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Tom Zacharias, NCIS President

Understanding cost of
production is essential for
determining both the
appropriate type of coverage for
a farmer’s operation as well as
selecting the optimal level

of coverage.

It Bears Repeating

As we enter the second half of 2023 there
are more than a few balls in the air. The Fiscal
Responsibility Act has been signed into law and
presumably that should help clear the path for
Congress to hopefully complete the Farm Bill.

In both Farm Bill listening sessions and relat-
ed Congressional testimony, the support for crop
insurance has been overwhelming. Why is this
the case? Well, it occurred to me as I prepared
for a recent radio interview that support for crop
insurance is inherently tied to the fact that crop
insurance provides the foundation for making
fundamentally sound farm management deci-
sions. Specifically, crop insurance complements
the production, financial, and marketing aspects
of the farm operation. And this “bears repeat-
ing” Crop insurance enables farmers to cover
their cost of production. Crop insurance enables
farmers to secure financing. Crop insurance pro-
vides a basis for forward pricing decisions.

Lets take a look at each of these aspects
individually.

Cost of Production

Perhaps the most fundamental consider-
ation in farm management is knowledge and
understanding of cost of production. Land grant
university extension services do a very good
job of continuing to publish enterprise budgets
for a vast majority crops grown throughout the
country. Understanding cost of production is
essential for determining both the appropriate
type of coverage for a farmer’s operation as well
as selecting the optimal level of coverage. It then
becomes the role of the crop insurance agent to
sit down with the farmer to establish the right
product and the right amount of coverage based
on the farmer’s risk tolerance and amount of
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budget dollars the farmer is willing and able to
spend per acre.

“..It bears repeating” that crop insurance is
the primary risk management tool that farmers
can use to cover their cost of production.

Finance

For this section we are going to rely on our
friends from Texas A&M University for some
context. Dr. Joe Outlaw, Regents Professor of
Agricultural Economics at Texas A&M, will
often refer to crop insurance as “bankable;”
meaning that farmers can count on crop in-
surance to be there when they need it. Crop
insurance is critical in establishing credit for
operating loans and, in the event of a loss year,
crop insurance helps cover expenses and keeps
the farmer in business for the following grow-
ing season. It also “..bears repeating” that crop
insurance indemnities arrive in days or weeks
in contrast to ad hoc disaster payments, which
can take months or even years.

As observed by another member of the A&M
family, “..crop insurance is necessary to back-
stop and enable farm financing. Growers are not
going to get an operating loan unless they have
the value of that potential crop, the lint, and the
seed covered with the available insurance prod-
ucts,” said Dr. John Robinson, Professor and
Extension Cotton Marketing Specialist, Texas
A&M University, in an article from Decem-
ber 5, 2022, which can be found here—https://
www.cottongrower.com/cotton-production/
crop-insurance-is-necessary-protection/.

Pre-Harvest Marketing Opportunities

By establishing crop insurance coverage
Continued on page 40
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2022 Year in Review

By NCIS Staff
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Introduction

The recurring nature of adverse weather
events that underpin the need for a safety net
for U.S. agriculture were evident in 2022. While
some areas celebrated record yields and crop
production totals, other areas were devastated by
adverse weather and natural disasters. For those
affected areas, crop insurance once again provid-
ed the foundation of support that was needed to
begin the recovery process.

In this annual review we present the high-
lights of 2022, covering events that had an im-
pact on agriculture and the crop insurance in-
dustry. The review begins with a discussion of

Figure1
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the year’s weather and how it influenced crop
production, followed by an overview of com-
modity market developments. Commodity
prices and a summary of the Federal crop insur-
ance program’s performance are then discussed.
The review concludes with coverage of some of
the major developments in the Risk Manage-
ment Agency (RMA) policies and programs
and a summary of the Crop-Hail business in the
United States and Canada. As farmers continue
to struggle with uncertain market conditions
and increasingly volatile weather, the informa-
tion provided here helps illustrate the benefits
of Federal crop insurance and its importance to
U.S. agriculture.
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The U.S. agricultural economy had a banner
year with 2022 net cash farm income forecast
to reach a record high $195.3 billion. However,
while the agricultural economy broke records
overall, weather and climate events resulted in
difficult conditions for many farmers in affect-
ed areas. In addition, producers were faced with
many challenges that were unrelated to natural
causes such as the war in Ukraine, increasing
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interest rates, and a return of inflationary pres-
sures to name a few. Over the course of the
year the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration reported 18 weather and cli-
mate disasters each with damages exceeding $1
billion; the third-costliest disaster year event
in history behind 2017 and 2005 (Figure 1).
The major disasters in 2022 resulted in $22 bil-
lion in crop and rangeland losses; $20.4 billion
from drought and wildfires while the remain-
ing $1.08 billion were attributed to hurricane,
hail, flooding, and severe weather. Fortunately,
some $11 billion of those losses were covered
by preexisting risk management programs
(AFBE 3/3/23)".

2022 serves as another real-world example of
how farmers continued investment in crop in-
surance provides them a safety net that serves
as the foundation of support to help in their re-
covery from such uncertain troublesome events.
In addition, the regional variation in adverse
weather events and local impacts of extreme
events in 2022 highlighted the importance of
risk management plans that address individual
operations relative to their specific locational
needs. This section provides a review of how
weather developed throughout the year and the
general impacts it had on farming operations
across the United States season by season.

Figure 2

Winter 2022

Overall, the winter of 2022 will go down
as a warm one, with no states recording aver-
age temperatures below average for the season
(Figure 2). By the end of the winter, most of the
country recorded above, or much above, average
temperatures. The south, east of the Mississippi
(apart from Alabama), the mid-south Atlantic
states and California all had winter temperatures
much above average. Across most of the rest of
the country temperatures were close to average.
In all, only eight of the northern states, seven
bordering Canada, and Iowa recorded less than
above average temperatures. In addition to being
a warm winter it was also a dry one. Only one
state, Minnesota, recorded precipitation much
above average for the season. Over the same
period, above average precipitation was record-
ed in six states (North Dakota, Indiana, Ohio,
Kentucky, West Virginia, and Tennessee). In
contrast, Texas, Louisiana, Kansas, and Nebraska
registered close to a record dry period at much
below average. For the rest of the country, winter
precipitation was near average to below average.

Across the country, the Winter of 2022 was
characterized by extreme drought in some re-
gions along with ample to excessive precipita-
tion in others. There were also notable extreme
weather events. Early heavy precipitation, along

with flooding in the northern areas of the West,
did not provide enough relief to result in an
overall change in the drought conditions grip-
ping the Western region. The Drought Monitor
depicted moderate to exceptional drought in the
11-Western state region at just below 95 percent
in early December and remaining at 88 to 90 per-
cent each week through March 1. The severity of
drought conditions was highlighted by the driest
January-February period for California and Ne-
vada over the period 1895-2022.

While the West was under extreme drought
conditions, excess dryness also extended east into
the High Plains. Low topsoil moisture, rated 75 to
80 percent very short to short, extended through
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. The drought con-
ditions stressed the winter wheat crop in the area
and put additional pressure on rangeland, pas-
tures, and oats in Texas. The drier-than-normal
winter conditions extended to parts of the South
from the Mississippi Delta, west along the Gulf
Coast, and into the southern Atlantic region.

In line with the regional variations observed
in the winter of 2022, some areas in the Tennes-
see Valley, eastern Corn Belt, and lower Great
Lakes regions experienced ample to excessive
periods of precipitation. In addition, frequent
blizzards plagued parts of the north-central areas
of the Red River Valley and upper Great Lakes,
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Figure 3
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providing much needed drought relief.

The winter of 2022 also saw some severe
weather events including more than 200 torna-
dos. Over one period, December 10-11 tornados
were responsible for 87 fatalities across a string
of destruction in the mid-South and lower-Mid-
west. The primary path of the storms was a 200-
mile path from northeastern Arkansas to Ken-
tucky, passing over the Bootheel of Missouri and
northwestern Tennessee. Other deadly storms
hit parts of Illinois, Missouri, and Tennessee. A
short-time later, the east-central Plains and up-
per Midwest experienced the first-ever derecho
to occur in December. Rare winter wildfires
spread through areas near Boulder, Colorado, in
late December, and in January in other areas in-
cluding the California Coast near Big Sur and the
Southern Plains. Toward the end of January, an
Atlantic Coastal blizzard contributed to the cold-
est air in four years across Florida’s peninsula.

Spring 2022

Spring began with a warmer than normal
March across most of the lower 48 states. Tem-
peratures became more seasonal in April as the
average temperature of 50.7°F was just 0.4°F be-
low the 128-year mean level, but there was great
variation north-to-south. The top-ten coldest
Aprils were observed in five states across the
northern border west of the Mississippi, Wash-

ington, and Iowa. May brought a warming trend
across most of the country except for the Pacific
Northwest and northern Intermountain West.
Over the entire season, Spring was cooler than
average across the northwest and north central
parts of the country. Below average temperatures
extended from Washington and Oregon to Idaho,
Montana, and Minnesota (Figure 3). However,
most of the rest of the country experienced above
average to much above average temperatures
over the season. The Atlantic coastal states, ex-
cept for Georgia, along with Texas, Arizona, and
New Mexico had a much warmer than average
spring. The majority of the rest of the country
registered spring temperatures above historic av-
erage levels. Only seven states recorded average
spring temperatures: Utah, Wyoming, South Da-
kota, Nebraska, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Missouri.

While temperatures were warmer, lack of pre-
cipitation plagued many areas. Drought coverage
hit a nine-year high, peaking at 61.11 percent of
the continental United States on March 8, accord-
ing to the Drought Monitor. The last time national
drought coverage exceeded 60 percent was Janu-
ary 8, 2013, when the country was just starting to
emerge from a record-breaking drought that had
blanketed 65.45 percent of the Lower 48 States at
its peak on September 25, 2012.

Conditions improved and subsequently
drought coverage fell to 49.30 percent by May 31,

as a La Nifia driven storm track eased or eradi-
cated drought across the North, the mid-South,
Mississippi Delta, and eastern sections of the cen-
tral and southern Plains. As a result, the nation’s
second-longest modern stretch with 50 percent
drought coverage ended at 27 weeks (November
23,2021 -May 24, 2022). In the 21st century, the
longest streak with more than half of the country
affected by drought lasted 42 weeks, from June
26,2012, to April 9, 2013.

Even with the reduction in drought cover-
age, serious impacts persisted from Oregon and
California to southern sections of the Rockies
and Plains. For example, spring rangeland and
pasture conditions were the lowest of the 21st
century, breaking a record set in 2021. National
conditions slightly improved during May, with
rangeland and pastures rated very poor to poor
decreasing from 56 to 46 percent between May
1 and 29. Meanwhile, winter wheat conditions
remained nearly steady, as late-spring rainfall ar-
rived too late to benefit the crop in many of the
central and southern Plains’ production areas.
Nationally, 40 percent of the winter wheat was
rated in very poor to poor condition at the end of
May. Elsewhere, significant drought implications,
including low reservoir levels and depleted soil
moisture, persisted in the Southwest.

Elsewhere the planting season progressed at
a record-slow pace in parts of the north-central

CROPINSURANCE TODAY® 7



United States and proceeded sluggishly in the
Midwest, amid frequent storms and periods of
cold weather. By May 8, only 22 percent of the Na-
tion’s intended corn acreage had been seeded. Al-
though planting conditions eventually improved
across the heart of the Midwest, with an addition-
al 64 percent of the national corn acreage plant-
ed during the three weeks ending May 29, major
delays persisted in Minnesota and North Dakota.
Those planting delays extended to other Northern
crops, including spring wheat (73 percent plant-
ed, nationally, by May 29) and sugar beets (75
percent, a record-slow pace for that date). Among
21st century years, only 2011 featured a slower
spring wheat planting pace by May 29.

The cool spring conditions that dominated
the Northwest allowed rangeland and pastures
to begin recovering from long-term drought but
slowing the development of winter wheat and
spring-sown crops. In addition, mountains in the
Northwest retained considerable high-elevation
snowpack, setting the stage for record-setting
flooding along the Yellowstone River when heavy
rain and warmer conditions arrived in mid-June.
Elsewhere, less extreme conditions covered the
eastern United States, although warmer than
normal spring weather prevailed. In addition,
pockets of dryness expanded during spring,
mainly from Georgia to the Carolinas and in
coastal New England.

Figure 4

Statewide Temperature and Precipitation Ranks - Summer 2022

Summer 2022

In the summer, drought coverage contin-
ued to decline, decreasing slightly from 49.30 to
45.53 percent, between May 31 and August 30.
Decreasing drought was evident in several areas,
including the four corners states and the North-
west, contrasted with worsening conditions in
parts of the mid-South, western Corn Belt, cen-
tral and southern Plains, and the Northeast.

In addition, summer brought periods of ex-
cessive heat that worsened the effects of drought
in portions of the West, South, and Northeast.
Summer temperatures averaged at least 2 to 4°F
above normal in many locations west of the Mis-
sissippi River, as well as scattered Northeastern
communities. Among the Nations major agricul-
tural regions, only the eastern Corn Belt escaped
from extreme heat (Figure 4). Some of the most
extreme temperatures were observed across the
far west and the central and southern Plains, with
profound heat and drought related impacts ob-
served on crops such as cotton and sorghum.

Rangeland and pastures, in portions of the
western and central United States and the North-
east, also suffered amid hot, dry conditions. By
August 28, nearly one-half (46 percent) of the na-
tion’s rangeland and pastures were rated in very
poor to poor condition, unchanged from the
end of May. Very poor to poor ratings reached a
summer peak of 52 percent on August 14, before

late-summer rainfall provided limited drought
relief across the south-central United States.

