fnumber of individuals other than

those who operate farms. A large
portion of farmland is rented from own-

ers who are not farmers. These land-
lords, as well as operators, often share

percent in 1954, it is slightly smaller
than the annual average percentage
leased in the 1930’s.

USDA’s 1992 Farm Costs and Returns
Survey (FCRS) reported that farms had
about 2 million leases, or about one per
farm, on average; however, among farms
with leases the average number was 2.6.
Two-thirds of the leases were cash leas-
es; one-third were share leases, in which
rent is paid with a portion of production.
In 1992, farm operators owned 572 mil-
lion acres and rented 372 million acres.

Leasing is, to some extent, associated
with the life cycle of the farm operator.
Young farmers, often related to their
landlords, frequently begin their farming
careers by leasing all their land. Full
tenants, on average, are younger than
other farm operators, and they account
for only 11 percent of all farm operators
and operate about 13 percent of U.S.
farmland.

As the farm business matures, operators
often acquire some farmland of their
own but continue to lease. The domi-
nant tenure class in U.S. farming is com-
prised of part owners who own some of
the land they operate, but rent the rest.
Part owners operate 56 percent of the
land in farms and comprise 31 percent
of all farmers.

About 40 Percent of Farmland Is Leased to Operators
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As operators get older, they often reduce ti
their farming activity by discontinuing b
leasing and focus on farming the land b
they own. When operators retire, they fr
often lease the land to other operators
(perhaps to relatives) as a source of R
retirement income. Similarly, widows re
and heirs often retain ownership of farm- la
land and lease it to other operators. The m
owner of a particular piece of farmland, ip
moreover, may live far from the farm. ne
m
Leasing helps spread some of the risks lo
of farming and asset holding. Farmers
often expand by renting rather than buy- In
ing land to avoid accumulating debt and sp
tying up capital. Landlords and opera- th
tors decide together how any govern- Ag
ment payments will be allocated be- Oy
ween them. sel
19
Share leasing, in particular, enables the AF
renter to share production and price risk stil
with a landlord. Under a share lease, isti
farmers pay the rent with a portion of
production rather than a flat dollar Ab

amount per acre as they would under a
cash lease. If a drought cuts production® = shj
the farmers’ rent payments decline undéts=" rep
a share lease. i

Landlords are important to the farm ~ froi
economy, providing over 40 percent of
the land operated, and small amountsof & reti
other inputs. They also receive substan-= " rela
210

rela
helc

farm income and government payments Family Us.

associated with farm programs. As a Proprietorship  Partnership corporation total '

result, some farm income and farm pro-

gram payments may go to individuals 1,000

living outside rural areas, including Farms 1,906 128 49 2,091

urban residents, who keep their farmland Operator households 1,900 127 46 2,072

in production. Leases 1,704 243 108 2,056
Cash 1,146 156 82 1,384

There are currently about 2.1 million Share 558 87 27 672

farms in the U.S.—a considerable drop

from the peak of 6.8 million in 1935. -

Among people who have retired, exited Willion actes

farming, or inherited farmland, a number Operator-owned land 427.7 69.7 65.9 572

have retained ownership of some or all Rented land 2 285.4 56.1 257 372

of their land. Cash 195.7 39.9 16.0 256
Share sy 16.2 9.6° 116

The renting of farmland is extensive and
is central to the way farming operates.
About 40 percent of land in farms is cur-
rently leased. While this marks an
increase from the most recent low of 35

' Totals for farms and acres of land owned or rented include nonfamily corporations not shown sepa-
rately in this table. ? Cash and share rentals may not add up to total rentals because of rounding.
3 Standard error is greater than 25 percent of estimate.

Source: 1992 Farm Costs and Returns Survey.
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tial rental payments, approximately $14
‘billion in 1992 (before expenses)—3$6.1
billion from cash leases, and $7.9 billion
from share leases.

Roughly 8 percent of share landlords’

fent comes from farm programs. Share
landlords often receive direct govern-
ment payments as a result of their partic-
‘ipation in the operation of the farm busi-

ness About 9 percent of direct govern-
* ment payments accrued to share land-
~ lords in 1992.

" Information about farm landlords is

sparse. A special “follow-on” survey to
the 1987 Census of Agriculture—the

Agricultural Economics and Land

* Ownership Survey (AELOS)—reported
- selected characteristics of landlords in

- 1988. Although information from

- AELOS is somewhat dated, the survey is

still useful in determining the character-
istics of landlords.

| About 93 percent of the farm landlords

were individuals/families or partner-
ships. Of these landlords, 26 percent
reported that they had retired from farm-
ing or from farm-related jobs. Another
26 percent reported that they had retired
from nonfarm-related jobs. It is un-
known how many of the second group of
retirees farmed before taking nonfarm-
related jobs. About 12 percent of land-
lords were still farming or holding farm-
related jobs. The remaining 36 percent
held jobs that were not farm related.

Forty percent of the landlords were
women, 31 percent were men, and the
remaining 29 percent were joint arrange-
ments, most probably husband/wife.

The high percentage of landlords who
were women could reflect widows
retaining ownership of farmland and
leasing it out for income.

Nearly half of the landlords’ land was
acquired through their families. About
35 percent was acquired through inheri-
tance or as a gift, and another 13 percent
was purchased from relatives. These
percentages are based on all the land-
lords’ land, both farmland and other
land. However, farmland made up

the bulk (80 percent) of the landlords’
holdings.

About 37 percent of landlords lived on
the farm they rented out. But many
landlords lived some distance from their
land. About 44 percent lived at least 25
miles from the land they rented out, and
25 percent lived at least 150 miles away.
Approximately 44 percent lived in a city,
town, or urban area. Therefore, not all
the net income from farmland rentals
goes to people living near the land rent-
ed. Long-distance landlords include
retired operators, widows, heirs, and
investors.

According to the traditional view of
farming, each farm is owned by a single
operator household that receives all the
farm’s net income. Today, other groups
share in the income generated by farms.
Understanding who shares in farm
income will help guide policy decisions
that affect income. Debates about the
farm bill generally focus on the potential
effects of program changes on farmers
and their households. But changes in
programs can also affect share landlords
who receive government payments as
rent. Also, changes in farm programs
can impact land values and rental rates
received by share landlords.

[Bob Hoppe (202) 501-8308, Bob Green
(202) 219-0797, and Gene Wunderlich
(202) 219-0427] X}

In upcoming issues of

Agricultural Outlook:

* Russia’s ag reform—how will it affect trade?
+ Sustainable agriculture in the 1990’s

* U.S.sugar policy as a farm bill topic
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Agricultural Economy

Field Crops
Overview

Wet, cool weather has delayed planting
of U.S. feed grains, spring wheat, and
soybeans. As a result, the projections
for corn and wheat production have
been revised downward from the May
projections, which were based on the
March Planting Intentions report and
trend or average yields. In May,
1995/96 production of corn and soy-
beans had already been forecast down
sharply from the year before.

The projection for soybean output was
raised only marginally in June from the
previous month. Although producers
will likely shift some corn acreage to
soybeans due to their shorter growing
season, soybean yields are projected
down from May. In contrast to feed
grains, spring wheat, and soybeans,
planting conditions for cotton and rice
have been generally favorable, and
planting was for the most part complet-
ed without delays.

Reduced grain production in the U.S.
will further tighten global exportable
supplies. World stocks of wheat, coarse
grains, and rice are projected to shrink
in 1995/96. As a result, prices will be
more sensitive to changes in world sup-
ply and demand conditions.

U.S. feed grain supplies will contract.
U.S. corn production in 1995/96 is pro-
jected to fall 22 percent from record out-
put in 1994/95, primarily because of a
projected sharp drop in acreage and
yields. The projection for corn planted
area has been scaled back 2 million
acres since May, when acreage was
already projected down 5 percent from
1994/95. Wet, cool weather, especially
in the southern Corn Belt, has caused
severe planting delays in the major pro-
ducing states. It is estimated that farm-
ers will idle 2 million acres that would
have been planted to corn, or shift the
acres to soybeans or to other crops with
a shorter growing season.
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Corn Prices To Rise As Stocks Drop More Than 50 Percent

Bil. bu.

10—

- Production
Ending stocks

1990/91 92/93

Farm price*

94/95

September-August marketing year

1994/95 estimates. 1995/96 projections.

*Season-average. 1994/95 midpoint of estimated price range.

Corn yield projections were also lowered
in June, since below-trend yields are
associated with late plantings. In addi-
tion, some growers have switched to
lower yielding, short-season varieties.
The June yield projection of 119.7
bushels per acre assumes normal weath-
er from June 12 through the remainder
of the growing season; weather will be
the most critical factor in determining
actual yields. Late plantings increase
the risk of heat stress during pollination,
and of frost damage.

Higher corn pricet are projected to
reduce total U.S. corn use from 1994/95.
The smaller crop is expected to push up
season-average farm prices in 1995/96 to
a range of $2.45-$2.85 per bushel, com-
pared with an estimated $2.20-$2.30 in
1994/95.

Feed and residual use is projected to
decline 11 percent from 1994/95, but the
full impact of the projected higher prices
on meat production remains uncertain.
U.S. corn exports are also projected to
be down from 1994/95. Even with
smaller use in 1995/96, corn ending
stocks are projected to drop more than
50 percent from 1994/95, resulting in the
lowest stocks-to-use ratio since 1975/76.

The situation in 1995/96 may appear
similar to 1993/94, when floods and
excess moisture caused a steep fall in
U.S. corn output from the previous
year’s record crop. However, this year
is different in several respects. Fore-
most, U.S. carryin stocks are forecast
much smaller in 1995/96, and demand is
considerably larger. Industrial use of
corn has continued to increase, and food,
seed, and industrial use in 1995/96 is
projected to be nearly 200 million bush-
els higher than in 1993/94.

In addition, foreign imports of U.S. corn
in 1995/96 are projected to be one-third
higher than in 1993/94, when foreign
suppliers exported record amounts.
Foreign export supplies of both corn and
feed wheat are projected to be much
lower in 1995/96 than they were in
1993/94. Finally, smaller projected U.S.
supplies of other feed grains—sorghum,
barley, and oats—and smaller imports of
feed wheat from Canada will be avail-
able to feed users, while U.S. animal
inventories are much higher, further
pressuring corn supplies.

The sharply reduced 1995/96 U.S. corn
harvest will constrain exports: U.S. corn
exports in 1995/96 are projected down
10 percent from 1994/95 levels. Also,
higher world corn prices are likely to
induce an increase in competitor exports

from 1994/95, and to slow imports in

many countries, particularly China and
South Korea. The strong price outlook
for 1995/96 is fueling U.S. exports in th
1994/95 marketing year ending August
31, with exports forecast at 2.075 billio
bushels (52.7 million metric tons)—a
56-percent rise from the previous year.

Argentina’s corn exports in 1995/96 are
projected to expand 1 million tons, to6
million. With sowing in Argentina to
begin in October, a favorable corn-soy
bean price ratio is expected to enco
expanded corn area and output.

China’s corn exports in 1995/96 are pr¢
jected at 2 million tons—up half a mi
lion from 1994/95’s forecast level, but
down steeply from 1993/94’s nearly 12
million tons—while its corn imports 2
projected at 1.5 million tons, down fro
3.5 million forecast in 1994/95. The
outlook for China’s corn trade is very
uncertain, and contingent on governm
policy decisions and developments inf
domestic corn market. :

South Korea’s corn imports in 1995/9
are projected to decline 500,000 tons
from 1994/95’s estimated 8.75 million
High corn prices are expected to pror
substitution of other grains, such asy
and barley. However, opportunities
replace corn with feed wheat are cur-
rently limited because of low world
exportable supplies. Middle Eastern
North African countries are also expe
ed to import less corn in 1995/96.

U.S. wheat production is projected
down 3 percent in 1995/96. A declin
projected in output of both winter wh
and spring wheat (including durum).
Late frosts in the Southern Plains and
rain in the Corn Belt, where soft red
winter wheat is grown, have lowered
yields, leading to a 3-percent fall in
jected winter wheat production fron
1994/95. Cool, wet weather this spri
has delayed plantings of spring whe
especially in North and South Dakot

Because of the delayed plantings, fa
ers will likely plant less spring whe:
acreage than intended. Trend yield

were still used in June to project the
spring wheat crop because there ist
clear correlation between late plant
and spring wheat yields. )
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U.S. wheat use in 1995/96 is pro-
down 3 percent, mainly in feed
esidual use, and in exports; food

atending stocks in 1995/96 are pro
dto decline 10 percent from

495, which would put stocks at the
est level since 1974/75. As a result
jght stocks, season-average farm

are gs are projected to be stronger—
06" ing from $3.35 to $3.75, compared
>0 1$3.45 in 1994/95.

y- ‘

rage ld wheat stocks at the end of

5196 are also expected to remain
all: projected at 112.7 million tons,

17/78. Although global wheat pro-
fion is projected up 5 percent, con-

il- 58
at
1258

rom tract.

ggish. The chief import gains will b
Morocco, where drought is reducing

nent
1 the

Crops—Market Outlook

s projected to continue rising. U.S.

ling stocks would be the lowest since

ption will outstrip production for the
d consecutive year, causing stocks to

d wheat trade is projected to remain

<]

crop prospects, and in China, where
rapid income growth has led to a faster
rise in consumption than in production.
Russia’s wheat imports are projected to
continue to be relatively low, limited by
availability of financial assistance and
by shrinking demand, particularly for
wheat for livestock feed.

U.S. wheat exports in 1995/96 are pro-
jected to slip slightly from 1994/95
because of tight U.S. supplies and in-
creased exporter competition, except
from Canada. Despite higher expected
output, Canada’s wheat exports are pro-
jected to be down 14 percent, in part
because of increased competition from
Australia.

Australia’s wheat production is projected
to rise to 16 million tons, and its exports
are projected to increase to 10 million
tons, significantly above last year’s
drought-reduced outturn and exports.
With planting delays in the U.S. and
Canada fueling expectations for higher

¢ Aiea Tolal— Domestc Ending— Fam
r ted Harvested Yield Output supply - wuse  Exports stocks  price
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is prohibited from publishing cotton price projections.
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prices, and the arrival of timely rain,
Australia substantially expanded wheat
planting.

The European Union (EU) is expected to
increase both wheat production and
exports in 1995/96. Except in Spain,
weather in Europe has been excellent for
crop development. In addition, high
prices might stimulate wheat exports
from Eastern Europe and India. Eastern
Europe is expected to harvest a relatively
large crop in 1995/96, and India’s crop
is expected to be a record for the fifth
consecutive year.

U.S. soybean output is projected to fall
in 1995/96. U.S. soybean production in
1995/96 is projected to drop 14 percent
from 1994/95 to 2.21 billion bushels,
despite an expected marginal gain in
area. Soybean yields are expected to
be 14 percent lower than the record
achieved in 1994/95, and somewhat
below trend because of the late plant-
ings. About 1.2 million acres are ex-
pected to shift from corn to soybeans,
as the delayed Midwest corn planting is
prompting producers to expand acreage
to soybeans. The soybean area projec-
tion was raised in June to reflect this
shift.

Lower production will lead to relatively
tighter supplies in 1995/96 compared
with 1994/95, when production was
record large. Total U.S. soybean use in
1995/96 is projected to decline only 4
percent from 1994/95. U.S. soybean
exports in 1995/96 are projected down 4
percent from 1994/95’s strong perfor-
mance, based on reduced U.S. supplies,
smaller demand in Mexico, and a mod-
erate decline in crush margins in the EU.
U.S. ending stocks in 1995/96 are pro-
jected to drop 13 percent, helping to bol-
ster prices. Season-average farm prices
are projected to range from $5.25-$6.25
per bushel, compared with $5.45 in
1994/95.

U.S. supplies of soybean meal are
expected to be only marginally higher
than in 1994/95. Higher forecast carryin
stocks will just barely offset slightly
smaller projected soybean meal output.
U.S. soybean meal exports in 1995/96
are projected to decline 5 percent, as a
large carryover of Brazilian and Argen-
tine soybeans from the 1994/95 crop
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World Commodity Market Outlook

Year ' Production Exports2 Consumption® Carryover
Million tons
Wheat 1994/95 522.3 98.0 548.0 115.0
1995/96 547.8 98.6 550.1 1127
Corn 1994/95 553.6 63.3 537.5 87.1
1995/96 510.3 59.8 537.2 60.2
Barley 1994/95 160.9 15.6 167.6 24.8
1995/96 160.2 178 164.6 20.4
Rice 1994/95 358.9 16.4 360.2 48.5
1995/96 359.3 NA 360.0 47.6
Oilseeds 1994/95 259.6 43.5 203.0 28.1
1995/96 251.0 NA NA NA
Soybeans 1994/95 138.1 325 108.0 245
1995/96 NA NA NA NA
Soybean meal 1994/95 85.5 30.7 85.1 33
1995/96 NA NA NA NA
Soybean oil 1994/95 194 54 19.2 1.6
1995/96 NA NA NA NA
Million bales
Cotton 1994/95 84.7 28.8 84.9 28.6
1995/96 89.0 27.2 86.8 311

NA = Not available.

! Marketing years are: wheat, July-June; coarse grains, October-September; oilseeds, soybeans,
meal, and oil, local marketing years except Brazil and Argentina adjusted to October-September trade;
cotton, August-July. 2 Rice trade is for the second calendar year. All trade now has been inflated to include
trade among the countries of the former Soviet Union. In addition, rice trade, like other grain trade,
excludes intra-EU trade. Oilseed and cotton trade, however, still include intra-EU trade. ° Crush only for

soybeans and oilseeds.

will dampen export prospects for U.S.
meal. With a projected gain in domestic
use more than offsetting the export drop,
U.S. soybean meal ending stocks in
1995/96 will remain about equal to
1994/95’s level. Soybean meal prices
are projected to rise to $160-$185 per
short ton, compared with $157.50 in
1994/95.

U.S. soybean oil supplies in 1995/96 are
projected to exceed last year’s level only
slightly. Although carryin stocks will be
lower, an expected higher extraction rate
for the 1995/96 crop will enlarge sup-
plies. While domestic use is projected
up slightly, U.S. exports in 1995/96 are
projected down 24 percent from the
high level of 1994/95. Abundant sup-
plies in 1994/95 of sunflower and soy-
bean oil in South America, and an
expected sharp increase in palm oil sup-
plies in 1995/96, will present stiff com-
petition for U.S. soybean oil exports.

U.S. ending stocks in 1995/96 are pro-
jected up substantially, and prices are
projected to weaken to 23.5-27.5 cents
per pound, compared with a forecast 27
cents in 1994/95.

Although global oilseed output is pro-
jected down from 1994/95, oilseed sup-
plies in 1995/96 are projected to nearly
equal this season’s. Large world soy-
bean beginning stocks, coupled with
expected ample production of other
oilseeds, will put total oilseed supplies at
a projected 279 million tons. World
oilseed production in 1995/96 is project-
ed off 3 percent from 1994/95, with the
projected large drop in U.S. soybean
output accounting for most of the de-
cline. Foreign oilseed production is pro-
jected to increase marginally, as large
gains in production of cottonseed and
rapeseed will more than offset a small
decline for soybeans.
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U.S. rice production is projected down V

11 percent from 1994/95’s record. u
The decline is based on the March 31 is

Planting Intentions report and average & i

yields. With relatively large carryin E N

stocks, total supplies are projected to E d

drop roughly 4 percent from 1994/95. tc
Despite a slight gain projected for do- cz

mestic and residual use, total use in

1995/96 is projected to decline 3 percent & p

‘because of a projected 11-percent drop je
in marketing year exports. The reduced &= 2
U.S. crop and lower supplies of long o
grain rice will curtail U.S. rice exports tor
in 1995/96. fal
: . . be

U.S. rice ending stocks in 1995/96 are W
projected to be down 12 percent from wi

the year before, lending support to
prices. Season-average farm prices are
projected at $6.50-$7.50 per cwt, com-
pared with a forecast $6.65-$6.75 in
1994/95. Tight supplies of long grain
rice, combined with continued strong
domestic and export demand, will tend
to keep rice prices firm.

Total world rice production in 1995/96s
projected up fractionally from 1994/95,
with larger foreign production offsettin
areduced U.S. crop, and marking the
fourth year of record world output.
However, global rice ending stocks in
1995/96 are projected to dip slightly, as
world consumption is projected to ex-
ceed production for the fifth consecutiv
year.

Meteoric sales of rough

(unhusked) rice are
making 1994/95 a banner
year for U.S.rice exports.
Page 15

U.S. cotton plantings are off to a nor
mal start in 1995/96. Cotton planting
unlike corn, soybeans, and spring whe
are proceeding at a normal pace, with
some delays reported in Texas and
Oklahoma. In south Texas, beet army
worms have damaged the crop, and a§
result, yields in that part of the state W
fall. Overall, U.S. cotton crop condi-
tions lag those of a year ago, but inm
parts of the country the crop has ade-
quate time to recover from early-seaso
weather problems.
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planted acreage to cotton forecast

§ percent from 1994/95, production
ojected at a record 21 million bales
95/96, up 7 percent from 1994/95.

ertheless, supplies will remain tight,
jte a projected 7-percent drop in

| use, as a result of extremely low

yin stocks.

i
i
)
nt

estic use, robust in 1994/95, is pro-
ed to continue climbing in 1995/96,
otton’s share of total fiber use is

cted to remain strong. But U.S. cot-
exports in 1995/96 are projected to
17 percent from 1994/95’s high level
se of an anticipated decline in

ld trade. U.S. cotton ending stocks,
le projected higher than in 1994/95,

| remain relatively tight.

8
14

»

ld cotton production in 1995/96 is
ected to be 4.3 million bales larger
1in 1994/95, a 5-percent gain.

gign consumption is projected to

w by 1.7 million bales. World trade

ian cotton producers reduce their

ports from the unusually large levels
1994/95. World ending stocks of cot-
are projected to expand in 1995/96,
d should equal 36 percent of con-
mption, up from 34 percent in

94/95.

ara Schwartz (202) 501-8514 and

arol Whitton (202) 219-0825]

or further information, contact:

rol Whitton, world wheat; Edward

len, domestic wheat; Randy Schnepf,
orld and domestic rice; Nancy Morgan,
world feed grains; Allen Baker and Pete
liley, domestic feed grains; Jaime
Castaneda, world oilseeds; Scott Sanford
nd Mark Ash, domestic oilseeds; Steve
MacDonald, world cotton; Bob Skinner
Les Meyer, domestic cotton. World
mation (202) 219-0820; domestic

) 219-0840.
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Livestock,
Dairy & Pouliry
Overview

Lower fourth-quarter pork supplies will
bolster hog prices. Pork production this
summer is forecast to increase 2 percent
from a year earlier, to around 4.4 billion
pounds, still low enough to support hog
prices in the low- to mid-$40’s per cwt.
Fourth-quarter output will rise 6 percent
from the summer, but will be down from
a year earlier, permitting hog prices to
trade in the upper $30’s per cwt. Al-
though prices for the fourth quarter are
expected to be well above those of a
year earlier, prices may still fall below
breakeven for many higher cost produc-
ers, due to expected higher feed prices.

Weak returns since last fall have caused
hog producers to reduce breeding herds,
leading to the expected year-over-year
fall in pork supplies in fourth-quarter
1995. Year-to-date sow slaughter has
increased about 2 percent from a year

Agricultural Economy

earlier, and gilt retention will likely
remain unchanged or decline for the rest
of the year.

The June Hogs and Pigs report, released
on June 30, provides additional informa-
tion about the breeding hog inventory
and producers’ farrowing plans for the
remainder of 1995. Following the re-
port, production and price projections
will be reviewed and revised as
necessary.

Pork cutout values (the weighted value
of wholesale pork cuts) during June
were about $6 per cwt higher than in
May, and live hog prices were up about
$5 per cwt from May, due to seasonally
stronger retail demand and lower slaugh-
ter numbers.

Large beef supplies will continue to
pressure prices. Beef supplies will like-
ly remain large through early fall, but
probably not much larger than in June,
when weekly federally inspected cattle
slaughter exceeded 700,000 head.
Cattle-on-feed inventories in the seven
monthly reporting states as of June 1
were up 4 percent from a year earlier,
reaching the highest for this date since
the early 1970’s.

Near-Record Beef Output To Hold Down Prices

Bil. Ibs.
30—

25— /\7

/ Slaughter steer price*

$lowt
—/90

Beef production

20 |—

15 —
.
-

10 ’

1989 91

1995 and 1996 projections.
*Choice 2-4, Nebraska direct, 1,100-1,300 Ibs.
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Although beef production has been
increasing for several years, the full
price impact of expanding cattle invento-
ries has just begun to ripple through the
beef sector. Both fed cattle and whole-
sale prices have already dropped sharply
from a year earlier, but average retail
prices for Choice beef have remained
relatively static at $2.84 a pound through
April. As a result, the farm-to-retail
price spread in April continued to widen
year over year. ‘

Although live animal and wholesale
prices rose modestly in June, fed-cattle
prices are expected to average only in
the low- to mid-$60’s per cwt until late
summer. Fed-cattle prices should see
some seasonal gains in late fall.

In May, retail prices for Choice beef
began to decline, averaging $2.82 a
pound, and will likely continue to
descend through early fall as the farm-
to-retail spread remains near-record
wide. Downward pressure on beef retail
prices caused by the ample supplies of
beef and competing meats has lessened
somewhat with the onset of the summer
grilling and holiday activities from early
May to early July, when beef sales nor-
mally rise.

Higher slaughter in recent weeks should
ease the urgency to keep cattle market-
ings flowing this summer and relieve
some downward pressure on cattle
prices. Feedlot marketings should be
on schedule moving into the summer
quarter, but slaughter weights are ex-
pected to continue to rise, as a higher
proportion of the cattle slaughtered will
be steers.

Declining domestic beef prices have
made the U.S. market less attractive for
foreign suppliers, but lower prices and a
weak dollar have made U.S. beef more
competitive in some foreign markets,
including Japan. U.S. beef imports in
the first quarter were down 16 percent
from a year earlier, while exports in-
creased more than 2 percent. Because of
rising domestic supplies and new pro-
cessing technologies, the U.S. has
become somewhat less dependent on
imported processing beef.

Modest net returns are promoting broil-
er expansion. Net returns to broiler pro-
ducers remained at 4-5 cents per pound
during the second quarter of 1995, pro-
viding producers an incentive to contin-
ue expanding output for the rest of the
year and into 1996.

Broiler output is expected to grow 6-7
percent in July, based on about 5 percent
more chicks placed in May and project-
ed weight increases of 1-2 percent per
bird. Actual weight gains will depend
on the number of hot days that occur in
production areas: when temperatures
climb above 95 degrees, birds are less
comfortable, tend to consume less feed,
and gain weight more slowly. Several
consecutive days of hot weather com-
pound the adverse effects.

Wholesale broiler prices in May were 8
cents below a year earlier. Larger pro-
duction this year of broilers and all other
major meats has dampened prices. The
retail broiler composite price in May
was about 3 cents below a year ago, fol-
lowing wholesale price movements.

The broiler export forecast for 1995 was
raised in June to 3.76 billion pounds, a
31-percent gain from the year before.
Continued heavy shipments of broiler
parts, especially to Russia, Hong Kong,
and China, were behind the higher fore-
cast. U.S. broiler exports to these three
countries during the first quarter of 1995
totaled 575 million pounds, up 87 per-
cent from a year earlier, accounting for
nearly two-thirds of all U.S. broiler
exports.

Russia and China have become the two
largest U.S. export markets for broiler
meat. Although the U.S. ships more
broiler meat to Hong Kong than to
China, a large share is transshipped via
Hong Kong to China. U.S. broiler
exports are forecast to rise to more than
4 billion pounds in 1996, chiefly on the
strength of expected higher exports to
Russia and Hong Kong.

Russian agriculture’s change from a
state-dominated to a free-market system
resulted in a decline in poultry produc-
tion, and expanding imports. Russia is
likely to remain a growth market for
U.S. poutry meat in 1996, given low
U.S. broiler prices, the growing
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preference for U.S. prepackaged, frozen
dark poultry meat, substitution of cheap-
er poultry for other meat products in
Russia, and insufficient domestic poultry
output. Production is not expected to
return to pre-reform levels until the late
1990’s.

China is expected to continue as a
growth market for U.S. exports in 1996.
With the world’s largest population and
strong gains forecast for personal

incomes, China’s demand for imports
should remain robust, even with expect-
ed expansion in China’s poultry industr

Gains in turkey output will slow in
1996. With higher corn prices projecte
for next year, the outlook for turkey ot
put in 1996 was revised slightly down-
ward in June, to 5.5 billion pounds—a
4-percent increase from this year. High
er feed costs will likely affect turkey
producers more than broiler producers
because of tighter margins and greater
feed conversion ratios for turkeys than
for broilers.

Turkey production in July 1995 is fore
cast to increase about 1 percent year
over year—despite about 2 percent
fewer birds placed, average weights ar
expected about 3 percent higher. The
modest increase may reflect the near-
breakeven net returns that producers
received in the first half of the year.

Wholesale turkey prices in June were
about 1 cent per pound below a year g
due to increased supplies and nearly f
exports. Retail turkey prices in May
were above a year ago, and the whole:
sale-to-retail price spread increased to
near-record levels.