Hot dry conditions contributed to the two
largest wildfires in modern New Mexico his-
tory—the Calf Canyon/Hermits Peak Fire and
the Black Fire had charred 341,735 and 325,136
acres, respectively. An early Southwestern mon-
soon helped to extinguish those fires, starting in
the second half of June, allowing the focus for
wildfire activity to shift into the Pacific Coast
States and the northern Rockies. Smoky condi-
tions and late-summer degradations in air quali-
ty were common across California, the Great Ba-
sin, and the Northwest, with dozens of wildfires
actively burning.

Midwestern crops, including corn and soy-
beans, experienced variable growing conditions.
Crop concerns were greatest west of the Missis-
sippi River, where hotter and drier than normal
conditions reduced yield potential. Meanwhile, a
quick-hitting summer drought in the Northeast
led to adverse conditions such as reduced soil
moisture, poor crop and pasture conditions, and
low streamflow. In other areas, early-summer
heat in the South adversely affected corn and
other early-planted crops gave way to somewhat
cooler, wetter weather in July and August. As a
result, many Southern crops fared well, as evi-
denced by more than two-thirds of the rice (70
percent) and peanuts (69 percent) rated in good
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Figure 5

Statewide Temperature and Precipitation Ranks - Fall 2022
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to excellent condition by the end of August.

Unlike the previous year, the Atlantic Basin
weather was quiet during the summer months,
with just three named storms. Only two tropi-
cal storms had any impact in the United States,
Alex in early June and Colin in early July. Alex
was responsible for substantial rains in early-June
in parts of Florida. Colin was a short-lived storm
over South Carolina that had minimal impact in
the affected area.

Fall 2022

The season began as an historic Western
heat wave continued while extended periods of
warm, mostly dry weather provided favorable
conditions for spring-sown crops in key agricul-
tural regions, including the Midwest, Plains, and
South. Early season warmth was most notable
from the Pacific Coast to the Plains, with Sep-
tember temperatures averaging around 2 to 4°F
above normal. The drier than normal weather
reduced topsoil moisture in those same regions,
leading to concerns as planting for the 2023 win-
ter wheat crop began. By the end of September,
most of the country experienced the driest Sep-
tember since 1956. A trend that continued as the
September to October period was the driest re-
corded since 1987.

However, not all areas experienced these dry
conditions during that period. The relatively qui-
et summer weather period in the Atlantic Basin

10 SECONDQUARTER2023

and Gulf States ended with hurricane Tan, mak-
ing landfall near Fort Myers, Florida, in mid-af-
ternoon, September 28 as a high-end Category 4
storms with 150 miles per hour winds. The storm
pummeled Florida with historically high winds,
flooding rain, and a massive storm surge. lan
tied for the fifth-strongest storm ever to strike
the continental United States. Damage from the
storm ran across Florida northeastward from
the Fort Myers to Naples corridor. In addition
to severe damage from the storm surge and high
winds in southwestern Florida, record-setting
freshwater flooding quickly developed across in-
land sections of the state.

By the end of the Atlantic hurricane season on
November 30, 14 named storms and eight hurri-
canes were recorded. The last major storm, hurri-
cane Nicole, a Category 1 storm with winds near
75 miles per hour, made landfall close to Vero
Beach, Florida. Nicole battered Florida with trop-
ical-force winds (gusts of 39 mph or higher). Only
the western panhandle area escaped the storms
wrath. Nicole continued across the eastern United
States producing large amounts of rain that result-
ed in runoff in the upper Ohio Valley that helped
boost the critically low water levels in the Missis-
sippi River below Cairo, Illinois.

By the end of the season, wetter weather in
several areas reduced widespread precipitation
deficits, although drought remained a signif-
icant issue across the states. According to the

U.S. Drought Monitor, drought coverage across
the continental United States decreased 5.3 per-
centage points, from 62.8 to 57.5 percent, during
the four-week period ending November 29. In
more detail, coverage of moderate to exceptional
drought (DI to 04) plus abnormal dryness (DO)
decreased to 79.8 percent by late November,
down from a Drought Monitor-era record high of
85.3 percent on November 1. Drought coverage
in the continental United States decreased from a
peak of 62.95 percent on October 25 to 57.51 per-
cent by November 29, according to the Drought
Monitor. The gains in drought relief made during
the second half of the season decreased overall
drought coverage and intensity in many areas but
masked worsening conditions across the central
Plains (Figure 5).

The Fall, which began with a severe heat
wave in the Western states, was followed by an-
other impressive warm spell in early November.
Throughout the fall, temperatures were highly
variable, fluctuating from record lows to record
highs. Freezes in October, reaching deep into
the South, reduced grass growth, which lowered
pasture conditions. Additional cold weather in
November, peaking around mid-month, limited
winter wheat establishment. Taken as a whole,
autumn temperatures were somewhat too much
above normal across the North and slightly be-
low normal in parts of the Southeast.

[The information sources for this section were:



@ Table1

Crop Yields and Production

Crop 2021 2022 2021 2022 % CHANGEIN
Yield Yield Production Production Production
' Bu./Harv.Ac.  Bu./Harv. Ac. Mill. Bu. Mill. Bu.
Corn 177.0 173.3 15,074 13,730 -9%
Barley 60.3 ni 120 174 45%
Grain Sorghum 69.0 41 448 188 -58%
Soybeans 517 49.5 4,465 4,276 -4.2%
All Wheat 443 46.5 1,646 1,650 0.2%
Winter Wheat 50.2 470 1,278 1,104 -13.6%
Other Spring Wheat 32.6 46.2 331 482 46%
Durum 24.7 40.5 38 64 68%
Lbs./Harv. Ac. Lbs./Harv. Ac. 1,000 Bales 1,000 Bales
Upland Cotton 819 947 17,520 14,680 -16%
Lbs./Harv. Ac. Lbs./Harv. Ac. 1,000 Cwt. 1,000 Cwt
Rice 7,709 7,383 191,600 160,400 -16.3%

Source: NASS Crop Production Annual Summary, January 202; USDA, WASDE-634-17, March 2023.

National Agricultural Statistics Service, ISSN: 1057-
7823, Crop Production 2022 Summary, January 2022;
https://downloads.usda.library.cornell.edu/usda-es-
mis/files/k3569432s/w3764081j/5712n018r/cro-
pan22.pdf and Weekly Weather and Crop Bulletins,
USDA, WAOB;  https://usda.library.cornell.edu/
concern/publications/cj82k728n]

U.S. Crop Production
Summary

While most events that influenced the ag-
ricultural economy in 2022 seemed outside the
element of production agriculture, such as the
war in Ukraine, the return of inflation, and high-
er interest rates, fundamental commodity supply
and demand balances remain its foundation.
Once again, turbulent weather events in 2022
take a toll, from tropical storms to hurricanes to
tornados to wildfires in the West, that were exac-
erbated by widespread dry conditions. In 2022,
persistent dry conditions were attributed to most
of the pronounced fluctuations in the production
among crops. For example, drought conditions
plagued crops such as grain sorghum, rice, winter
wheat and cotton (Table 1).

Coarse Grains and Soybeans

Corn production in 2022 declined by nine
percent from the previous year due to a combi-
nation of a reduction of yields of approximately
two percent, falling to 173.3 bushels per acre, al-
beit from a record high yield in 2021. The lower
yield, combined with a reduction of planted and
harvested acres, five percent and seven percent

respectively, resulted in the falloff in production.
Delayed planting and drought across the western
Corn Belt and Great Plains contributed to re-
duced yields and increases in unharvested acres.
Grain sorghum production declined dramati-
cally, which was attributable to severe drought
pressure on the crop in Kansas, where yields fell
by 50 percent, and reduced plantings in Tex-
as. Overall grain sorghum production declined
by 58 percent in 2022, with planted acres down
13 percent and yields down by 30 percent from
2021. Soybeans continue to be a mainstay among
the major crops with planted acres virtually the
same in 2022 from the previous year, up less than
one percent. A fall off in average yields, down 2.2
bushels from 2021, approximately four percent,
resulted in a decline of the same percentage in the
2022 crop. Similar to corn, the very hot and dry
finish in parts of the western and southwestern
Plains had a detrimental impact on yield.

Wheat

In 2022 all wheat production remained virtu-
ally unchanged, up by less than one percent. But
in the case of wheat, it is important to examine
the variation among the different classes of wheat
that are grown in different areas within different
seasonal windows. A difficult growing season for
winter wheat offset the robust gains in durum
production and other spring wheat to hold down
the all wheat production number for the year.

Winter wheat problems were predicted as
early as March before the crop emerged from
dormancy mainly across Kansas, Oklahoma, and
Texas. A lack of soil moisture in this major hard
red winter wheat growing area resulted in a falloff

in yields and reduced total winter wheat produc-
tion for 2022. Hard red winter wheat accounts for
75 percent of total U.S. wheat production and it
was down almost 14 percent from the previous
year. Among the winter wheats, only soft white
winter wheat, grown in the Pacific Northwest,
registered an increase in production from 2021,
a result of a return of much needed moisture and
normal to below normal temperatures during the
growing season.

In contrast, both spring wheat and durum ex-
perienced a rebound in production from the pre-
vious year. All spring wheat classes experienced
an increase in production from 2021 helping to
offset the fall in winter wheat production. Du-
rum wheat production rebounded from a poor
crop last year, resulting from dry conditions in
the major growing states of Montana and North
Dakota. Better growing conditions this season
produced a 2022 crop that was more than double
in size from 2021.

Upland Cotton

It was a bad year for Upland cotton as produc-
tion was down 16 percent from 2021 at almost
14.7 million 480-pound bales. The decline in pro-
duction occurred despite overall yield for Upland
cotton in the United States being reported at 947
pounds per acre, up 128 pounds from 2021. In
addition, Upland cotton planted area, reported at
13.6 million acres, was up 22 percent from the
previous year. The decline in production result-
ed primarily from a decline in harvested area,
pegged at 7.26 million acres, down 28 percent
from the previous year. Extremely dry condi-
tions in Texas, which accounted for 58 percent
of planted acres in 2022, contributed the most to
the decline in production with a record low num-
ber of harvested acres, down 63 percent from the
previous year.

Rice

All rice production in 2022 totaled 160.4
million cwt, down 16.3 percent from the 2021
total. The planted area for all types in 2022 was
estimated at 2.22 million acres, down 12 percent
from 2021. Area harvested, at 2.17 million acres,
was down 13 percent from the previous crop year.
The average yield for all U.S. rice was estimated at
7,383 pounds per acre, down 326 pounds from
the 2021 average yield of 7,709 pounds per acre.
The decline in overall production was due to a
fall in production across all types with long-grain
production declining by 12.8 percent. Arkansas,
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the largest rice producer, declined by 11.5 per-
cent and Missouri declined 24.1 percent, the sec-
ond largest decline. All other long grain produc-
ing states registered relatively smaller declines in
both percentage and volume terms.

Medium grain rice production declines were
dominated by a falloff in California production
of over 41 percent accounting for virtually all
the loss in production for the year. Missouri and
Arkansas recorded small losses while Texas and
Louisiana each experienced offsetting modest
gains. Short grain rice production declined as
well due primarily to the decline in California
production. This was the second consecutive year
of a sharp decline in California rice production
due to acreage declines resulting from a severe
and prolonged drought, low reservoir levels, and
water restrictions. California grows almost exclu-
sively medium and short-grain rice, typically ac-
counting for around 75 percent of U.S. medium
and short-grain acreage.

Dry Beans and Lentils

Despite a late start in planting due to cold
and wet weather, dry edible bean production
was estimated at 25.8 million cwt for 2022, up 14
percent from the previous year. Planted area was
estimated at 1.25 million acres, down 10 percent
from 2021. The harvested area was estimated at
1.22 million acres, down eight percent from the
previous year. The average yield for dry edible
beans for the 2022 season was 2,113 pounds per
acre, up 411 pounds from 2021. Despite cold and
wet weather to begin the season, both Minneso-
ta and North Dakota experienced ideal growing
conditions resulting in an increase in produc-
tion from the previous period. North Dakota,
the largest producer registered a major rebound
in production, up almost 63 percent from 2021.
Topping a bountiful year, Michigan, the second
largest producing state, experienced a very good
growing season and increased production 3.46
percent from 2021. Minnesota, the third largest
producing state, recorded an increase in produc-
tion of over seven percent from the previous year.
Together the production totaled 20.3 1,000 cwts.,
78 percent of the total production of dry edible
beans grown in the United States.

Production of lentils bounced back from a
dismal previous year with production estimated
at 5.49 million cwt, up 61 percent from 2021. The
increased production was despite a decline in
planted area, at 660,000 acres, down seven per-
cent from last year. Better growing conditions in
the season help offset the decline in planted acres.
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The better conditions resulted in harvested area,
at 602,000 acres, up over six percent from last
year, combined with an increase in average yield,
at 912 pounds per acre, up 309 pounds from last
year, or over 51 percent.

Hay

Overall production of dry hay for 2022 was
reported at 112.8 million tons, down six percent
from the 2021 total. The total area harvested was
estimated at 49.5 million acres, down two percent
from 2021. The average yield, at 2.28 tons per
acre, was down 0.09 ton from 2021.