U.S. turkey exports of 53.1 million
pounds during the first quarter of 199
were up just 1 percent from a year ea
er, but more than anticipated. Shipm
to Mexico—the largest market for U.
turkey exports—were down only 15
cent from last year’s strong showing,
smaller decline than anticipated gi
the devaluation of the peso. The ave
unit value of U.S. turkey exports to
Mexico declined, as Mexican consui
switched to lower priced products su
as ground turkey.
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Agricultural Economy
and Poultry Products—Market Outlook ,
Beginning Total Ending gggsgmg tion - Primary
stocks Production Imports supply Exports stocks Total Per capita market
price
———————— Million lbs. — — — — — — — — Lbs. - Slewt
1995 548 25,060 2,340 27,948 1,683 450 25,815 68.7 - 65-67
1996 450 25,858 2,340 28,648 1,715 475 26,458 69.7 62-68
11995 438 18,051 715 19,204 580 405 18,219 887 3pag
11996 405 18,138 680 19,223 565 400 18,258 /533 3741
¢/b
1995 458 25,227 0 25,685 3,758 490 21,437 71.8 52-54
1996 490 26,796 0 27,286 4,015 530 22741 . 784 4852
1995 254 5,242 0 5,497 248 350 4,898 18.6 62-64
1996 350 5,464 0 5,814 258 300 5,256 198 5863
~~~~~~~ Milion doz. — — — — — — — . Ne | el
1995 14.9 6,260.1 4.1 6,279.1 1935 12.0 5,237.4 238.8 64-67
1996 12.0 6,380.0 4.0 6,396.0 193.0 12.0 15,321.0 240.3 62-67

2, 1995 World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates.

e stocks previously classified as "other chicken" are now included with broiler stocks. **Total consumption does not include eggs used for hatchmg

S il 0 and 11 for complete definition of terms.

ded by the weak U.S. dollar and
ightly lower U.S. turkey prices, ship-
ents to Korea, Hong Kong, and the
ited Kingdom were strong in the first
arter. With sales to Mexico higher

an expected, U.S. turkey exports in
995 are currently forecast at 248 mil-
n pounds, up slightly from 1994.
ver, the value of U.S. turkey
is expected to decline as a result
lo’wer prices and a greater share of
ower priced items in the product mix.

re

JS. turkey exports in 1996 are forecast
ise to 258 million pounds. Larger

ports are based on higher U.S. turkey
oduction and lower prices, continued
mprovement in Mexico’s economy, the
development of other growth markets
such as Korea, Hong Kong, and Japan,

- and a continued weak U.S. dollar.
:llt-s » roduction growth will slacken.
% Table-egg production in July is forecast
o o be up about 1 percent from a year
: earlier. A marginally larger flock will
account for most of the rise in output,
\ge as the hens’ relatively high average
- age will leave flock productivity nearly
" unchanged.
1

Wholesale egg prices in July are antici-
pated to be about 1-2 cents per dozen
lower than a year ago. Wholesale prices
I should increase later in the year with

slower growth in egg output expected
during the fall. Retail egg prices in July
are expected to be only slightly lower
than a year ago, keeping the wholesale-
to-retail price spread above the year-ear-
lier level, which was relatively low com-
pared with the early 1990’s.

U.S. exports of shell eggs in the first
quarter of 1995 were up 10 percent from
a year earlier. Higher exports were also
expected for the second quarter. Some
of the growth in exports in the first half
of 1995 was due to expanded sales under
the Export Enhancement Program.
Exports of shell eggs during the last 6
months of 1995 are predicted to remain
about the same as the year before, as
GATT limitations on export subsidies
became effective July 1.

Farm milk prices will stabilize in 1996.
Commercial use of skim solids is ex-
pected to absorb the 2-percent expansion
in milk output forecast for 1996. Com-
mercial use of milkfat will also expand
if international butter prices remain
strong. Surplus skim solids are project-
ed to be less than 4 percent of milk pro-
duction in 1996, about the same as 1995.
And milkfat surpluses should remain
smaller than the skim solids surplus.

Milk cow numbers are projected to
decline only fractionally in 1996, as herd
expansions are expected nearly to offset
herd exits. In addition, expected large
numbers of replacement heifers and low
cull cow prices would tend to maintain
cow numbers.

Growth in milk per cow is expected to
slow in 1996. Following 2 years of
rapid adoption of the growth hormone
bovine somatotropin (bST), fewer cows
are projected to be injected for the first
time with bST. In addition, with milk/
feed price ratios expected to remain
moderately unfavorable, farmers are
likely to be conservative about increas-
ing concentrate feeding.

Wholesale prices of dairy products have
been fairly stable since early April, at
levels below a year earlier, except for
butter prices, which were up. Heavy
milk production has boosted supplies of
manufactured products, but because of
strong sales the extra products have not
worried producers.

Seasonal price gains for dairy products
during the summer may be delayed
because of declining shipments of nonfat
dry milk under the Dairy Export Incen-
tive Program (DEIP). U.S. GATT
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commitments to reduce subsidized
exports after June 30 will require a new
DEIP. For the year, farm milk prices are
projected to decline 3 to 5 percent.

For further information, contact:
Leland Southard coordinator; Ron
Gustafson, cattle; Steve Reed, hogs;
Milton Madison, poultry; Jim Miller,
dairy; David Harvey, aquaculture. All
are at (202) 219-0713.[Xe]

July Releases—USDA’s
Agricultural Statistics Board

The following reports are issued
at 3 PM ET unless otherwise
indicated.

July

Crop Progress (after 4 pm)
Poultry Slaughter
Broiler Hatchery
Egg Products
Dairy Products
Noncitrus Fruits
& Nuts, Annual
Crop Progress (after 4 pm)
Crop Production,
Cotton/Citrus
Crop Production (8:30 am)
Broiler Hatchery
Agricultural Prices, Annual
Milk Production
Turkey Hatchery
Vegetables
Crop Progress (after 4 pm)
Broiler Hatchery
Farm Prod., Expend., 1994
Mink
Cattle
Cattle on Feed
Cold Sftroage
Livestock Slaughter
Sheep
Catfish Processing
Crop Progress (after 4 pm)
Chickens & Eggs
Broiler Hatchery
Peanut Stocks & Proc.
Catfish Production
Farm Numbers & Land
in Farms
Agricultural Prices
Crop Progress (after 4 pm)

Specialty
Crops
Overview

U.S. horticultural exports will be a
record. A forecast of $9.4 billion in fis-
cal year 1995 marks a 6-percent increase
from the midyear forecast and a 16-per-
cent rise from the $8.1 billion exported
in 1994. The change in forecast was
prompted by a surge of fruit, vegetable,
and juice exports last fall and winter,
followed by high domestic vegetable
prices during the spring which raised the
value of exports. U.S. horticultural
exports remain competitive in Japan as
the dollar continues low relative to

the yen.

Horticultural products are a key part of
U.S. agricultural exports, which are fore-
cast to increase 18 percent in fiscal 1995
to $51.5 billion. Like most other high-
value products, horticultural exports
have grown more rapidly than total U.S.
agricultural exports in recent years.
Horticulture’s share of U.S. agricultural
export value increased from about 10
percent in 1989 to nearly 19 percent in
1994.
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Vegetable exports, prodded mainly by a
boom in onion sales, rose 22 percent
during October to March; carrots, celery, -
lettuce, and a wide variety of other
vegetables also contributed to the gain.
Fruit exports were up 15 percent, while
other prepared horticultural products
(potato chips and vegetable combina-
tions, for example) were up 22 percent.

Increased demand from Asia (Japan in
particular) more than offset a sluggish
performance in Mexico. Fresh fruit
exports to Mexico during January to
March 1995 were down a full 57 percent
from a year earlier, and fresh vegetable
exports were down 43 percent. The
devalued peso, raising the price of U.S.
products to Mexican consumers, was
likely a factor in the reduced demand.
The Mexican market also opened later
than expected for U.S. apples, because
of delays in obtaining Mexico’s approval
of phytosanitary treatments.

Fresh fruit and vegetable exports to Asia
increased 23 percent during January to
March. Sales of oranges, grapefruit, and
other citrus fruit increased 25 percent,
while noncitrus fruit (primarily apples
and pears) increased 21 percent during
the quarter. Citrus fruit accounted for 67+
percent of U.S. fresh fruit exported to
Asia and 40 percent of U.S. fresh fruit
exports to the world.

Horticultural Exports To Reach Record Value

$ billion
10— Ry :
| | Nuts'& products + other
Vegetables & products
8

Fruits & products .~

1989

Fiscal year

1995 projection.

% of U.S. ag exports

Percent
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jions account for most of the first-half
95 increase in fresh vegetable exports
Asia, reflecting regional shortages

m last fall’s poor crop in South Korea
id Japan. Onion exports to Japan
creased twelvefold in total value, com-
red with a 4-percent increase in other
esh vegetable shipments. Even as

sia’s vegetable production recovers this
immer, continued strength in the

panese yen bodes well for U.S. exports
) the region.

S. imports of horticultural products
¢ forecast to rise 10 percent in fiscal
995, stemming from lower U.S. acre-
¢ planted to these crops, weather-
educed yields in Florida and California,
and higher first-half grower prices for
JS. tomatoes and other fresh vegeta-
les. The lower supplies and higher
rower prices for U.S. vegetables

purred demand for imports from
Mexico, especially for tomatoes during
february and March.

Fruit imports were up about 10 percent
ing the winter quarter, and reduced
ifornia fruit production is likely to
imports of bananas and other

uthern Hemisphere fruits this summer.
A key issue for U.S. fruit growers ex-
ecting higher summer prices is the like-
Iy continued increase in banana imports
nd the subsequent impact on overall

ail fruit demand.

U policy has raised U.S. banana

pplies. The European Union’s limits

banana imports from certain suppliers

s diverted shipments to the U.S. and

wered U.S. prices. In recent years, as

retail prices of bananas have decreased
ative to other fresh fruits, banana con-

P ption has increased—from 24

_&;a ounds per capita in 1990 to a likely 30

pounds in 1995.

~ With banana prices moving lower rela-

tive to overall fruit prices, bananas are
expected to account for 30 percent of
- US. fresh fruit consumption, up from 26

-~ percent in 1990. Banana consumption
 leads all other fresh fruits, ahead of

~ apples (at 20 pounds per capita), oranges
~ (14 pounds), and grapes (7 pounds).
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Retail Banana Prices Decline Relative to Other Fruits

Lbs.
88— P,

Banana prices/
/ Other fruit prices*

30
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1990 91 92

1995 projection.

Percent
—/85
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Per capita consumption
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93 94 95

*Weighted average of all fresh fruit prices, excluding bananas.

The EU policy of controlling banana
imports from Latin America—giving
preference to African, Caribbean, and
Pacific (ACP) banana growers—in effect
has increased availability of bananas in
the U.S. market. Just through March
1995, U.S. imports of bananas have
increased 6 percent, compared with the
same period a year earlier, as EU policy
diverts Latin American bananas to the
U.S. market.

U.S. imports of bananas (including plan-
tains) totaled 4.3 million short tons (3.9
million metric tons) in 1994, and could
top 4.6 million in 1995. Between 1990
and 1994, U.S. banana imports grew
about 4 percent per year. U.S. imports
come mainly from Central and South
American countries, where banana plan-
tations are larger and more efficient than
in most ACP countries. During 1994,
Central America accounted for 54 per-
cent of U.S. banana imports, while
South America accounted for 41 percent.

The EU policy is aimed at aiding small
ACP countries that depend on bananas
for a significant share of their export
earnings. But the U.S. has asked the EU
to change its policy to accommodate
more bananas shipped by U.S.-owned

companies. U.S. companies ship
bananas from Guatemala, Costa Rica,
Panama, and Honduras in Central
America, and from Colombia, Vene-
zuela, and Ecuador in South America.
The U.S. position is that EU assistance
to ACP countries should not be tied to
limited access for Latin American
bananas in EU markets.

A limited EU market leaves the U.S. as
the alternative for a recent buildup of
capacity in Central and South American
banana production. Anticipating free
access to a common European market
several years ago, banana producers in
Central and South America reportedly
geared up for a boom in sales. Access
through EU traders to Central and
Eastern European markets had also
expected to increase sales. But with the
removal of intra-EU trade barriers, the
restrictive import policies of France,
Spain, and the United Kingdom (various
tariff and nontariff barriers) became the
single policy for all EU countries.

Increased supplies on the U.S. market
could lead to even lower banana prices
relative to other fruit, which would like-
ly boost banana consumption. With
supplies higher thus far in 1995, U.S.
wholesale prices for bananas have been
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relatively low, and the annual average
retail price is expected to drop relative to
other fresh fruits. New York wholesale
prices have stayed below $11 per 40-
pound box during most of first-half
1995, compared with $12-$15 per box
during that period in 1994.

Banana retail prices were steady during
first-half 1995, but a drop is expected
during the second half because of in-
creased supplies. The reduced output
and higher prices of California stone
fruits may offer a brief boost to banana
prices, but the downward pressure is
likely to resume by late summer with
new U.S. crops of apples, pears, and
grapes.

[John Love (202) 219-0388]

Agricultural Outlook/July 1995

For further information, contact:
Dennis Shields, and Diane Bertelsen,
fruit and tree nuts; Gary Lucier, vegeta
bles; Peter Buzzanell, sweeteners; Doy
Johnson, greenhouse/nursery; Verner
Grise, tobacco. All are at (202) 219-
0882. Lewrene Glaser, industrial crop
(202) 219-0085.
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ommodity Spotlight

Dairy Management Inc.

Dairy Policy
[o Build on
Market
Orientation

18

tructural changes in the U.S. dairy
Ny industry—which includes milk

\J producers, dairy cooperatives, fluid
processors, and dairy product man-
turers—are helping to shape the cur-
t debate on U.S. dairy policy. Market
ces and the resulting structural

anges in the industry have had diver-
gent effects among regions, exacerbating

Jong-standing regional differences and
splitting producer consensus on policy
issues. Structural changes have also
taken place in the processing and manu-
facturing segments of the industry.

Dairy policy has changed in fundamen-

- tal ways since 1985. In the early 1980’s
~ the U.S. dairy industry entered a period
~ of rapid productivity growth, with subse-
- quent changes in structure and increas-
~ ing milk supplies. Beginning with the
~ 1985 farm bill, dairy policies have been
| formulated largely in response to these
| changes. Reductions in the support
| price and the establishment of trigger
| mechanisms to adjust milk support
| prices based on supply and demand,

constituted a first step in the process.

The 1990 farm bill continued the trend
of lower support prices, and contained
provisions to help finance Commodity
Credit Corporation program purchases
through a producer assessment on milk
marketings, to be applied under certain
conditions. Omnibus budget reconcilia-
tion legislation that year resulted in
assessments on dairy farmers to help
cover program costs.

The lowering of support prices for dairy
products was partially responsible for
U.S. commercial exports of dairy prod-
ucts being sold at international prices.
Since 1989, manufacturing grade milk
prices have been above the support level.

As debate on the 1995 farm bill heats
up, arguments are being made that the
industry would be better off without
price supports. Some producer groups
point out that eliminating programs par-
tially financed by producer assessments
would put money back into farmers’
pockets. Also, domestic and internation-
al demand is currently strong enough to
prevent buildup of supplies and a result-
ing fall in prices.

The 1995 dairy policy debate hinges on
a fundamental question: Is the level of
support provided by government pro-
grams, which is small relative to previ-
ous periods, worth efforts to maintain it?

13

Some in the industry say it is—that pro-
viding some level of stability is appro-
priate and that the cost is low.

Others answer in the negative—possible
elimination of the dairy support price
program and/or Federal milk marketing
orders has been considered, perhaps
more seriously than in recent times.
Such changes, if they occur, could create
stress in some segments of an industry
that has operated for nearly 50 years
under a relatively stable set of rules.

Dairy Industry Shifts
To West & Southwest

Shifts in dairy farming since the mid-
1980’s have made the sector more
diverse in location, size of operations,
and management practices. Milk pro-
duction has grown fastest in the West
and Southwest—areas outside the tradi-
tional producing states which stretch
from New England to Minnesota. Just
over half of 1994’s total U.S. milk pro-
duction came from the five leading
states—California, Wisconsin, New
York, Pennsylvania, and Minnesota.

California surpassed Wisconsin as the
largest milk producing state in August
1993. In 1994, California’s production
totaled about 25 billion pounds or 16.3

Pacific Region Gaining on Lake States for Top Share of Dairy Production

Northern
Mountain Plains
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Southern Plains
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percent of the U.S. total, while Wiscon-

sin produced just over 22 billion pounds
of milk, or 14.6 percent of U.S. produc-
tion. The location shift of the dairy
industry involves more than geography.
Dairy operations in the West tend to be
larger, more specialized, and managed
more as industrial enterprises than dairy
farms in the traditional producing areas.

Factors that have contributed to this geo-
graphic shift include population move-
ments to the South and Southwest, as
well as the region’s lower land and facil-
ities costs, favorable climate, ample sup-
plies of high-quality hay and forage, and
the availability of labor. These factors
have encouraged the growth of very
large specialized dairies in California,
Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas. Dairy
herds of 700 to 1,500 cows are common
in these states, but rare elsewhere except
in Florida.

Large dairies (200 or more head)
accounted for a third of total dairy cows
in 1994, and for nearly two-fifths of
total production. In California, Arizona,
Florida, and New Mexico, large dairies
account for over 90 percent of the state’s
production. In contrast, the large opera-
tions in Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, and
Minnesota account for less than 10

percent of state output, while over two-
fifths comes from dairies with 50-99
head.

Many western and southwestern milk
producers typically purchase all their
feed, use mostly hired labor, and devote
their management skills and time solely
to the dairy operation. In other regions,
especially the Northeast and upper
Midwest, dairy farmers typically grow
much of their own feed, use family
labor, and divide their time between
cropping and milk producing.

Operations Becoming
Larger, More Specialized

In addition to the regional shift, greater
production is coming from fewer opera-
tors and fewer cows. The number of
operations of all sizes in 1994 is estimat-
ed to be 149,990, down from 271,920 in
1985. These numbers include all opera-
tions with at least one cow. Total milk
cow numbers (excluding heifers that
have not calved) have also declined—
from nearly 11 million head in 1985 to
9.5 million in 1994. But milk produc-
tion during the same period rose from
143 billion pounds to 153.6 billion in
1994.

Dairy Operations Are Larger and Fewer
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Technological advances have significant-
ly influenced the structural changes in
U.S. dairying. Capital-intensive tech-
nologies for milking and feeding have
generally increased the minimum eco-
nomically feasible size of operation,
increased production efficiency, and
encouraged specialization. Genetic
improvements, greater feeding of con-
centrate, introduction of bST, and better
feed management have helped increase
milk production per cow. Milk per cow
rose from 13,024 pounds in 1985 to
16,128 in 1994.

While the number of dairy farms will
continue to drop, and average herd size
expands, there will likely always be a
range of farm sizes. For example, vari-
ous production technologies amenable to
smaller operations, such as intensive
grazing, are being attempted.

The structural changes have not been
limited to raw milk production. Raw
milk from the farm is usually transport-
ed to firms where it is either processed
into fluid (beverage) and perishable
products, or manufactured into storable
products such as butter, hard cheeses, or
dry milk. About 60 percent of the milk
marketed today is used for manufactured
dairy products, including perishables,
and this proportion has been relatively
stable since 1980.

Three general developments have affect-
ed the fluid processing industry: a
declining number of processors, geo-
graphically larger markets, and the
changing ownership of leading firms.
The manufacturing industry—firms pro--
ducing butter, cheeses, dry milk pow-
ders, and canned milk—have experi-
enced a similar pattern.

Technological advances on the farm, in
transportation, and in the manufacturing
process have combined to create an
industry tending toward fewer and larger
manufacturing plants. Manufactured
dairy product markets are regional or
national in the U.S., rather than local.
Improved manufacturing processes and
storage technologies have contributed to
these developments. And international
trade opportunities take markets and
marketing one more step—to a global
scope.
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tiry Farmers Are
nancially Stronger

gimproved financial position of milk
ducers since 1987 is a key element in
changing dairy industry. Greater
gportions of dairy farms have been
issified in a favorable financial posi-

n, and the percentage of marginally
vent and vulnerable farms has fallen.

g stronger financial position of many
iry farmers in the face of lower sup-
prices indicates that the dairy indus-
thas been successfully adjusting to a
ket environment. While the financial
sition of dairy farmers has generally
iproved, it is important to note that
any dairy farms operate on much nar-
gwer cash margins than previously.

eriods of relatively strong market

iices in the 1970’s, with support prices
d to inflation, led to expectations that
fices would not fall. In response, farm-
sin the early 1980’s increased invest-
ents in productive capacity, often
anced by debt. But by the mid-

980’s, dairy farmers were faced with
ospects of continued real price

clines, high debt, and rising interest
Xpenses.

The Food Security Act of 1985 con-
ained provisions that would trigger
ower support prices for milk under cer-
ain conditions. Some operators left the

industry, and the producers remaining
were forced to reduce production costs
and to lower debt. By the early 1990’s,
due to both policy changes and structur-
al changes, the dairy industry was char-
acterized by larger operations on aver-
age, with favorable debt-to-asset ratios.

During the past 25 years, growth in
commercial use has slightly outpaced
population increases, particularly since
the early 1980’s. Strong, steady growth
in cheese sales has been the dominant
factor in rising use of storable dairy
products and overall demand for milk.
Greater use of nonfat dry milk, butter,
and cream in processed foods has
accounted for some of the increase.
Adding dairy products is an inexpensive
way to improve the quality and flavor of
many food products. And in recent
years, retail sales of butter have eroded
sales of margarine.

Growth in commercial dairy use has not
been confined to the domestic market.
Trade agreements such as GATT and
NAFTA hold the potential for more open
markets and greater commercial export
opportunities for the U.S. dairy industry.
The importance of the Dairy Export
Incentive Program will wane because of
GATT restrictions, but NAFTA will pro-
vide easier access to nearby markets in
Mexico and Canada.

[Don Blayney (202) 219-0711 and
Leland Southard (202) 219-0767]

Background for 1995
Farm Legislation

Over 40 pages of industry
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and provisions, and policy
options for 1995.
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Rough Rice
Sales Propel
Exports

surge in U.S. shipments of rough
A(unhusked) rice has boosted total

U.S. rice exports in the 1994/95
marketing year (August-July). Total
U.S. rice exports are forecast to climb to
92 million cwt, rough basis, up nearly
22 percent from the year before and
slightly above the 1980/81 record of
91.4 million cwt.

A meteoric rise is forecast for rough rice
exports in 1994/95—a record 19.8 mil-
lion cwt compared with 3.6 million cwt
the year before. This amounts to a
record 21.5 percent of total rice exports.
From 1982/83 to 1993/94, the breakout
of U.S. rice exports averaged 44 percent
milled, 32 percent parboiled, 14 percent
brown, 7 percent rough, and 3 percent
broken.

The previous record for U.S. rough rice
exports was 8.2 million cwt in 1986/87.
Annual rough rice exports from 1982/83
to 1989/90 averaged 2.9 million cwt,
before more than doubling to an average
of 7.1 million cwt during 1990/91 to
1993/94.
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U.S. Rough Rice Exports Accelerate

Mil. met. tons
35

oo Total U.S. rice exports
25
2.0
1.5
1.0

0.5

0.0 1 1 1 1 1

Milled*

1982/83 86/87
August-July

Product-weight basis. 1994/95 estimated.
*Includes broken and other rice.

The U.S. is the world’s second-largest
rice exporter after Thailand, and
Vietnam is third. Only a small portion
of world rice output is bought and sold
internationally, but many types and qual-
ities are traded. In the complex global
rice market, the U.S. has a reputation for
exporting primarily high-quality, long-
and medium grain milled rice.

In 1995, the U.S. share of world rice
exports is estimated to be 17 percent,
down from the average during the previ-
ous 12 years. During 1983-94, the U.S.
supplied 19 percent of all globally trad-
ed rice (milled basis).

Several factors sparked the jump in U.S.
rice export volume in 1994/95, especial-
ly of rough rice. Foremost, U.S. rice
export prices were very competitive
through the first 10 months of the mar-
keting year; strong rice shipments from
the major Asian exporters caused their
available supplies to dwindle, bolstering
Asian prices and shrinking the custom-
ary price premium of U.S. rice over
Asian rice.

90/91
marketing year

Second, record U.S. rice supplies in
1994/95, and storage difficulties imme-
diately following the bumper 1994 har-
vest, kept U.S. prices low and encour-
aged U.S. exporters to market aggres-
sively.

Lastly—and, along with competitive
prices, key to expanded U.S. rough rice
sales—the U.S. was in a position to
exploit a trade advantage over Asian
exporters in Latin American markets—
chiefly Brazil, Mexico, and Venezuela.
Latin American countries generally pre-
fer to purchase rough rice rather than
milled because it is usually cheaper.
The import tariff structures of many
countries in the region (particularly
Brazil and Mexico) favor rough rice over
milled in order to satisfy large internal
milling capacity. And Asian suppliers
are unwilling to export rough rice, pre-
ferring to gain from the added-value of
milling.

Latin American countries will often pur-
chase Asian milled rice if the price
(including the higher tariffs for milled
versus rough) is lower than U.S. rough
rice. But in 1994/95, robust prices for
Asian rice have made U.S. rough rice
very attractive to Latin American buyers.

L
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Surge in Asian Imports fo
Boosts Global Rice Prices ;::
Unexpectedly heavy import demand zic
from Indonesia and China beginning in Ch
late 1994 and continuing into 1995 has k.

been absorbing initially abundant rice
export supplies from neighboring P

Thailand, Vietnam, Burma, and 3 e
Pakistan—Asia’s major rice exporting e
countries. The combined net rice im- ty-
ports of Indonesia and China in calendar 251
1995 are projected at 3.3 million tons. ‘o
This compares with 1994, when the two s
countries had small net exports, and
1991-93, when their combined average i U
net exports amounted to 800,000 tons. ::é
The large import demand has buoyed o
Asian rice prices. Asian rice exports are pon
traditionally priced at a considerable dis- ¢+ O™
count of $50-$100 per ton to U.S. rice. hav
But since January, U.S. rice (U.S. No. 2, and
4-percent broken, f.0.b. Gulf) has been ued
trading at a premium of only $5-$16 per
ton over Thai rice (Thai 100-percent, Wh
Grade B, f.0.b. Bangkok). Competitive higl
U.S. export prices have aided U.S. rice frop
sales, particularly to Western Hemis- _Ch”
phere and European markets, where the incl
U.S. has the advantage of relative geo- f‘it;;
graphic proximity. Re
Indonesia is projected to import 1.8 mil- & 198/
lion tons (milled basis) in calendar 19958  MOr
the highest amount since 1980. Grow- & they
ing consumer demand from Indonesia’s h.as '
burgeoning population, and uncertain e
prospects for the main-season 1994/95 e
rice crop (harvested during March-May)
on Java—the biggest rice growing A c
area—could expand import needs.  forc
swel
Indonesia’s 1994/95 rice crop is estima- & duct
ed to be down more than 1 million tons and
from the year before, as fall plantings - marl
were delayed and the main-season crop & the ¢

on Java was subject to unfavorably dry
growing conditions in late 1994. In
addition, unrelenting rainfall on Java
during January-April 1995 caused flood
ing, creating generally unfavorable con-
ditions for plant growth and harvesting.

Indonesia traditionally buys low-quali
long grain rice because of its low price.
The country’s robust demand has '
strengthened prices in 1994/95 for low-
quality rice—which provide a price flog
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high-quality long grain rice in
iland and Vietnam—pushing up
es of Asian high-quality long grain

na’s rice imports in calendar 1995
projected to rise to 1.8 million tons,
sharply from an average 100,000 tons
1991-93. At the same time, China’s
exports—predominantly low quali-
-are projected to fall steeply to

)000 tons, from 1.5 million in 1994,
dng China a large net rice importer
1995.

merous reports of large unofficial

ports of rice into China from Vietnam
gest that China’s rice imports in 1994
y actually have surpassed 1 million

s; the official estimate is 700,000

5. Heavy rice inflows from Vietnam
continued unabated during 1995,

d are partly responsible for the contin-
d strength in Asian rice prices.

hile China has usually purchased
gh-quality long grain rice—mostly

ym Thailand—for use in urban centers,
ina’s official rice purchases in 1994
luded a significant share of intermedi-
- and low-quality rice, for consump-

n by poorer urban residents. With the
ence of open markets in the early
80’s, Chinese consumers have had

ore choice about the quality of rice

ey purchase. And consumer demand

ive

:’s ‘ ,greatly- expa}nded for high-guality
1 ce, especially in southern China where
5 comes are higher.
2y) combination of supply-and-demand

rees caused China’s rice imports to

vell over the past few years. Rice pro-
at- 4 iction in China declined in 1993/94
ns d 1994/95, attributed mainly to recent
; narket-oriented reforms undertaken by
p e central government (less government
y tervention in the rice sector). Since

e reforms, government-guaranteed pur-

ases have declined significantly, and
od- e markets have been offering very
n-3 ow prices for low-quality rice, although
g | igh market prices have been available

| or high-quality rice.
.;y In addition, returns to rice farmers have
3 een squeezed by escalating input costs,

A ticularly for fertilizer and pesticides.
oot quently, farmers have opted for

her returns by switching either to

alternative crops and land uses, or to
higher quality—but lower yielding—rice
varieties, chiefly in the southern rice
growing areas.

Mixed signals since the last half of 1994
may be hampering rice growers’ planting
decisions. Fear of renewed production
quotas at comparatively low government
prices may be inhibiting farmers from
planting high-quality rice, while farm-
ers’ distrust of price supports and the
government’s ability to pay may be dis-
couraging even some plantings of low-
quality rice.

China’s government believes that large
grain imports, including rice, will help
to ensure adequate supplies for the urban
population, and to control the inflation
that is caused partly by rising food
prices. Food shortages and rapid infla-
tion in the economy—prices rose by
over 20 percent in 1994—are considered
flash points for urban political unrest,
greatly feared by China’s leaders.

Rough Rice Sales to
Latin America Soar

During the early 1980’s, the European
Union (EU), particularly Italy and Spain,
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imported substantial quantities of U.S.
rough rice under an inward processing
relief scheme—part of the EU’s Com-
mon Agricultural Policy, currently
undergoing reform. The scheme encour-
ages imports of rough rice, which is
milled in the EU and then reexported.
Under the scheme, EU levies on rice
imports are waived if the imported rice
is processed in the region and the
derived products are exported to non-
EU countries.

However, it is Latin American coun-
tries—especially Brazil and Mexico—
that have become major export markets
for U.S. rough rice since the mid-1980’s,
surpassing the EU every year except
1989/90. U.S. rough rice sales to the
region are highly variable, depending

as much on the countries’ supply and
demand conditions as on external
factors.

During the first 9 months of the 1994/95
marketing year (August-July), Brazil,
Venezuela, and Mexico accounted for
just over three-fourths of U.S. rough rice
exports (combined shipments plus out-
standing sales) to all destinations. Costa
Rica, El Salvador, Peru, Honduras, Uru-
guay, and Guatemala together
accounted for 18 percent.

Price Premium for U.S. Rice Has Narrowed

$/ton
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Second-quarter price for 1995 is estimate. U.S. No. 2, 4 percent broken, f.0.b. Gulf.

Thai 100 percent, Grade B, f.0.b. Bangkok.
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Besides the U.S., Argentina and Uru-
guay are the only two countries willing
to export rice in rough form to meet
international demand. As a result, the
three countries have gained a significant
competitive advantage in the rice market
in many Western Hemisphere coun-
tries—particularly in Brazil and Mexico.

Argentina and Uruguay have gained an
added advantage selling rice to the huge
Brazilian market because they—along
with Paraguay and Brazil—are members
of the Mercosur trade agreement. As of
January 1, 1995, all tariff and invest-
ment barriers among Mercosur coun-
tries—including any trade quotas or
restrictions—were eliminated. Rice
imports from nonmember countries are
subject to tariffs of 10 percent for rough
rice, and 12 percent for other types.

Brazil’s rice imports from all sources
are estimated at 1 million tons in 1994
and 700,000 tons in 1995, compared
with an average of about 650,000 during
1991-93. While Brazil normally im-
ports substantial amounts of rice from
Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay, rice
imports from the U.S. and Asia are also
needed to satisfy Brazil’s large and
growing demand. Brazil has turned to

the U.S. in 1994/95 for a bigger share of
its rice imports, since Asian rice sup-
plies have tightened and U.S. prices
have been competitive.

Venezuela has also increased its rice
consumption and imports. An ongoing
recession since 1993 has led some con-
sumers to switch from bread products to
cheaper pastas, rice, and corn products.
In addition, Venezuela’s rice production
has been hindered by government mis-
management of the agricultural sector.

For several years, Venezuelan farmers
have faced falling real farm prices, as
government prices have remained fixed
amid rapid inflation. Farmers have
reduced input use because of high pro-
duction costs and hefty charges for pro-
duction loans. Consequent area and
yield declines in 1994 reduced rice out-
put 5 percent, and Venezuela had to
import tice in early 1995—for the first
time since 1988.

Mexico’s total rice imports have re-
mained steady at about 300,000 tons
since 1992, but its suppliers have varied
considerably. Mexico imported nearly
75,000 tons from Thailand and Vietnam
combined in 1993, but in 1994, imports
from Asia were limited by a ban involv-
ing phytosanitary concerns. As a result,

B -
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Mexico had to rely more on U.S. rice in
1994, and the U.S. has continued to ship
considerable volumes of rice to Mexico
in 1995, despite devaluation of the peso.
Under the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), the U.S. and
Mexico will eliminate tariffs on each
other’s rice exports over a period of 10
years. Mexico’s tariffs in 1995 on U.S.
rice are 8 percent for rough rice, and 16
percent for other types, down from tar-
iffs in 1994 of 10 and 20 percent.
Mexico requires an import license for
milled rice purchases, but not for rough
or brown rice.

Mexico’s purchases of rough rice from
the U.S. have grown steadily over the
past 6 years, expanding from just 300
tons in 1987/88 to over 100,000 tons in
both 1992/93 and 1993/94. U.S. rough
rice exports to Mexico in 1994/95 are
estimated to rise to almost 200,000 tons.

The tariff advantage enjoyed by the U.S.
over non-NAFTA countries should con-
tinue to benefit U.S. rice exports to
Mexico. In addition, a large domestic
milling industry in Mexico should
ensure that a substantial portion of U.S.
rice sold to Mexico is in rough form.

Total U.S. rice exports in 1995/96—cur-
rently projected to decline 11 percent
from 1994/95—will depend largely on
supply and demand conditions in Asia,
particularly in China and Indonesia,
where import demand has been keen in
1994/95. The price competitiveness of
U.S. rice will also be a factor. Tighter
U.S. long grain supplies projected for
1995/96 are expected to raise U.S.
prices, slowing exports from the current
record pace.

U.S. exports of rough rice in 1995/96
are projected to drop 65 percent, to 7
million cwt, as greater projected Asian
export supplies of milled rice will be
available for Western Hemisphere mar-
kets. Because of the anticipated chea
and more ample supplies of Asian rice,
Brazil, Venezuela, and other Latin
American countries are expected to pur
chase smaller amounts of rough rice
from the U.S. in 1995/96, although
Mexico is likely to remain a steady
buyer.

[Randy Schnepf (202) 501-8513] X8
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Farm Credit
System: Issues
Of Safety
Soundness

egislative and regulatory changes
since 1985 have established a
solid foundation for ensuring the
safety and soundness of the Farm Credit
System (FCS). However, some issues
remain unresolved and will likely be
revisited during the 1995 farm bill de-
bate. Areas of greatest concern involve
strengthening current safety and sound-
ness mechanisms, and balancing these
against any accompanying regulatory
burdens that could diminish FCS com-
petitiveness.

‘The agricultural recession in the U.S. in
the mid-1980’s was characterized by a
‘heavy farm debt burden and increased
bankruptcies and foreclosures. The cri-
sis had devastating effects on the FCS, a
 federally chartered network of coopera-
 tively owned lending associations and

-~ banks that provided one-third of the
nation’s agricultural credit at the time.

* For some FCS institutions, the losses

- were large enough to force liquidation.

In response, Congress established the
Farm Credit System Insurance Corpora-
tion (FCSIC) and reorganized the Farm
Credit Administration (FCA) into an
independent, arm’s-length regulator of
the FCS. In addition, FCS institutions
voluntarily adopted mechanisms to pro-
mote safety and soundness.

The FCS currently includes 8 banks and
232 lending associations. Because FCS
institutions are cooperatively owned,
borrowers are required to purchase a
specified amount of stock as a condition
for receiving a loan.

The interaction between banks and asso-
ciations is complex. Every association
is a stockholder in only one bank, and is
dependent on that bank for most of its
loanable funds. The FCS banks, in turn,
rely on the bond market as their source
of funds. Banks also may provide asso-
ciations with services such as data pro-
cessing and portfolio management, and
some banks and associations have
entered into formal loss-sharing agree-
ments.

Insurance Fund
Backs FCS Banks

The FCSIC, which began operating in
1991, was patterned after other financial
institution insurance agencies such as
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion (FDIC). Congress intended the
FCSIC to assist distressed FCS institu-
tions and to reduce the need for Federal
assistance in the future.

To accomplish its mission, the FCSIC
administers the Farm Credit Insurance
Fund (FCIF). The primary function of
the FCIF is to protect holders of FCS
securities from default. If an FCS bank
is unable to make timely payments of
principal or interest on securities, pay-
ments would be made from the FCIF. If
the FCIF is depleted, healthy FCS banks
have a legal obligation, called joint and
several liability, to collectively meet the
obligations of distressed banks.

The FCSIC mission is important to FCS
borrowers because FCS securities are
the primary source of loanable funds,
and the Insurance Fund helps to reassure
investors that their money will be repaid

in a timely manner. Such reassurance
may help prevent a crisis of confidence
that can cause a sharp increase in FCS
interest rates in bad times and exacer-
bate FCS losses. Such a crisis occurred
in the 1980’s.

Like other insurance corporations such
as the FDIC, the FCSIC assesses premi-
ums on FCS banks, which in turn may
assess premiums on their lending associ-
ations. The premiums are used to capi-
talize the Insurance Fund. Different
risk-based premiums are assessed de-
pending on whether or not loans are

in good standing, and whether the loans
were made with Federal or state govern-
ment guarantees.

The target level of the FCIF is 2 percent
of insured liabilities (outstanding FCS
bonds known as systemwide securities).
Once this level is reached, premiums
will be discontinued for as long as the
target level is maintained. The FCIF
now stands at $922 million, or 1.64 per-
cent of insured liabilities. It is estimated
that the fund will achieve its target by
January 31, 1997.

In addition to maintaining the FCIF, the
FCSIC analyzes overall risks to the
FCS, examines FCS institutions when
concern arises, provides financial assis-
tance to troubled FCS banks and lending
associations and, when necessary,
assumes management of distressed FCS
institutions by serving as conservator or
receiver.

Assistance by the FCSIC to a troubled
FCS institution may involve the coordi-
nation of a merger or a consolidation
between institutions, arranging purchase
of a troubled FCS bank’s assets by a
stronger bank, extending loans or contri-
butions directly to the troubled bank, or
providing a guarantee against losses
resulting from a merger or acquisition
of a troubled bank by another FCS
institution.

FCS safety and soundness was also
enhanced by provisions of the Farm
Credit Act Amendments of 1985. These
amendments transformed the Farm
Credit Administration (FCA) into an
independent, arm’s-length regulator of
the FCS patterned after other financial
regulators such as the Office of the
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Comptroller of the Currency and the
FDIC. At the same time, Congress
granted new authority to the FCA,
including the authority to issue cease-
and-desist orders, to remove or suspend
FCS managers or directors, and to
impose civil fines and penalties on FCS
institutions, managers, or directors.

Cease-and-desist orders are the mainstay
of financial regulators in enforcing com-
pliance. Bank or association directors or
officers may be suspended or removed
for various reasons including violations
of a law, rule, regulation, or cease-and-
desist order. To enforce its actions fur-
ther, the FCA may impose civil penalties
for violating terms of any order that has
become final or for violating any law or
related regulation pertaining to the FCS.

FCS institutions themselves have volun-
tarily adopted measures to protect mem-
ber banks from losses incurred by other
FCS banks. The banks have always
been vulnerable to such losses through
the joint and several liability feature of
FCS obligations. In 1992, FCS banks
voluntarily adopted a Contractual Inter-
bank Performance Agreement (CIPA),
which penalizes individual banks that
fail to achieve and maintain strong
financial standards. In 1994, they adopt-
ed the Market Access Agreement

(MAA) to establish conditions of partici-
pation in liabilities covered by the
Insurance Fund and subject to joint and
several liability.

The existence of multiple protection
mechanisms both modifies and enhances
the FCSIC’s role. For example, the
FCA'’s responsibility to collect financial
information and examine FCS institu-
tions for safety and soundness and the
requirement to share such information
with the FCSIC as needed eliminates
the need for the FCSIC to perform such
functions. The procedures adopted in
the CIPA and MAA provide additional
penalties for unsafe operations, reinforc-
ing the FCSIC’s objectives.

Safety & Soundness
Issues To Be Resolved

Congress and regulators responded to
the lessons of the 1980’s by instituting
reforms to help prevent future crises in
the U.S. financial system. Increased
supervision, higher capital requirements,
and risk-based insurance premiums have
been mandated for federally chartered
or -insured U.S. financial institutions,
including the FCS. These reforms have
been associated with improved perfor-
mance of FCS institutions.

However, some FCS safety and sound-
ness issues remain unresolved. These
include establishing a balance between,
on the one hand, safety and soundness,
and on the other, any regulatory burden
that diminishes FCS competitiveness and
reduces benefits delivered to farmers and
other rural residents.

The interaction between regulators and
the industries they regulate is typically
complex, and the relationship between
the FCA and the FCS is no exception.
The FCA must balance safety and
soundness with institutions’ ability to
compete and deliver benefits. For exam-
ple, a short-term tradeoff exists between
safety and soundness and the FCS mis-
sion of providing a reliable source of
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competitively priced credit to farmers in
hard times as well as in periods of pros-

perity.

During the farm financial crisis of the
1980’s, which focused attention on safe-
ty and soundness, the FCA was faulted
for leniency and poor supervisory prac-
tices. These faults stemmed from an
institutional structure that left the FCA
board susceptible to political pressures,

and from the FCA’s lack of enforcement

powers. Two objectives of the FCA

reorganization to an arm’s-length regula-

tor were to break the close link between
FCS institutions and FCA Board mem-
bers and to strengthen the FCA’s ability
to ensure safety and soundness.

As the crisis abated and FCS institutions

rebuilt their capital, emphasis shifted to
increasing the competitiveness of the
FCS and reducing the burden of regula-
tion. This shift in emphasis was consis-
tent with the behavior of other financial
regulators in the early 1990’s.

However, the potential for conflicts of
interest remains. For example, as is
often the case with regulators, the FCA
has an inclination to take an advocacy
role on behalf of the industry it regu-
lates. This is partly because regulators
share the goal of promoting the indus-

FCS Earnings Have Rebounded Since the Mid-1980’s
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" ry’s mission. In addition, the size and
influence of the FCA depends to a large
extent on the size and success of the

I FCS—because the FCA is funded and
staffed on the basis of requirements for
regulating the FCS.

 This type of conflict becomes a greater
goncern as more FCA and FCSIC board
‘members are appointed from FCS man-
agement. Currently, two of the three
“board members are former FCS man-

- agers, and the same board oversees both
FCA and FCSIC. The third seat is

| vacant.

At this time, no mechanism exists to
“monitor and minimize such potential
conflicts of interest. However, current

" law requires the establishment of an

' independent FCSIC board by January

- 1996. Questions arise as to the cost or
efficacy of this approach. Alternative
solutions include a limit on the number
“of board members that could be appoint-
| ed from the FCS, and a requirement that
‘members of other Federal financial regu-
 latory agency boards serve as part-time

- members of the board.

Another category of unresolved issues

' concerns strengthening policies that

' address capital requirements, accounting
- standards, and risk exposure, and FCSIC
issues which include authority to collect
additional premiums or assessments,
- access to association capital, flexibility

| ofinsurance premiums, and the target

* amount or “secure-base amount” of the

| Inmost insurance funds, the size of any
~ individual risk is small relative to the
size of the total fund. This is the case
~ with the bank and thrift insurance funds,
which now insure roughly 10,000 and
| 1,600 institutions. In contrast, as of
~ April 1, 1995, the FCSIC insured eight
~ banks. Thus, on average, each insured
FCS bank represents 12.5 percent of the

i ‘ FCSIC’s insured liabilities.

I Moreover, the distribution of FCSIC-
“insured liabilities is uneven across
~ banks, and the degree of concentration
| ofthese liabilities has increased greatly
| since the FCSIC began operations in

1991. Currently, the two largest FCS
banks together account for 51 percent of
insured liabilities.

The uneven distribution of insured liabil-
ities across FCS banks means that the
failure of just one bank could deplete the
Insurance Fund. Once the Insurance
Fund is depleted, joint and several lia-
bility could be invoked by the FCA, and
other banks would have to assume some
of the unpaid obligations—a situation
FCS banks wish to avoid following the
extended legal battles over intrasystem
assistance in the 1980’s,

This example illustrates the relationship
between FCS structure and safety and
soundness. When the FCSIC was estab-
lished by Congress in 1987, the FCS
included 37 banks and 387 lending asso-
ciations. Mergers and consolidations
have left just 8 FCS banks and 232 lend-
ing associations less than a decade later,
with further consolidation likely.

This rapid change in FCS structure has
focused attention on the location of
capital in FCS associations or banks.
Capital, because it must be depleted
before losses are passed on, protects
bondholders (and potentially taxpayers).
Capital also provides a buffer against
fluctuations in business profitability for
owners and managers.

The bulk of FCS capital is held at the
association level. This capital is avail-
able to protect against losses arising
from risks faced at the association level,
but not necessarily from risks at the
bank level because FCS banks and asso-
ciations are each separate legal entities.
Loss-sharing agreements, where they
exist, allow banks access to association
capital under certain conditions.

However, FCSIC-insured liabilities are
held by FCS banks, and these banks face
risks for which association capital may
be inadequate or unavailable. The fail-
ure of a large bank could threaten the
fund’s ability to protect bondholders
from losses.

Some FCS safety and soundness issues
may well be revisited during the 1995