In most years there is a wide range of growing
conditions across the United States and 2022 was
no exception. The Southern Plains and western
Midwest suffered from severe drought conditions
that resulted in lower hay production in those re-
gions. In the West some growers had limited or
no access to irrigation water that reduced pro-
duction potential. In areas east of the Mississippi
River, and the dairy regions of the Midwest, pro-
duction was less affected as dry and wet condi-
tions were experienced throughout the growing
season. Hay production is accounted for in two
broad categories, alfalfa and alfalfa mixtures and
all other hay. The variety of growing conditions
across states in 2022 resulted in significant dif-
ferences in production among the two categories.

For alfalfa and alfalfa hay mixtures, production
in 2022 was estimated at 48.0 million tons, down
three percent from the 2021 total. The harvested
area, at 14.9 million acres, was two percent below
2021. Average yield was estimated at 3.22 tons per
acre, down only 0.01 ton from 2021. Overall, the
reduction in 2022 alfalfa and alfalfa hay mixtures
production was small because of substantially in-
creased production in North Dakota, South Da-
kota, Oregon, Utah, Montana, and Idaho.

For all other hay production, the overall
decline was more pronounced. Production of
all other hay in 2022 totaled 64.8 million tons,
down nine percent from 2021, the largest annual
decline since 2011. The harvested area was re-
ported at 34.6 million acres, down two percent
from 2021. The average yield for all other hay was
down six percent from the previous year at 1.87
tons per acre. The decline in production was at-
tributable primarily to most Southern Plains and
Southeast states having double-digit hay produc-
tion declines. Most affected was hay production
in Texas, the largest hay-producing state, where
production fell to 6.15 million tons, a 40 percent

decline compared to 2021. The reduced produc-
tion was linked to declining cattle inventories,
expensive inputs, and competition from higher
priced crops. This likely contributed to a 25 per-
cent decline in acreage in Texas, which combined
with poor precipitation, led to a 19 percent re-
duction in yields. Production also declined by 20
percent, 16 percent, 13 percent, and 10 percent,
in Kentucky, Arkansas, Mississippi, and Tennes-
see, respectively.

Fresh Produce and Vegetables

During 2022, a variety of circumstances came
together to limit supplies. Inclement weather
ranging from below-normal temperatures in
southwestern production regions early in the
year, to hurricanes and associated heavy rains on
both coasts in the fall. In the United States, the
utilized production for the 26 vegetable and mel-
on crops reported by NASS totaled 655 million
cwt, down two percent from 2021% Area har-
vested in 2022 was 2.14 million acres, down five
percent from 2021. The top three vegetables, in
terms of area harvested, were sweet corn, toma-
toes, and snap beans. In terms of total produc-
tion, the three largest crops were tomatoes, on-
ions, and sweet corn, which combined accounted
for 53 percent of all vegetables.

As adverse weather events impacted the sup-
ply side, the value of utilized production for 2022
vegetable crops was $16.5 billion, up 27 percent
from the previous year. Tomatoes, onions, and
romaine lettuce claimed the highest values, ac-
counting for 30 percent of the utilized value of
production when combined. A brief review of
major crops and major states production and
growing conditions in 2022 follows.

Production of sweet corn in 2022 totaled 57.2
million cwt, up slightly from 2021. The planted
area was estimated at 355,100 acres, down three
percent from the previous year. Area harvested,
at 340,400 acres, was down three percent from
2021. The value of the crop totaled $809 million,
22 percent more than the previous year. Utilized
production totaled 56.9 million cwt, of which
13.0 million cwt was for the fresh market and
2.20 million tons were for processing.

Minnesota, Washington, and Wisconsin are
the largest providers of sweet corn, producing
almost 70 percent of U.S. sweet corn. In 2022,
Minnesota ranked first for sweet corn produc-
tion with 27 percent of the nation’s production.
Corn yield reports and quality were better than

2tilized production is the amount of a crop sold for fresh market, sold for processing, the quantities used at home to make processed items,
or held on storage. Vegetables 2022 Summary (February 2023) USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service.



expected, despite adverse planting conditions
and an early summer drought during harvest sea-
son. Timely rain in the southern portion of the
state yielded an exceptional crop, whereas yields
were affected by less rain in northern Minnesota.
As a result, Minnesota sweet corn production in
2022 was recorded at with a total production of
15.4 million cwt, up seven percent from 2021.
Washington experienced a cold, wet growing
season in the spring. The damp weather and ex-
cessive water early in the season reduced spring
pollination activity, hindering growth and crop
development. However, the summer heat and
warmer weather helped to improve and restore
damaged crops before harvest. In 2022, Washing-
ton accounted for 26 percent of U.S. sweet corn
production, up 14 percent from the previous
year. Wisconsin ranked third for sweet corn pro-
duction with 18 percent of the nation’s produc-
tion, with a modest increase in acreage offsetting
lower yield to increase production by about seven
percent from 2021.

California and Florida account for 100 per-
cent of U.S. tomato production reported in the
USDA NASS annual production report. How-
ever, tomato production in Florida is predom-
inately aimed at the fresh vegetable market,
while California produces tomatoes for both
processing and fresh markets. Overall tomato
production in 2022 totaled 225 million cwt,
down two percent from 2021. The planted area
was estimated at 271,000 acres, down one per-
cent from the previous year. Area harvested, es-
timated at 263,800 acres, was down two percent
from 2021. The value of the crop totaled $1.78
billion, 18 percent more than the previous sea-
son. Utilized production totaled 223 million
cwt, of which 13.1 million cwt was for the fresh
market, with Florida accounting for over 55
percent of the utilized production. In 2022, the
utilized production of tomatoes for processing
totaled 10.5 million tons with California re-

ported to account for 100 percent of the total.

Adverse weather conditions affected produc-
tion in both states in 2022. In California, most
of the growing regions were under extreme and
exceptional drought throughout the 2022 season.
Due to the lack of rainwater being available to
leach the salt below the root zone, salt levels in
the soil become elevated when using ground wa-
ter wells for irrigation. This process can negative-
ly impact the yield. Additionally, this year’s crop
was impacted by the Beet Curly Top Virus and
a new strain of spotted wilt. Temperature swings
also played a role in a lower yield for 2022. Flori-
da experienced some frost in early 2022 and some
abnormally dry to moderately dry conditions for
the season. Still the crop received enough precip-
itation for adequate growth and development.
However, some growers had to replant fields after
fall planting due to flooding from hurricanes Ian
and Nicole.

Snap beans production in 2022 totaled 14.3
million cwt, down five percent from 2021. Planted
area was estimated at 164,600 acres, down seven
percent from the previous year. Area harvested, at
158,200 acres, was also down seven percent from
2021. The value of the crop totaled $325 million,
24 percent above the previous season. Utilized
production totaled 14.2 million cwt, of which 2.21
million cwt was for the fresh market and 601,673
tons for processing. In 2022, about 77 percent of
snap bean production in the United States was in
three states, Wisconsin (51 percent) New York (14
percent), and Michigan (12 percent).

In Wisconsin, the largest snap beans produc-
ing state, the dry spring conditions, and early
frost experienced by some farmers had minimal
impact on the 2022 crop, as the state’s yield was
the highest on record. In Florida, during the
winter and spring months, portions of the state
were moderately dry and cool, but as the summer
arrived, rainfall increased over most of the state.
Although conditions were dry during the early

part of the year, there was still enough precipi-
tation to provide enough moisture for the crops
growth and development. In New York, planting
of the crop lagged the previous year early on;
however, toward the end of the planting season,
progress surpassed 2021. In Michigan, produc-
tion of snap beans was up almost eight percent in
2022 as increased yields combined with a modest
increase in planted acres.

Onion production in 2022 totaled 64.4 mil-
lion cwt, down five percent from 2021. Planted
area was estimated at 129,800 acres, down six
percent from the previous year. Area harvest-
ed, at 127,200 acres, was down six percent from
2021. The value of the crop totaled $1.63 billion,
31 percent more than the previous year. Utilized
production totaled 63.7 million cwt, of which
43.1 million cwt was for the fresh market and
1.03 million tons were for processing. United
States onion production is concentrated in three
states, California, Oregon, and Washington, ac-
counting for almost 71 percent of total onion
production in 2022. Adverse weather conditions
in California and Oregon were largely respon-
sible for production shortfalls. In Washington,
despite early season weather challenges and no
increase in planted acres, there were increased
yields that resulted in a 17 percent larger crop
than the previous year.

In California, the largest onion producing
state, growers planted fewer acres than last year
due to extended drought conditions and limit-
ed availability of irrigation water. The crop was
harvested later in the season and some acres were
freeze damaged and affected by Fusarium basal
rot, but this was less widespread than last year.
In Washington, harvest conditions were less than
ideal in 2022, but growers harvested a decent
crop, and onions moved to storage. Temperatures
improved in September, and warm, dry weather
was ideal for fieldwork and made for good har-
vest conditions with good quality yields.
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United States romaine lettuce production is
reported for two states: California accounting for
72 percent of the total and Arizona producing
28 percent of the total. Production in 2022 to-
taled 25.5 million cwt, down seven percent from
the 2021 total. The planted area was estimated at
88,400 acres, down seven percent from the pre-
vious year. Area harvested, at 88,100 acres, was
down six percent from 2021. The value of the crop
totaled $1.54 billion, 45 percent more than the
previous season. Utilized production totaled 25.4
million cwt, all of which was for the fresh mar-
ket. The decline in total production in 2022 was
attributable to a reduction in planted acres, down
almost seven percent from 2021, in California and
a decline in yields in Arizona of 1.6 percent from
the previous year. In California, the crop experi-
enced some weather and crop disease-related is-
sues during the season that affected production.
Some farmers reported large yield losses due to
the Impatiens Necrotic Spot Virus (INSV). In
Arizona and California, the desert region expe-
rienced several days of freezing temperatures in
December, causing epidermal blisters and peel, an
issue that romaine lettuce is more susceptible to
than other varieties of lettuce.

Citrus

United States citrus fruit production is re-
ported for four states: California, Florida, Ari-
zona, and Texas. Citrus production for 2022 de-
clined for the third straight year with a utilized
production total of 5.61 million tons, down 19
percent from the 2020-21 season. California
accounted for 62 percent of total United States
citrus production, Florida totaled 36 percent,
and Texas and Arizona produced the remaining
two percent.

In California, issues related to drought, irri-
gation water availability and costs were challeng-
ing issues for producers. Utilized citrus produc-
tion in California was down 16 percent from the
2020-21 season. California’s all orange produc-
tion, at 40.4 million boxes, was 18 percent lower
than the previous season. Grapefruit production
was down two percent from the 2020-21 season
and tangerine and mandarin production was
down 40 percent.

In Florida, growers faced difficult conditions

3 Global oilseeds include Copra, Cottonseed, Palm kernel, Peanut,
Rapeseed, Soybeans and Sunflower seeds. Global grains include
barley, corn, millet, mixed grains, oats, rye, sorghum and wheat. U.S.
grains exclude millet and mixed grains. Wheat and corn comprise
around 87 percent of global grains, while soybeans accound for
almost 60 percent of global oilseeds. Accordingly, additional detail
is provided for these three crops.
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resulting from multiple negative weather events
resulting in loss of trees and fruit attributable to
hurricane and tropical storm force winds along
with freezing temperatures and standing wa-
ter. Florida’s orange production, at 41.1 million
boxes, was down 22 percent from the previous
season. Grapefruit utilization in Florida, at 3.33
million boxes, was down 19 percent from last sea-
sons utilization. Florida’s total citrus utilization
was down 22 percent from the previous season.
Utilized production of citrus in Texas continued
to suffer from persistent drought and reductions
in available water supply. In addition, the linger-
ing negative effects of Winter Storm Uri resulted
in below freezing temperatures for several days.
Citrus production in Texas was down 46 percent
from the 2020-21 season. Orange production was
down 81 percent from the previous season and
grapefruit production was down 29 percent. The
only citrus category that had an increase in pro-
duction across the growing regions was Arizona’s
lemons, which increased by 27 percent from the
previous year.

The value of the 2022 United States citrus
crop was down 13 percent from last season, to
2.91 billion (packing house door equivalent). Or-
ange value of production decreased nine percent
from last season and grapefruit value is down 27
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percent. Tangerine and mandarin value of pro-
duction is down 18 percent from last season and
lemon value of production was down 13 percent
from last season.

[Information sources for this section include
USDA NASS 2022 Production Summaries: Crop
Production Summary, January 2022; Vegetables
2022 Summary, February 2023; Citrus Fruits 2022
Summary, September 2022; and various issues of:
USDA, ERS, Vegetable and Pulses Outlook and
USDA, ERS, Fruit and Tree Nuts Outlook.]

Commodity Market
Developments

Global grains and oilseeds production re-
mained in a relatively balanced position in 2022.
World production declined by 1.5 percent while
consumption remained virtually unchanged,
increasing by less than one percent from the
previous year.’ The modest global deficit in pro-
duction resulted in a slight decline in the world
ending stocks-to-use ratio, albeit only by 0.7 of
one percent (Figure 6).

A comparison between the United States and
the rest of world reveals different patterns that
contributed to the combined draw down in glob-

Source USDA/FAS/PSD/Online 4/11/2023: https//apps.fas.usda.gov/psdonline/app/index.html#/app/advQuery
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al ending stocks-to-use. For example, in the Unit-
ed States, 2022 domestic oilseed ending stocks
experienced a decline in production of 18.1 per-
cent, and an increase in domestic consumption
resulted in a return to declining stocks, follow-
ing a slight decline in 2021. U.S. domestic grains
ending stocks also declined by 8.2 percent from a
slight increase in 2021. A decline in United States
grains ending stocks in 2022 was attributable to
the combined effect of a decrease in production
with a falloff in domestic consumption. The fall
in both U.S. oilseeds and grains stocks resulted
in a continued reduction in the combined total
ending stocks-to-use ratio of 0.9 percent, slightly
above the global figure.

Worldwide, a reduction in foreign grain pro-
duction in 2022, down 2.6 percent, combined
with a modest decline in total use of 0.9 percent,
resulted in a decline in foreign ending stocks-to-
use of 0.6 percent from the previous year. Global
oilseed consumption increased by 2.4 percent
from the previous year while global production
increased 2.6 percent. Overall ending stocks-to-
use for global oilseeds increased in 2022 by 1.3
percent as increased production offset the in-
crease in consumption but not enough to draw
down beginning stocks from the previous year.
Combined, the decline in the greater volume of
global grains offset the increase in global oilseeds
resulting in the decrease in the combined global
grains and oilseeds ending stocks.

Wheat

Global wheat production in 2022 represent-
ed 35.5 percent of total world grain production,
increasing by 1.9 percent from the previous year.
The overall gain in world wheat production re-
flects a variety of experiences in 2022 wheat
production among the major producing coun-
tries. For example, 2022 wheat production in the
United States was almost the same as the pre-
vious year, increasing by less than one percent.
Whereas in the European Union, 2022 wheat
production declined by almost three percent.
Overall global wheat production was bolstered
by increased production among major exporting
countries with Australia production increasing
by eight percent from 2021 while Russian pro-
duction increased more than 22 percent. These
gains offset substantial losses in production by
major exporters, such as Argentina, down just
over 43 percent, and the troubling conditions in
the Ukraine that contributed to a fall off over 36
percent in 2022 wheat production.
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Among the major wheat importers, produc-
tion was up slightly, 1.4 percent from the pre-
vious year. Leading the way among importing
countries was Brazil, where wheat production
was up over 35 percent in 2022. In addition, Ni-
geria experienced a 22 percent increase in pro-
duction, albeit from a small base. Less fortunate
were the North African nations (Algeria, Egypt,
Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia), where the 2022
wheat production was off by almost 14 percent
from 2021. Among selected other countries, Ka-
zakhstan and the United Kingdom had increased
wheat in 2022 of 39 percent and 11 percent re-
spectively. Wheat production in India declined
by more than five percent from the previous year.

The leader among those countries with a sub-
stantial boost in wheat production in 2022 was
Canada. In 2022 Canada returned to above aver-
age production levels at 34.7 million metric tons
of production, a 55 percent increase attributable
to a break in the drought conditions that plagued
Canadian producers in 2021. In 2022, Canadian
wheat yields increased by 38 percent while the
harvested area was up over nine percent. More
favorable weather conditions in Brazil's wheat
production area contributed to higher yields on
continued area expansion leading to record pro-
duction of 10.4 million metric tons.

Russia and Kazakhstan both experienced sub-
stantial increases in wheat production in 2022. In
Russia there were favorable growing conditions
during the winter and summer, mild tempera-
tures during the winter, a cooler-than-normal
spring with adequate moisture, and no substan-
tial heat stress throughout the summer. Russian
wheat production reached 92 million metric tons,
the largest crop in 13 years, resulting from the
highest yields recorded on the largest area over
that period. The same results were experienced in
Kazakhstan as record yields on an increased area
produced the largest crop, 16.4 million metric
tons, since 2011. Favorable weather conditions
and adequate precipitation in grain producing
regions fueled the increased production.

Areas where wheat production declined sig-
nificantly in 2022 resulted from very different cir-
cumstances. In Argentina, a significant drop in
production throughout the planting season was
due to a very dry winter followed by late frosts.
Accordingly, 2022 wheat production in Argen-
tina fell to 12.55 million metric tons, the lowest
level since 2015. The decline in production was
attributable to a decrease in yields, 2.28 metric
tons per hectare, the lowest in the period 2010 to

2022, and a decline in planted area of just under
one million hectares from the previous year.

In the Ukraine, the cause for the decline in
wheat production is attributable to the full-
scale invasion launched by Russia in Febru-
ary 2022 that wreaked havoc throughout the
Ukrainian economy, with agriculture bearing a
direct impact. The fighting led to a breakdown
of farming operations. Production volumes for
all major grains dropped in 2022/23 due to mil-
itary activities. The decrease in Ukraine wheat
production was substantial; the area harvest
was down 28 percent from 2021, yields de-
clined by 12 percent, and 2022 wheat produc-
tion declined by 36 percent. At the time of this
writing the forecast is for a continued decline in
2023/24 production and beyond, if the current
conflict is not resolved.

Overall global consumption of wheat is a
combination of domestic feed consumption
that measures the volume of crop used locally
for animal feed and the part of the crop used for
food, seed, and industrial (FSI) uses. In 2022,
the volume of global consumption of wheat was
virtually unchanged from the previous year, up
only 0.5 percent. The composition of global use
reflected a less than one percent decline in an-
imal feed globally while FSI use increased a bit
less at 0.18 percent.

Many low and middle income developing
countries where wheat is a food staple but have
production potential, import much of their
wheat. Most of these countries have limited
abilities to expand wheat production, which in-
creases global demand for wheat imports. The
largest growth markets for wheat imports in-
clude Africa—both North (Egypt, Algeria, and
Morocco) and sub-Saharan (Ethiopia, Kenya,
Nigeria, South Africa, and Sudan)—the Middle
East (Iran, Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, and
Syria), and Southeast Asia (Indonesia, the Phil-
ippines, and Vietnam). Combined with rising
populations in various parts of the world and
improving economic growth, it is expected to
lead to sustained increases in the demand for
both milling-quality and feed wheat.

Corn

Global corn production in 2022 represented
just under 80 percent of total world coarse grain
output. World corn production declined for the
second year in a row, falling by six percent from
the previous year. Corn production fell from
1,217 million metric tons in 2021 to 1,147 mil-
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lion metric tons in 2022. The primary cause for
the decline in corn production in 2022 can be
traced to a decline in yields in major producing
areas. The European Union experienced one of
its worst growing seasons for corn with yields
falling 22 percent from the previous year and 21
percent below their five-year average. Combined
with a slight decline in the area devoted to corn
production, EU corn production fell by 25 per-
cent in 2022% In addition the persistent drought
in Argentina caused corn production to fall 25
percent from 2021, with yields declining to 5.5
metric tons per acre, 26 percent below their five-
year average.

The war in Ukraine continued to exacerbate
the global corn supply situation as production
fell by 36 percent in 2022. However, in the case
of the Ukraine, yields remained at their five year
average of 6.8 metric tons per acre, but much
of their farmland used for corn production was
a casualty of war, with 2022 area contained to
only 80 percent of its five-year average.

In the United States, corn production for
the 2022 marketing year declined by almost
nine percent from 2021, falling to 13.7 billion
bushels. This was linked to a decline in area har-
vested, 79.2 million acres, down seven percent
from 2021. There was also a decrease in yields,
down to an estimated at 173.3 bushels per acre,
3.4 bushels below the 2021 record high yield of
176.7 bushels per acre.

The fall in production comes at a time when
total use of corn in the United States has also di-
minished, primarily due to a decline in exports,
down over 25 percent from 2021 marketing
year. Currency fluctuations, increased competi-
tion from South America and domestic policy
decisions by China all contributed to the de-
clining outlook for exports. The fall in exports
is primarily linked to the three top markets,
Mexico, Japan, and China having reduced corn
imports from the United States in the 2022 mar-
keting year. In percentage terms, shipments to
Japan are expected to be off by 55 percent this
marketing year, down 132 million bushels; ship-
ments to China have fallen 40 percent, down 121
million bushels; and, shipments to Mexico have
declined 15 percent, down 56 million bushels.
Combined with a falloff in feed and use in eth-
anol production, total U.S. corn use declined by
eight percent from the previous year.

With total use declining slightly more than
total supply (production plus beginning stocks),
ending stocks of corn are projected to fall slight-
ly from the previous year (Figure 7). Support-
ed by continuing tight global supplies and the
uncertainty in geopolitical events, the U.S. corn
price is expected to average $6.60 per bushel in
2022, up from 10 percent from the previous year.

Soybeans

Global soybean production in 2022 increased

“ https://ipad.fas.usda.gov/countrysummary/default.aspx?id=E4&crop=Corn

by three percent, increasing from 359.7 million
metric tons in 2021 to 369.6 million metric tons in
2022. The increase in production is attributed pri-
marily to Brazil, which accounts for 42 percent of
the global total, where production increased by 18
percent from 2021 to 154 million metric tons. In
addition, a rebound in soybean production in Para-
guay, a major exporter accounting for three percent
of global production, increased available supplies as
more normal moisture conditions boosted produc-
tion back to the ten million metric ton level, more
than double the previous years drought plagued
output of just over four million metric tons.

The bumper crop in Brazil and a return to more
normal production in Paraguay helped to offset a
fall in Argentina production of 38 percent from the
previous year, due to a severe drought conditions.
In a more normal year, Argentina accounts for ap-
proximately 12 percent of global soybean produc-
tion. In addition, U.S. soybean production, which
accounts for about 32 percent of world production,
was down by four percent from the previous year as
drought reduced yields.

Also of note, 2022 was the first time Chi-
na had production of soybeans greater than 20
million metric tons. The April World Agricul-
tural Supply and Demand Estimate (WASDE)
reports soybean production in China to be 20.3
million metric tons in 2022, up 24 percent from
the previous year attributable to an increase in
planted area of 22 percent. This increase in soy-
bean production is in line with China’s desire
to lessen its dependence on imports of soy-
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Figure 8

Index of Farm Prices Paid and Received for Crops and Animals (2000-2022)

Crops Livestock
140 180
120 160
140 7
100 -
/\\/ 120
80
§ \/ § 100
£ 60 e £ 80
o == o
~ ~
60
40
40
20 20
ob\x%b%b«%qe\'y%usb'\sqq\ oa\xﬁb%b'\’oqQ\'\,%&‘a‘o'\%qe\‘»
N
SELEFEEL TSP L LTS PSP S PP FEF PP F DT AT AT A
Crops Prices Received Crops Prices Paid — — —Livestock Prices Paid Livestock Prices Received

Source: Agricultural Prices, March edition, various years, USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Services

Crop Prices Received and Paid and Livestock Prices Received, USDA, NASS, Quick Stats https:/quickstats.nass.usda.gov

beans from Brazil and the United States.

Global soybean domestic consumption in-
creased by less than one percent in 2022 reported
in the April WASDE at 366 million metric tons, up
from 363 million metric tons in 2021. Worldwide
soybean crush was almost unchanged compared to
2021 (reported as 315 million metric tons in 2022)
up less than one half of one percent. The modest
increase in total use was linked to a six percent in-
crease in food use, increasing by 1.4 million metric
tons from 2021. Total food use, 23 million metric
tons, accounts for about six percent of global soy-
bean domestic consumption.

World exports of soybeans increased by nine
percent in 2022, up almost 14 million metric tons
from the previous year. The increase in export ac-
tivity was captured by Brazil whose 2022 exports
are expected to be up over 17 percent from the
previous year reaching almost ninety-three million
metric tons. The other major gain in exports came
from Paraguay, where a return to more normal
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production allowed for exports to increase to pre-
drought levels, expected to reach 6.4 million metric
tons in 2022. The export gains by Brazil and Para-
guay were offset by a decline in exports from the
United States, down by six percent in 2022, damp-
ening the growth in overall global soybean trade.

Overall global trade increased by five percent
from the previous year, with total imports up six
million metric tons from 2021. Among the major
importers, China is expected to increase imports
by almost 4.5 million metric tons in 2022, up five
percent from 2021. Increased imports by countries
in Southeast Asia and Mexico are expected to con-
tribute to the remainder of the increase in 2022, up
1.5 million metric tons, 18 percent, and 0.44 mil-
lion metric tons, seven percent, respectively from
the previous year.

In the United States, the decline in production
with a slight uptick in total domestic use, resulted
in another year of declining ending stocks-to-total
use. At the end of the marketing year the stocks-to-
use ratio is expected to fall to just five percent from
almost six percent at the end of 2021 (Figure 7).
Combined with strong global demand and an un-
certain global supply, support for higher marketing
year average prices continues. As of this writing,
the market year average price for U.S. soybeans is
expected to be $14.30 per bushel, up seven percent
from 2021. The outlook for next season will likely
be determined by the soybean crop in South Amer-
ica and continued market activity by China and the
other major import markets. Currently futures mar-
kets are signaling a dampening of price expectations
for 2024. However, given the recent global geopolit-
ical environment the appearance of another black

swan market disruption event cannot be ruled out.

Prices Paid and Received

Strong commodity market prices continued
into 2022 and remained a cause for optimism in
the outlook for the overall farm economy; howev-
er, at the same time input prices remained at high
levels and dampened the longer-term outlook.
Rapidly increasing prices paid by farmers and
ranchers over the past few years offset the gains
from improved prices received for crops and live-
stock. A continuing challenge facing U.S. farmers
is illustrated in the overall index of prices paid for
inputs and prices received for crops and livestock
(Figure 8). In the case of crops, while commod-
ity prices move up and down, input prices trend
steadily upward or, at best, fail to decline as rap-
idly as crop prices. For livestock producers, feed
and related input costs vary with the price of crops
like corn, soybeans, and other feed ingredients.
But while they have fallen from the high levels in
2013, a renewed upward trend began in 2019 and
expectations for weaker commodity prices in the
coming year may improve the near-term outlook
for the livestock market. While livestock related
prices have persistently failed to keep pace with
input prices since 2016, declining cattle numbers
limiting supply has begun to move related prices
to more favorable levels.