farm bill debate, either on their own or
in conjunction with various proposals to
change FCS powers or structure. The
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structure of the FCSIC board and its
relationship to the FCA board is also an
unresolved issue.

In addition, Congress has requested that
the General Accounting Office investi-
gate options to strengthen the Insurance
Fund by providing the FCSIC with 1)
access to association capital under cer-
tain circumstances; 2) permanent, flexi-
ble authority to invoke special assess-
ments on FCS banks if the solvency of
the insurance fund is threatened; or 3)
the authority to establish a more com-
prehensive risk-based interest rate
structure.

Such authorities would help to maintain
FCSIC'’s flexibility by providing a buffer
against economic downturns—but won’t
resolve the Insurance Fund’s vulnerabili-
ty to the concentration of FCS liabilities
in a small number of banks.

[Bob Collender (202) 501-6746 and
Audrae Erickson (202) 501-8388]
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Farm Bill
Addresses
Research &
Technology

eginning in 1977, each farm bill
B has contained an agricultural

research title. While the farm
bill’s commodity, trade, and food and
nutrition components generally draw
more attention, the research title has
strong implications for farm productivity
and the entire farm economy.

USDA research dollars support ad-
vances in technologies that increase pro-
duction, reduce costs, and enhance U.S.
competitiveness in world trade. In addi-
tion to finding new and more efficient
agricultural production techniques, these
research efforts help develop new uses
and markets for agricultural products,
and explore farming methods that pro-
tect natural resources and human health.

The role of the farm bill research title is
to initiate new programs, set goals and
directions for research activities, and
involve new participants in agricultural
research. Generally, the research titles
of the farm bills have carried out the fol-
lowing functions:

Farm Bill ‘95 i

@ defined broad goals for federal-
ly funded agricultural research;

® directed Federal funds toward
specific research issues and
extension activities, often by
authorizing special research
grants;

@ improved the planning and
coordination of agricultural sci-
ence activities across public and
private entities by setting up
advisory councils of representa-
tives of Federal science agen-
cies, universities, research
users, and private industry; and

® funded grant programs to
attract top scientists into agri-
cultural research, as well as fel-
lowships and training grants to
attract talented students, includ-
ing minorities, into agricultural
science professions.

The research title does not affect core
funding for USDA’s ongoing Federal-
state-university partnership in agricultur-
al research and education through coop-
erative extension programs and land
grant universities.

Public Ag Research
Yields High Returns

Although a small portion of the total
USDA budget, the research component
is nonetheless vitally important to agri-
culture and to consumers in general.
Federal funding for research, which
includes outlays under the research title,
represents about 4 percent of USDA’s
total budget, and agriculture accounts for
roughly 2.5 percent of all Federal
research expenditures.

Publicly supported research and educa-
tion efforts have contributed to providing
safe, affordable, and abundant food sup-
plies. Research has allowed agriculture
to move from a traditional resource-
based industry to a modern science- and
technology-based industry.

Public investments in basic and applied
research typically generate high returns
and yield some of the highest payoffs
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among Federal expenditures. Estimates W
of the total benefits of public agricultural - is
research indicate that for each dollar di
expended, taxpayers on average receive ex
$1.35 in benefits. th

se
These estimates are conservative, and be
exclude the spillover effects from private av
sector research and taking into account ov
the cost of raising funds for public rel
research and the time lags between i be
research effort and application. The the
returns to basic public research alone are res
estimated to be 70 percent, reflecting the - les
total benefits of research to producers, are
agribusiness, and consumers.

Pu
High rates of return suggest that agricul- me
tural research projects may be currently - tio
underfunded. But such high returns sec
might well be expected to divert funds nat
from less successful expenditures in the 1 ~ dis
future, as pressures mount to reduce out- = pa
lays for commodity programs and - enc
improve the international competitive- ~ers
ness of U.S. agriculture through

research.

Despite the high payoffs to public agri-
cultural research, Federal spending in
this area has been flat for the past 15
years. Although annual expenditures for
public research, adjusted for inflation,
grew from 1960 until the late 1970’s,
funding has leveled off at $800 million
to $1 billion (in 1987 dollars) since the
late 1970’s.

Several U.S. agricultural competitors
devote a larger share of national re-

sources to agricultural research than the .
U.S. In recent years, both Australia and
Canada spent about 4 percent of gross
agricultural product on research and

development, compared with U.S. out-
lays of about 2 percent.

The role of government includes supply:
ing products and services that, although
deemed by society to be worthwhile, the
private sector lacks sufficient economic
incentive to provide. Items in this cate-
gory are referred to as public goods.
Items that can be packaged into a
saleable product from which firms or
individuals can profit are private goods.
Research as a public good produces new
knowledge, which can be shared at little
cost, allowing many to benefit from th
effort.
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rtesearch results in public goods, it
metimes difficult for private firms

ly to capture the benefits. For

ple, private firms cannot capture all
ains from research in nonhybrid
crops, such as small grains and soy-
s, because these seeds are readily
able and farmers can produce their

. However, private firms can capture
ms from hybrid seed research

use farmers are unable to reproduce
seeds. As a result, more private
arch is devoted to hybrid seeds and

to nonhybrids, which becomes an
1o research for the public sector.

lic research often aids public policy
ing by providing data and informa-
not readily provided by the private
or. Information of a social science
ure, such as estimates of the level and
bution of farm income or the im-

s of water diversion on farms and
langered species, can aid policy mak-
in designing and modifying pro-

ms, and is a typical direction for

lic research.

er research areas of public rather

n private concern include improving
vironmental quality, analyzing climate
ange, reducing health risks, and
derstanding nutrition.

:; | rm Bill Priorities

the new farm bill debate, major goals
rscience and research policies reflect
tional priorities for economic opportu-
y and competitiveness, health, and the
vironment. Key issues to address in
veloping the research title of the 1995
m bill include defining and imple-
enting research priorities, and enhanc-
y methods of evaluating research pro-
ams in relation to national priorities.
ther issues include strengthening
deral-state-local partnerships in re-
earch, assuring adequate funding for
esearch facilities, and enhancing inter-
isciplinary approaches to problem
olving.

The 1990 farm bill, in addition to build-
ng on previous research titles, created

he National Research Initiative (NRI)—
hich awards competitive grants for

agricultural research. Competitive
grants targeted to agricultural research
were first introduced in 1977, but the
1990 bill significantly increased their
importance. A small but growing share
of Federal agricultural research funding,
they represent a departure from the tradi-
tional grants that flow to agricultural
experiment stations on a formula basis.

NRI competitive grants fund specific
research projects (proposed by individu-
als or teams of scientists) deemed of
most scientific merit. The NRI is open
to scientists outside the state agricultural
experiment station system, at both land
grant and other universities, as well as
other institutions, thus broadening the
knowledge base for solving agricultural
production and food systems problems.
Many believe competitive grants in-
crease the quality and success of scien-
tific inquiry because they subject pro-
posals to rigorous peer review, direct
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monetary rewards to scientists with
strong track records, and inject innova-
tion and flexibility into the research
process.

The 1990 farm bill also directed re-
search funding to areas of interest to
particular agricultural constituents. For
example, Subtitle B directs the Secretary
of Agriculture to provide grants for
research and education dealing with sus-
tainable agriculture, and provides a defi-
nition of sustainable agriculture. The
bill also established a National Genetic
Resources Program to collect, preserve,
and disseminate genetic materials of
importance to U.S. food and agricultural
production.

The Administration’s proposal for the
research title of the 1995 farm bill
directs federally funded research toward
five priority goals:




24

Farm Bill '95

@ enhancing economic opportuni-
ty for farmers and rural com-
munities;

® reducing food safety risk for
consumers and financial risk for
farmers;

® producing healthier and better
educated citizens;

® protecting the natural resource
base; and

® enhancing global competitive-
ness of U.S. agriculture.

The proposal calls for competitive grants
to support facilities construction and
applied research at land grant universi-
ties, and the establishment of a Re-
search, Education and Economics Policy
Council to better link USDA’s research
and program activities.

Shaping Public
Research Policy

Given the budget austerity and a broad-
ening of the agricultural research agenda
to encompass consumer and environ-
mental concerns as well as agricultural
productivity and competitiveness, new
challenges emerge for designing re-

search policy in general and the farm
bill’s research title in particular.

To allocate limited funding for public
agricultural research efficiently, several
questions must be addressed. A key
question is how funds can be directed
toward research issues for which there
are few private incentives but large pub-
lic benefits. A related question is the
relative roles of state-based universities
and the Federal government in conduct-
ing agricultural research. The partner-
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ship arrangement will result in a balance
between issues of state and local inter-
est, and those that are national or even
international in scope. But how should
that balance be weighted?

While funding for public research is
likely to be limited, the need for a strong
science base is increasingly important
for effective public policy design. Many
public policies are designed to address
issues such as environmental quality, cli-
mate change, human health risks, and
nutritional concerns. All of these issues
involve complex interactions between
economic behavior and physical-biologi-
cal processes.

For example, understanding the implica-
tion of global climate change for food
production, and then developing mitiga-
tion and/or adaptation strategies, re-
quires measuring the physical relation- -
ships between climate and crop perfor-
mance. But it also requires understand-
ing the response of producers to chang-
ing agricultural and economic condi-
tions.

Assessment of the environmental im-
pacts of alternative farming practices
such as less chemical-intensive technol
gies is another example of integrating
science and public policy. To be able to
assess the effectiveness of policies
designed to encourage the adoption of
alternative production technologies, it i
essential that policy makers have a solid
understanding of the associated econom
ic and environmental impacts. Food
safety, endangered species, and biodive
sity are other areas of public concern
that require an understanding of physic
and biological processes as well as the
social impacts of addressing these con
cerns. it

A research policy that advances agricul
tural science and establishes and devel:
ops linkages between agricultural re-
search and the nation’s social and envi-
ronmental goals will yield broad-baset
national benefits. ‘
[Nicole Ballenger (202) 219-0406 and
Robbin Shoemaker (202) 219-0936] I3
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Special Arficle

South Africa:
Ag Reforms in the
Face of Drought

outh Africa’s Government of National Unity is imple-
S menting a number of major farm policy changes, coincid-

ing with this year’s drought-reduced harvest. With the
1994/95 grain crops (harvested in 1995) reduced by drought,
supplies of white corn, the staple food, will be inadequate to
meet domestic needs. Repercussions of the drought are likely
to dampen prospects for economic growth.

Decades of racial separation under South Africa’s apartheid sys-
tem—established in 1948—ended last year with the election of
Nelson Mandela as head of the new government. The policy of
apartheid, along with protectionist industrial and trade policies,
political unrest, and international trade sanctions, had severely
hampered the country’s economic growth. And the long period
of apartheid has had a pervasive economic effect—South
African blacks (70 percent of the population), for example,
receive per capita incomes only one-tenth those of whites.

The peaceful change in government has restored confidence in
the economy and opened the country to participation in the
world economy after a long period of isolation. In 1994, per
capita gross domestic product (GDP) grew nearly 1 percent
after falling more than 1 percent per year since 1980, on
average.
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Before drought struck South Africa early this year, GDP growth
for 1995 had been projected at more than 5 percent. But this
year’s drought, while much less severe than the 1992 drought,
is expected to limit further growth. The decline in agricultural
output will hold 1995 GDP growth to about 3 percent and in-
crease inflationary pressures through higher food prices.

South Africa’s agricultural sector accounts for only 5 percent of
GDP, but is an important source of employment and exports.
Although only 12 percent of its 122 million hectares is arable,
South Africa is normally self-sufficient in food, and generally
exports between 20 and 30 percent of farm output.

A major pillar of apartheid was unequal access to land, which
created a dualistic farm economy—divided between commer-
cial and subsistence sectors. Participation in the economy by
the nonwhite—particularly black—population was limited dur-

CL ™ e f s A e

ing the apartheid period by laws and practices restricting access I
to ownership of land, government services, and education. S

a
South Africa’s participation in the international community will 1
be a key factor in the country’s economic development and the ti
prosperity of its farm sector. More than a decade of trade sanc: n
tions and 7 years of financial sanctions by the international I¢
community, as well as South Africa’s own trade policies, had p
limited both domestic and foreign competition.

C
South Africa is now re-entering the world trade community. Anps= I
indication of this is its participation in the Uruguay Round of & T

the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). South § st
Africa is already implementing the terms of the agreement by 3
replacing its import licensing requirements with tariff equiva- ,
lents, although it will take time for the country to realize its in
trade potential.

Government Reduces
Role in Agriculture

This year’s changes in South Africa’s farm policies are part of;
broad effort begun in 1987 to reduce the role of governmentin
setting prices and controlling imports and exports. South
Africa’s past agricultural policies, which were aimed at achiey-
ing food self-sufficiency, protecting commercial farmers, and
stabilizing producer prices, are being reviewed in the broader
context of a food security policy. A guiding principle will bet
expand output and exports of products where South Africa has
comparative advantage, and reduce production of items that c: X
be imported at a lower cost. Another goal is to privatize the - 12¢
marketing system. :

Over the years, the government had intervened in South Africa
agriculture through various marketing boards called Schemes
the sole buyers and sellers of commodities—that set prices fo
both producers and consumers and controlled imports and
exports. All participants in the marketing chain had to follow
the rules of the Scheme. Boards were structured in such a wi
that producers consistently had the majority vote, and the

boards benefited producers, often to the exclusion of others.
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the early 1990’s, more than 75 percent of farm products in
th Africa was still marketed under Schemes. Producer

ces of many products, including the major grains, were fixed
the basis of production costs, providing little incentive to
come more efficient. While commercial producers played a
minant role in the various Schemes, small-scale producers

da very limited role in the marketing arrangements.

uth Africa largely achieved its goal of food self-sufficiency,
tata very high cost. Subsidies for agricultural producers

d consumers increased threefold (in local currency terms)
tween 1980 and 1988. But the additional burden of drought
lief programs (in 1983 and 1984) made the government real-
¢ that these subsidies were unsustainable. Reduced govern-
ent support for the marketing arrangements has led to gradual
eregulation of the farm sector.

eginning in 1987, several control Schemes were abolished,
me domestic quantity and licensing restrictions were lifted,

d certain import quotas were replaced by tariffs. In the early
)90’s, bread subsidies were discontinued, as were price con-
ols on milk, butter, cheese, bread, flour, and maize (corn)

eal. Cost-plus pricing for several major commodities was
placed by more market-oriented mechanisms, while direct
foducer price support for corn was withdrawn.

orn, the major grain cultivated in South Africa, is produced
ainly for the domestic market, with occasional exports and
mports. South Africa’s white corn is preferred for human con-
umption, while yellow is generally used for animal feed.

South Africa’s traditional support for corn producers is chang-
. First, the white farmers who grow most of the corn have
s political power. Second, cost-conscious decision making

arm Policies Generally Kept South Africa’s
Corn Prices High

,jm
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~ World price is for U.S. #3 yellow, f.0.b. Gulf; transportation costs from U.S.
Gulf ports to South Africa are $25-$30 per ton. South Africa’s producer price
is a weighted average of white and yellow; wholesale price is for white corn.
1995 world (U.S.) price is May price. 1995 South African prices are midpoints
of estimated ranges .
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raises the question of the value of subsidies. Because of South
Africa’s dry climate and highly variable rainfall, the country is
not suited to being a reliable corn exporter.

In South Africa’s coastal areas, high internal freight costs make
imported corn cheaper than the domestic products. Some con-
cern exists among producers that this year’s high prices and the
removal of import restrictions will encourage use of imported,
rather than domestically produced, yellow corn. Domestic
supplies of yellow corn are estimated to be sufficient to meet
needs, and large imports of yellow corn would hurt producers
by putting downward pressure on prices.

Drought To Test
Free Market Policies

The new South African government is implementing a number
of farm policy changes as it confronts a serious drought. The
1995 harvest of total grains is forecast down more than 50 per-
cent, while corn production is expected to fall 60 percent. Sup-
plies of white corn, the country’s staple food, will be inade-
quate to meet domestic needs. In the past, the government—
through the Maize Board—was the sole buyer and seller of
corn, setting prices for both producers and consumers. While
shortages are not unusual, this year will be the first time the
Maize Board has not had complete control of corn supplies.

Beginning with the new season on May 1, 1995, the single
buyer/seller scheme run by the Maize Board has been changed
to allow an unregulated domestic market and a liberalized
import policy. The Board will still manage a price-floor system
as well as exports, but neither is likely to be necessary this year,
as shortages will drive up prices and halt exports, except to
neighboring countries.

Until recently, South Africa’s agricultural trade policy was
based on quantitative controls on imports of most farm prod-
ucts, and state subsidies to make up for financial losses on
exports, especially corn. Quantitative import controls have
been replaced by a system of tariffs, but import tariffs will not
be imposed on corn in 1995/96 because of shortages of white
corn.

Under the new system, corn prices will be determined by
traders and producers based on conditions of supply and
demand. In the past, the Maize Board dealt with white corn
shortages by mixing domestic yellow corn with white corn and
selling only one grade of blended meal. For the first time,
retailers should be able to offer a variety of mixed corn prod-
ucts at different prices, giving consumers choices they have not
had in the past. Traders are importing white corn to keep their
main product for human consumption—white cornmeal—as
pure as possible.

The amount of white corn available internationally is very lim-

ited because almost all white corn is consumed in the countries

where it is produced. As of June 1, South Africa had purchased
142,000 tons of corn—mostly white—from the U.S.
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South Africa’s Corn Trade Reflects Production Swings

Million tons Million tons

2

110

1984/85 87/88 90/91 93/94
April-March crop year
1994/95 estimate.

South Africa’s crop year corresponds to the Northern Hemisphere's previous
marketing year.

Since the beginning of the marketing year on May 1, some
millers have announced cornmeal price increases of about 20
percent, citing increased prices for raw materials, particularly
for white corn. Millers will have to determine the price differ-
ence consumers will pay for pure white cornmeal versus a
white-yellow mixture or even pure yellow cornmeal. Some
research indicates that low- and middle-income consumers will
shift to a mixed product if its price is discounted 10 percent,
whereas other analysis shows that a 25-percent discount is nec-
essary before consumers will alter consumption patterns.

These uncertainties present a number of problems for policy
makers. The government, for example, is caught in the position
of promoting free trade in the agricultural sector, while facing
concern about sharp price increases that would particularly
affect low-income consumers. Higher prices, some policy mak-
ers feel, could lead to consumer protests and force the govern-
ment to step in with price controls. Suggestions have been pro-
posed for subsidizing prices, in order to lower prices to millers,
including the use of Maize Board funds. Local corn prices to
producers are expected to be up over 40 percent from last
year—approximately what it would cost to ship and handle
imported white corn to Johannesburg, the country’s most popu-
lous city.

Rice and bread suppliers are expected to benefit from the rise in
corn product prices. Wheat and rice imports are continuing as
usual—no tariff level has been announced for wheat, but it
remains a controlled import. Rice imports are allowed because
rice is not produced domestically. Corn producers are worried
that urban consumers will develop a preference for wheat and
rice and be reluctant to switch back to domestic corn products
once prices return to normal.

Special Article 1]
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The U.S. As w
Buyer & Supplier ;
South Africa’s weather conditions have strongly influenced its fe
purchases of U.S. agricultural products. U.S. sales to South
Africa jumped sharply following the 1983, 1984, and 1992 A
droughts. The value of exports in 1992 reached $468 million, =
only sightly below the 1984 record. Ia";
With lower production due to this year’s drought, and with P
fewer import restrictions, U.S. agricultural exports to South i
Africa could reach a record in 1995. Exports during the first
quarter of 1995 were more than double those of the same peri- R
od a year earlier. W
The U.S. supplied 3.7 million tons of grain to South Africa in
calendar year 1992, including 3.5 million tons of corn. Th
Because South Africa is not self-sufficient in wheat in most ref
years, and produces no rice, it often imports these commaodities Wi
from the U.S. With wheat and rice more readily available in cor
world markets than white corn, imports of these items are likely
to increase this year. Th
nur
South Africa’s total wheat imports in the 1994/95 (November- Fio'
October) marketing year are estimated at 900,000 tons, com- inC
pared with 314,000 tons in 1993/94. The U.S. will supply - wit
about two-thirds of these imports. The remainder will come - por
from the European Union (EU) and Canada. Rice imports in _fm'
1995 are expected to exceed 1994’s record 430,000 tons. The Isr

U.S. supplied 109,000 tons of rice to South Africa in calendar
1994.

U.S. agricultural imports from South Africa were prohibited
during the sanctions period from 1987 to 1990. Imports began
to climb in 1992 but have still not reached pre-sanction levels. |
Fruit and fruit preparations, mostly apples, were the major agi
cultural import. Before 1987, sugar was an important import,
but trade has not recovered in the 1990’s, partly because
drought has reduced South Africa’s production.

Data for the first 3 months of 1995 indicate that the U.S. is
diversifying its imports from South Africa. Fruit imports more
than doubled in the first quarter of 1995 compared with 1994,
Grapes replaced apples as the primary fruit import, accounting
for more than 70 percent of the $7-million fruit import total.
Hides and skins also increased rapidly and were the second-
most-valuable U.S. import from South Africa.

Long-term agricultural trade prospects will depend on South
Africa’s economic growth. The new political and economic
environment should lead to increased growth as the country
begins to take advantage of international trade and investment
opportunities. As trade restrictions disappear, incomes rise, i
diets improve among the general population, the market for
U.S. products will grow.

In the short run, potential exists for increasing U.S. exports of
animal products, high-quality rice, and oilseeds and products.
In the longer run, reduced support for South Africa’s corn and
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iheat farmers will lead to lower production, and imports of
oth commodities are likely to increase. Demand for livestock

roducts is expected to grow, boosting the need for imported
eeds.

A USDA Agricultural Trade and Investment Mission recom-
nended that U.S. exporters look into the market for high-value
roducts, including snack and ethnic foods, especially Italian
nd Mexican. The trade mission indicated that the best oppor-
tunities for U.S. food products are in joint ventures and licens-
ing agreements with South African companies.

R onciling Reforms
With Consumer Interests

[he medium-term effects of South Africa’s agricultural policy

e real producer prices of most commodities have fallen,
consumer prices have risen.

This increase in price margins can be attributed to the limited
number of firms participating in food processing and distribu-
fion, along with deregulated input markets. Other factors
include lower productivity in the marketing system and the
withdrawal of consumer price controls and producer price sup-
ports. The inefficiencies of the marketing system are evident
from a rise in parallel-market activities—a phenomenon which
isrelatively new to South African farm markets.

forms are uncertain, but some trends are beginning to emerge.

29

Special Article

Lower levels of government support in the last decade exposed
farmers to a more market-oriented environment. As a result,
profits declined and debt increased in many parts of the sector.
This result is telling, because it suggests that many elements of
the large-farm sector are not efficient in the post-1987 policy
environment.

Striking a balance between maintaining incentives for producers
and providing affordable food to low-income consumers will
remain a challenge for policy makers. Pressure to take a more
consumer-oriented direction could induce a decline in domestic
food production as farmers face competition from imports. But
officials are concerned about becoming dependent on interna-
tional markets that cannot be relied on to supply the white corn
South African consumers prefer.

In addition to changing its trade policies to accommodate
broader participation in world markets, South African policy
makers are facing the complex issues involved in bringing sub-
sistence farmers into the market economy. Although small-
scale agriculture can make an important contribution to food
security in South Africa, commercial agriculture will likely
retain the major responsibility in the medium term.

Access to land will be an important force driving South Africa’s
agricultural policies in the long term. Commercial farming
interests contend that a shift of resources from large- to small-
scale farmers could undermine the country’s ability to feed
itself—an argument that gains strength in a drought year.
[Margaret Missiaen (202) 219-0652] [X&]

The ONE Source

... for products
and services
from USDA's
Economics
agencies

Shop by catalog for reports,

monographs, periodicals, and
data products on agricultural topics
that include trade, conservation, food,

finance, farm sector economics, and farm
programs. Ask for ERS-NASS catalog (annual issue).

For a free copy or a free subscription, call 1-800-999-6779
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Statistical Indicators

Summary Data

Table 1—Key Statistical Indicators of the Food & Fiber Sector

1994 1995
I 1] \% Annual | IIF INF IVF  Annual F
Prices receivedolay farmers (1990-92=100%) 102 97 95 100 99 103 — - —
Livestock & products 100 93 90 95 93 91 — - -
Crops 106 101 99 105 105 120 - — -
Prices paid by farmers, (1990-92=100%)
Production items 108 105 105 106 106 106 - - -
Commodities & services, interest, 107 106 106 106 108 108 —_ — -_
taxes, & wages
Cash receipts ($ bil.) 1/ 167 183 192 180 — - — - -
Livestock ($ bil.) 83 97 79 88 —— - - - -_—
Crops ($ bil.) 84 86 112 92 - — — - -
Market basket (1982-84=100)
Retail cost 145 145 146 145 - — — - -
Farm value 103 99 98 102 - - — - -
Spread 168 170 172 169 - - - e - '
Farm value/retail cost (%) 25 24 24 25 — -— - - - ‘
Retail prices (1982-84=100)
All food 144 145 146 144 147 149 149 149 149
At home 145 146 145 144 148 149 149 148 149
Away from home 145 146 147 146 148 149 149 150 149
Agricultural exports Es bil.; 2/ 10.3 10.2 14.1 43.5 14.3 12.9 - -_— 51.6
Agricultural imports ($ bil.) 2/ 6.6 6.6 7.0 26.4 7.8 7.6 - -_— 29.5
Commercial production ¢
Red meat (mil. Ib.) 10,428 10,837 11,175 42,523 10,521 10,845 11,109 11,068 43,543
Poultry (mil. Ib.) 7,372 7,629 7,462 29,346 7,468 7,840 8,030 7,905 31,243
Eg?(s mil. doz.) 1,521 1,550 1,597 6,177 1,545 1,550 1,560 1,605 6,260
Milk (bil. Ib.) 39.9 38.2 37.9 153.6 39.0 41.2 39.2 .9 158.2
Consumption, per capita = C
Red meat and poultry (Ib.) 52.3 54.2 556.1 212.2 51.6 563.7 55.3 55.9 216.4 C
Corn beginning stocks (mil. bu.) 3/ 5,936.5 3,995.7 2,359.9 2,113.0 850.1 8,080.5 5,591.4 - 850.1 E
Corn use (mil. bu.) 3/ 1,948.8 1,642.1 1,511 7,620.1 2,874.8 2,492.9 -— -_— 9,425.0 F
Prices 4/ l:
Choice steers-—Neb. Direct ($/cwt) 68.79 65.83 67.63 68.84 71.51 64-65 61-65 63-69 65-67 C
Barrows & gilts—IA, So. MN ($/cwt) 42.90 40.5 31.03 40.03 38.56 37-38 39-41 36-40 38-39
Broilers—-12-city (cts./lb.) 60.0 55.9 51.8 55.7 51.7 52-53 53-55 50-54 52-54
Eg?(s——NY gr. A Iarge (cts./doz.) 63.3 67.0 67.2 67.3 65.2 62-63 64-68 66-72 64-67
Milk—-all at plant ($/cwt) 12.93 12.47 12.97 - 12.97 12.63 12.10 11.80 12.55 12.25
12.30 12.30 13.35 12.65
Wheat--KC HRW ordinary ($/bu.) 3.63 3.74 4.27 3.86 3.97 - - - -
Corn--Chicago ($/bu.) 2.75 2.24 2.14 252 2.38 - - - -
Soybeans--Chicago ($/bu.) 6.73 5.79 5.43 6.18 5.53 —-— - - - T
Cotton--Avg. spot 41-34 (cts./Ib.) 77.40 71.00 73.83 66.12 94.73 - - - - L
C
C
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 F P
M
Farm real estate values 5/ Tl
Nominal ($ per acre) 640 599 632 661 668 681 684 699 744 A
Real (1982 §) 568 518 530 533 517 505 487 485 503 T
1/ Quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates. 2/ Annual data based on Oct.-Sept. fiscal years ending with year indicated. 3/ Sept.-Nowv. first quarter; Bi
Dec.-Feb. second quarter; Mar.-May third quarter; Jun.~Aug. fourth quarter; Sept.-Aug. annual. Use includes exports & domestic disappearance. 4/ Simple S
averages, Jan.-Dec. 5/ 1990-94 values as of January 1. 1986-89 values as of February 1. F = forecast, —— = not available. e |

* Beginning January 1995, New Base 1990-92=100.

In
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able 2—U.S. Gross Domestic Product & Related Data

Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 R | Il 1] v IR
$ billion (quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates)
s domestic product 6,020.2 6,343.3 6,738.4 6,574.7 6,689.9 6,791.7 6,897.2 6,979.7
ot national product 6,025.8 6,347.8 6,726.9 6,574.0 6,682.5 6,779.6 6,871.3 6,957.9
L2 sonal consumption
enditures 4,136.9 4,378.2 4,628.4 4,5635.0 4,586.4 4,657.5 4,734.8 4,785.8
B Durable goods 492.7 538.0 591.5 5§76.2 580.3 591.5 617.7 614.7
. ‘Nondurable goods 1,295.5 1,339.2 1,394.3 1,368.9 1,381.4 1,406.1 1,420.7 1,433.1
3 Food‘& beverages 626.8 649.7 679.6 667.9 675.5 683.7 691.2 697.6
v ] Ologhlng & shoes 227.7 2354 246.5 241.9 243.9 247.8 252.6 252.8
2,348.7 2,501.0 2,642.7 2,589.9 2,624.7 2,659.9 2,696.4 2,737.9
" 788.3 882.0 1,032.9 966.6 1,034.4 1,055.1 1,075.6 1,110.1
Fixed investment . 785.2 866.7 980.7 942.5 967.0 992.5 1,020.8 1,054.8
: Change in business inventories 3.0 15.4 52.2 241 67.4 62.6 54.8 565.3
exports of goods & services -30.3 -65.3 -98.2 -86.7 -97.6 -109.6 -98.9 -113.1
ernment purchases of
ds & services 1,125.3 1,148.4 1,175.3 1,159.8 1,166.7 1,188.8 1,185.8 1,196.9
1987 $ billion (quarterly data seasonally adjusted at annual rates)
Gross domestic product 4,979.3 5,134.5 5,344.0 5,261.1 5,314.1 5,367.0 5,433.8 5,470.0
national product 4,985.7 5,140.3 5,337.3 5,262.7 5,310.5 5,359.9 5,416.0 5,455.3
onal consumption
penditures 3,349.5 3,458.7 3,5679.6 3,546.3 3,657.8 3,584.7 3,629.6 3,646.1
Durable goods 452.6 489.9 5632.1 521.7 522.2 529.6 554.8 549.1
Nondurable goods 1,057.7 1,078.5 1,109.5 1,098.3 1,104.3 1,113.4 1,121.9 1,129.0
Food & beverages 514.7 524.0 535.6 531.9 536.1 5635.7 538.5 541.2
Clothing & shoes 193.2 197.8 208.8 203.8 204.9 210.2 216.4 216.9
Services 1,839.1 1,890.3 1,938.1 1,926.3 1,931.4 1,941.8 1,852.9 1,968.0
Gross private domestic investment 725.3 819.9 951.5 898.9 950.9 967.3 989.1 1,024.6
- Fixed investment 722.9 804.6 903.8 873.4 891.7 910.2 939.7 972.0
- Change in business inventories 2.5 15.3 47.8 254 59.2 57.1 49.4 52.3
Net exports of goods & services -32.3 -73.9 -110.0 -104.0 -111.8 -117.0 -107.1 -120.0
b rmment purchases of
oods & services 936.9 929.8 922.8 919.9 917.1 932.0 922.2 919.4
GDP implicit price deflator (% change) 2.8 2.2 2.1 2.9 29 1.9 1.3 2.2
sable personal income ($ bil.) 4,505.8 4,688.7 4,959.6 4,832.8 49135 4,990.3 5,101.9 5,189.8
sposable per. income (1987 $ bil? 3,648.1 3,704.1 3,835.7 3,779.2 3,811.5 3,840.9 3,911.0 3,953.9
capita disposable per. income ($) 17,636 18,153 19,003 18,588 18,853 19,095 19,473 19,769
Per capita dis. per. income (1987 $) 14,279 14,341 14,696 14,535 14,625 14,697 14,927 15,061
'U.S. population, total, incl. military
abroad (mil.) 1/, 255.4 258.1 260.7 259.7 260.3 261.0 261.7 262.2
Civilian population (mil.) 1/ 2534 256.3 258.9 258.0 258.6 259.3 260.0 260.5
Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Jan Feb Mar Apr P
Monthly data seasonally adjusted
Total industrial production (1987=100) 108.0 112.9 119.7 118.4 124.5 124.2 124.0 123.3
Leading economic indicators (1987=100) 98.2 98.8 101.7 101.4 102.5 102.2 101.7 101.1
Civilian employment (mil. persons) 2/ 117.6 119.3 123.1 122.4 124.6 125.1 125.3 125.1
ivilian unemployment rate (%) 2 7.4 6.8 6.1 6.4 5.7 5.4 55 5.8
Personal income ($ bil. annual rate) 5,154.3 5,375.1 5,701.7 5,639.4 5,932.2 5,962.9 5,994.3 6,011.6
- Money stock-M2 (daily av?.) ($ bil.) 3/ 3,5615.3 3,683.6 3,615.1 3,605.4 3,626.9 3,622.7 3,630.3 3642.9
Three-month Treasury bill rate (% 3.45 3.02 4.29 3.74 5.81 5.80 5.73 5.67
: #Mcorporate bond yield SM y's) (%) 8.14 7.22 7.97 7.88 8.46 8.26 8.12 8.03
- Total housing starts (1,000) 4/ 1,200 1,288 1,457 1,463 1,366 1,319 1,231 1,236
Business inventory/sales ratio 1.50 1.45 1.39 1.39 1.38 1.39 1.40 -
os of all retail stores ($bil.) 5/ 1,959.1 2,081.6 2,241.3 183.6 193.3 191.3 193.2 192.5
- Nondurable goods stores ($ bil.) 1,251.8 1,297.0 1,353.4 111.4 116.5 1156.5 116.2 116.3
Food stores ($ bil.) 382.4 392.4 405.6 32.6 34.3 33.7 33.7 33.9
Apparel & qccessor?( stores ($ bil.) 104.1 106.1 107.8 9.0 9.1 9.0 9.3 8.9
Eating & drinking places ($ bil.) 200.6 211.0 224.8 18.9 19.6 19.6 19.8 19.8

- December of the year listed. 4/ Private, including farm. 5/ Annual total. P = preliminary. R = revised. —— = not available.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 219-0355.

1/ Population estimates based on 1990 census. 2/ Data for 1994 are not directly comparable with data for 1993 and earlier years. 3/ Annual data as of




32 Agricultural Outlook/July 1995

Table 3—World Economic Growth

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994E 1995F

Average

1996 F  1985-!

Real GDP, annual percent change

World
World, less U.S.

Developed

Developed, less U.S.
United States
Canada
Japan

Western Europe
European Union

Germany
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Information contact: Alberto Jerardo, (202) 501-8318.

Farm Prices
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Table 4—Indexes of Prices Received & Paid by Farmers, U.S. Average

Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 P May Dec Jan Feb Mar AprR  MayP
Prices received
All farm products ) 98 101 100 101 29 98 98 100 100 100
All crops 101 102 105 107 106 103 102 109 114 117
Food grains 113 105 118 120 121 120 116 113 112 120
Feed grains & hay 98 98 106 116 96 97 100 102 105 107
Cotton 88 89 109 114 121 132 135 143 139 129
Tobacco 101 101 101 121 105 108 110 98 88 —-—
Oil-bearing crops 100 108 110 121 100 98 97 98 99 97
Fruit & nuts, all 99 92 89 94 7 73 72 4 81 97
Commercial vegetables 111 116 107 96 161 125 114 156 176 164
Potatoes & dry beans 88 106 Ly 4 117 92 90 89 22 100 109
Livestock & products 97 100 95 97 90 93 94 23 20 88
Meat animals 96 100 90 92 83 89 91 89 85 81
Dairy products 100 98 100 99 99 96 96 97 95 94
Poultry & eggs 97 105 106 109 103 101 100 101 100 299
Prices paid
Commodities & services,
interest, taxes, & wage rates 101 103 106 107 106 108 108 108 108 108
Production items 101 103 106 108 105 106 106 106 106 106
Feed 99 99 105 - - 96 - - 100 -
Livestock & poultry 96 104 95 - - 92 - - 82 -_
Seeds 99 105 109 - - 110 -— - 110 _
Fertilizer 100 97 106 - - 119 -_— _— 122 _—
Agricultural chemicals 103 107 112 - -_— 116 - _— 115 -_
Fuels 96 92 84 - - 80 - -_— 92 -
Farm supplies & repairs 104 107 110 -_ - 111 -_ -_ 110 -
Autos & trucks 102 109 115 - - 120 - - 121 -
Farm machinery 104 106 110 -— - 110 -_— - 119 _—
Building materials 101 105 109 - - 113 - - 114 -
Farm services 104 109 112 - - 115 - - 115 -
Cash rent 104 100 108 - - 108 - - 108 -
Int. payable per acre on farm real estate debt 93 88 92 - - 101 - - 101 -
Taxes payable per acre on farm real estate 104 107 112 - -_— 115 -— _— 115 -
Wage rates (seasonally adjusted) 105 108 111 - - 116 -— - 116 -
Production items, interest, taxes, & wage rates 101 103 106 - - 107 - _ 107 -_
Ratio, prices received to prices paid (%) 1/ 98 98 94 94 92 93 92 93 93 23
Prices received (1910-14=100) 626 642 634 643 626 624 620 633 834 638
Prices paid, etc. (parity index) (1910-14=100) 1,329 1,355 1,394 - - 1,406 - -— 1,409 -_
Parity ratio (1910-14=100) (%) 1/ 47 47 46 - 45 44 - - 46 -

1/ Ratio of index of prices received for all farm products to index of prices paid for commodities & services, interest, taxes, & wages rates. Ratio uses the
most recent ﬁrigles paid index. Prices paid data are quarterly & will be published in January, April, July, & October. R = revised. P = preliminary.
—- = not avallable.

Information contact: David Johnson (202) 219-0355.
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'le 5—Prices Received by Farmers, U.S. Average

Producer & Consumer Prices

— Annual 1/ 1994 1995
b Ps 1992 1993 1994 P May Dec Jan Feb Mar AprR May P
CRO
g: 4 wheat ($/bu.) 3.24 3.26 3.50 3.43 3.73 3.69 3.62 3.53 3.48 3.70
2 rough ($/cwt) 5.89 7.98 6.25 9.90 6.56 6.78 6.71 6.64 6.70 6.64
258 u. 2.07 2.50 2.20 2.60 2.13 2.19 2.23 2.30 2.36 2.38
26 Sorghum ($/cwt) 3.38 4.13 3.65 4.20 3.53 3.63 3.69 3.75 3.84 3.97
g:g 1 hay, baled ($/ton) 74.30 84.70 86.50 99.00 85.10 84.80 85.00 86.70 90.30 90.40
34 beans ($/bu.) 5.56 6.40 5.35 6.77 5.41 5.47 5.40 5.51 5.55 5.44
228 on, upland (cts./Ib.) 563.7 58.1 67.4 69.0 73.2 79.7 81.6 86.5 84.5 78.4
g; ] ' otatoes ($/cwt) 5.52 6.22 5.36 6.59 4.86 4.70 4.92 5.16 5.55 6.26
3 Lettuce ($/cwt) 2/ 12.40 16.00 15.55 11.40 37.50 13.50 9.44 29.30 49.20 58.40
1.0 Tomatoes fresh ($/cwt) 2/ 35.80 31.60 27.52 20.70 37.20 41.60 27.00 43.80 20.50 12.00
44 Onions ($/cwt) 13.00 15.80 14.46 8.64 12.10 13.80 17.10 16.90 23.70 15.40
41 Dry edible beans ($/cwt) 19.90 24.60 21.70 25.60 22.50 22.40 21.00 21.20 23.40 22.80
438 s for fresh use (cts./Ib.) 19.5 18.2 17.4 14.4 17.9 20.2 18.9 18.3 16.9 15.4
69 ars for fresh use ($/ton) 378 280 261 172 290 274 301 363 399 419
7.9 Oranges, all uses ($/box) 3/ §6.50 3.11 3.96 5.53 2.91 3.05 3.29 3.77 4.48 4.92
96 Grapefruit, all uses ($/box) 3/ 6.23 2.60 2.92 1.85 2.60 2.19 2.24 2.28 1.68 1.37
50 =
gg cattle ($/cwt) 71.33 73.38 66.55 67.20 64.40 67.50 68.70 66.90 63.80 60.00
208 lves ($/cwt) 89.38 95.92 87.16 89.40 81.90 85.00 86.90 84.40 81.80 77.50
168 Hogs ($/cwt) 41.82 45.40 39.48 42.70 30.80 36.90 39.10 37.80 35.70 36.80
29 1 mbs ($/cwt) 60.78 64.60 64.86 54.50 68.70 67.50 70.40 74.80 74.40 79.80
& Al milk, sold to plants ($/cwt) 1315 1286 1304 1280 1290 1260 1260 1270 1240 1230
18 - Milk, manuf. grade ($/cwt) 11.91 11.80 11.88 11.40 11.50 11.40 11.60 11.70 11.20 11.10
16 Broilers (cts./Ib.) 30.8 34.2 35.0 37.6 325 32.6 32.6 32.8 32.1 324
20 Egg(s (cts./doz.) 4/ 56.2 62.7 60.9 58.7 63.0 62.0 61.6 61.4 62.0 56.3
10 Turkeys (cts./Ib.) 37.6 39.0 40.7 39.9 42.3 39.3 37.2 38.3 38.3 38.2
1 |/ Season average price by crop year for crops. Calendar year average of monthly prices for livestock. 2/ Excludes Hawaii. 3/ Equivalent on-tree returns.
4/ Average of all eggs sold by producers including hatching eggs & eggs sold at retail. P = preliminary. R =revised. —- = not available.
Information contact: David Johnson (202) 210-0355.
]

; able 6—Consumer Price Indexes for All Urban Consumers, U.S. Average (not seasonally adjusted)

Annual 1994 1995
1994 May Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
1982-84=100
‘Consumer Price Index, all items 148.2 147.5 149.5 149.7 149.7 150.3 150.9 151.4 151.9 152.2
‘Consumer Price Index, less food 149.0 148.3 150.4 150.6 150.2 150.8 151.5 152.1 152.5 152.9
All food 144.3 143.5 145.0 145.3 146.8 147.5 147.4 147.4 148.4 148.3
Food away from home 145.7 145.3 146.4 146.8 1471 147.4 147.6 148.1 148.3 148.6
Food at home 1441 143.0 144.8 145.1 147.3 148.2 147.9 147.6 149.2 148.7
Meats 1/ 135.4 136.2 135.0 134.6 133.7 134.9 134.9 135.5 134.9 134.7
Beef & veal 136.0 137.1 135.3 134.5 134.7 135.8 136.6 136.9 136.2 134.9
~ Pork 133.9 134.4 133.7 133.4 130.1 132.2 131.8 132.9 131.1 131.8
' Poultry 141.5 141.8 141.5 140.2 140.4 140.2 141.4 143.3 142.3 141.6
Fish & seafood 163.7 161.6 164.8 167.0 166.9 169.0 170.4 171.2 171.6 171.9
~ Eggs 114.3 107.3 110.4 115.4 116.4 115.4 113.9 115.3 112.0 110.0
Dairy products 2/ 131.7 132.0 131.5 131.7 131.6 132.7 132.1 132.2 132.1 132.8
Fats & oils 3/ 133.5 133.4 135.0 134.3 134.2 136.4 136.8 136.8 137.2 137.1
- Fresh fruits 201.2 204.6 199.1 199.5 2131 214.2 213.3 207.0 210.3 219.6
Processed fruits 133.1 132.6 133.3 132.5 133.3 134.4 135.3 136.5 136.8 136.7
Fresh vegetables 172.3 162.8 167.0 178.4 212.7 209.4 198.6 193.8 220.4 203.5
toes 174.3 179.9 167.3 154.2 154.2 157.1 1567.2 161.8 164.6 165.3
Processed vegetables 136.6 137.2 136.8 134.0 134.7 138.0 137.7 136.9 138.1 139.0
- Cereals & bakery products 163.0 162.3 164.6 163.7 164.2 164.6 165.8 165.3 166.9 166.6
- Sugar & sweets 135.2 135.5 135.6 134.5 134.5 135.5 135.8 136.4 136.7 137.3
Nonalcoholic beverages 123.2 115.6 132.7 132.4 131.7 133.3 133.7 132.9 132.9 131.7
arel
Apparel, commodities less footwear 131.2 133.6 133.5 132.1 127.9 126.3 128.3 132.3 132.5 130.8
Footwear 126.0 128.5 125.5 125.7 123.6 124.0 124.8 125.9 127.2 126.6
Tobacco & smoking products 220.0 220.6 221.3 221.4 222.0 222.2 222.7 222.5 223.0 225.3
Alcoholic beverages 151.5 151.5 151.6 151.9 151.8 152.0 152.4 163.1 153.6 153.9

1/ Beef, veal, lamb, pork, & processed meat. 2/ Includes butter. 3/ Excludes butter.

Information contact: David Johnson (202) 219-0355
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Table 7—Producer Price Indexes, U.S. Average (not seasonally adjusted)

Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec R Jan Feb Mar Apr
1982 = 100
All commodities 117.2 118.9 120.4 119.7 121.5 121.9 122.6 123.5 123.7 124.6
Finished goods 1/ 123.2 124.7 1256.5 125.0 126.1 126.2 126.5 126.9 126.9 127.6
All foods 2/ 120.9 123.7 125.2 125.7 125.6 126.6 125.4 1259 126.0 125.8
Consumer foods 123.3 125.7 126.8 1271 126.9 128.6 127.8 128.3 128.5 128.5
Fresh fruits & melons 84.0 84.5 82.6 82.0 71.2 84.4 81.7 78.8 74.6 74.4
Fresh & dried vegetables 115.0 135.2 129.1 113.3 133.3 215.2 157.9 148.5 156.9 184.9 :
Dried fruits 114.6 117.9 121.1 120.9 119.1 118.9 119.4 119.9 119.2 119.4 :
Canned fruits & juices 134.5 126.2 126.0 126.7 125.5 125.0 125.7 126.9 127.8 126.8
Frozen fruits, juices & ades 125.9 110.7 111.9 113.1 111.2 111.3 114.4 114.0 116.2 114.8
Fresh veg. excl. potatoes 116.4 126.6 117.8 91.4 128.1 2447 163.5 149.2 159.2 199.1
Canned vegetables & juices 109.5 110.5 116.3 116.5 114.0 1131 112.6 114.2 114.7 112.9
Frozen vegetables 116.4 120.9 126.0 126.4 125.5 125.0 125.1 124.8 124.9 125.1
Potatoes 118.4 144.9 142.3 167.6 104.6 101.0 101.3 103.0 114.6 110.1
Eggs for fresh use (1991=100) 78.6 86.6 80.9 81.5 85.0 85.9 78.7 80.4 80.7 83.1
Bakery products 152.5 156.6 160.0 159.2 161.6 161.7 162.2 162.6 162.5 162.5
Meats 106.7 110.6 104.6 109.5 100.5 100.2 102.8 104.3 104.8 100.7
Beef & veal 109.5 112.9 103.6 110.3 102.8 101.3 104.2 106.3 107.5 100.4
Pork 98.9 105.7 101.3 106.4 90.1 90.8 95.7 97.4 96.9 94.8
Processed poultry 109.0 j i fy 4 114.8 117.3 111.0 109.3 109.8 110.6 109.8 109.7
Unprocessed & packaged fish 156.1 156.5 161.5 159.9 165.5 162.4 170.2 175.2 175.1 179.6
Dairy products 117.9 118.1 119.5 121.4 119.5 118.6 116.9 117.6 118.4 118.1
Processed fruits & vegetables 120.8 118.2 121.2 121.7 120.0 119.6 120.0 120.9 121.2 120.4
Shortening & cooking oil 115.1 122.9 138.6 140.0 141.6 144.6 147.9 144.4 143.9 142.1
Soft drinks 125.6 126.2 126.9 127.1 126.7 127.4 130.6 132.1 133.6 133.1
Finished consumer goods less foods 120.8 121.7 121.6 120.7 122.3 121.8 122.2 122.6 122.7 123.8
Alcoholic beverages 126.1 126.0 124.8 124.2 124.3 125.0 125.3 127.4 127.0 127.5
Apparel 122.2 123.2 123.5 123.3 123.4 123.6 123.2 123.8 124.0 124.2
Footwear 132.0 134.4 135.5 135.2 135.9 136.6 137.0 138.6 138.7 138.5
Tobacco products 275.3 260.3 2247 224.7 224.2 225.2 225.0 226.0 228.1 228.7
Intermediate materials 4/ 114.7 116.2 118.5 116.9 120.9 1211 122.2 123.3 123.7 124.7
Materials for food manufacturing 113.9 115.6 118.5 120.7 118.0 117.5 118.0 118.5 119.0 1171
Flour 109.5 108.9 110.3 110.2 113.1 113.3 113.6 110.6 109.4 111.4
Refined sugar 5/ 119.8 118.2 118.3 117.9 119.3 119.2 120.0 120.9 120.8 118.5
Crude vegetable oils 97.1 110.5 135.0 137.2 141.3 141.3 140.2 138.8 139.7 129.9
Crude materials 6/ 100.4 102.4 101.7 104.1 99.1 100.5 100.9 102.7 102.3 103.9 :
Foodstuffs & feedstuffs 105.1 108.4 106.5 113.1 100.4 101.6 102.1 104.0 103.2 101.9
Fruits & vegetables & nuts 7/ 96.9 106.9 104.6 96.6 115.4 137.1 110.5 105.6 107.3 118.5
Grains 97.3 94.5 102.7 109.3 91.2 95.3 95.5 96.9 98.2 101.1
Livestock 104.7 107.0 96.4 104.9 89.6 91.6 96.4 100.5 96.9 92.3
Poultry, live 112.6 122.0 124.4 126.8 114.4 114.2 108.6 109.3 113.1 109.1
Plant & animal fibers 89.8 91.3 120.7 123.4 120.4 132.6 143.5 149.4 180.2 175.2
Fluid milk 96.1 941 95.8 99.7 93.9 93.5 92.1 90.9 92.8 914
Oilseeds 107.5 115.9 117.4 125.3 105.3 106.5 104.5 103.9 107.5 110.4
Leaf tobacco 101.0 100.3 101.2 98.9 106.1 107.4 107.4 112.5 100.2 90.0 !
Raw cane sugar 112.1 113.2 115.2 115.4 113.2 116.0 117.7 118.4 117.2 118.6

1/ Commodities ready for sale to ultimate consumer. 2/ Includes all raw, intermediate, & processed foods (excludes soft drinks, alcoholic beveraPes,
& manufactured animal feeds). 3/ New index beemnmg Dec. 1991. 4/ Commodities requirin% further processing to become finished goods. 5/ All types &
sizes of refined sugar. 6/ Products entering market for the first time that have not been manufactured at that point. 7/ Fresh & dried. R = revised.

Information contact: David Johnson (202) 219-0355.
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ble 8—Farm-Retail Price Spreads

Annual 1994 1995
) ot 1/ 1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
6t baske!
5 tail cost (1982-84=100 138.4 141.9 145.4 144.8 145.6 148.0 148.7 148.3 148.0 149.8
- m valug (1982-84=100) 103.2 104.9 101.6 106.5 97.7 99.6 100.7 101.9 101.4 106.8
otail spread (1982-84=100) 157.4 161.9 168.9 165.1 171.5 1741 174.6 173.3 173.1 173.0
P lue-retail cost (%) 26.1 25.9 245 25.8 23.5 23.6 237 24.1 24.0 25.0
4 ucts
43 cost (1982-84=100) 130.7 134.6 135.4 136.0 134.6 133.7 134.9 134.9 135.5 134.9
! m value (1982-84=100) 104.5 107.2 96.1 104.2 87.3 86.3 92.7 96.9 97.8 100.3
rm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 157.5 162.8 175.7 168.6 183.1 182.3 178.2 173.9 174.2 170.4
valuet-retail cost (%) 40.5 40.3 359 38.8 329 32.7 34.8 36.4 36.6 37.6
1y products
tail cost (1982-84=100 128.5 129.4 131.7 131.8 131.7 131.6 132.7 132.1 132.2 132.1
im value (1982-84=100) 95.8 93.0 94.5 96.2 941 93.8 91.9 88.6 90.6 91.1
rm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 158.7 162.9 166.1 164.6 166.4 166.5 170.3 172.2 170.5 169.9
rm value-retail cost (%) 35.8 345 34.4 35.0 34.3 34.2 33.2 32.2 329 33.1
Icost (1982-84=100) 131.4 136.9 141.5 140.9 140.2 140.4 140.2 141.4 143.3 142.3
irm value (1982-84=100) 104.0 111.5 114.6 114.6 110.3 108.5 107.4 106.4 107.4 105.5
m-retail spread (1982-84=100) 163.0 166.2 172.6 171.2 174.6 1771 178.0 181.7 184.6 184.6
rm value-retail cost (%) 42.4 43.6 43.3 43.5 421 414 41.0 40.3 40.1 39.7
jtail cost (1982-84=100) 108.3 1171 114.3 115.7 115.4 116.4 115.4 113.9 115.3 112.0
{ valu9(1982-84=100) 77.8 88.9 83.5 85.2 87.0 89.7 86.8 86.1 85.4 86.3
rm~retail spread (1982-84=100) 163.2 167.8 169.4 170.4 166.5 164.4 166.8 163.8 169.0 158.2
arm value-retail cost (%) 461 48.8 47.0 47.3 48.4 49.5 48.3 48.6 47.6 49.5
! &bakerzaproducts
otail cost (1982-84=100) 151.5 156.6 164.2 162.5 164.6 163.7 164.6 165.8 165.3 166.9
rm value (1982-84=100) 94.2 91.8 102.6 107.8 102.3 102.5 102.3 101.2 99.6 99.7
W rm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 159.5 165.6 171.5 170.1 173.3 172.2 173.3 174.8 174.5 176.3
o 1 vaI\tIue-retail cost (%) 7.6 7.2 i v 4 8.1 1.8 il J 7.6 75 7.4 7.3
ik 5 ]
il cost (1982-84=100) 189.6 195.8 208.8 205.0 208.3 222.8 221.7 221.0 212.8 216.0
rm value (1982-84=100) 122.4 134.8 119.4 114.6 114.9 118.8 128.3 127.6 126.2 126.0
arm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 220.6 224.0 250.1 246.7 251.4 270.8 264.8 264.1 252.8 260.5