Overall crop prices continued their upward
trend as reflected in the increase in the prices re-
ceived index, up 18 percent in 2022 from the pre-
vious year. As mentioned above, increases contin-
ued in crop production input costs are illustrated
by the 14.2 percent increase in the overall index in



2022 from the value in 2021. Accordingly, the gap
between the two began to narrow slightly from
the previous year. Except for cotton, most major
commodity prices were up in 2022 contributing
to the increase in prices received index. For exam-
ple, USDA/NASS average monthly all wheat price
was up 18 percent in 2022 from the previous year.
To put the prices received change in perspective,
December all wheat in 2022 price of $8.98 was up
from December 2021 price of $8.59. Similar up-
ward moves were evident for corn, up 11.7 per-
cent and soybeans, up 7.5 percent from 2021. At
the same time, prices paid for inputs were at high-
er levels as well, for example in March of 2022 the
fertilizer index was up 66 percent from March of
2021, with higher prices for potash and phosphate
and mixed fertilizer more than offset lower prices
for nitrogen. As for fuels, the March 2022 index
was up 58 percent from March 2021, for inputs
like diesel, gasoline, and Liquefied Petroleum gas.

The livestock situation improved in 2022 as
illustrated by the increase in prices received in-
dex exceeding that of the index of prices paid for
raising livestock for the second year in a row. The
annual index of prices received for livestock in-
creased to 150.4 by December 2022, up by over 25
percent from 2021. While the index of prices paid
stood at 137.8 up only a bit over 10 percent from
2021 for the same period.

While encouraging for the sector, all catego-
ries did not share equally as increases in poultry
and egg prices exceeded those in the meat ani-
mal and dairy category. For example, the index
for dairy closed 14 percent above December
2021 with all milk price of $24.70 per cwt, $3.00,
above the previous year. At the same time, the
poultry and egg index was up 58 percent from
a year earlier, with egg prices $3.61 per dozen
higher than 2021, over four times greater while
broiler prices declined modestly, 2.4 cents, or
three percent, lower than the previous year.
Meanwhile the meat animal index increased by
12 percent from a year earlier with beef cattle
prices at $154 per cwt $17 higher than in 2021.
Hog prices of $62.50 per cwt were $6.00 per cwt
above 2021 December prices.

The index of prices paid for livestock-related
production increased with annual increases for
inputs such as feed gains, up 24 percent from
the previous year, hay and forages up 21 per-
cent, complete feeds up 15 percent, and feed
concentrates up seven percent on the year. In
addition, the price of all animals increased as
well, with feeder cattle, up 14 percent, feeder

Table 2
Insured Acres by Major Crop'
Crop 2020 2021 202 app dom
' Wheat 36,194 36,649 36,571 78 -0.2%
Corn 84,372 83,062 81,487 1,574 -1.9%
Sorghum 4,482 5,939 4,986 -954 -161%
Soybeans 75,688 78,890 80,092 1,202 1.5%
Upland Cotton 1,756 10,765 13,151 2,386 22.2%
Pasture, Range & Forage 160,000 202,000 248,000 46,000 22.8%
Total (Above Crops) 372,491 417,305 464,288 46,982 1.3%
Total (All Crops) 399,405 445,799 494,768 48,968 1.0%
NASS Planted Acres (Field Crops) 310,114 317119 312,1M -5,008 -1.6%

"Data as of July 16, 2023. In (000) acres.

Source: RMA Summary of Business, NASS Quick Stats

pigs and milk cow replacements up 14 percent,
six percent, and 17 percent respectively.

The margins between costs and returns are
likely to remain thin overall and the challeng-
es of uncertain market conditions moving for-
ward will likely continue for U.S. farmers and
ranchers. Given the reality of sticky input prices
any downward fluctuations in agricultural com-
modity prices in the coming year will likely ex-
acerbate the potential risks for producers.

[The information sources for this section were:
USDA, Quick Stats https://quickstats. nass.usda.
gov; USDA, OCE, WASDE, https://usda.gov/
oce/commodity/wasde and USDA, FAS, Mar-
ket and Trade Data, PSD Online, https://apps.
fas.usda.gov/psdonline/app/index. ~ html#/app/
home. USDA, NASS, Ag Prices January 2023 and
various past issues, https://usda.library.cornell.
edu/concern/ publications/c821gj76b]

Figure 9

Federal Crop
Insurance Experience

In 2022, total insured acreage increased by
11.0 percent (Table 2). Pasture, Rangeland and
Forage (PRF) continued to expand, increasing by
46 million acres in 2022, a 22.8 percent increase
over 2021. Insured acreage declined for Sorghum,
Corn, and Wheat, down 16.1%, 1.9 percent, and
0.2 percent respectively. Offsetting these decreas-
es were the increased insured acreage of Cotton
and Soybeans, up 22.2 percent and 1.5 percent
respectively. In addition to the overall increase in
total acres insured and acreage shifts among the
major crops, average coverage levels for the U.S.
also increased, as illustrated in Figure 9. Nearly
86 percent of U.S. insured acres are protected at
coverage levels exceeding 70 percent.
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FCI underwriting performance is provided in
Table 3. Indemnities for 2022 were approximately
$19 billion compared to $9.6 billion in 2021. The
gross loss ratio (indemnity divided by premium)
was 104 percent for 2022, up from the 70 percent
loss ratio in 2021 and considerably nearly equal
to the 105 percent loss ratio experienced in 2019.
Table 4 provides a breakdown of premiums and
indemnities ranked by both state and crop for
2022. In terms of premium volume, Texas, North
Dakota, Iowa, Illinois, and Kansas were again the
top-ranking states for 2022. With respect to in-
demnities, Texas, Kansas and Nebraska were the
top three ranking states respectively. The ranking
of top crops by premium volume remained un-
changed in 2022 compared to 2021. Corn, wheat,
and soybean indemnities were ranked number
one, two and three at $4.9 billion, $3.9 billion, and
$2.5 billion in 2022.

The U.S. loss ratio map in Figure 10 reveals a
remarkable dichotomy in underwriting results be-
tween regions in 2022, while several of the major
corn and soybean states experienced exceptional-
ly favorable loss ratios, the Southwest, West, and
Northwest had quite unfavorable results, and the
remaining regions tended to be about average.
Specifically, the states of Minnesota, lowa, Wis-
consin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio all
experienced loss ratios under 50 percent for the
FCI program. South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kan-
sas were the exceptions with loss ratios of 110 per-
cent, 157 percent, and 190 percent, respectively.

Contrast the experience of the Midwest with
that of the Southwest, Northwest, and West re-
gions. Oklahoma, Texas, and California, along
with Rhode Island and New Jersey, all sustained
loss ratios in excess of 200 percent. The primary
cause of loss in these states was drought, except
for California where it was irrigation failure.

Table 3

Figure 10

2022 MPCI Premium and Loss Ratios, All Plans Combined
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Oregon, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, Utah,
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Arkansas, Lou-
isiana, Florida, Tennessee, and South Carolina
all experienced loss ratios between 100 percent
and 200 percent, primarily due to drought or
excess moisture.

Revenue Products

The projected base prices used to establish
the value of a crop and the insured liability un-
der the Revenue Protection and Yield Protection
forms of insurance policies are shown in Table 5
for crop years 2016 through 2023. .Projected base
prices are the average of futures prices during the
discovery month, i.e., the month preceding the
sales closing date for a policy.
After increasing in 2021, projected base prices

Federal Crop Insurance Program Performance, Gross Basis'

increased again in 2022 for Winter Wheat, Corn,
and Rice, but declined for Spring Wheat, Soy-
beans, and Cotton.

Commodity prices were up significantly across
the board for all commodities in 2022, including
over 40 percent increases for both spring and win-
ter wheat, a 29 percent increase for corn, a 28 per-
cent increase for cotton, a 21 percent increase for
soybeans, and a 14 percent increase for rice.

Implied volatility factors (IV) are derived
from futures market information and serve as
the measure of risk for expected harvest prices.
RMA annually calculates the implied volatility
factor for a crop by averaging the implied vola-
tility of in-the-money options for a designated
futures contract over the final five trading days
of the discovery period for that crop (generally

Pollecuth NS | ity pomium PP indemnty o0 can | 'pomd | gl
| Thousands Million Dollars Million
2013 1,224 2,584 123,811 11,808 4,51 12,085 -227 296 1.02
2014 1,207 2,539 109,904 10,073 3,858 9136 938 295 091
2015 1,205 2,547 102,539 9,769 3,679 6,316 3,452 296 0.65
2016 1160 2,402 100,623 9,329 3,462 3,913 5,416 290 0.42
2017 1125 2,370 106,064 10,071 3,716 5,435 4,637 312 0.54
2018 1,108 2,330 110,166 9,896 3,630 7324 2,573 335 0.74
2019 1,106 2,355 109,857 10,126 3,757 10,607 -481 379 1.05
2020 1,112 2,433 113,909 10,061 3,744 8,695 1,366 398 0.86
2021 1,167 2,633 136,668 13,718 5110 9,597 4122 444 0.70
2022 1,193 2,720 173,542 18,390 6,760 19,133 142 494 1.04

"Data as of July 16,2023
Source: RMA Summary of Business
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Table 4

Top 10 Premiums and Indemities Ranked by State and Crop for 2022

RANK BY STATE RANK BY CROP
Premium Indemnity Premium Indemnity
Rank State MIL.$ State MIL.$ Crop MIL.$ Crop MIL.$
1 Texas 2,166.5 Texas 4,634.0 Corn 6,469.6 Corn 4,897.3
2 North Dakota 1,546.8 Kansas 2,221.5 Soybeans 3,981.0 Wheat 3,861.4
3 lowa 1,364.0 Nebraska 1,526.6 Cotton 2,029.3 Soybeans 2,546.5
4 lllinois 1,245.7 California 1,502.7 Wheat 1,670.4 PRF 1,782.0
5 Kansas 1171.6 South Dakota 1,257.3 PRF 1,067.4 Cotton 1,433.2
6 South Dakota 1,146.1 North Dakota 11474 Grain Sorghum 315.3 Rice 655.2
7 Minnesota 1,078.0 Oklahoma 756.1 Annual Forage 291.0 Annual Forage 631.8
8 Nebraska 971.2 Colorado 503.4 Rice 193.7 Dry Peas 606.3
9 Indiana 672.8 Montana 482.4 Whole Farm 178.0 Dry Beans 3741
10 Missouri 646.3 Minnesota 3721 Apples 133.0 Grain Sorghum 134.8
Top 10 Sub-Total 12,009.0 14,403.5 16,328.6 16,922.7
All Other 6,381.4 4,729.3 2,061.8 2,210.2
U.S. Total 18,390.4 19,132.8 18,390.4 19,132.8
Top 10 Share of U.S. 65% 75% 89% 88%
Table 5
Major Revenue Policy Base Prices'
% CHANGE
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 00U | 20078
' Wheat, Winter ($/bu) (KS) 5.20 4.59 4.87 5.74 4.35 490 7.08 8.79 44.5 24.2
Wheat, Spring ($/bu) (ND) 513 5.65 6.31 5.77 5.56 6.53 919 8.87 40.7 -3.5
Corn ($/bu) (IL) 3.86 3.96 3.96 4.00 3.88 4.58 590 591 28.8 0.2
Soybeans ($/bu) (IL) 8.85 1019 10.16 9.54 917 11.87 14.33 13.76 20.7 -4.0
Upland Cotton ($/bu) (MS) 0.62 0.73 0.75 0.74 0.70 0.80 1.02 0.84 275 -17.6
Rice ($/cwt) 11.90 10.40 11.90 10.80 1210 12.70 14.50 16.90 14.2 16.6

'Revenue Protection for 2016-23 as of July 2, 2023.
Source: RMA Actuarial Information Browser

the last five trading days before the sales closing
date). For example, implied volatilities over the
final five trading days in February for the De-
cember futures contract are used to determine
the IV factor in the major corn producing states.
RMA uses the IV factor to simulate the risk of

Table 6

an expected change in harvest price for the crop,
which is then utilized to establish the price risk
component of the premium rate for the specific
crop. A higher IV indicates a greater likelihood
for larger price movements while a lower IV im-
plies a more stable market with futures prices ex-

pected to move within a smaller range. All things
being equal, higher IV factors result in higher
premiums, while lower IV factors result in lower
premiums.

Historical IV values for selected major crops
during the period 2015-2022 are shown in Table 6.