m valu':;:etail cost (%) 20.4 21.7 18.1 b o 4 17.4 16.8 18.3 18.2 18.7 18.3
h vegetables
il costs (1982-84=100) 157.9 168.4 172.3 163.8 178.4 212.7 209.4 198.6 193.8 220.4
value (1982-84=100) 120.6 127.1 121.1 92.8 117.2 153.3 135.0 144.8 121.6 208.7
~retail spread (1982-84=100) 1771 189.7 198.6 200.3 209.9 243.2 247.6 226.3 230.9 226.4
value-retail cost (%) 259 25.6 239 19.2 223 245 21.9 24.8 213 322
= 8 essed fruits & vegetables
X cost (1982-84=100 133.7 131.5 134.5 134.8 133.0 133.8 135.8 136.2 136.5 137.2
3 value (1982-84=100) 128.6 107.0 112.5 111.1 112.7 112.0 111.1 114.6 115.5 116.0
3T -retail spread (1982-84=100) 135.3 139.2 141.3 142.2 139.3 140.6 143.5 142.9 143.1 143.8
] \glalue-relail costs (%) 229 193 19.9 19.6 20.1 199 19.5 20.0 20.1 20.1
oils
otail cost (1982-84=100) 129.8 130.0 133.5 133.2 134.3 134.2 136.4 136.8 136.8 137.2
rm value (1982-84=100) 93.1 107.5 125.5 123.7 132.5 136.2 130.3 126.5 127.2 119.9
: arm-retail spread (1982-84=100) 143.4 138.2 136.5 136.7 135.0 133.5 138.6 140.6 140.3 143.6
1 irm value-retail cost (%) 19.3 22.3 25.3 25.0 26.5 273 257 249 25.0 23.5
4 Annual 1994 1995
I3 4 1992 1993 1994 May Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May

284.6 293.4 282.9 288.1 279.4 282.6 284.3 284.7 283.7 282.2

oice
|l price 2/ (cts./Ib.)
[ 179.6 182.5 166.7 167.6 164.3 171.7 170.4 165.7 158.5 160.4

lesale value 3/ (cts.)

value 4/ (cts.) 161.8 164.1 145.5 145.8 142.0 150.0 151.3 146.3 139.4 132.9

etail spread é?ts.) 122.8 129.3 137.4 142.3 137.4 132.6 133.0 138.4 144.3 149.3
olesale-retail 5/ (cts. 105.0 110.9 116.2 120.5 1151 110.9 113.9 119.0 125.2 121.8
holesale 6/ (cts. 17.8 18.4 21.2 21.8 223 21.7 19.1 19.4 19.1 27.5

m value-retail price (%) 57 56 51 51 51 53 53 51 49 47
ail price 2/ (cts./Ib.) 198.0 197.6 198.0 198.8 188.4 191.4 189.9 193.5 190.6 191.0
ale value 3/ (cts.) 98.9 102.8 98.9 102.2 88.9 91.1 93.0 91.4 90.0 92.9
value 4/ cts.g 67.8 72.5 62.9 67.4 50.7 59.0 61.9 59.7 56.6 59.4

tail spread (cts. 130.2 125.1 135.1 131.4 137.7 132.4 128.0 133.8 134.0 131.6
sale-retail 5/ (cts.) 99.1 94.8 99.1 96.6 99.5 100.3 96.9 102.1 100.6 98.1

'm olesale 6/ (cts.) 31.1 30.3 36.0 34.8 38.2 32.1 31.1 31.7 33.4 33.5
 value-retail price (%) 34 37 32 34 27 31 33 31 30 31

costs are based on CPI-U of retail prices for domestically produced farm foods, published monthly by BLS. The farm value is the payment for
tity of farm equivalent to the retail unit, less allowance for byproduct. Farm values are based on prices at first point of sale & may include
g charges such as grading & packing for some commodities. The farm-retail spread, the difference between the retail price & the farm value,
charges for assembling, processing, trans%orting, distributing. 2/ Weighted average price of retail cuts from pork & choice yield grade 3
es from BLS. 3/ Value of wholesale%boxed eef) & wholesale cuts (porkg equivalent to 1 Ib. of retail cuts adjusted for transportation costs
iproduct values. 4/ Market value to producer for live animal equivalent to 1 Ib. of retail cuts, minus value of byproducts. 5/ Charges for retailing
1er marketing services such as wholesaling, & in-city transportation. 6/ Charges for livestock marketing, processing, & transportation.

nation contacts: Howard Elitzak (202) 219-1254, Larry Duewer (202) 219-1269.
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Table 9—Price Indexes of Food Marketing Costs

See the June 1995 issue.
Information contact: Howard Elitzak (202) 219-1254.

Livestock & Products

Table 10—U.S. Meat Supply & Use

Consumption

B Primary
Beg. Produc- Total Ending Per market
stocks tion 1/ Imports supply Exports stocks Total capita 2/ price 3/
Million pounds 4/ Pounds
Beef
1993 360 23,049 2,401 25,810 1,275 529 24,006 65.0 75.36
1994 529 24,386 2,371 27,286 1,611 548 25,127 67.5 68.84
1995 F 548 25,060 2,340 27,948 1,683 450 25,815 68.7 65-67
1996 F 450 25,858 2,340 28,648 1,715 475 26,458 69.7 62-68
Pork
1993 385 17,088 740 18,213 435 359 17,419 52.3 43.03
1994 359 17,696 743 18,798 531 438 17,829 53.1 40.03
1995 F 438 18,051 715 19,204 580 405 18,219 o 38-39
1996 F 405 18,138 680 19,223 565 400 18,258 53.3 37-41
Veal 5/
1993 5 285 0 290 0 4 286 0.8 89.38
1994 4 293 0 297 0 6 291 0.9 95.92
1995 F 6 301 0 307 0 5 302 0.8 79-81
1996 F 5 315 0 320 0 5 315 1.0 75-81
Lamb & mutton
1993 8 337 54 399 8 8 381 1.2 61.00
1994 8 308 49 365 9 11 345 12 65.85
1995 F 11 291 50 352 8 11 333 1.2 70-72
1996 F 11 266 53 330 8 11 311 1.2 69-74
Total red meat
1993 758 40,759 3,195 44,712 1,718 900 42,092 119.7 -
1994 900 42,683 3,163 46,746 2,151 1,003 43,592 122.6 -
1995 F 1,003 43,703 . 3,105 47,811 2,271 871 44,669 124.5 -
1996 F 871 44,577 3,073 48,521 2,288 891 45,342 125.0 -
Broilers
1993 368 22,016 0 22,384 1,965 358 20,059 68.4 52.6
1994 358 23,666 0 24,024 2,875 458 20,690 69.8 55.7
1995 F 458 25,227 0 25,685 3,758 490 21,438 71.8 52-54
1996 F 490 26,797 0 27,287 4,015 530 22,742 75.5 48-52
Mature chicken
1993 10 515 0 525 57 8 462 1.8 e
1994 8 508 0 516 90 14 413 1.6 -
1995 F 14 523 0 537 100 10 428 1.6 -
1996 F 10 510 0 520 103 10 407 1.6 -
Turkeys
1993 272 4,798 0 5,070 213 249 4,608 17.9 60.2
1994 249 4,937 0 5,186 245 254 4,686 18.0 65.7 8
1995 F 254 5,242 0 5,496 248 350 4,899 18.6 62-64
1996 F 350 5,464 0 5,814 258 300 5,256 19.8 58-63
Total poultry
1993 650 27,329 0 27,979 2,234 615 25,129 88.0 -
1994 615 29,113 0 29,728 3,212 727 25,790 89.5 -
1995 F 727 30,994 0 31,721 4,106 850 26,764 92.0 -
1996 F 850 32,771 0 33,621 4,376 840 28,405 96.6 -
Red meat & poultry
1993 1,408 68,088 3,195 72,691 3,953 1,515 67,221 207.7 -
1994 1,515 71,796 3,163 76,474 5,363 1,730 69,382 212.1 -
1995 F 1,730 74,697 3,105 79,532 6,377 1,721 71,433 216.5 -
1996 F 1,721 77,348 3,073 82,142 6,664 1,731 73,747 221.7 -

1/ Total includin? farm production for red. meats & federally inspected plus nonfederally inspected for poultry. 2/ Retail weight basis. (The beef carcass-to-
retail conversion factor was 70.5&i 3/ Dollars per cwt for red meat; cents per pound for poultry. Beef: Medium # 1, Nebraska Direct 1,100-1,300 Ib.; pork:
barrows & gilts, lowa, Southern Minnesota; veal: farm price of calves; lamb & mutton: Choice slaughter lambs, San Angelo; broilers: wholesale 12-city
average; turkeys; wholesale NY 8-16 Ib. young hens. 4/ Carcass weight for red meats & certified ready-to—-cook for poultry. 5/ Beginning in 1989, veal
trade is no longer reported separately. F = forecast. —— = not available.

Information contacts: LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268.
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q

‘1 11—U.S. Egg Supply & Use

Consumption

Beg. ) Total Hatching Ending Per Wholesale
stocks  Production Imports supply Exports use stocks Total capita price*
Million dozen No. Cts./doz.
14.4 5,803.4 5.3 5,823.1 141.8 606.0 16.2 5,060.1 247.8 62.1
16.2 5,620.9 25.2 5,661.3 91.6 641.8 10.7 4,917.2 238.6 81.9
10.7 5,687.0 9.1 5,706.8 100.8 678.5 11.6 4,915.8 236.0 82.2
11.6 5,800.6 2.3 5,814.5 154.5 708.6 13.0 4,938.5 234.6 7.5
13.0 5,905.0 4.3 5,922.3 157.0 732.0 13.5 5,019.8 235.9 65.4
13.5 6,003.1 4.7 6,021.2 158.9 769.6 10.7 5,082.0 236.3 72.5
10.7 6,176.6 3.7 6,191.0 187.6 803.0 14.9 5,185.5 238.7 67.3
14.9 6,260.1 41 6,279.1 193.5 836.2 12.0 5,237.4 238.8 64-67
12.0 6,380.0 4.0 6,396.0 193.0 870.0 12.0 5,321.0 240.3 62-67
d grade A large eggs, New York. F = forecast. P = preliminary.
mation contact: LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268.
le 12—U.S. Milk Supply & Use!
i Commercial Commercial CCC net removais
L5 ————————— Total —— All
EE Farm commer- cccC Disap- milk
£y . Farm market- Beg. cial net re— Ending pear— price Skim solids Total solids
- Production use ings stock Import  supply movals stocks ance 1/ basis basis 2/
5 Billion pounds (milkfat basis) $lewt Billion pounds
3 -4 142.7 2.3 140.5 4.1 2.5 1471 6.8 46 135.7 12.54 9.3 3
q 2 145.0 2.2 142.8 4.6 24 149.8 9.1 4.3 136.4 12.26 55 8.9
o N 1439 2.1 141.8 4.3 2.5 148.6 9.4 4.1 135.0 13.56 0.4 4.0
A 147.7 2.0 145.7 4.1 2d 152.5 9.0 5.1 138.3 13.68 1.6 46
I 147.7 2.0 145.7 51 2.6 153.4 10.4 4.5 138.6 12.24 3.9 6.5
E § 150.9 1.9 149.0 45 25 155.9 9.9 4.7 1413 13.09 2.0 52
3 150.6 1.8 148.8 4.7 28 156.3 8.7 4.6 1451 12.86 3.9 5.0
R - 163.6 1.8 151.9 4.6 29 159.3 4.8 4.3 150.3 13.05 3.8 4.2
B 158.4 1.7 156.7 4.3 3.0 164.0 3.2 4.4 156.5 12.35 6.5 5.2
d to plants & dealers; does not refiect deductions. 2/ Arbitrarily weighted average of milkfat basis (40 percent) & skim solids basis (60 percent). F = forecast.

mation contact: Jim Miller (202) 219-0770.

WA MRS M
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ble 13—Poultry & Eggs

Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

lly inspected slaughter,
d (mil. Ib.) 21,052.4 22,178.1 23,846.2 1,9243 1,986.4 1,979.2 20594 18904 21948 1,903.0

: /b)) 52.6 852 55.7 57.8 50.5 50.9 61.1 51.7 52.3 51.5
6 Of mer feed ($/ton) 1/ 125 130.1 135.2 147 117 120 123 121 124 126

- price ratio 2/ [ 35] 5.3 5.2 4.8 5.6 5.4 5.3 54 5.3 5.1
ocks beginning of period (mil. Ib.) 300.4 367.9 357.9 374.2 429.8 438.0 458.4 448.1 458.2 486.7
oiler-type chicks hatched (mil.) 3/ 6,892.8 7,220.8 7,549.8 627.1 597.3 658.9 661.4 599.0 677.3 662.4

lly inspected slaughter,

d (mil. Ib.) 48289 48477 49922 380.6 453.9 397.5 389.1 371.2 434.1 370.4
sale price, Eastern U.S.,
6 Ib. young hons(cts.llbgn 60.2 62.8 65.7 61.6 74.0 70.4 60.7 58.5 60 60.1
of turkey grower feed ($/ton) 1/ 117.3 118.8 125.5 135 112 116 117 116 118 120
feed price ratio 2/ 6.4 6.6 6.6 58 8 7.3 6.7 6.4 6.5 6.4
minn!n%of period (mil. Ib.) 264.1 271.7 249.1 346.5 6386.2 280.7 254.4 317.8 367.5 444.4
ults placed in U.S. (mil.) 307.8 308.9 317.8 28.4 246 256 27 259 28.5 26.9
rm production (mil.) 70,860 72,037 74,119 8,073 6,265 6,519 6,374 5,720 6,448 6,173
rage number of layers (mil.) 279 285 292 290 297 299 298 296 295 294

late of lay (eggs per layer
farms) 253.9 253.0 2541 20.9 211 21.8 21.4 19.3 21.8 21.0
artoned price, New York, grade A

g (ctu.ldoz?Al 65.4 725 67.3 65.0 68.5 69.3 65.2 64.3 66.2 66.6
of laying feed ($/ton) 1/ 135.5 134.2 144.4 160 121 124 128 128 133 135
ed price ratio 2/ 8.5 9.4 8.5 T 10.3 10.2 9.7 9.8 9.2 9.2

cks, first of month

. doz.) 0.63 0.45 0.3 0.27 0.21 0.09 0.12 0.36 0.42 0.21
n (mil. doz.) 12.3 13.0 104 11.9 15.2 145 14.8 14.8 139 14.0
ement chicks hatched (mil.) 391 406 379 35.7 255 29.1 31.5 31.7 34.8 34.1

lculated from ;rice ratios that were revised February 1995. 2/ Pounds of feed equal in value to 1 dozen eggs or 1 Ib. of broiler or turkey liveweight. (Revised
uary 1995). 3/ Placement of broiler chicks is currently reported for 15 States only; henceforth, hatch of broiler-type chicks will be used as a substitute.
of cartoned eggs to volume buyers for delivery to retailers.

lion contact: LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268.
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Table 14—Dairy

Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

Milk prices, Minnesota-Wisconsin,

v:;i"?"? fat'(SIcyvt) 1/ 11.88 11.80 12.00 12.99 11.86 11.38 11.35 11.79 11.89 11.16

olesale prices

Euﬂerﬁ gradev/v\_Chi. (cts./Ib.) 82.5 74.4 67.4 65.5 71.5 687.0 64.0 65.5 66.5 66.5
m. cheese, Wis.
assembly pt. (cts./b.) 131.9 131.5 131.5 143.3 127.9 121.3 124.5 130.4 131.1 122.8

Nonfat dry milk (cts./Ib.) 2/ 107.1 112.0 107.9 110.8 1071 106.9 106.7 1071 107.8 107.6

USDA net removals 3/

Total milk equiv. (mil. Ib.) 4/ 99364 66538 48122 360.9 282.2 488.2 596.0 121.2 319.3 281.5
Butter (mil. Ib.) 439.5 288.8 204.4 15.5 10.9 20.8 24.2 3.1 12.4 1.1
Am. cheese (mil. Ib.) 14.4 8.3 6.9 0.1 1.9 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2
Nonfat dry milk (mil. Ib.) 136.7 304.3 302.3 37.7 324 26.7 31.1 48.6 491 47.2

Milk '

Milk prod. 22 States (mil. Ib.) 127,439 126,956 132,240 11,282 10,624 11,090 11,280 10,441 11,698 11,477
Milk per cow Slb.) 15,714 15,836 16,334 1,396 1,312 1,370 1,394 1,291 1,444 1,417
Number of milk cows (1,000) 8,110 8,017 8,096 8,080 8,098 8,094 8,090 8,088 8,103 8,097

g.s.':ngk production (mil. Ib.) 150,885 150,582 153,626 /13,118 /12,330 /12,871 /13,154 /12,176 /13,641 /13,400

ock, beginnin
Total (mil. Ib. . 15,841 14,215 9,570 10,027 6,293 5,862 5,761 6,238 6,211 6,026
Commercial (mil. Ib.) 4,461 4,688 4,550 4,722 4,374 4,198 4,264 4,780 4,808 4,860
Government (mil. Ib.) 11,379 9,526 5,020 5,305 2,549 1,864 1,497 1,458 1,405 1,166
gnportn, lgullld(mil. Ib.) 2,524 2,807 2,880 250 299 295 220 314 233 —-_—
ommercial disappearance

(mil. Ib.) e 141,351 145,037 150,218 12,459 12,377 12,461 12,118 12,213 13,357 —_—

Butter
Production (mil. Ib. 1,365.2 1,315.2 1,295.9 119.4 100.7 121.4 132.0 120.3 125.7 119.3
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 539.4 447.7 234.7 253.5 124.6 84.5 79.4 89.9 88.3 4.8
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 9442 11,0406 1,097.2 92.6 914 98.5 96.4 116.9 116.0 -_—

American cheese
Production (mil. Ib. 2,836.6 29573 2977.0 255.2 240.0 256.9 262.0 240.2 263.2 258.
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 318.7 346.7 358.7 319.5 313.4 310.2 310.4 326.1 329.8 3314
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 2,902.7 12,9455 3,034.1 249.1 2427 258.5 246.2 242.8 262.8 —-—

Other cheese
Production (mil. Ib. 3,651.7 3,709 3,753.1 299.1 319.4 321.4 303.6 288.2 330.7 305.0
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 97.5 120.9 107.0 154.2 135.2 124.5 126.8 131.5 127.0 135.3
Commercial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 3,795.4 3,884.3 4,0479 320.7 362.7 352.0 320.0 313.9 347.3 _—

Nonfat dry milk
Producti);n (mil. Ib. 872.1 9545 1,2156 126.1 88.8 116.3 106.7 98.3 110.4 116.5
Stocks, beginning (mil. Ib.) 2148 81.2 89.6 67.4 132.4 121.4 131.2 140.9 121.9 1254

FCommgrcial disappearance (mil. Ib.) 720.5 648.7 890.7 685.7 60.3 75.3 64.5 70.6 58.0 -—
rozen dessert
Production (mil. gal.) 5/ 1,195.8 1,198.3 11,2448 1131 84.7 79.9 81.6 85.5 109.1 105.1

Annual 1993 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 n v | Il 1] v IP

Milk production (mil. Ib.) 150,885 150,582 153,622 37,238 36,509 37,560 39,916 38,217 37,933 38,971
Milk per cow (Ib.) 15,574 15704 16,129 3,891 3,828 3,951 4,188 4,007 3,983 4,095
No. of milk cows (1,000) 9,688 9,589 9,525 9,570 9,537 9,506 9,530 9,539 9,524 9,516

Milk-feed price ratio 1.69 1.64 1.62 1.62 1.66 1.65 1.658 1.57 1.67 1.66

Returns over concentrate 9.95 9.54 9.65 9.35 9.95 10.10 9.60 9.15 9.75 9.40

costs ($/cwt milk)

1/ Manufacturing grade milk. 2/ Prices paid f.0.b. Central States production area. 3/ Includes products exported through the Dairy Export Incentive Program (DEIP

4/ Milk equivalent, fat basis. 5/ Hard ice cream, ice milk, & hard sRerbat. 6/ Estimated. —-—- = not available. P = preliminary.

Information contact: LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268.

Table 15—Wool

Annual 1993 1994 1995

1992 1993 1994 v | ] ] v |

U.S. wool price, (cts./Ib.) 1/ 204 137 212 132 163 219 238 238 254

Imported wool price, (cts./Ib.) 2/ 210 142 216 150 171 192 200 222 259
U.S. mill consumption, scoured

Apparel wool (1,000 Ib.) 136,143 141,380 138,694 34,419 36,277 35,575 32,742 33,969 35,222

Carpet wool (1,000 Ib.) 14,695 15,431 14,400 3,925 4,450 3,484 3,640 3,165 3,050

1/ Wool price delivered at U.S. mills, clean basis, Graded Territory 64’s (20.60-22.04 microns& staple 2-3/4" & up. 2/ Wool price, Charleston, SC warehouss,

clean basis, Australian 60/62's, type 64A (24 micron). Duty since 1982 has been 10.0 cents. N
Information contact: John Lawler (202) 501-8525.

not available.
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2 16—Meat Animals
Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
le on feed (7 States)
on feed (1,000 head) 1/ 8,397 9,163 9,370 8,977 8,629 8,914 8,870 8,866 8,926 8,992
on feed (1 8 ,000 head) 20,508 20,474 19,997 1,416 1,854 1,590 1,720 1,607 1,776 1,435
ngs (1,000 head 18,548 19,048 19,602 1,610 1,498 1,540 1,636 1,481 1,629 1,657
el diuppearance (1 000 head) 1,194 1,219 895 82 i | 94 88 66 81 80
prices ($/cwt)
jhter Cattle
steers, 1,100-1,300 Ib.
(a 75.71 77.02 73.78 75.48 69.43 69.35 73.60 73.79 70.64 67.54
b. Direct 75.35 76.36 68.84 75.16 68.67 68.34 71.97 72.55 70.00 66.63

‘tutility cows, Sioux Falls 44.84 47.52 42.51 47.31 36.69 36.30 38.79 40.63 39.32 38.47
jder steers

ladium no. 1, Oklahoma City
- 600-650 Ib. - 91.72 83.24 89.44 78.88 79.88 79.88 76.91 76.31 76.69
_750-800 Ib. - 86.45 77.72 81.19 75.19 76.63 76.50 72.53 68.84 65.41

or hogs
ows & Ij;ms. 230-250 Ib.
S. Minn. 43.03 46.10 40.03 42.83 28.51 32.14 37.96 39.60 38.13 36.04

iels 42.31 45.38 39.57 42.48 28.03 31.48 37.68 39.03 37.86 35.77

pigs

48-50 Ib. (per head) 31.71 40.66 31.47 42.60 18.54 18.63 27.74 31.79 39.60 36.96
ghter sheep & lambs

"’1 , Choice, San Angelo 61.00 65.85 66.77 §1.26 73.60 67.50 65.38 75.08 73.75 68.58

I(ioot(,i San Angelo 35.24 37.46 40.47 39.45 42.45 43.25 35.60 41.75 31.25 35.31
,' der lambs

8, San Angelo 62.21 69.32 69.70 61.95 78.30 74.38 75.60 82.69 80.06 78.81

@ meat prices, Midwest

beef cut-out value

Choice, 700-800 Ib. 1 399 10456 10550 112.08 11046 107.35 103.25

elect, 700-800 Ib. 111. 1.96 97.72 98.10 107.22 108.25 105.40 99.76

ner & cutter cow beef .85 95.43 84.39 91.62 72.21 73.17 73.63 76.63 74.94 72.91
cutout, No. 2 58.37 62.19 57.29 59.81 50.82 51.66 53.72 56.38 54.55 51.64
loins, 14-18 Ib. 101.41 107.47 101,50 101.89 80.00 89.50 96.94 102.20 95.30 93.33
bellies, 12-14 Ib. 30.39 41.62 40.00 46.84 29.09 29.29 36.03 35.80 36.30 33.83

ams, skinned, 20-26 Ib. 66.67 66.90 55.60 57.76 52.10 50.74 46.40 54.34 51.60 44.00

\ll fresh beef retail price 266.79 273.43 26599 267.25 262.24 262.79 262.03 263.66 266.47 259.47

orcial slaughter (1,000 head) 2/

32,874 33,324 34,196 2,711 2,808 2,871 2,869 2,581 2,950 2,650
17,138 17,222 18,027 1,447 1,366 1,453 1,434 1,286 1,498 1,401

9,236 9,358 9,589 752 800 788 '819 759 865 765

ows 5,846 6,086 5,941 458 590 580 564 484 528 434
Ills & stags 653 659 641 54 52 50 52 52 59 50

s 1,371 1,195 1,268 94 117 124 124 106 121 98

op & lambs 5,496 5,182 4,938 420 407 426 386 375 468 440

0g g 94,889 93,068 95,713 7,781 8,737 8,786 8,092 7,329 8,808 7,547
ows & gilts 89,964 88,387 90,774 7,415 8,274 8,313 7,682 6,969 8,391 7,208

ommercial production (mil. Ib.)
06 22,968 22,942 24,278 1,901 1,978 2,020 2,009 1,808 2,060 1,849

299 267 283 22 25 26 27 24 27 22
& mutton 343 329 304 27 24 26 24 24 30 28
17,184 17,030 17,658 1,432 1,639 1,642 1,500 1,354 1,634 1,405
Annual 1993 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 v | ] [} v | Il
o on feed (13 States)
on feed (13 States) 10,135 10,974 11,196 9,691 11,196 10,734 9,124 9,252 10,606 10,688
ber on feed (1,000 head) 1/ 10,135 10,974 11,196 9,691 11,196 10,734 9,124 9,252 10,606 10,688
Jlaced on feed (1,000 head) 24,251 24,102 23,449 7,076 5,372 4,675 6,315 7,087 5,914 _—
etings (1,000 head) 21,981 22,376 22,979 5,246 5,559 5,951 5,996 5,473 5,645 -_—
r disappearance (1,000 head) 1,431 1,504 1,060 325 275 334 191 260 287 —_—

s & pigs (U.S.) 3/

s & pigs (U.S.) 3/ 57,649 58,202 57,904 59,030 57,904 57,350 60,715 62,320 59,992 58,415
entory (1,000 head) 1/ 57,649 58,202 57,904 59,030 57,904 57,350 60,715 62,320 59,992 58,415
ding (1,000 head) 1/ 7,229 7,109 7,130 7,130 7,165 7,210 7,565 7,415 7,061 6,988
et (1,000 head) 1/ 50,420 51,093 50,739 51,900 50,739 50,140 53,150 54,905 52,932 51,427
Farrowings (1,000 head) 12,272 11,982 12,341 2,982 2,885 3,389 3,107 2,960 2,871 3,212

Pig crop (1,000 head) 99,142 97,050 101,400 24,003 23,368 27,976 25,547 24509 23,736
1/ Beginning of period. 2/ Classes estimated. 3/ Quarters are Dec. of preceding year-Feb. (I), Mar.-May (ll), June-Aug. (Ill), & Sept-Nov. (IV). = = not available.
“*Intentions.

Information contacts: LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268, and Leland Southerd (202) 219-0767
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Crops & Products
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Table 17—Supply & Utilization 12

Area
Feed Other
Set Total and domestic Total Ending
aside 3/ Planted Harvested Yield Production  supply 4/ residual use Exports use stocks
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu.
Wheat
1990/91 7.5 77.0 69.1 39.5 2,730 3,303 482 883 1,069 2,435 868
1991/92 15.9 69.9 57.8 34.3 1,980 2,889 244 887 1,282 2,414 475
1992/93 7.3 72.2 62.8 39.3 2,467 3,012 194 934 1,354 2,481 531
1993/94 5.7 72.2 62.7 38.2 2,396 3,036 272 968 1,228 2,467 568
1994/95* 5.2 70.4 61.8 37.6 2,321 2,979 300 953 1,215 2,468 511
1995/96* 5.2 69.9 60.3 37.5 2,260 2,872 250 963 1,200 2,413 459
- Mil. acres Lb./acre Mil. cwt (rough equiv.)
ice
1990/91 1.0 2.9 2.8 5529.0 156.1 187.2 — 6/ 91.6 71.0 162.6 24.6
1991/92 0.9 2.9 2.8 5731.0 159.4 189.2 —_— 6/ 95.4 66.4 161.8 27.4
1992/93 0.4 3.2 3.1 5736.0 179.7 213.2 — 6/ 96.7 77.0 173.7 39.4
1993/94 0.7 2.9 2.8 5510.0 156.1 202.5 - 6/101.5 76.2 176.7 25.8
1994/95* 0.3 3.4 3.3 5964.4 197.8 231.5 — 6/104.2 92.0 196.2 35.3
1995/96* 0.7 3.1 3.1 5700.5 177.0 221.3 - 6/107.2 83.0 190.2 31.1
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu.
Corn
1990/91 10.7 74.2 67.0 118.5 7,934 9,282 4,663 1,373 1,725 7,761 1,521
1991/92 7.4 76.0 68.8 108.6 7,475 9,016 4,877 1,454 1,584 7,915 1,100
1992/93 5.3 79.3 72.1 131.5 9,477 10,584 5,296 1,511 1,663 8,471 2,113
1993/94 10.9 73.2 62.9 100.7 6,336 8,470 4,704 1,588 1,328 7,620 850
1994/95* 2.4 79.2 729 138.6 10,103 10,963 5,650 1,700 2,075 9,425 1,538
1995/96* 6.2 73.3 66.0 119.7 7,900 9,448 5,050 1,775 1,875 8,700 748
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu.
Sorghum
1990/91 33 10.5 9.1 63.1 573 793 410 9 232 651 143
1991/92 2.5 111 9.9 59.3 585 727 374 8 292 674 53
1992/93 2.0 13.2 121 72.6 875 928 469 8 277 753 175
1993/94 2.3 9.9 8.9 59.9 534 709 453 8 202 662 48
1994/95* 1.6 9.8 9.0 73.0 655 703 400 7 220 627 76
1995/96* 1.5 9.2 8.2 67.4 555 631 375 7 200 582 49
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu
Barley
1990/91 2.9 8.2 7.5 56.1 422 596 205 176 81 461 135
1991/92 2:2 8.9 8.4 55.2 464 624 225 176 94 496 129
1992/93 2.3 7.8 7.3 62.5 455 595 192 171 80 444 151
1993/94 2.5 7.8 6.8 58.9 398 621 241 176 66 482 139
1994/95* 2.7 7.2 6.7 56.2 375 579 225 175 70 470 109
1995/96* 2.0 7.0 6.5 58.1 380 559 230 175 50 455 104
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu.
Oats
1990/91 0.2 10.4 59 60.1 358 5;3 286 120 1 407 171
1991/92 0.6 8.7 48 50.6 244 4 235 125 2 362 128
1992/93 0.7 7.9 4.5 65.4 294 477 233 125 6 364 113
1993/94 0.8 7.9 3.8 54.4 207 427 193 125 3 321 106
1994/95* 0.6 6.6 4.0 57.2 230 435 205 125 1 331 104
1995/96* 0.5 6.8 3.7 547 200 404 175 125 1 301 103
Mil. acres Bu./acre Mil. bu
Soybeans
1990/91 0.0 57.8 56.5 34.1 1,926 2,168 7/ 95 1,187 557 1,839 329
1991/92 0.0 59.2 58.0 34.2 1,987 2,319 7/ 103 1,254 684 2,041 278
1992/93 0.0 59.2 58.2 37.6 2,190 2,471 7/ 130 1,279 770 2,179 292
1993/94 0.0 60.1 57.4 32.6 1,871 2,170 71 96 1,276 589 1,961 209
1994/95* 0.0 61.9 61.1 419 2,558 2,775 71 170 1,385 810 2,365 410
1995/96* 0.0 62.7 61.5 36.0 2,210 2,625 7/ 110 1,375 775 2,270 355
Mil. Ibs.
Soybean oil
1990/91 - — -— - 13,408 14,730 - 12,164 780 12,944 1,786
1991/92 — — - - 14,345 16,132 - 12,245 1,648 13,893 2,239
1992/93 - — -— - 13,778 16,028 - 13,054 1,419 14,473 1,555
1993/94 _— -_— — — 13,951 15,574 _— 12,941 1,529 14,471 1,103
1994/95* - -— - -_— 15,372 16,485 - 12,900 2,500 15,400 1,085
1995/96* - - - - 15,400 16,495 - 13,100 1,900 15,000 1,495
1,000 tons
Soybean meal
1990/91 -_— —_ - _ 28,325 28,688 — 22,934 5,469 28,403 285
1991/92 -— -_— -— _— 29,831 30,183 - 23,008 6,945 29,953 230
1992/93 - - - - 30,364 30,687 — 24,251 6,232 30,483 204
1993/94 - - -— - 30,514 30,788 — 25,283 5,356 30,639 150
1994/95* — - — — 32,765 32,975 — 26,725 6,000 32,725 250
1995/96* — -_ -_— - 32,685 33,000 - 27,050 5,700 32,750 250

See footnotes at end of table.
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ble 17—Supply & Utilization (continued)

Area

= Feed Other
3 Set Total and domestic Total Ending Farm
~ aside 3/ Planted Harvested Yield Production  supply 4/ residual use Exports use Stocks price 5/
Mil. acres Lb./acre Mil. bales Cts./Ib.
2.0 12.3 11.7 634 15.5 18.5 - 8.7 7.8 16.5 2.3 67.10
1.2 141 13.0 652 17.6 20.0 — 9.6 6.7 16.3 3.7 58.10
1.7 13.2 11.1 700 16.2 19.9 — 10.3 5.2 18.5 4.7 54.90
1.4 134 12.8 606 16.1 20.8 - 10.4 6.9 17.3 3.5 58.40
1.7 13.7 13.3 708 19.7 23.2 — 11.4 10.2 21.6 1.7 11/73.00
0. 16.2 15. 665 21. 22.7 -— 11.6 8.5 20.1 2 12/

12, 1995 Suppll& Demand Estimates. 1/ Marketing year beginnin}g June 1 for wheat, barley, & oats, August 1 for cotton & rice, September 1 for soybeans,
, & sorghum, October 1 for soymeal & soyoil. 2/ Conversion factors: Hectare (ha.) = 2.471 acres, 1 metric ton = 2204.622 pounds, 36.7437 bushels of wheat or
beans, 39.3679 bushels of corn or sorghum, 45.9296 bushels of barley, 68.8944 bushels of oats, 22.046 cwt of rice, & 4.59 480-pound bales of cotton. 3/ Includes
sion, acreage reduction, 50-92, & 0-92 pro(?rams. 0/92 & 50/92 set-aside includes idled acreage & acreage planted to minor oilseeds, sesame, and crambe.
des imports. 5/ Marketing-year weighted average frice received by farmers. Does not include an allowance for loans outstanding & Government purchases.
sidual included in domestic use. 7/ Includes seed. 8/ Simple average of crude soybean oil, Decatur. 9/ Simple average of 48 percent, Decatur. 10/ Upland & extra
staple. Stocks estimates based on Census Bureau data, resulting in an unaccounted difference between supply & use estimates & changes in ending stocks.
Weig _edraverage for August-April, not a projection for the marketing year. —— = not available or not applicable. 12/ USDA is prohibited from publishing cotton
projections.

rmation contacts: Wheat, rice & feed grains, Jenny Gonzales (202) 501-8552; soybeans, soybean products & cotton, Mae Dean Johnson (202) 501-8522.

e 18—Cash Prices, Selected U.S. Commodities

Marketing year 1/ 1994 1995
1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 Apr Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
2.94 3.77 3.67 3.60 3.63 4.27 4.06 3.98 3.87 3.86
linneapo is’(Slbu.) 3/ 3.06 3.82 3.91 5.02 4.99 4.37 4.21 4.09 4.11 4.30
0, S.W. La. ($/cwt) 4/ 15.25 16.50 13.30 20.25 22.75 13.25 13.35 13.756 13.88 13.88
m, no. 2 yellow, 30 day,
hici o(SLu.) 2.41 2.52 2.22 2.68 2.78 2.24 2.32 2.37 2.45 2.50
um, no. 2 yellow,
fCi3' ($/cwt) 4.08 4.36 3.74 4.37 4.33 3.81 3.92 3.90 4.01 4.08
riey, feed,
'_‘5‘ ($/bu.) 2.13 217 2.1 2.05 2.08 2.00 2.02 2.06 2.02 1.97
ey, malting,,b
nneapolis u.) 2.42 2.38 2.37 2.48 2.73 2.81 2.81 2.82 2.85 NQ
S. price, SLM,
6in. (cts./Ib.) 5/ 74.8 56.7 54.1 66.1 76.1 81.9 88.1 91.9 104.2 104.9
rn Europe prices
de) cta.ﬂb.g 6/ 82.9 62.9 56.9 70.7 83.9 87.1 95.6 100.5 110.6 114.6
1-3/32 in. (cts./Ib.) 7/ 88.2 66.3 62.5 73.1 86.8 92.1 100.3 103.9 116.7 120.2
t s, no. 1 yellow, 30 day,
0 (S'llbu.)d 5.76 8,75 5.96 5.61 6.62 5.54 5.45 5.48 5.66 5.68
n oil, crude,
r(cts./Ib.) 21.00 19.10 21.40 25.18 27.95 30.37 29.00 27.97 28.17 26.16
pan meal, 48% protein,
r ($/ton) 8/ 181.40 189.20 193.75 161.10 188.90 156.90 156.40 151.30 156.90 161.9

Beginning June 1 for wheat & barley; Aug. 1 for rice & cotton; Sept. 1 for corn, sorghum & soybeans; Oct. 1 for soymeal & oil. 2/ Ordinarwsrotein. 3/ 14% protein.
rain, milled basis. 5/ Average spot market. 6/ Liverpool Cotlook ”A” Index; average of five lowest prices of 13 selected growths. 7/ Memphis territory growths.
ote change to 48% protein. NQ = No quotes.

jon contacts: Wheat, rice, & feed grains, Jenny Gonzales (202) 501-8552; Soybeans, soybean products, & cotton, Mae Dean Johnson (202) 501-8522.
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Wheat
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Rice
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Corn
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Sorghum
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Barley
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Oats
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Soybeans 8/
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Upland cotton
1989/90
1990/91 5/
1991/92 10/
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96

Payment rates

Table 19—Farm Programs, Price Supports, Participation, & Payment Rates

T
Agricultural Outlook/July 1995

Findley Paid land diversion
Basic or announced Effective
Target loan loan Total . base Program
price rate rate 1/ deficiency = Mandatory Optional acres 2/ 3/
$/bu. Mil. Percent of
acres base
4.10 2.58 2.06 0.32 —_— —_— 82.3 10/0/0
4.00 2.44 1.95 1.28 —-— —_— 80.5 6/ 5/0/0
4.00 2.52 2.04 *1.35 — 79.2 15/0/0
4.00 2.58 2.21 0.81 78.9 5/0/0
4.00 2.86 2.45 1.03 78.5 0/0/0
4.00 2.72 2.58 **0.95 781 0/0/0
4.00 -— _— ***0.70 -— —_— o0/0/0
$/cwt
10.80 6.50 7/ 6.00 3.56 -— —_— 4.2 25/0/0
10.71 6.50 7/ 5.40 4.16 —— _— 4.2 20/0/0
10.71 6.50 7/ 5.85 3.07 —-— - 4.2 5/0/0
10.71 6.50 7/ 4.86 4.21 —_— - 4.1 0/0/0
10.71 6.50 7/ 5.64 3.98 - _— 4.1 5/0/0
10.71 6.50 71— **3.89 —_— — 4.2 0/0/0
10.71 6.50 71 -— warg 21 -— —_— _— 5/0/0
$/bu
2.84 2.06 1.65 0.58 —-— —_— 82.7 10/0/0
2.75 1.96 1.57 0.51 —_— —-_— 82.6 10/0/0
2.75 1.89 1.62 0.41 - -— 82.7 7.5/0/0
2.75 2.01 1.72 0.73 -— -— 82.1 5/0/0
2.76 1.99 1.72 0.28 —-— -— 81.8 10/0/0
2.75 1.99 1.89 **0.57 —-— -— 81.5 0/0/0
2.75 _— —_— ***0.40 —_— —_— —_— 7.5/0/0
$/bu
2.70 1.96 1.57 0.66 —-— -— 16.2 10/0/0
2.61 1.86 1.49 0.56 -— -— 15.4 10/0/0
2.61 1.80 1.54 0.37 -— -— 13.5 7.5/0/0
2.61 1.91 1.63 0.72 -— —_— 13.6 5/0/0
2.61 1.89 1.63 0.25 -— -— 13.5 5/0/0
2.61 1.89 1.80 **0.59 -— -— 13.5 0/0/0
2.61 — -— ***0.39 -— _— - 0/0/0
$/bu.
2.44 1.68 1.34 0.00 12.3 10/0/0
2.36 1.60 1.28 0.20 11.9 10/0/0
2.36 1.54 1.32 0.62 115 7.5/0/0
2.36 1.64 1.40 0.56 1.1 5/0/0
2.36 1.62 1.40 0.67 -— 10.8 0/0/0
2.36 1.62 1.54 **0.52 — —_— 10.7 0/0/0
2.36 -_— — ***0.40 —_— — -_— 0/0/0
$/bu.
1.50 1.06 0.85 0.00 -— -— 7.6 5/0/0
1.45 1.01 0.81 0.32 e -— 7.5 5/0/0
1.45 0.97 0.83 0.35 e -— 7.3 0/0/0
1.45 1.03 0.88 0.17 —— —_— 7.2 0/0/0
1.45 1.02 0.88 0.11 ——= -— 71 0/0/0
1.45 1.02 0.97 **0.20 ——— _— 6.8 0/0/0
1.45 -— -— ***0.05 ——— -— -— 0/0/0
$/bu.
-— -_— 4.53 _— _— —— -— -
—-— -— 4.50 _— —_— _— —_— —
-— _— 5.02 -— —_— — -— —
- -— 5.02 —-— _— ——— i —-—
—_— -— 5.02 —_— —_— —_— -_— —_—
_— - 4.92 —_— —_— —_— —_— —_—
_— -_— 4.92 _— R _— _— —
Cts./lb
73.4 50.00 9/ 50.00 131 - -— 14.6 25/0/0
729 50.27 9/ 50.27 7.3 — - 14.4 12.5/0/0
72.9 50.77 9/ 47.28 10.1 -— -— 14.6 5/0/0
72.9 52.35 9/ 43.81 20.3 —_— -— 14.9 10/0/0
72.9 52.35 9/ 47.50 18.6 _— —_— 151 7.5/0/0
729 50.00 9/ - ** 4.6 -— -_— 16.3 11/0/0
729 51.92 9/ - ***3.7 -— -— —-— 0/0/0

were reduced by 1.4 percent in 1990/91 due to

** For wheat, corn, sorghum, barley and oats, reg
***Estimated total deficiency payment rate based on Fiscal Year 1996 President’s Budget.

Information Contact: Jim Langley, Consolidated Farm Service Agency (202) 690-0640.

1/ There are no Findley loan rates for rice or cotton. See footnotes 7/ & 11/. 2/ National effective crop acrea
3/ Program requirements for participating producers (mandatory acreage reduction program/mandatory paid ]
must be devoted to a conserving use to receive program benefits. 4/ Percentage of effective base acres enrolled in acreage reduction programs. 5/ Payments & loans
ramm-Rudman-Hollings. Budget Reconciliation Act reductions to deficiency payments rates were also in effect in that *
year. Data do not include these reductions. 6/ Under 1990 modified contracts, participating producers plant up to 105 percent of their wheat base acres. For eve
Elanted above 95 percent of base, the acreage used to compute deficiency payments was cut by 1 acre. 7/ A marketing loan has been in effect for rice since 1985/
oans may be repaid at the lower of: a) the loan rate or b) the adjusted world market price (announced weekly). However, loans cannot be repaid at less than a specifie
fraction of the loan rate. Data refer to market-year average loan repayment rates. 8/ There are no target
payment rates for soybeans. 9/ A marketing loan has been in effect for cotton since 1986/87. In 1987/88
the adjusted world market price (announced weekly; Plan B). Starting in 1991/92, loans cannot be repaid at less than 70
average loan repayment rates. 10/ A marketing certificate program was implemented on Aug. 1, 1991. —- = not available.

fa

Erices, base acres, acreage reduction programs, or deficiency
after, loans may be repaid at the lower of: a) the loan rate orb)

Note: 1994 effective base acres and participation rates are from the December 30 Preliminary Compliance Report for 1994.

e base as determined by CFSA. Net of CRP.
nd diversion/optional paid land diversion). Acres idled

* For wheat, the 1991/92 rate is the total deficiency payment rate for the “regular” program. For the winter wheat option, the rate is $1.25.
ular deficiency payment rate based on the 5-month price. For rice and upland cotton, total deficiency payment rat.

percent of the loan rate. Data refer to annul{

Partici—
pation
rate 4/

Percent
of base

~
©
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able 20—Fruit
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 P
us 1/
Production (1,000 ton) 11,993 12,761 13,186 10,860 11,285 12,452 15,274 14,499 16,129
6 ft:p“?;/ consumpt. (Ibs.) 2/ 239 254 235 21.4 19.1 24.4 26.0 23.4 24.2
oncitrus
Production (1,000 tons; 16,011 15,893 16,365 15,657 15,748 17,116 16,566 16,861 -
6r capita consumpt. (Ibs.) 2/ 72.5 72.4 731 71 70.6 73.9 74.0 - —
1994 1995
Bicos Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
ples (cents/pound) 4/ 20.3 21.7 20.0 16.7 17.9 20.2 18.9 18.3 16.9
(cents/pound) 4/ 14.7 17.3 12.8 14.3 14.5 13.7 15.1 18.2 20.0
ges ($/box) 5/ 4.56 2.53 2.62 2.60 2.91 3.05 3.29 3.77 4.48
rapefruit ($/box) 5/ 3.67 4.39 5.96 2.84 2.60 2.19 2.24 2.28 1.68
,ending
apples (mil. Ibs.) 69.4 3,874.3 6,163.3 5,198.8 4,486.0 3,722.2 2,986.0 2,212.1 1619.4
pears (mil. Ibs.) 198.7 588.8 487.7 387.3 3234 214.3 149.8 99.1 57.6
fruits (mil. Ibs.) 1,039.6 1,056.5 1,439.4 1,341.2 1,257.1 1,119.6 1,042.0 925.9 858.1
N conc. orange
(mil. single-strength gallons) 494 .4 420.7 382.1 346.2 492.5 588.3 604.7 641.0 691.9

.= not available.

!

nformation contact: Dennis Shields (202) 501-7702.

lable 21—Vegetables

/ Year shown is when harvest concluded. 2/ Fresh per capita consumption. 3/ Calendar year. 4/ Fresh use. 5/ U.S. equivalent on-tree returns. P = preliminary.

Calendar year

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

lmﬂmt bles (1,000 cwt)
vegetables (1,000 cwt)
sh (1,000 cwlS 113/

203,549 203,165 220,537 228,191 240,289 240,519 378,503
ssed (tons) 2/ 3/

73,804

230,689 373,
12,474,040 12,273,200 12,892,100 11,986,160 15,157,290 16,120,960 16,753,270 14,973,630 15,066,800 18,308,680
714,99

1994 P

453,030 448,829 478,379 467,914 543,435 562,938 565,754 677,975 674,940 748,678

Mushrooms (1,000 Ibs) 4/ 587,956 614,393 631,819 867,759 2 749,151 746,832 776,357 754,783 80,000
otatoes (1,000 cwt] 406,609 361,743 389,320 356,438 370,444 402,110 417,622 425,367 428,693 459,342
potatoes (1, cwt) 14,573 12,368 11,611 10,945 11,358 12,594 11,203 12,005 11,053 13,081
dible beans (1,000 cwt) 22,298 22,960 26,031 19,253 23,729 32,379 33,765 22,615 21,913 29,187
1994 1995
3 Apr Aug Se Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
hipments (1,000 cwt) i
: 23,149 19,977 17,349 15,934 16,574 17,424 17,505 17,802 21,121 19,141
berg lettuce 4,091 4,222 3,765 3,879 3,697 3,669 3,835 3,575 2,992 3,086
atoes, all 3,369 3,188 2,614 2,661 2,862 2,252 2,320 3,238 3,691 2,907
] bulb onions 3,632 3,221 3,375 3,916 4,019 3,660 3,510 2,759 3,386 3,043
Other 5/ 12,157 9,346 7,595 5,478 5,996 7,843 7,840 8,230 11,052 10,105
."’ oes, all 22,114 9,545 10,444 11,271 11,886 13,364 13,418 12,815 17,818 17,872
etpotatoes 218 80 104 241 310 673 214 237 201 317

1/ Includes fresh production of asparagus, broccoli, carrots, caulifiower, celery, sweet corn, lettuce, honeydews, onions, & tomatoes through 1991. 2/ Includes processing
because commodity estimates reinstated in 1992 are included. 4/ Fres

[ uﬁn‘ snap beans, broccoli, cabbage, carrots, caulifiower, celery, sweet corn, cucumbers, eggplant, bell peppers, squash, cantaloupes, honeydews, & watermelons.
= preliminary.

mation contacts: Gary Lucier (202) 219-0117 or John Love (202) 219-0388.

;

tion of snap beans, sweet corn, green peas, tomatoes, cucumbers (for ﬁmklos), asparagus, broccoli, carrots, & cauliflower. 3/ Data after 1991 not comparable to previous
& processing agaricus mushrooms only. Excludes specialty varieties. Crop year July 1 -~ June 30.

Jable 22—Other Commodities

Annual 1994 1995
1 v’ 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Jan-Mar  Apr-June July-Sept Oct-Dec  Jan-Mar
Sugar
oduction 1/ 6,334 7,145 7,569 7,841 7,681 2,247 639 870 3,926 2,433
liveries 1/ 8,661 8,704 8,936 9,064 9,322 2,144 2,307 2,579 2,292 2,121
ks, ending 1/ 2,729 3,039 3,225 3,512 3,145 4,041 2,685 1,338 3,145 3,903
J)osite %reen price
. (cts./Ib.) 76.93 70.09 55.30 64.31 138.62 76.08 110.27 197.50 170.63 —
rts, green bean
-~ equiv. (mil. Ibs.) 2/ 2,716 2,555 2,943 2,445 2,048 560 447 550 491 —_—
Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan
O
price to grower 3/
- Flue-cured ?sllb.) 172.6 168.1 169.8 150.0 160.0 177.0 180.5 182.5 — —
_Burley ($/1b.) 181.5 181.5 181.4 — —_— -_— —-— 180.5 184.0 183.5
‘Domestic consumption 4/
. Cigarettes (bil.) 509.5 462.9 488.6 36.9 48.5 39.6 40.7 38.3 39.4 38.5
e. ~ Large cigars (mil.) 22171 2,236.8 2,290.8 164.3 217.9 2255 204.0 202.4 159.2 159.3

‘Oct.~Sept. for burley. 4/ Taxable removals. —— = not available.

nformation contacts: Sugar, Peter Buzzanell (202) 219-0888, Tobacco, Verner Grise (202) 219-0890.

jl1,000 short tons, raw value. Quarterly data shown at end of each quarter. 2/ Netimports of green & processed coffee. 3/ Crop year July=June for flue-cured,
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Table 23—World Supply & Utilization of Major Crops, Livestock & Products

Wheat
Area (hectares)
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 1/
Consumption (metric tons) 2/
Ending stocks (metric tons) 3/

Coarse grains
Area (hectares)
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 1/
Consumption (metric tons) 2/
Ending stocks (metric tons) 3/

Rice, milled
Area (hectares)
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 4/
Consumption (metric tons) 2/
Ending stocks (metric tons) 3/

Total grains
Area (hectares)
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 1/
Consumption (metric tons) 2/
Ending stocks (metric tons) 3/

Oilseeds
Crush (metric tons)
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons)
Ending stocks (metric tons)

Meals
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons)

Qils
Production (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons)

Cotton
Area (hectares)
Production (bales)
Exports (balesz
Consumption (bales)
Ending stocks (bales)

Red meat
Production (metric tons)
Consumption (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 1/

Poultry
Production (metric tons)
Consumption (metric tons)
Exports (metric tons) 1/

Dairl
Milk production (metric tons) 5/

1989/90 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 P 1994/95 F 1995/96 F
Million units
217.4 225.8 231.4 222.5 223.1 222.4 215.7
495.0 6§33.2 588.0 542.1 561.8 559.7 525.8
104.3 103.9 101.0 110.8 112.7 99.5 96.2
524.3 532.7 561.5 554.7 549.6 563.5 552.0
118.4 118.9 145.4 132.8 145.0 141.2 115.0
323.4 321.1 314.4 318.2 318.8 312.2 314.7
721.0 791.3 821.5 805.0 865.3 790.2 866.5
97.6 104.5 89.5 96.1 91.1 85.3 89.0
786.4 815.6 809.3 804.9 836.9 832.1 857.5
146.6 122.3 134.5 134.6 163.1 121.2 130.2
145.5 146.6 146.8 146.0 145.7 144.5 145.1
329.7 343.1 350.7 349.7 353.1 353.3 357.2
13.9 11.7 12.1 14.1 14.9 16.0 16.1
325.4 338.3 345.9 351.7 355.7 357.8 358.3
49.0 54.1 58.8 56.8 54.3 49.8 48.8
686.3 693.5 692.6 686.7 687.6 679.1 675.5
1,5645.7 1,667.6 1,760.2 1,696.8 1,780.2 1,703.2 1,749.5
215.8 220.1 202.6 221.0 218.7 200.8 201.3
1,636.1 1,686.6 1,716.7 1,711.3 1,742.2 1,753.4 1,767.8
314.0 295.3 338.7 324.2 362.4 312.2 294.0
164.5 717 176.7 185.1 183.8 187.9 201.7
201.6 212.4 215.7 224.4 227.5 227.5 258.4
31.5 35.6 33.4 37.6 37.7 37.3 43.7
221 23.7 234 21.8 23.3 20.1 28.6
111.1 116.8 119.3 125.1 124.6 129.1 138.4
37.4 39.8 40.7 43.2 417 43.9 46.2
53.3 57.1 58.1 60.6 60.9 62.5 67.4
18.1 20.4 20.5 211 20.9 22.8 248
33.8 31.6 33.2 34.8 2.6 30.6 32.3
84.4 79.7 87.0 96.0 82.8 76.9 83.5
334 31.3 29.7 28.1 25,5 26.7 28.9
85.3 86.9 85.5 86.1 85.8 85.7 85.0
31.0 25.1 27.4 377 35.6 27.4 27.0
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 P 1995 F
112.3 113.3 114.9 115.8 116.6 118.9 120.4
110.9 111.4 113.2 113.4 114.5 117.5 119.7
8.2 7.9 8.1 7.6 7.7 8.0 7.8
33.1 33.8 35.7 37.6 39.8 421 445
32.6 32.6 34.5 36.6 38.0 40.0 419
1.7 2.7 3.0 3.3 3.9 4.6 49
387.4 395.0 384.9 379.3 379.2 377.6 379.3

1/ Excludes intra-EU trade but includes intra-FSU trade. 2/ Where stocks data are not available, consumption includes stock changes. 3/ Stocks data are
based on differing marketing years & do not represent levels at a given date. Data not available for all countries. 4/ Calendar year data. 1990 data
correspond with 1989/90, etc. 5/ Data prior to 1989 no longer comparable. P = preliminary. F = forecast. —— = not available.

Information contacts: Crops, Carol Whitton (202) 219-0825; red meat & poultry, Shayle Shagam (202) 219-0360; dairy, LaVerne Williams (202) 219-1268.

-
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. Agricultural Trade
— 24—Prices of Principal U.S. Agricultural Trade Products
Annual 1994 1995
) & 1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr
ort commodities
eat, f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 4.13 3.83 4.09 4.55 442 4.48 4.25 4.20 4.09 4.09
f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 2.66 2.62 2.74 2.43 2.44 2.61 2.72 2.72 2.78 2.78
h sorghum, f.0.b. vessel,
" ‘ports ($/bu.) 2.63 2.56 2.69 2.43 2.54 2.67 2.73 2.69 2.73 2.73
s, f.0.b. vessel, Gulf ports ($/bu.) 6.01 6.53 6.52 5.69 5.94 6.04 6.01 5.97 6.10 6.10
oil, Decatur (cts./Ib.) 19.16 22.83 27.78 26.57 29.41 30.37 29.01 27.98 28.18 28.18
meal, Decatur ($/ton) 177.79 199.18 18263 167.73 161.02 15690 156.40 151.96 156.21 156.21
. n, 7-market avg. spot (cts./Ib.) 53.90 55.36 73.24 67.58 72.00 81.92 88.11 91.89 104.20 104.20
. 0, avg. price at auction Scts./lb.) 172.58 172.16 176.93 180.55 18504 183.54 188.03 192.05 170.55 170.55
@, f.0.b. mill, Houston ($/cwt; 16.80 16.12 19.14 13.90 13.75 13.75 13.75 13.75 13.75 13.75
ble tallow, Chicago (cts./Ib.) 14.37 14.89 17.56 19.63 19.75 22.88 22.62 18.79 18.17 18.17
commodities
, N.Y. spot ($/Ib.) 0.50 0.59 1.38 1.90 1.68 1.56 1.60 1.57 1.68 1.6
N.Y. spot (cts./Ib.) 46.25 45.00 59.71 73.46 71.76 77.35 85.68 92.61 94.14 94.14
beans, N.Y. ($/Ib.) 0.47 0.47 0.59 0.61 0.60 0.59 0.62 0.64 0.62 0.6
tion contact: Mary Teymourian (202) 501-8516.
ble 25—Indexes of Real Trade-Weighted Dollar Exchange Rates!
i 1994 1995
Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
3 1990 = 100
l U.S. trade 103.3 100.7 100.9 99.7 98.0 99.2 101.4 99.9 98.9 95.0 93.0 92.2 91.1
icultural trade
L ots 96.9 95.3 95.2 94.3 93.7 94.1 96.6 99.3 98.8 97.0 93.3 934 93.4
. competitors 104.5 101.5 101.2 100.1 98.4 99.1 100.5 99.5 98.6 96.2 947 941 93.4
. 107.9 106.4 105.4 104.5 103.8 102.9 103.3 103.3 103.3 101.8 99.6 99.0 98.4
3 107.1 105.5 105.4 104.3 103.1 103.8 104.8 104.2 103.8 102.0 100.2 99.8 99.1
:r 94.2 91.9 91.6 90.8 89.8 90.5 93.1 94.6 94.0 91.1 87.6 87.4 87.0
76.8 71.8 70.2 68.6 67.3 66.5 66.3 65.5 64.7 65.4 65.2 64.9 64.6
91.6 89.9 89.5 88.6 88.3 88.3 90.2 91.2 91.1 88.3 84.2 83.7 83.1
100.7 98.7 98.5 97.5 96.3 97.2 98.2 96.8 96.2 93.9 92.5 92.0 91.1
99.7 98.1 97.8 97.3 96.7 96.6 97.6 98.1 97.9 96.2 93.8 4 92.9
124.9 122.6 123.8 122.8 1211 120. 120.3 119.8 119.7 119.0 1179 1174 116.

jed reporting by some countries.

26—Trade Balance

nation contact: Douglas Rhoades (202) 219-0754.

dexes adjust nominal exchange rates to avoid the distortion caused by different levels of inflation among countries. A higher value means the dollar
iated. "Total U.S. trade” Index uses the Federal Reserve Board Index of trade-wei

S. tr | f ghted value of the U.S. dollar against 10 major currencies.
are based on relative importance of major U.S. customers & competitors in world markets. Indexes are subject to revision for up to 1 year due to

Fiscal year 1/

Mar

1988

35,316
258,656
293,972

21,014
409,138
430,152

14,302
-150,482
-136,180

years begin October 1 & end September 30

rmation contact: Joel Greene (202) 219-0816.

1989

301,269
340,859

21,476
441,075
462,551

18,114
-139,806
-121,692

1990

40,220
326,059
366,279

22,560
458,101
480,661

17,660
-132,042
-114,382

1991

37,609
356,682
394,291

22,588
463,720
486,308

15,021
-107,038
-92,017

1992
$ million

42,430
383,517
425,947

24,323
488,556
512,879

18,107
-105,039
-86,932

1993

42,589
390,784
433,373

24,454
537,584
562,038

18,135
-146,800
-128,665

1994

43,511
425,506
469,017

26,365
605,332
631,697

17,146
-179,826
-162,680

1995 F

51,500

29,500

22,000

1995

5,037
44,351
49,388

2,780
61,042
63,822

2,257
16,691
14,434

. Fiscal year 1994 began Oct. 1, 1993 & ended Sept. 30, 1994. 2/ Domestic exports including

t of Defense shipments (F.A.S. value). 3/ Imports for consumption (customs value). F = forecast. —— = not available.
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Table 27—U.S. Agricultural Exports & Imports l

Fiscal year* Mar Fiscal year* Mar '
1993 1994 1995 F 1995 1993 1994 1995 F 1995
1,000 units $ million |
EXPORTS i
Animals, live (no.) 1/ 1,107 1,162 -— 44 358 469 - 28 |
Meats & preps., excl. poultry (mt) 1,160 1,316 2/ 1,100 126 3,349 3,503 - 345 j
Dairy products (mt) 1/ 211 188 - 21 762 709 800 74 '
Poultry meats (mt) 986 1,377 1,800 173 1,031 1,420 - 167
Fats, oils, & greases (mt) 1,362 1,341 1,500 171 519 515 - 83 !
Hides & skins incl. furskins — - - - 1,288 1,439 -— 168 !
Cattle hides, whole (no.) 1/ 19,786 20,065 — 2,090 1,062 1,128 - 128 .
Mink pelts (no.) 1/ 3,119 3,197 — 703 56 79 - 13
Grains & feeds (mt) 103,701 88,090 — 10,059 14,103 13,130 3/ 16,000 1,458 I
Wheat (mt) 36,039 31,145 33,000 2,691 4,737 4,026 4/ 5,100 409 y
Wheat flour (mt) 1,075 1,024 1,100 150 217 201 - 28
Rice (mt) 2,710 2,433 3,000 271 766 889 900 77 i
Feed grains, incl. products (mt) 50,701 40,441 58,400 5,667 5,260 4,744 6,400 642
Feeds & fodders (mt) 11,500 11,380 12,400 1,165 2,147 2,231 - 220
Other grain products (mt) 1,676 1,667 _— 115 976 1,039 - 82
Fruits, nuts, & ?reps. (mt) 3,398 3,597 - 350 3,409 3,827 4,500 323
Fruit juices incl.
froz. (1,000 hectoliters) 1/ 7,845 7,018 - 643 423 467 — 54
Vegetables & preps. (mt) 2,790 2,920 - 243 3,220 3,489 - 336
Tobacco, unmanufactured (mt) 231 196 - 20 1,443 1,260 1,400 141
Cotton, excl. linters (mt) 1,126 1,566 2,300 303 1,526 2,287 4,000 544
Seeds (mt) 529 490 -_— 34 648 601 700 59
Sugar, cane or beet (mt) 1/ 337 392 - 27 106 130 - 11
Oilseeds & products (mt) 29,190 24,051 - 3,364 7.211 6,856 8,200 939
Oilseeds (mt) 21,044 16,958 — 2,314 4,981 4,559 -— 545
Soybeans (mt) 20,400 16,364 21,800 2,261 4,606 4,161 4,800 505
Protein meal (mt) 6,545 5,406 - 677 1,262 1,085 - 118
Vegetable oils (mt) 1,601 1,687 —— 374 968 1,213 — 276
Essential oils (mt) 13 15 - 2 185 206 - 22
Other 92 132 - 9 3,008 3,203 - 285
Total 145,125 125,671 159,200 14,902 42,589 43,511 51,500 5,037
IMPORTS
Animals, live (no.) 1/ 3,461 3,141 - 507 1,569 1,360 1,400 193
Meats & prers., excl. poultry (mt) 1,128 1,159 - 95 2,726 2,721 - 218
Beef & veal (mt) 793 776 800 63 1,919 1,822 2,100 140
Pork (mt) 276 318 300 25 663 744 700 62
Dairy products (mt) 1/ 231 260 - 18 860 955 900 71
Poultry & products 1/ - -— -— - 137 133 - 12
Fats, oils, & greases (mt) 44 40 -— 4 30 26 -— 3
Hides & skins, incl. furskins 1/ - - - - 181 195 - 19
Wool, unmanufactured (mt) 59 56 - 7 173 152 - 24
Grains & feeds (mt) 4,942 10,009 7,600 540 1,639 2,328 2,200 180
Fruits, nuts, & preps.,
excl. juices {r‘nt) 6,089 6,259 6,600 692 2,988 2,996 — 339
Bananas & plantains (mt) 3,737 3,836 4,000 336 1,083 1,057 1,100 100
Fruit juices (1,000 hectoliters) 1/ 27,053 32,001 28,000 1,937 640 686 - 50
Vegetables & preps. (mt) 2,733 2,866 —_— 421 2,440 2,642 3,000 327
Tobacco, unmanufactured (mt) 386 319 200 10 1,101 912 500 26
Cotton, unmanufactured (mt) 12 16 - 2 11 17 — 3
Seeds (mt) 189 309 300 55 214 255 300 43
Nursery stock & cut flowers 1/ —-— -_— - - 629 685 - 53
Sugar, cane or beet (mt) 1,569 1,619 2,100 189 591 616 - 78
Oilseeds & products (mt) 2,484 3,219 3,400 243 1,204 1,479 1,600 140 r ‘
Oilseeds (mt) 373 895 - 67 130 273 - 22 (
Protein meal (mt) 618 760 - 59 89 108 - 8
Vegetable oils (mt) 1,492 1,564 - 118 985 1,098 - 110
Beverages excl. fruit |
juices (1,000 hectoliters) 1/ 14,014 15,710 -— 1,455 1,975 2,122 — 194
Coffee, tea, cocoa, spices (mt) 2,244 2,013 3,018 3,622 5,700 498 |
Coffee, incl. products (mt) 1,185 969 1,100 105 1,502 2,019 4,000 372 (
Cocoa beans & products (mt) 770 748 700 44 1,028 1,077 1,100 80
Rubber & allied gums (mt) 981 1,001 1,000 104 839 885 1,300 157
Other -— _— -_— - 1,489 1,578 -— 153

Total -_— -_— -_— — 24,454 26,365 29,500

*Fiscal years begin Oct. 1 & end Sept. 30. Fiscal year 1994 began Oct. 1, 1993 & ended Sept. 30, 1994. 1/ Not included in total volume.
2/ Forecasts for footnoted items 2/-5/ are based on slightly different ?roups of commodities. Totals for fiscal 1994 forecast commodities were
2/ 1.025 million tons. 3/ $13,413 million. 4/ $4,228 million, includes flour. 5/ 11.797 million tons. F = forecast. —- = not available.

Information contact: Joel Greene (202) 219-0816.

2,780
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able 28—U.S. Agricultural Exports by Region

g Fiscal year* Mar Change from year* earlier Mar
e gion & country 1993 1994 1995 F 1995 1993 1994 1995 F 1995
$ million Percent

TERN EUROPE 7,499 6,802 8,100 881 -3 -6 19 46
opean Union 1/ 7,241 6,557 7,800 845 -2 -7 19 52
ium-Luxembourg 482 504 - 76 5 5 — 169
613 466 - 63 -1 -24 - 74
any 1,146 1,028 — 119 5 -10 -_— 41
568 564 - 53 -17 -1 - 48
Netherlands 1,801 1,609 — 190 -1 -1 - 57
ited Kingdom 916 931 - 83 4 2 — 4
3 gal 223 224 — 41 -7 0 - 20
‘Spain, incl. Canary Islands 829 780 — 137 -13 -6 -— 44
or Western Europe 258 274 300 36 -13 9 9 =21
tzerland 152 154 - 24 -19 1 - 25
ERN EUROPE 468 312 400 19 111 -33 28 -8
d 230 11 - 7 368 =52 -— -58
er Yugoslavia 47 98 - 7 -6 107 - 340
nania 107 50 -_— 1 42 -53 —_— 412
or Soviet Union 1,561 1,486 1,100 132 -42 -5 -26 42
17,832 19,390 2/ 22,600 2,610 0 9 - 45
t Asia (Mideast) 1,922 1,698 2,200 219 9 -12 30 74
rkey 369 240 - 49 7 -35 - 115
1 3 - 0 150 116 — -100
ol, incl. Gaza & W. Bank 382 361 500 40 10 -6 39 113
udi Arabia 463 500 500 49 -16 8 0 36
641 556 - 123 20 -13 - 106
52 120 - 7 -58 131 - 23
226 130 - 32 93 -43 - 349
236 212 400 77 4 -10 89 206
322 877 2,300 423 -53 172 162 708
8,461 9,208 9,700 867 1 9 5 2
east Asia 1,551 1,789 - 244 6 15 -_ 35
“Indonesia 327 408 - 77 -7 25 - 77
Philippines 512 554 600 57 16 8 8 -1
East Asia 4,935 5,262 6,900 735 0 7 31 38
1,999 2,103 2,300 254 4 5 9 15
2,041 2,055 3,100 338 -7 1 51 63
880 1,103 1,500 142 8 25 36 37
4 2,671 2,237 2,900 270 16 -16 30 23
1,659 1,470 2,100 208 18 -1 43 43
310 167 - 15 98 -46 - 29
458 608 500 41 -4 33 -18 -47
756 613 1,500 146 T -19 145 187
1,012 766 800 62 13 -24 -17
58 11 - 9 413 -30 - 25
S. Africa 383 113 - 26 17 -70 - 71
AMERICA & CARIBBEAN 6,883 7,252 7,600 592 7 5 5 -14
231 228 800 31 61 -1 251 23
¢ 1,015 952 - 115 5 -6 - 44
tral America 675 729 - 81 15 8 = 34
ombia 234 258 -_— 25 65 10 -_— =22
[ 3,660 4,133 3,600 247 0 13 -13 -41
172 205 - 13 -4 19 - 20
502 410 400 37 27 -18 -2 0
5,220 5,261 5,900 485 8 1 12 7
456 497 700 49 7 9 41 23
42,589 43,511 51,500 5,037 0 2 18 29
eloped countries 22,337 22,453 24,900 2,341 2 1 1 18
eloping countries 18,357 18,683 22,800 2,138 8 2 22 19
countries 1,896 2,375 3,800 558 -56 25 60 283

al years begin Oct. 1 & end Sept. 30. Fiscal year 1994 began Oct. 1, 1993 & ended Sept. 30, 1994. F = forecast. —— = not available.

stria, Finland, and Sweden are included in the European Union.
a forecast excludes West Asia (Mideast). Note: Adjusted for transshipments through Canada.
tion contact: Joel Greene (202) 219-0816.
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Table 29—Farm Income Statistics

Calendar year

}
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993P 1994 F 1995F
$ billion [
!
1. Farm receipts 150.1 140.0 148.5 158.4 168.9 177.5 176.6 179.0 183.9 190.7 187 to197
Crops (incl. net CCC loans) 74.3 63.7 65.9 7.7 77.0 80.1 82.1 849 84.5 91.6 91 to95 i
Livestock 69.8 71.6 76.0 79.4 84.1 89.8 86.7 86.3 90.6 88.3 85 to89
Farm related 1/ 6.0 57 6.6 7.3 7.8 7.6 7.8 7.8 8.8 10.8 11 to13
2. Direct Government payments 7.7 11.8 16.7 145 10.9 9.3 8.2 9.2 13.4 7.8 6 to8
Cash payments 7.6 8.1 6.6 71 9.1 8.4 8.2 9.2 13.4 7.8 6 to8 1
Value of PIK commodities 0.1 3.7 10.1 7.4 1.7 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 tol i
3. Gross cash income‘;9+2) 2/ 157.9 152.8 165.1 172.9 179.8 186.8 184.9 188.2 197.2 198.5 195 t0203
4. Nonmoney income 5.6 55 5.6 6.3 8.1 8.0 7.7 7.8 7.9 8.1 7 to9 j