Volatility Factors
Moo Volatility Factor?
% CHANGE
1968-2022 | 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 200U | 2003
Wheat, Winter ($/bu) 0.19 0.22 0.18 0.16 0.19 017 0.16 0.21 0.31 31.3 47.6
Wheat, Spring ($/bu) 0.22 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 018 0.23 018 278 217
Corn ($/bu) 0.20 0.17 019 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.23 0.23 018 0.0 217
Soybeans ($/bu) 0.18 012 016 014 0.12 0.12 019 0.19 0.13 0.0 -31.6
Upland Cotton ($/bu) 0.23 014 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.20 0.22 0.22 10.0 0.0
Rice ($/cwt) 0.22 0.15 0.17 0.12 01 0.13 0.15 0.10 01 333 10.0

MHistorical volatility values are obtained by fitting log-normal distribution to the time series of the ratio of the harvest price to the base price from 1968 to 2022. For each year in that time period, the harvest
and base prices are calculated by using relevant futures prices in that year. Source: Barchart.com

2Revenue Protection as of July 2,2023.
Source: Various RMA Manager's Bulletins
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The IV factors observed for 2022 exhibited mixed

behavior, with spring and winter wheat both up Prices for 2022 RP and RP-HPE Plans of Insurance
roughly 30 percent, followed by cotton up 10

Figure 11

percent, while corn, and soybeans remained un-
. $/Bushel MBase | Harvest $/Ib. or $/cwt MBase | Harvest

changed and rice decreased roughly 30 percent. 16.00 20,00
The combination of higher base prices across the 100 iy 18.00 1250
board and increased IV factors for wheat and ' 16.00
cotton, resulting in significant premium increas- 12.00 10.88 14.00 i
es for 2022. 10.00 919 895 12.00

Figure 11 shows the change between the base 8.00 = 708 10.00
prices established at the outset of 2022 in relation 600 5% 8.00
to the harvest prices established close to the end 6.00
of the growing season. The harvest prices provid- 400 4.00
ed in Figure 10 are the average daily prices in the 2.00 2.00 102 g
harvest month for the same futures contract used 0.00 " " 0.00 N "
to establish the base price earlier in the year. Har- ® SQ@""’Q 'f\::z"‘ s‘iﬁ* o‘§&° &
vest prices are an essential element of the calcu-

. . Data as of July 2, 2023
lation process as they are used to determine the — [RMEETIV AR

farmer’s actual revenue, which in turn is used to
establish the amount of indemnity provided by

Revenue Protection (RP) policies. Figure 12
Harvest prices for corn, winter wheat, and

State Loss Ratios for 2022: Corn

rice all increased compared to their base prices

for 2022. Corn increased from $5.90 to $6.86

per bushel, winter wheat from $7.08 per bush- Loss Ratio M Revenue Plans (RP,RPHPE) Yield Plan (YP)

el to $10.88, and rice from $14.50 to $17.50 per 2.50

hundredweight. In contrast, spring wheat fell 202

from $9.19 to $8.95 per bushel, soybeans de- 200

clined from $14.33 to $13.81 per bushel, and 150 149

cotton dropped from $1.02 to $0.81 per pound. 115
The largest increase in base price to harvest price 100 0.68 0.67

observed was for winter wheat, which increased 0.50 5 - - 052 - 048 -

from $7.08 per bushel to $10.88 per bushel, an 005 008 - [ | pusd : I - 2 .
increase of 54 percent. 0.00 IL 1A NE MN IN MO i wi us

Figure 12 presents corn loss ratios by state [P
. . :RMA f Busi
for the yield plan of insurance (YP) and revenue  [RElSaAEES

plans of insurance (RP and RP-Harvest Price Ex-
clusion combined) for Illinois, Iowa, Nebraska,

Minnesota, Indiana, Missouri, Michigan, and Figure 13

Wisconsin. YP plans experienced higher loss State Loss Ratios for 2022: Soybeans

ratios than the revenue plans in all states except
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[Information sources for this section includes
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USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, B S & D da-
tabase; Office of the Chief Economist; World Ag-
ricultural Supply and Demand Estimates Report
(WASDE), various issues; NASS Quick Stats; RMA
Manager’s Bulletins, Price Discovery Application,
and Actuarial Information Browser.]

Program and Policy
Developments

Emergence From the COVID-19

Environment

A spike in COVID cases late in 2021 and into
early 2022 was a reminder that the pandemic
continued to impact the lives of Americans. The
Federal crop insurance program continued to
provide additional relief for servicing America’s
farmers well into the first half of the 2022 cal-
endar year reaffirming the high-quality service
expected by Americas farmers and ranchers.
However, as spring began to arrive and many
of Americas farmers headed to the field with
the prospects of a new crop and renewed hope
for a bountiful harvest, so also did the effects of
the pandemic begin to slowly reside. This led to
a sense of returning to a more normal lifestyle.
As the year continued, many thought they could
see “business as usual” coming over the horizon.
And yet through all the COVID challenges over
the prior two years, the Federal crop insurance
program continued to remain vibrant, viable,
and a proven effective safety net for supporting a
strong agricultural system and economy to keep
Americans food secure.

The COVID-19 flexibilities issued by RMA
in 2020, continued through all of 2021 and were
again, for the most part, continued into 2022.

These included extending time to file production
reports and complete perennial crop inspections,
creating efficiencies in handling written agree-
ments between RMA and approved insurance
providers (AIPs), allowing greater flexibility to
execute business transactions by utilizing digital
signatures and waiving the witness signature re-
quirement for approval of assignment of indem-
nities and other relief measures. The COVID-19
bulletins issued by RMA expired on June 30,
2022, but many of the program flexibilities and
efficiencies proved so effective to address the
pandemic that they were eventually moved into
routine operating procedures and continue today.

New Ideas and New Challenges

After the first year with a new Administration,
RMA and USDA began to provide new priorities
and program direction aimed to enhance par-
ticipation and address climate change. The crop
insurance program continued its growth both in
the crop and livestock areas, with industry and
RMA leadership addressing the usual day-to-day
issues and challenges. With creative solutions
and flexibilities, the program effectively provided
over $194 billion of crop and livestock liability to
America’s farmers and ranchers.

To start the year the crop insurance pro-
gram recognized climate-smart practices when
the FCIC Board approved a new concept, and
RMA released in January for the 2022 crop year
the new Post-Application Coverage Endorse-
ment. This endorsement provides coverage for
producers in certain states and counties who
choose to “split-apply” nitrogen, a practice
where farmers apply nitrogen on two or more
occasions rather than all at one time. The cover-
age provides a payment for the projected yield
of the farmer when they are unable to apply the

post-application of nitrogen to corn stages V3-
V10 due to field conditions created by weather.
This climate-smart practice helps reduce nitro-
gen run-off and the potential amount of nitro-
gen used which can help lower costs. The release
of the new endorsement was somewhat delayed,
and training and education were playing catch
up resulting in only 61 endorsements being
purchased. Subsequently, the Board approved
expansion for the 2023 crop year and additional
sales and participation are anticipated.

RMA announced early in the spring that it
would continue the Pandemic Cover Crop Pro-
gram (PCCP) to provide financial assistance to
farmers impacted by the effects of the pandemic
and market disruptions. The program supported
cover crop conservation practices and demon-
strated that crop insurance and voluntary conser-
vation efforts work together for the benefit of all.
For 2022, the PCCP provided premium support
to eligible farmers who insured their spring crop
and planted a qualifying cover crop by June 15.
A new revision also included cover crops planted
after June 15 and cultivated over the summer for
a fall planted crop. In addition, Whole Farm Rev-
enue Protection was made eligible for the PCCP
benefit, and states that maintained their own
cover crop program were also allowed a supple-
mental dollar for dollar Federal match for their
eligible farmers in addition to any base PCCP
eligibility. The premium support was $5 per acre
and AIPs continue to administer the program by
adjusting the farmers billing statement to reflect
a discount in the premium owed by an amount
calculated by RMA. The second year of this new
pilot program saw approximately 11.7 million
acres of qualifying cover crops planted as certi-
fied to the Farm Service Agency. This was a re-
duction of about 2.3 million acres certified in the
2021 crop year. While several factors can impact
the actual acres eligible for premium assistance,
there was more than $48 million in premium re-
ductions for insured farmers, about a 19 percent
reduction from 2021. In addition, the States of
lowa, Illinois, and Indiana contributed another
$1.7 million in premium discounts that were also
matched by the Federal contribution.

By mid-summer, with war raging in Ukraine
and food supply issues becoming increasing-
ly prominent, RMA began an effort to review
the practice and areas where doubling cropping
could be liberalized to increase more acreage of
wheat, grain sorghum, and soybeans. RMA met
with 70 grower groups in 28 states to evaluate
counties that could be permanently expanded to



allow for soybeans and grain sorghum to follow
winter wheat. They also discussed creating flexi-
bilities for obtaining written agreements making
them easier for producers in areas with less his-
tory of double cropping to get. The result was
widespread expansion and streamlining of insur-
ing double crop acreage in 681 soybean counties
and for grain sorghum in 870 counties. Also new
for 2022 was RMA efforts to add a relay cropping
practice, available through written agreement,
that provides for soybeans to be relay cropped
into an established small grain crop. This emerg-
ing practice allows a second crop (relay crop) to
be planted into an established crop where both
crops are planted in a manner that allows separate
agronomic maintenance and harvest of the crops.

Continued Drought in the West,
Excess Moisture, and Freeze Events

Regional weather events occurring in 2022
were typical of most years with areas seeing both
too dry and too wet conditions, but the year also
saw severe freeze and other more area specific
loss events. These weather events brought their
own challenges and hardships but again reaf-
firmed that crop insurance successfully provided
the risk management tools farmers and bankers
rely upon to continue for another year. A record
494 million acres and $173 billion in crop liability
was insured by farmers and ranchers with the risk
of loss also being shared by AIPs and taxpayers,
demonstrating again one of the most successful
public-private partnerships in stabilizing agricul-
ture and the food supply of Americans. The live-
stock sector also continued its growth through
use of improved and expanded risk management
products with an additional $21 billion in liabili-
ty protected by the program.

Continually Improving and
Expanding Program Coverage

RMA, private sector developers, and the in-
dustry continued to expand the availability of
coverage for new crops, areas, and production
and marketing risks. And the continual task of
maintaining and improving the 136 various crop
and livestock programs takes a concerted, collab-
orative effort from RMA, the AIPs, and NCIS.
Their efforts mean that today’s program accounts
for over 604 crop-livestock and related differing
types and varieties insured through 36 different
plans of insurance. That translates into more than
170,000 different county crop program actuarial
offers. This comes with daily challenges in main-

taining and keeping current on prices, premium
rates, underwriting rules, special provisions, and
key agronomic planting dates among the many
other factors in establishing the multitude of in-
surance offers for which farmers can choose to
cover their risks. Yet equal, if not more efforts are
continuously being made by RMA, AIPs, grower
groups and associations, and other stakeholders
to improve existing policies and coverage. As
operating margins grower tighter there is contin-
ued demand for new crop policies and types of
coverage to address all areas of production and
marketing agriculture, along with an even greater
emphasis for covering small, under-served, and
specialty crop farmers. This collaborative effort
between the industry and RMA is a constant
search for effective and efficient risk management
tools and products to further both new crop de-
velopment and improvement of existing crop
programs. While past renditions of this writing
would annually try to count the number of policy
changes made each year, that simply is no lon-

ger a manageable task for a program covering
numerous row crops, trees, vines, bushes, vege-
tables, specialty crops, various seeds, livestock,
aquaculture, and the list goes on and on!

During 2022 the NCIS Underwriting and
Operations (U&O) and Training & Education
(T&E) Committees sponsored a special webinar,
with RMA, to implement a new Unit Division by
Grid Option in the States of Georgia, Maine, and
Texas. This new program addressed land that is
not surveyed under the U.S. Public Land Sur-
vey System used for establishing optional units
by section in many parts of the United States.
However, in several areas including these states,
the U.S. survey system is not always applicable,
making optional unit determinations cumber-
some and inconsistent for farmers. The new grid
system will be used for annual crops to establish
optional units like those in other parts of the
country providing farmers a more equitable and
effective strategy for establishing their unit struc-
ture to be consistent with the risks they face.
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The U &0 Committee and RMA also began
to engage in almost monthly meetings to discuss
implementation of a same year production re-
porting initiative aimed at better tying produc-
tion history to the crop year and unit upon which
it was produced. This will enhance the accuracy
of yield information captured on individual level
crop insurance policies to be used for determin-
ing yields applicable to area yield plans of crop
insurance, annual yields used by USDA in other
farm programs, and to strengthen actuarial pa-
rameters within the program. This effort also led
to discussions for the integration of APH regu-
lations into the Common Crop Insurance Policy
Basic Provisions effective for the 2024 crop year.
APH regulations have not been updated in some
time, and in doing so RMA believes that, by in-
corporating the regulations into the Basic Pro-
visions, farmers will be more familiar with the
requirements and procedures used to establish
insured yields and guarantees.

RMA updated, revised, or issued new policies
for numerous individual crop programs, some of
which included pecan trees, hemp, machine har-
vested pickling cucumbers, fresh market beans,
camelina, hybrid vegetable and specialty seed,
and flue cured tobacco. Development efforts oc-
curred for Production Revenue History for fresh
market tomatoes, fresh market sweet corn, and
fresh market peppers. In addition, improvements
were made to area or index-based programs
like Rainfall Index, adding certified organic and
transitional organic hay practices and clarifying
several other provisions. The HIP-WI plan clar-
ified its relationship with other area- based en-
dorsements and late in the year tropical storm
coverage was added to the program for the 2023
crop year. 2022 also saw changes to the Common
Crop Insurance Policy and Area Risk Protection
Insurance Basic Provisions applicable to the June
30 and later contract change dates. These chang-
es added a new marketing certification to allow
producers to self-identify if they do not have dis-
interested third party records, allows the use of
their own supporting production records, min-
imizing the need for AIPs to do preharvest ap-
praisals, listing a 30-day appeal deadline for good
farming practice determinations, and revising,
improving, and moving the definitions of direct
marketing and vertically integrated into the Ba-
sic Provisions, along with other individual pol-
icy changes. These changes impacted at least 20
fall 2023 crop policies with more to come. RMA
also amended the Small Grains Crop Provisions
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to expand revenue coverage to oats and rye, re-
vised the sugar beet policy to incorporate stage
guarantees and the Stage Removal Option, and
expanded contract-based features for issuing
price elections and quality adjustment on burley,
dark air, fire cured, and Maryland types of tobac-
co like those previously implemented for flue-
cured tobacco. Again, this required NCIS and
the AIPs to move quickly in training the delivery
system workforce so farmers could be fully aware
of their enhanced coverage options and program
requirements.

Later in 2022, RMA introduced the new Tran-
sitional and Organic Grower Assistance program
for the 2023 crop year as part of USDAs Organ-
ic Transition Initiative. This initiative is part of
a bundle of programs that will build more and
better markets for American producers and con-
sumers and improve the resilience of the food
supply chain. This new program provides pre-
mium assistance to producers who insure their
crops. Producers who have crops in transition
to certified organic can receive assistance of 10
percentage points of premium subsidy, and for
certified organic grain and feed crops producers
can receive $5 premium assistance per insured
acre. WERP policies with crops in transition or
certified organic crops can also receive assistance
of 10 percentage points of premium subsidy, and,
if those producers with a WEFRP policy also have
individual crop policies, they will receive the
applicable premium benefit assistance on those
policies as well.

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
Board of Directors (Board) stayed busy address-
ing the numerous efforts of RMA and private de-
velopers at improving, modifying, and expand-
ing various products within the crop insurance
program. The Board acted upon nearly 50 differ-
ent submissions ranging from confidential sub-
missions for new concept proposals or revised
policies or products, to evaluating and approving
fully developed and complete private sector and
RMA product submissions that either modified,
clarified, or expanded existing or previously ap-
proved products, along with establishing user
fees for proven products in the marketplace. All
livestock policies saw improvements aimed at
increasing head limits for Livestock Risk Protec-
tion, expanding Livestock Gross Margin coverage
availability for cattle, dairy, and swine to all 50
states, revising premium offset language in both
policies, allowing the purchase of both LGM and
LRP as long as coverage is not for the same end

month or the same livestock, and making numer-
ous other policy provision changes. Dairy Reve-
nue Protection flexibility was added to continue
coverage when producers experience a disaster at
their dairy operation, and made several clarifica-
tions around the termination date, restrictions
around sales when adverse market conditions
occur during the sales period, and other policy
clarifications. Livestock premium earning poli-
cies jumped from 7,000 in 2021 to over 10,000 in
2022, and liability increased from $14.2 billion in
2021 to $21.1 billion in 2022. The livestock pro-
gram continues to grow and increase in popular-
ity with livestock producers, becoming a key risk
management tool and garnering greater attention
from all stakeholders.

The Board addressed improvements to sever-
al programs including modifying policies for the
ARH cherry, caneberry, hybrid vegetable seed,
and popcorn revenue programs, converting the
silage sorghum pilot program to permanent, ex-
panded crops for the Production and Revenue
History program, approved a new pomegranate
program in California, and considered the po-
tential for a new shellfish program, among many
other actions aimed at enhancing coverage for
America’s farmers and ranchers.

The Whole
(WFRP) plan of insurance and Micro Farm
policy continued to see more modifications
after RMA received input from stakeholders
on needed improvements. This included in-
creasing the maximum insurable revenue from
$8.5 million to $17 million, allowing additional
producers to participate in the program. Also,
paperwork for the program was reduced by re-
placing the expense reporting procedures with
a reduction in expected revenue for commod-

Farm Revenue Protection

ities that cannot be planted due to insurable
causes and adjusting yield reporting require-
ments at sales closing dates to streamline re-
cord keeping. Specifically for the Micro Farm
program the Board increased the maximum
approved revenue from $100,000 to $350,000
allowing for greater participation by more lo-
cal food producers. In 2022, the WERP policy
accounted for roughly $2.0 billion of liability,
dropping a notch to the seventh largest plan of
insurance in the crop insurance portfolio. RMA
initiated a series of “Road Shows” during 2022
helping educate and inform growers, especially
small, under-served, and specialty crop grow-
ers on the program’s merits and recent chang-
es highlighting this strategic risk management



tool with the objective of increasing awareness
and greater participation. This targeted effort
is another example of the crop insurance pro-
gram seeking to provide valuable protection to
farmers and growers of crops, products, and
farm-size often different from traditional ma-
jor crop programs.

RMA continued its annual efforts of evaluat-
ing areas for expanding existing crop programs,
including expansion of 12 existing programs—
apples, peaches, grapes, blueberries, pecans,
cotton, popcorn, dry beans, and others—into a
total of 15 states and 52 counties to provide wid-
er availability of coverage. In addition, there was
expansion of the PACE endorsement to select
counties in 11 states, and the High-Risk Alter-
nate Coverage Endorsement for cotton in several
states and counties.

RMA sent an updated 2022 Specialty Crop
Report to Congress that highlighted progress on
research and development activities related to
expanded coverage for specialty crops that in-
cluded the Micro Farm policy, adding crops for
production and revenue history, and policy im-
provements for almonds, blueberries, cane ber-
ries, dry beans, grapes, pistachios, Florida avoca-
do and citrus APH crops, hybrid vegetable seed,
pecan trees, WFRP improvements, and the nurs-
ery select program. This encompassing report
highlighted achievements and accomplishments
in addressing 2018 Farm Bill requirements, new
and ongoing research, studies, and initiatives
aimed at expansion efforts, and overall special-
ty crop program improvements. In 2022, the
amount of insurance for specialty crops reached
almost $24 billion (Figure 14) reflecting grower’s
increased use of crop insurance in response to
the overall program enhancements. The report
outlines future efforts for program expansion and
improvements noting potential policy chang-
es and nationwide stakeholder discussions with
apple growers and interested parties, develop-
ment of a potential aquaculture program—spe-
cifically shellfish—researching the feasibility of a
program for controlled environment agriculture
such as greenhouses and highlighting the transi-
tion and organic assistance program. The report
also highlights the collaborative efforts of both
the industry and RMA through the establish-
ment of the Perennial and Specialty Crop Work-
group which focuses on improving specialty crop
insurance policies and coverage. And lastly the
report highlights an exhaustive list of outreach
efforts as the program works with growers and
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their representatives to find new and effective
risk management tools to address new crops and
under-served areas.

Finally, one of RMA Administrator Marcia
Bunger’s key initiatives during 2022 was enter-
ing into new risk management education coop-
erative agreements to help reach communities
that historically have lacked access to training
and resources. Together with the University of
Arkansas at Pine Bluff, and the Building Resil-
iency initiative with Alcorn State, Annie’s Proj-
ect, the Intertribal Ag Council, and Rural Co-
alition, these various cooperative agreements
will look to serve all regions of the country,
traditional as well as specialty, organic, and live-
stock producers. Audiences will include Native
farmers, African American producers, Hispanic
growers, Veterans, Women, and Alaskan farm-
ers, and others to develop training and educa-

Table7

tional tools to help farmers learn how to effec-
tively manage long-term risks and challenges.

U.S. Crop-Hail
Experience

Crop-Hail insurance policies insure direct
damage from hail as the primary cause of loss. In
addition to hail damage, many policy forms car-
ry endorsements for additional perils such wind,
fire, vandalism, and theft.

Crop-Hail premium held steady at roughly
$1.0 billion through 2020 and then rose by 15.6
percent in 2021 and a further 18.5 percent in
2022 to its current $1.383 billion. Crop-Hail pro-
vided $46.2 billion in private insurance protec-
tion to U.S. farmers in 2022, and losses paid out
were $1.142 billion (Table 7).

U.S. Crop-Hail Results, All Perils

Crop Year L'%',?:."s"y Prgﬂr,!;l;lm L%'sgs Loss Ratio
12013 39773 953.2 646.2 0.68
2014 39,652 991.7 1,2099 1.22
2015 36,805 979.7 740.3 0.76
2016 36,178 983.3 880.1 090
2017 35,775 958.8 882.0 092
2018 36,084 9873 9374 095
2019 35,359 1,019.6 996.5 098
2020 35,802 1,010.0 1154.4 114
2021 40,309 1167.3 924.2 0.79
2022 46,169 1,3831 11420 0.83

Data as of June 29,2023
Source: Adjusted Verified Totals, US only, for NCIS member companies combined with the data from non-members.
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The industry loss ratio, defined as paid losses
divided by premium written, was 0.83 in 2022,
up from 0.79 in 2021, but down from 2020 1.14.

There were eleven storm days that exceeded
$20 million of loss in 2022. The most significant
storm occurred on June 7 causing $203 million
in Crop-Hail losses with $191.3 million of that
occurring in Nebraska alone. Four storms in
June caused more than $336 million in damage
across 23 different states. Five storm days in
July caused more than $185 million in damage.
In total, the losses from the top 10 storm days
in 2022 amounted to $541 million, up signifi-
cantly from $393 million in 2021, and on par
with 2020’ $570 million. Five states took the
brunt (93%) of the damage caused on the ten
largest storm dates, with Nebraska absorbing
$399.3 million of loss, South Dakota $30.2 mil-
lion, Towa $29.7 million, Minnesota $23.4, and
North Dakota $22.0 million.

Crop-Hail loss ratios by state are shown in
Figure 15. Colors identify states with similar
loss ratios, while shading is used to identify
states with similar premium volume. Crop-Hail
insurance was purchased in 42 states in 2022.
Of these, eight states had loss ratios greater than
1.00 and are shown in shades from yellow to red
on the map. Arizona had the highest loss ratio
at 1.83, followed closely by Montana with 1.59.

The top five states by premium volume—
Nebraska, Iowa, Minnesota, Illinois, and North
Dakota—experienced loss ratios of 1.49, 0.38,
0.41, 0.56, and 0.51, respectively. Overall, 23 of
the 42 states with premium had loss ratios of
0.50 or less, shown in dark green on the map.
Six states, shown in medium green, had loss
ratios between 0.50 and 0.75, and five states,
shown in light green, had loss ratios falling be-
tween 0.75 and 1.00.

[Information sources for this section include:
NCIS’ Insured Crop Summary and claim files.]

Canadian Crop-Hail
Experience

This section of the report was prepared by the
Canadian Crop-Hail Association. It can be found
on their website: www.CropInsurancelnCanada.org.

The crop hail industry set yet another record
with nearly $10 billion in crop hail coverage, a
20 percent increase over last year (Table 8). Pro-
ducers who waited to purchase hail coverage
late in 2022 likely had a problem finding it due
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Claim activity was at or slightly below the
five-year average. Producer premiums totaled
$265 million, which was slightly above the five-
year average. This resulted in an industry loss
ratio of 71 percent, down from last year but still
a significant impact on participating companies.

Prairie farmers faced mixed
conditions at the beginning of
the season

Alberta seeding and conditions were at or
near normal despite the south being persistent-
ly dry through the winter. Timely rains helped
progress crops.

Saskatchewan had an early start in the south
and west portions of the province with drought
like conditions still a concern along the west
corridor. The dry conditions provided some
impact on crop production. The east side of
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After a record dry 2021, Manitoba had a very
wet start to the 2022 growing season. Saturated
soils delayed seeding by up to four weeks in parts
of the province. A warm and moderate summer
allowed most crops to catch up to near normal
development. Harvest rain caused some delays
and extending harvest beyond the average.

Storm frequency was below average in 2022.
The number of days producing active weather
was below average for most provinces. With the
record coverage, the cost per claim quickly built
like the clouds that cause the hail. What appears
to have been an average season for storms and
claims endured record high claim payments.

Manitoba’s average claim was 20 percent
higher than the 5-year average. Saskatchewan’s
average claim was 45 percent higher and Alber-
ta was 41 percent higher.

2022 received fewer than average storm days
throughout the summer, but the cost per claim
made up for the decrease in storm days. June
was the only month that provided more storm
day activity than the average across much of the
prairies. With June more active than normal,
the year overall ended up with about 20 percent
less active days from the five-year average.

The hardest hit was Alberta with an indus-
try loss ratio of 98 percent compared to 2021’s
97 percent. Saskatchewan followed with a 68
percent loss ratio, compared to 133 percent in
2021. Manitoba reported a 43 percent loss ratio
compared to 21 percent in 2021.



@ Table 8
Canadian Crop-Hail Results, All Perils

Crop Year PfeM"!;'}lm L%I_st Number;’_?;CIalms Loss Ratio'
12013 344 172 13,321 0.50
2014 316 249 13,372 0.79
2015 274 167 13,222 0.61
2016 302 269 20,325 0.89
2017 286 97 8,633 0.34
2018 270 m 1,709 0.63
2019 264 247 16,367 0.94
2020 301 193 12,137 0.64
2021 310 323 12,092 1.04
2022 379 275 12,433 0.73

"Loss ratios do not reflect loss adjustment costs
Data as of December 12, 2022

Source: Canadian Hail Association

The Canadian prairie storm season runs
June through October. This year July, August,
and September saw reduced storm activity.
Though claim day activity for the year saw a
decrease, the five-year average for claim fre-
quency, or number of claims to policy, saw an
increase of 28 percent —meaning more claims
were filed with limited storms.

Manitoba records positive results
despite the late start to the season

Seeding was later than normal due a very
wet spring. Saturated soils delayed seeding
by up to 4 weeks in areas. A warm moderate
summer followed in July, allowing crops to
nearly catch up to normal development. A
later harvest with a few rain delays led to an

Alberta crop hail results continue to ~ €xtended harvest.

be clouded with storm activity
Alberta’s storm activity resulted in heavi-
er-than-average loss expense for the industry.
The claim-to-policy ratio was 18 percent above
the five-year average. Average cost per claim
saw an increase of more than 41 percent of the
five-year average. More than $94 million was
paid out to Alberta producers in hail claims.
Total sums insured saw 14 percent increase
from 2021, with average rates charged reporting
a slight increase likely due to industry results.