5. Value of inventory change -2.3 -2.2 -2.3 -3.4 4.8 3.4 -0.3 4.3 -3.6 71 0 tod
6. Total gross farm income (3+4+5) 161.2 156.1 168.5 175.8 192.8 198.2 192.3 200.2 201.4 213.7 205 to213
7. Cash expenses 4/ 110.7 105.0 109.4 119.0 125.6 131.8 131.7 130.8 138.7 144.6 142 to 150
8. Total expenses 132.4 125.1 128.8 137.8 144.9 1561.3 151.2 150.1 158.0 164 162 to 170
9. Net cash income (3-7) 471 47.8 55.8 53.9 54.2 55.1 53.2 57.4 58.5 53.9 48 to58
10. Net farm income (6-8) 28.8 31.0 39.7 38.0 47.9 46.9 411 50.1 43.4 49.7 38 to48
Deflated (1987$) 30.5 32.0 39.7 37.3 43.3 411 34.9 41.5 349 39.4 29 to37

1/ Income from machine hire, custom work, sales of forest products, & other miscellaneous cash sources. 2/ Numbers in parentheses indicate the combination of items
required to calculate a given item. 3/ Value of home consumrtion of self?roduced food & imputed gross rental value of farm dwellings. 4/ Excludes capital consumption,

ﬁerquisites to hired labor, & farm household expenses. Total may not add because of roundin?. P = preliminary. F = forecast.
or

ote: 1988-92 accounts (primarily expenses) have been revised to reflect improved methods for estimating farm income. Call contact for information.

Information contact: John Jinkins (202) 219-0798.

Table 30—Average Income to Farm Operator Households

Calendar year

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 F 1995 F

$ per operator household

Farm income to household 1/ 5,742 5,810 7,180 4,815 5,328 3,600 to 6,600
Self-employment farm income 4,973 4,458 5,172 3,623 - -_—
Other farm income to household 768 1,352 2,008 1,192 —— —
Plus: Total off-farm income 33,265 31,638 35,731 35,408 36,683 37,000 to 39,000
Income from wages, salaries, and
non-farm businesses 24,778 23,551 27,022 25,215 - -
Income from interest, dividends,
transfer payments, etc. 8,487 8,087 8,709 10,194 - -
Equals: Farm operator household income 39,007 37,447 42,911 40,223 42,011 40,600 to 45,600

1/ Farm income to the household equals self-employment income plus amounts that operators pay themselves & family members to work on the farm,
income from renting out acreage, & net income from a farm business other than the one being surveyed. Data for 1990 are based on a survey that did
not fully account for small farms. Data after 1990 include an additional 350,000 farms, many with gross sales under $10,000 & negative
net farm incomes. F = forecasts. —— = not available at this time.

Information contact: Susan Bentley (202) 219-0931.

,'ﬂk

— -

=
-



cultural Outlook/July 1995 49
31—Balance Sheet of the U.S. Farming Sector
Calendar year 1/
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992  1993P 1994 F 1995F
$ billion
586.2 542.3 578.9 595.5 615.7 628.2 623.2 633.1 656.3 682.0 692 to 702
186.5 182.1 193.7 205.6 2141 220.2 219.2 228.4 231.8 238.1 228 to 238
46.3 47.8 58.0 62.2 66.2 70.9 68.1 71.0 72.8 741 72 to74
82.9 81.5 80.0 81.2 85.1 85.4 85.8 85.6 85.2 88.0 84 to8s
22.9 16.3 17.5 23.3 23.4 228 22.0 24.1 23.4 26.0 24 t026
1.2 2.1 3.2 3.5 2.6 2.8 27 3.9 4.2 3.0 2 tod
ne 33.3 345 35.1 35.4 36.8 383 40.6 43.1 46.2 47.0 46 to 48
tal farm assets 7727 724.4 772.6 801.1 829.7 848.4 842.2 861.5 888.0 920.1 925 to0 935
astate debt 3/ 100.1 90.4 82.4 77.6 75.4 74.1 74.5 75.0 76.0 77.2 77 to81
yal estate debt 4/ 77.5 66.6 62.0 61.7 61.9 63.2 64.3 63.6 65.9 70.8 72 to74
| farm debt 177.6 157.0 144.4 139.4 137.2 137.4 138.8 138.6 141.9 148.1 150 to 154
farm equity 595.1 567.4 628.2 661.7 692.6 711.0 703.6 7229 746.2 772.0 773 to 783
‘ Percent
ots 23.0 21.7 18.7 17.4 16.5 16.2 16.5 16.1 16.0 16.1 16 to17
quity 29.8 27.7 23.0 21.1 19.8 19.3 197 19.2 19.0 19.2 19 to21
ot cash income 377 328 259 256 251 249.4 261 242 243 290 296 to 300

les CCC storage and drying facilities loans. 4/ Excludes debt for nonfarm purposes. P = preliminary. F = forecast.
tion contacts: Ken Erickson, (202) 219-0799, Jim Ryan (202) 219-0796.

of Dec. 31. 2/ Non-CCC crops held on farms plus value above loan rates for crops held under CCC. 3/ Excludes debt on operator dwellings, but
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Table 32—Cash Receipts from Farm Marketings, by State T
|
.
Livestock & products Crops 1/ Total 1/
Region &
State Feb Mar Feb Mar Feb Mar
1993 1994 1995 1995 1993 1994 1995 1995 1993 1994 1995 1995
$ million 2/ l F
NORTH ATLANTIC
Maine 274 276 22 24 198 205 14 21 472 481 35 4 -
New Hampshire 65 64 6 6 99 87 5 7 164 151 11 13
Vermont 403 390 30 33 81 87 3 7 484 477 33 41
Massachusetts 122 117 9 10 375 339 10 13 497 456 20 23
:
Rhode Island 12 12 1 1 67 68 3 5 79 80 4 6 N
Connecticut 258 251 20 21 263 218 12 16 521 468 31 38 =
New York 1,888 1887 142 158 930 968 47 61 2,818 2,855 190 219 &
New Jersey 199 183 14 16 508 586 21 32 707 769 35 48 \
Pennsylvania 2,621 2612 217 243 1,091 1,167 93 111 3,712 3,779 310 355
NORTH CENTRAL i
Ohio 1,673 1577 126 141 2,720 2,908 173 182 4,393 4,485 298 323
Indiana 1,931 1765 133 145 3,186 3,079 199 196 5117 4,845 332 341
lllinois 2,248 2066 169 175 5,834 6,166 448 527 8,082 8,232 617 703 G
Michigan 1,376 1410 109 119 1,991 2,003 120 113 3,367 3,412 228 232 ; 7
Wisconsin 4,164 3945 314 345 1,086 1,435 96 110 5,250 5,380 410 456 4
Minnesota 3,774 3447 279 295 2,799 3,076 148 192 6,57. 6,524 426 487 a\
lowa 5,829 5120 409 442 4,173 4,964 321 399 10,002 10,084 729 842
Missouri 2,270 2452 223 215 1,783 2,075 124 143 4,05 4,527 347 358 In
!
North Dakota 706 627 . 58 62 2,227 2,308 171 186 2,933 2,936 229 248
South Dakota 2,173 1644 144 160 1,147 1,699 93 106 3,320 3,343 236 266
Nebraska 5,842 5403 455 440 3,067 3,158 168 232 8,909 8,562 623 672 ;
Kansas 4,870 4809 383 383 2,493 2,880 128 162 7,363 7,688 511 546 ’
SOUTHERN !
Delaware 463 505 39 36 159 155 8 6 622 660 47 42
Maryland 806 793 58 63 560 553 26 51 1,366 1,346 84 114
Virginia 1,385 1386 107 117 683 775 31 33 2,068 2,161 138 150
Waest Virginia 328 329 22 27 77 75 4 4 405 403 26 31
North Carolina 3,201 3333 250 292 2,256 3,034 111 144 5,457 6,367 361 436
South Carolina 603 615 43 50 618 733 31 38 1,221 1,347 74 87 } T
Georgia 2,572 2668 181 200 1,639 2,003 119 104 4,211 4,671 300 304
Florida 1,202 1191 95 113 4,548 4,778 455 500 5,750 5,970 550 613
Kentucky 1,720 1645 116 112 1,656 1,589 87 69 3,376 3,235 203 180
Tennessee 1,012 982 81 87 1,027 1,170 76 83 2,039 2,152 157 170
Alabama 2,184 2159 147 179 726 746 43 42 2,910 2,905 190 220
Mississippi 1,577 1706 112 129 1,028 1,217 102 91 2,605 2,923 214 220
Arkansas 2,902 3114 220 231 1,480 2,195 85 84 4,382 5,309 304 316
Louisiana 688 704 59 67 1,069 1,310 51 68 1,757 2,014 111 134 Fe
Oklahoma 2,762 2700 231 267 1,108 1,164 44 52 3,870 3,863 275 319 g‘;
Texas 8,342 8228 627 733 4,275 4,510 361 281 12,617 12,738 988 1,014 F
WESTERN Fe
Montana 938 867 73 80 843 1,061 97 89 1,781 1,928 170 168 Fu
Idaho 1,167 1199 102 100 1,680 1,787 79 107 2,847 2,986 180 207 El
Wyoming 657 621 43 39 160 198 13 9 817 819 56 47 Pe
Colorado 2,879 2779 300 263 1,204 1,251 60 62 4,083 4,030 359 325 N
New Mexico 1,136 1099 91 96 486 423 18 19 1,621 1,622 109 115 Sh
Arizona 885 824 62 71 1,037 1,043 94 203 1,922 1,867 156 275 Re
Utah 626 598 45 47 177 223 15 19 803 820 61 66 T
Nevada 187 189 17 17 102 110 7 12 289 299 24 28 Re
Washington 1,561 1609 115 144 3,013 3,083 171 197 4,574 4,692 287 340 (o]
Oregon 739 726 52 55 1,737 1,920 69 81 2,476 2,646 121 136 M
California 5,246 5398 415 458 14,604 14,726 614 1,027 19,850 20,124 1,029 1,485 M
Alaska 6 6 0 1 20 22 1 2 26 28 2 2 r tr
Hawaii 85 76 6 7 406 420 31 35 491 496 37 42 “@
UNITED STATES 90,555 88,107 6,972 7,616 84,497 91,748 5,298 6,332 175,052 179,855 12,270 13,848 Ci
1/ Sales of farm products include receipts from commodities placed under nonrecourse CCC loans, plus additional gains realized on redemptions during the L‘
period. 2/ Estimates as of end of current month. Totals may not add becauss of rounding. I;
Information contact: Roger Strickland (202) 219-0806. To receive current monthly cash receipts via postal mail or e-mail contact Bob Dubman at (202) 219-0809 |
or BDUBMAN@ERS.BITNET. Te
1
pé
In
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A ® 33—Cash Receipts from Farming
Annual 1994 1995
r' 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Mar Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
5 $ million
- ‘marketings & CCC loans* 161,142 169,974 168,795 171,202 175,052 179,855 10,148 13,852 15,400 18,316 13,097 13,320
ock & products 84,122 89,843 86,735 86,350 90,5655 88,107 8,105 7,833 7,508 7,531 6,972 7,518
1 i { lnlmlll 46,857 51,911 51,089 48,467 51,364 46,808 4,557 4,146 3,902 4,394 4,043 4,207
3 products 19,396 20,149 18,037 19,835 19,316 19,934 1,783 1,660 1,592 1,660 1,524 1,751
i ultry & eggs 16,372 15,243 15,122 15,480 17,241 18,445 1,550 1,619 1,860 1,248 1,210 1,343
3 2,498 2,540 2,487 2,569 2,635 2,920 215 208 352 229 195 215
5 77,020 80,131 82,060 84,853 84,497 91,748 5,590 9,808 7,894 10,785 6,126 5,803
3 grains 8,247 7.517 7,414 8,455 8,221 9,632 553 408 390 73 4 473
) crops 17,054 18,871 19,491 19,782 19,338 20,688 1,214 799 859 2,825 1,446 1,808
(lint & seed) 5,0: 5,489 5,236 5,192 5,015 5,647 136 105 108 1,896 6 431
; 3 CcO 2,415 2,741 2,886 2,061 2,949 2,644 33 0 0 338 49 27
)
: ng crops 11,866 12,258 12,709 13,277 13,046 15,216 217 4,295 2,105 1,768 1,729 755
. tables & melons 11,592 11,449 11,561 11,767 12,656 13,127 807 1,488 817 1,733 758 826
3 &tree nuts 9,157 9,420 9,909 10,123 9,927 9,951 547 1,248 1,441 829 663 1,260
| 11,657 12,586 12,854 13,297 13,345 14,042 1,283 1,464 2,173 525 428 425
g ment payments 10,887 9,298 8,214 9,169 13,402 7,881 1,308 20 487 93 727 2,083
172,029 179,272 177,009 180,371 188,226 187,736 11,453 14,042 15,867 18,409 13,825 15,403
; of farm products include receipts from commodities placed under nonrecourse CCC loans, plus additional gains realized on redemptions during the period. — = not
4 s
3 rmation contact: Roger Strickland (202) 219-0806. To receive current monthly cash receipts via mail contact Bob Dubman at (202) 219-0809 or BDUBMAN@ERS.BITNET.
3
3 i
3
3 :
2
i
)
|
3 E "
: ple 34—Farm Production Expenses
3
; Calendar year
) 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 P 1994 F 1995 F
) $ million
, R
4 purchased 17,472 17,463 20,246 20,744 20,387 19,331 20,132 21,433 22,856 21,000 to 25,000
) ck & poultry purchased 9,758 11,842 12,764 13,138 14,833 14,274 13,868 14,049 13,759 11,000 to 15,000
1 ed hased 3,188 3,259 4,080 4,397 4,518 5,113 4,913 5,162 5,331 4,000 to 6,000
arm-origin inputs 30,418 32,564 37,089 38,278 39,738 38,718 38,913 41,545 42,046 39,000 to 43,000
&lime 6,820 6,453 7,679 8,176 8,208 8,687 8,333 8,398 9,109 9,000 to 11,000
] oils 5,310 4,957 4,800 4,772 5,790 5,608 5,299 5,364 5,433 4,000 to 7,000
{ 1,795 2,156 2,360 2,648 2,607 2,634 2,611 2,677 2,444 2,000 to 4,000
[ 4,324 4,512 4,148 5,012 5,362 6,319 6,469 6,718 7,002 6,000 to 8,000
> ctured inputs 18,249 18,078 18,987 20,6807 21,967 23,228 22,712 23,157 23,988 23,000 to 27,000
> term interest 7,367 6,767 6,712 6,740 6,656 6,124 5,395 5,334 5,839 5,000 to 8,000
> al m. interest 1/ 9,131 8,205 7,581 7,190 6,740 5,963 5,772 5,501 5,698 5,000 to 7,000
3 tal interest charges 16,498 14,972 14,293 13,930 13,395 12,088 11,167 10,836 11,637 11,000 to 15,000
]
& maintenance 1/ 6,426 6,759 7 8,407 8,553 A 8,469 9,154 9,046 8,000 to 10,000
) & hired labor 9,484 9,975 10,911 12,034 14,120 14,012 14,008 15,005 15,295 13,000 to 17,000
3 hln & cultom work 2,099 2,105 3,112 3,380 3,565 3,520 3,836 4,411 4,451 3,000 to 5,000
>
) [ 3,652 4,078 3,516 4,206 4,211 4,719 4,541 5,591 6,165 5,000 to 7,000
3 : op'ntlng expenses 1/ 2/ 9,759 11,171 11,991 11,998 12,725 13,536 12,835 14,099 15,600 14,000 to 18,000
ther operating expenses 31,420 34,088 37,248 40,025 43,173 44,417 43,690 48,260 50,557 48,000 to 54,000
I consumption 1/ 17,788 17,001 17,8610 18,168 18,267 18,249 18,317 18,422 18,413 17,000 to 21,000
1/ 4,612 4,853 4,954 5,213 5,687 5,615 5,834 ,259 6,453 6,000 to 8,000
to nonoperator
ds 6,099 7,124 7,619 8,667 9,049 8,879 9,607 9,551 11,025 10,000 to 12,000
ther overhead expenses 28,499 29,069 30,183 32,048 33,003 32,743 33,658 34,233 35,891 35,000 to 38,000
' production expenses 125,084 128,772 137,780 144,888 151,277 151,194 150,139 158,030 164,019 162,000 to 170,000

forecast

tion contacts: Chris McGath (202) 219-0808, John Jinkins (202) 219-0798.

udes operator dwellings. 2/ Beginning in 1982, miscellaneous operating exgenees include other livestock purchases, dairy assessments & feeding fees
nonoperators. Totals may not add because of roundlng P = preliminary
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Table 35—CCC Net Outlays by Commodity & Function

Fiscal year

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995E 1996 E

$ million
COMMODITY/PROGRAM
Feed grains

Corn 12,346 8,227 2,863 2,435 2,387 2,105 5,143 625 3,309 2,305

Grain sorghum 1,203 764 4867 349 243 190 410 130 212 229

Barley 394 57 45 -94 71 174 186 202 160 116

Oats 17 -2 1 -5 12 32 16 5 20 9

Corn & oat products 7 7 8 8 9 9 10 10 0 0

Total feed grains 13,967 9,053 3,384 2,693 2,722 2,510 5,765 972 3,701 2,659
Wheat 2,836 678 53 796 2,805 1,719 2,185 1,731 1,181 1,701
Rice 906 128 631 667 867 715 887 837 959 856
Upland cotton 1,786 666 1,461 =79 382 1,443 2,239 1,539 354 875
Tobacco -346 -453 -367 -307 -143 29 235 693 -50 -155
Dairy 1,166 1,295 679 505 839 232 253 158 267 323
Soybeans -476 -1,676 -86 5 40 -29 109 -183 =21 0
Peanuts 8 7 13 1 48 41 -13 37 119 91
Sugar -65 -246 -25 15 -20 -19 -35 -24 -37 -32
Honey 73 100 42 47 19 17 22 0 6 10
Wool 152 1 5 93 104 172 191 179 21 108 55
Operating expense 3/ 535 614 620 618 625 6 6 6 7 7
Interest expenditure 1,219 425 98 632 745 532 129 -17 12 125
Export programs 4/ 276 200 -102 -34 733 1,459 2,193 1,950 1,843 1,316
1989/94 Disaster/Tree/

livestock assistance 0 0 3,919 2/ 161 121 1,054 944 2,566 1,080 20
Other 371 1,665 110 647 155 -162 949 -140 1,094 1,222

Total 22,408 12,461 10,523 6,471 10,110 9,738 16,047 10,336 10,623 9,073

FUNCTION
Price-support loans (net) 12,199 4,579 -926 -399 418 584 2,065 559 1,390 12
Direct payments 5/

Deficiency 4,833 3,971 5,798 4,178 6,224 5,491 8,607 4,395 4,606 5,702

Diversion 382 8 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dairy termination 587 260 168 189 96 2 0 0 0 0

Loan Deficiency 60 (] 42 3 21 214 387 495 55 59

Other 0 0 0 0 0 140 149 171 81 182

Disaster ‘ 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total direct payments 5,862 4,245 6,011 4,370 6,341 5,847 9,143 5,061 4,742 5,943
1988-94 crop disaster 0 0 3,386 2/ 5 6 960 872 2,461 1,000 0
Emergency livestock/tree/

forage assistance 0 31 533 156 116 94 72 105 80 20
Purchases (net) -479 -1,131 116 -48 646 321 525 293 343 452
Producer storage

ayments 832 658 174 185 1 14 9 12 32 102

rocessing, storage,

& transportation 1,659 1,113 659 278 240 185 136 112 108 107
Operating expense 3/ 535 614 620 618 625 6 6 6 7 Z
Interest expenditure 1,219 425 98 632 745 532 129 -17 12 125
Export programs 4/ 276 200 -102 -34 733 1,459 2,193 1,950 1,843 1,316
Other 305 1,727 -46 708 240 -264 897 -206 1,066 989

Total 22,408 12,461 10,523 6,471 10,110 9,738 16,047 10,336 10,623 9,073

1/ Fiscal 1988 wool & mohair program outlays were $130,635,000 but include a one-time advance appropriation of $126,108,000, which was
recorded as a wool program receipt by Treasury. 2/ Approximately $1.5 billion in benefits to farmers under the Disaster Assistance Act of 1989 were
&aid in generic certificates in FY 90 & were not recorded directly as disaster assistance outlays. 3/ Does not include CCC Transfers to General Sales

anager. 4/ Includes Export Guarantee Program, Direct Exg;:rt Credit Program, CCC Transfers to the General Sales Manager. Market Promotion
Program, starting in fiscal 1991 & starting in fiscal 1992 the Export Guarantee Program - Credit Reform, Export Enhancement Program, Dai&Expon
Incentive Program, and Technical Assistance to Emerging Democracies. 5/ Includes cash payments only. Excludes generic certificates in
E = Estimated in the FY 1996 President’s Budget which was released February 6, 1995 based on November/December, 1994 supply & demand
estimates. Minus (<) indicates a net receipt (excess of repayments or other receipts over gross outlays of funds).

Information contact: Richard Pazdalski-CFSA Budget (202) 720-5148.
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ood Expenditures
able 36—Food Expenditures
; Annual 1995 1995 year-to-date
1992 1993 1994 Mar Apr May P Mar Apr May P
$ billion
alos 1/
Dff~premise use 2/ 316.8 322.9 333.9 28.4 28.0 28.9 80.9 108.9 137.8
N oals & snacks 3/ 237.7 252.7 268.0 22.6 22,5 23.6 62.5 85.1 108.7
1994 $ billion
los 1/
i emise use 2/ 336.1 334.3 333.9 27.7 27.0 28.0 78.9 106.1 134.3
als & snacks 3/ 246.1 257.0 268.0 22.2 221 23.1 61.7 83.8 107.0
Percent change from year earlier ($ bil.)
1/
remise use 2/ 0.4 1.9 3.4 2.6 3.6 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4
& snacks 3/ 3.4 6.3 6.1 6.5 6.2 7.5 8.5 7.9 7.8
Percent change from year earlier (1994 $ bil.)
1/

remise use 2/ -2.2 -0.5 -0.1 -0.7 -0.7 0.6 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3
leals & snacks 3/ 1.4 4.4 43 4.1 4.0 5.1 6.3 5.7 55
1/Food only (excludes alcoholic beverages). Not seasonally adjusted. 2/ Excludes donations & home production. 3/ Excludes donations, child
rition subsidies, & meals furnished to employees, patients, & inmates. R =revised. P = preliminary.

NOTE: This table differs from Personal Consumption Eernditures (PCE), table 2, for several reasons: (1) this series includes only food, excludin

glcoholic beverages & pet food which are included in PCE; (2) this series is not seasonall{y adjusted, whereas PCE is seasonally a Austed at annua

rates; (3) this series reports sales only, but PCE includes f produced & consumed on farms & food furnished to employees; (4) this series includes

all sales of meals & snacks. PCE includes only purchases usin? personal funds, excluding business travel & entertainment. For a more complete

discussion of the differences, see "Developing an Integrated Information System for the Food Sector,” Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 575, Aug. 1987.
formation contact: Alden Manchester (202) 219-0775.

| Transportation
1 3
Table 37—Rail Rates; Grain & Fruit-Vegetable Shipments
Annual 1994 1995
1992 1993 1994 Apr Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

R !reight rate index 1/

(Dec. 1984=100)

“All products 109.9 109.9 110.9 112.0 111.8 111.8 1120 111.7P 1119P 1120P
Farm products 111.1 113.7 114.5 114.3 115.4 115.3 1159 1158P 1165P 116.4P
rain 111.4 114.7 1185 117.7 116.7 116.6 117.1 1169P 1178P 117.7P
Food products 108.7 109.0 111.1 110.9 1111 1111 111.3  111.3P 111.6P 111.6P

e freight rate index 1/

(Dec. 1984=100)

~Grain 105.8 101.2 111.0 86.6 160.1 147.9 170.8 159.2P 168.1P 1279P

Grain shipments :

Rail carloadings (1,000 cars) 2/ 27.4 27.4 25.8 23.6 29.5P 279P 28.3P 293P 30.3P 27.8P

Barge shipments (mil. ton) 3/ 3.4 2.6 2.6 3.0 3.6 3.1 24 2.0 2.6 3.6

Fresh fruit & vegetable shipments 4/

m‘; back (mil. cwt) 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.3/P 10P 11P NA

‘ {mil. cwt) 2.6 2.2 2.4 1.9 2.6 3.0 25P 21P 24P NA

- Truck (mil. cwt) 43.9 44.8 43.8 54.2 39.7 42.8 39.2P 344P 36.2P NA

Cost of operating trucks

~ hauling produce 4/
Fleet operation (cts./mile) 1241 127.2 128.0 128.2 129.1 128.6 128.9 129.2 128.7 129.9

W

" Information contact: T.Q. Hutchinson (202) 219-0353.

orps of Engineers. 4/ Agricultural Marketing Service, preliminary.

artment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2/ Weekys%v:rage; from Association of American Railroads. 3/ Shipments on lllinois & Mississippi waterways,
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Indicators of Farm Productivity

Table 38—Indexes of Farm Production, Input Use, & Productivity]

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1/ 1992 2/
1982=100
Farm output 84 101 105 102 104 97 108 112 112 -
All livestock products 102 100 103 103 106 108 110 112 114 -
Meat animals 102 100 99 99 100 102 102 102 105 -
Dairy products 103 99 105 106 105 107 106 109 109 -
Poultry & eggs 100 103 108 112 122 125 130 138 144 -
All crops 71 100 106 99 101 88 105 112 109 -
Feed crops 31 108 125 119 101 63 116 113 113 -
Food grains 84 93 87 Tl 77 70 77 99 76 -
Oil crops 75 87 96 88 88 71 87 87 92 -
Cotton and cotton seed 68 111 113 83 127 133 103 138 140 -
Tobacco 75 89 77 58 61 69 71 83 85 -
Vegetables and melons 97 103 109 110 117 111 114 123 122 -
Fruits and nuts 100 100 99 95 109 117 111 113 105 -
Other crops 101 110 111 120 132 137 141 141 148 -
Farm input 96 98 95 92 89 87 87 89 89 -
Farm Labor 95 97 89 87 84 86 82 87 88 -
Farm real estate 92 97 97 94 91 90 91 90 89 -
Durable equipment 95 91 86 80 74 70 67 65 63 -
Energy 97 100 90 84 93 93 91 90 89 -
Agricultural chemicals 93 106 101 111 100 90 93 90 94 -
Feed, seed, and livestock 99 101 106 105 101 98 99 105 104 -
purchases
Other purchased inputs 107 108 99 89 92 90 96 97 100 -
Farm output per unit of input 88 103 111 111 117 112 124 127 126 -
Output per unit of labor
Farm 3/ 88 104 118 117 123 114 131 129 127 -
Nonfarm 4/ 102 105 106 108 109 110 109 109 110 114

1/ New data and methods were used to calculate the 1991 indexes and to revise them back to 1948. 2/ Preliminary. 3/ Economic Research Service.
4/ Bureau of Labor Statistics. —— = not available.

Information contact: Rachel Evans (202) 501-8362.
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ble 39—Per Capita Consumption of Major Food Commodities!

‘:~ modity 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994P

Pounds
d meats 2/3/4/ 122.2 117.4 119.5 115.9 1123 111.9 1141 112.0 114.8
f 74.4 69.6 68.6 65.4 64.0 63.1 62.8 61.5 63.7
1.6 1.3 11 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
b & mutton 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9
45.2 45.6 48.8 48.4 46.4 46.9 49.5 48.7 49.4
47.4 51.0 51.9 53.9 56.3 58.4 60.9 62.6 63.6
cken 37.2 39.4 39.6 40.9 42.5 44.2 46.7 48.5 49.4
10.2 11.6 12.4 13.1 13.8 141 14.2 141 14.2
ellfish 3/ 15.4 16.1 156.1 15.6 15.0 14.8 14.7 14.9 -—
4/ 32.6 32.7 31.6 30.4 30.1 30.0 30.2 30.1 30.4
products
80 (excluding cottage) 2/5/ 231 241 237 23.8 246 25.0 26.0 26.3 -
American 121 12.4 1.5 11.0 111 11.1 11.3 1.4 -_—
talian 7.0 7.6 8.1 8.5 9.0 94 10.0 9.8 -_
er cheese 6/ 4.0 4.1 41 4.3 45 4.6 4.7 5.0 -_—
age cheese 41 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.1 29 -_—
e milks 2/ 228.6 226.5 222.4 2243 221.7 221.2 218.7 2142 -_—
whole milk 7/ 116.5 111.9 105.7 97.6 90.4 87.4 84.2 80.5 -_—
d lowfat milk 8/ 98.6 100.6 100.5 106.5 108.4 109.9 . 109.5 107.0 -—
d skim milk 135 14.0 16.1 20.2 229 23.9 25.0 26.7 -_—
id cream products 9/ 7.0 71 b 4| 7.3 71 7.3 7.5 7.6 -
gurt (excluding frozen) 4.4 4.4 4.7 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.3 -
cream 18.4 18.4 17.3 16.1 15.8 16.3 16.3 16.1 -
milk 72 7.4 8.0 8.4 7.7 7.4 F & 6.9 -_—
en yogurt -— - -_— 2.0 2.8 3.5 3.1 3.5 -—
dairy products, milk
equivalent, milkfat basis 10/ 591.5 601.2 582.9 565.2 570.7 565.3 564.9 5§72.2 -_—
its & oils — Total fat content 64.4 62.9 63.0 60.4 62.2 63.8 65.6 65.0 -
Butter & margarine (product weight) 16.0 15.2 14.8 14.6 15.3 14.8 15.2 16.3 -
ol onln% 221 214 21.5 21.5 222 22.4 224 229 -_—
rd & edible tallow (direct use) 3.5 2.7 2.6 2.1 25 3.1 4.1 3.8 -_—
lad & cooking oils 24.2 25.4 25.8 24.0 24.2 25.2 25.6 243 -_—
h fruits 11/ 117.7 120.6 121.5 123.2 1171 113.0 122.7 124.3 -_—
ned fruit 12/ 16.5 16.6 16.3 16.6 16.5 154 17.8 16.1 -_—
ried fruit 2.8 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.1 2.8 3.2 -_
rozen fruit 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.5 -_—
S el()ilfru;t1j,uices 13/ 69.4 71.5 71.8 67.3 60.0 69.0 63.6 73.2 -_—
Vegetables
(] 100.4 107.0 110.8 114.9 112.3 109.6 114.0 113.0 ——
“Canning 95.6 95.2 91.2 98.9 107.2 109.4 107.2 107.9 -
Freezing 18.6 19.3 21.2 20.9 20.5 21.8 21.0 22.8 -
Potatoes, all 11/ 126.0 126.0 122.4 1271 127.7 130.4 132.4 135.7 -—
potatoes 11/ 4.4 4.4 41 41 4.6 4.0 4.3 3.9 -_—
uts (shelled) 6.4 6.4 6.9 7.0 6.0 6.5 6.2 6.0 -—
o nuts (shelled) 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.3 -
r & cereal products 14/ 162.0 170.7 175.4 175.2 183.3 185.6 187.0 189.2 -
eat flour 125.6 129.8 131.7 129.4 135.6 136.9 138.8 143.3 143.5
ce (milled basis) 11.6 14.0 14.3 16.2 16.2 16.8 16.9 17.5 17.8
oric sweeteners 15/ 129.7 134.5 135.5 135.9 139.6 140.6 143.8 1471 -—
foe (green bean equiv.) 10.5 10.2 9.8 10.1 10.3 10.4 10.3 10.0 -
chocolate liquor equiv.) 3.8 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.6 4.6 4.6 -_—

In pounds, retail weight unless otherwise stated. Consumption normally represents total supply minus exports, nonfood use, & ending stocks.

endar-year data except fresh citrus fruits, peanuts, tree nuts, & rice, which are on cro&—year asis. 2/ Totals may not add due to rounding.

/ Boneless, timmed weight. Chicken series revised to exclude amount of ready-to—cook chicken going to pet fi as well as some water leakage
occurs when chicken is cut up before packaging. 4/ Excludes shipments to the U.S. territories. 5/ Whole & part-skim milk cheese.

ral o%uivalent of cheese & cheese products. 6/ Includes Swiss, Brick, Munster, cream, Neufchatel, Blue, Gorgonzola, Edam, & Gouda. 7/ Plain &

lavored. 8/ Plain & flavored & buttermilk. 9/ Heavy cream, light cream, half & half, & sour cream & dip. 10/ Includes condensed & evaporated milk

dry milk products. 11/ Farm weight. 12/ Excludes pineapples & berries. 13/ Single strength equivalent. 14/ Includes rye, corn, oat,

barley products. Excludes quantities used in alcoholic beverages, corn sweeteners, & fuel. 15/ Dry weight equivalent. —— = not available.

P = preliminary.

ation contact: Judy Jones Putnam (202) 219-0862.

i‘{ The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in its programs on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age,

| disability, political beliefs and marital or familial status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs). Persons with disabilities who require altemative means
| for communication of program information (braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact the USDA Office of Communications at (202) 720-5881 (voice) or
| (202) 720-7808 (TDD).

| Tofile a complaint, write the Secretary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C., 20250, or call (202) 720-7327 (voice) or (202) 720-1127
(TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity employer.
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