Saskatchewan records average hail

loss year

2022 was a below average loss year for Sas-
katchewan based on cost of losses to sums in-
sured. However, the loss results show a different
story with an average paid loss ratio of 68 per-
cent. The claim to policy ratio was 36 percent
higher than average, and average claim paid 45
percent higher than average, resulting in $143
million being paid to producers.

Total sums insured saw a 26 percent increase
year-over-year, likely due to the increase crop
prices and cost related to inputs.

The industry average rate charged appears to
have reached its lowest historic point last year.
A small increase was realized in the 2022 year.

Full lines of coverage including MPCI Crop Insurance

We will work diligently to offer you quotes with
reputable companies at competitive prices

To obtain a quote for your agency call 1-800-769-6015

American Insurance Services, LLC.
Premium financing is available

We have over 35 years experience in
all lines of insurance

Manitoba’s hail season saw below average
hail activity. Like the other provinces however
average cost per claim was higher than the five-
year average. The combination of lighter activity
and increased cost per claim provided a high-
er-than-average loss ratio at 43 percent, resulting
in $31 million being paid to producers.

Manitoba’s most expensive storm occurred
in the southwest corner on Aug. 23.

Total sums insured saw an increase of over
25 percent from 2021 with average rates mostly
remaining flat.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the program and its future con-
tinue to be poised as the number one risk manage-
ment program looked to by America’s farmers and
ranchers in time of need, and a risk management
program envied around the world. As the farm
sector began to focus on the 2023 Farm Bill, nu-
merous Congressional hearings, both in DC and
the field, contained the familiar refrain that crop
insurance was the number one priority among
farmers and ranchers and that it be retained, fully
funded, and continually improved where needed.

Errors and Omission Insurance

For Your Agency

www.tomstanleyinsurance.com
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The Farm Bill and Crop Insurance

By Laurie Langstraat, NCIS
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Over the last several months, Congress has
been holding hearings and listening sessions to
hear from stakeholders on what is and isn’t work-
ing in the current farm bill. Every five years, the
farm bill is updated. It goes through an extensive
process where it is debated, passed by Congress,
and signed by the President.

The farm bill connects the food on our plates,
the farmers and ranchers who produce the food,
and the natural resources—the soil, air, and wa-
ter—that make growing food possible. This leg-
islation impacts a farmer’s livelihood and how
food is grown. Farm bill programs range from
crop insurance for farmers to healthy food access
for low-income families, and from beginning
farmer training to support for sustainable farm-
ing practices.

Hearings and listening sessions have focused
on specific titles in the farm bill and included
testimony on conservation practices, food as-
sistance programs, crop support programs, and
crop insurance, among many others. Throughout
these events, one message was clear: crop insur-
ance works.

“Federal crop insurance has a proven track
record for helping producers quickly respond to
natural disasters. Corn growers consistently rank
crop insurance as the most important program
and title of the Farm Bill} Tom Haag, president
of the Corn Board of the National Corn Growers
Association, told the House Agriculture Com-
mittee during a hearing in early May.

Crop insurance is the cornerstone of the farm
safety net, protecting more than 490 million acres
of farmland and $170 billion of agriculture pro-
duction. Farmers testified that, due to the immense
risks that come with agriculture, their family farms
depend on the protection offered by crop insur-
ance. “Uncertainty and volatility are probably two
words that describe the countryside right now;,
Lee Cromley, a 6th generation cotton farmer told
Congress. “Crop insurance is one thing that can
give us some stability, some predictability. That's
why it’s really important now, more than ever”

During a recent hearing in response to a
question from Rep. G.T. Thompson, Chair of the
House Agriculture Committee, about why he
thinks crop insurance is important, Craig Meek-
er, Chairman of the National Sorghum Produc-
ers, said, “If it wasn’t for Federal crop insurance, I
wouldn't be the sixth generation to farm my fam-
ily’s farm in Sumner County, and there’s probably
no chance of the seventh generation who is at
home right now being able to take over”

Listening sessions have been held all across the
country and during them farmers speak to their
personal experiences with crop insurance. Last
year, Kody Carson, Past Chairman of the Nation-
al Sorghum Producers, planted hundreds of acres
of sorghum. He only harvested one field. “Crop
insurance is vital for sorghum producers and the

tool has been critical in helping us manage the on-
going drought conditions,” Carson said.

“Crop insurance has demonstrated itself to
be an invaluable tool for wheat farmers in Ohio
and across the country where we see more fre-
quent weather disruptions and unprecedented
increase in prices for inputs,” Ohio farmer Paul
Herringshaw said.

The uncertainty of the current farm economy
and the financial stress of high input prices were
common themes in the hearings.

“High fuel, high crop inputs, economy-wide
inflationary pressures, these are all chipping
away at margins. Given this, the farm bill safety
net and crop insurance are... very key to creating
a predictable operating environment for these
farmers,” explained KC Graner, the Senior Vice
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President of Agronomy at Central Farm Service,
headquartered in Minnesota. Minnesota farmer,
Bruce Peterson, cited a number of reasons why
crop insurance is important, including the pre-
mium discount provided for young farmers. This
additional discount for young farmers not only
makes crop insurance affordable, but it also al-
lows them to secure an operating loan.

“Once they can take that crop insurance
coverage to their lender, that’s a key point and
especially important now with our costs con-
tinuing to ratchet higher. It's much more expen-
sive to put a crop in now than many years ago,”
Peterson explained.

Eric Hokanson deals with both sides of the
farm and finance equation, growing soybeans in
Minnesota while working at farm credit coopera-
tive Compeer Financial. “[Crop insurance] is vital
to all sizes and scopes of farms here in the U.S. This
allows farmers to hedge their risks and market
their crops. This is especially important to young
farmers like myself to be able to have a guaran-
teed source of repayment when disaster strikes or
Mother Nature decides to not cooperate,” he said.

Congress has also heard from organic farm-
ers, including Ohio grower Eli Dean, who
praised the individualized and responsive nature
of crop insurance. “[Crop insurance] works great
for our farm. It works great for our communi-
ties... if we have a disaster, we are compensated
for it quickly”

Farmers are facing many risks, especially as
climate-driven loss events increase. Juliette King
McAvoy, who grows tart cherries and other spe-
cialty crops at King Orchards in Northern Mich-
igan, said that crop insurance helps their fami-
ly farm deal with the threats posed by volatile
spring weather.

“Crop insurance absolutely helps us manage
risk} McAvoy said. “We've had increased fre-
quency of crop loss and I cannot imagine trying
to survive without it. There are not many busi-
ness models that can withstand the kind of vola-
tility that we are experiencing” McAvoy also said
that crop insurance gives her the certainty and
the confidence to continue her family’s long-
term investment in their orchard. “The crop
insurance plans do not make us whole, but they
are so important to ensure that we can keep the
orchards maintained and make it to another
season,” she wrote in her submitted testimony.

Allyson Maxwell, co-owner of Peter Max-
well Farms in Michigan, shared similar senti-
ments about the importance of a strong crop
insurance program.

With a Farm Bill on the horizon, members of Congress from both sides

of the aisle also praised the crop insurance program. /

« "Throughout the last two Farm Bill reauthorization processes, the message | heard
loud and clearly was ‘do no harm' to crop insurance. The program has been, and
continues to be, central to risk management for producers across the country and it
has continued to grow and evolve to address the challenges and risk our producers
are feeling.” - Rep. Cheri Bustos (D-III.)

"I've heard firsthand from numerous farmers how crop insurance saved them

from bankruptcy following a disaster. But its purpose goes well beyond helping
producers in the wake of a loss, crop insurance provides a base level of reliable risk
management that [helps keep] the economic engine of rural America running in
good years, and quite frankly, in bad." - Rep. GT Thompson (R-Pa.)

"By leveraging the private sector and incentivizing competition among companies,
producers now have access to a dynamic system that provides our producers with
the highest level of service." - Rep. Austin Scott (R-Ga.)

"Federal crop insurance is an incredibly successful public-private partnership that
stands as the primary safety net for U.S. producers.” - Rep. Al Lawson (D-Fla.)

"It's a successful public-private partnership that | would argue to my last breath to
anyone is good for producers, it's good for rural communities, it's also good for
consumers to have a constant food supply all over this country.”

- Rep. Tracey Mann (R-Kan.)

"One of the things that came up over and over again is crop insurance, which is so
critical, particularly in these times with weather getting worse and worse and worse.
Our farmers, they're not asking for a handout. They want help to make sure there's a
backstop that helps them with their risk." - Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.)
"[Crop insurance is] such an important corner of our safety net." - Sen. Amy
Klobuchar (D-Minn.)

"No doubt, without crop insurance, without Title | funding, many farmers would be
out of business." - Sen. Roger Marshall (R-Kan.)

"Avital purpose of the Farm Bill is to provide a safety net to producers to ensure that
they're able to protect their farms and livelihood. Tools like crop insurance are vital in
that mission.” - Sen. Ben Lujan (D-NM)

"It should be a top priority of this Congress to protect crop insurance. Crop insurance
is the quickest and most efficient way to provide aid to our farmers and ranchers
after disaster.” - Sen. Deb Fischer (R-Neb.)

"Crop insurance and commodity programs must be maintained and where possible,
improved, in the next Farm Bill to help producers face challenges from high inflation
and input costs to adverse weather events." - Sen. John Thune (R-SD)

"Crop insurance is the most effective and best risk management tool. .. It's critical
that we maintain that safety net that is affordable, as well. It is especially important
as we consider the young, and beginning, and small farmers.”

- Sen. Joni Ernst (R-lowa)
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“The safety net provided by crop insurance is
vital to maintaining the agriculture industry in
this country, especially in the face of increasingly
unpredictable disasters like drought, flood, and
extreme weather,” Maxwell said. “It’s a really, real-
ly important risk tool that we have...and we’re re-
ally grateful for it and the fact that it is protected
by our Farm Bill” She recalled watching her aunt
and uncle almost lose their Missouri farm in the
1980s because they did not have crop insurance.
Thankfully, their farm survived, and today, they
also rely on crop insurance.

Jake Isley, a sixth-generation farmer and soy-
bean grower at Stewardship Farms, stressed to
the committee that crop insurance must remain
affordable in the 2023 Farm Bill.

“Our risk management program on which
soybean farmers and our lenders rely on heavily
is crop insurance. We must continue to have an
affordable crop insurance program. With input
costs higher in every area of my operation, I
cannot afford to have the crop insurance pre-
mium subsidy reduced in this next Farm Bill
Isley said.

Crop insurance supports the entire rural
economy by providing a strong and secure farm
safety net, and quickly delivering aid to farmers
when they need it. The message to Congress was
loud and clear: to best serve America’s farmer
and ranchers, crop insurance must be protected
and strengthened in the next Farm Bill.

Commodity leaders from across the country, representing tens
of thousands of farmers growing a diverse range of crops, praised

the crop insurance program. Here's what they had to say: /

« "ASA must share for the record the high importance of crop insurance to soybean
farmers. Soybean farmers consistently communicate that this is the most effective
component of the farm safety net when viewed more broadly.... Crop insurance must
remain affordable for producers.” - Brad Doyle, American Soybean Association
"Last year, | didn't harvest a third of my farm. And so, | had to utilize the safety net
of crop insurance, and it was there, and I'd have to say, it's kept the family farm in
business.” - Nicole Berg, National Association of Wheat Growers

"We know that agricultural markets are cyclical, and an effective safety net is
imperative for the inevitable times of low prices. The combination of commodity
program options and crop insurance gives farmers as well as their lenders the
confidence entering planting season knowing that downside risk is mitigated in
periods of steep price decline or a significant loss of production.” - Jaclyn Ford,
National Cotton Council

"Crop insurance is number one. It is our number one best risk-management tool, and
we need to continue with that. It is a vital piece.” - Chris Edgington, National Corn
Growers Association

"As we are seeing continuous erratic weather patterns—longer and more extreme
droughts in some regions and more frequent flooding in other areas—the farm
safety net and robust crop insurance program that helps farmers adequately
mitigate risk and volatility becomes vital to the sustainability and continuation of
family farms." - Verity Ulibarri, National Sorghum Producers

In addition to listening to farmer perspectives, representatives from USDA, agent groups,

Approved Insurance Providers, and others also spoke to the importance of crop insurance.

« "Crop insurance remains a critical—a vital—risk management tool for our producers. RMA is expanding coverage to more
crops and producers than ever before.” - The Honorable Robert Bonnie, Under Secretary for Farm Production and

Conservation

"Crop insurance is one of the best tools available to farmers to protect against Mother Nature because crop insurance is a

rapid response solution to disasters.” - Bob Haney, Executive Chairman of Agri-Sompo North America

Country Insurance

"Crop insurance is the premier risk management tool for the American farmer, and it works." - James Korin, President, NAU

"[Crop insurance] is a critical tool for farmers as they adapt to the changing climate pressures. Weakening the program in an
way will do more harm to farmers coping with climate." - James Meador, President, Rural Community Insurance Services
"Crop insurance does more than just cover losses, it enables the producer to secure credit, to better market their crops, and
to make the needed investments to improve their farm and ranch and build their soils.” - Kathy Fowler, independent crop
insurance agent, Crop Insurance Professionals Association

"Crop insurance today is a critical part of the agricultural safety net. It's relied on by farmers, by lenders, and by rural
businesses in every part of the country. No USDA program reaches more farmers, and more crops, and more counties than
crop insurance.” - Alex Offerdahl, Watts and Associates, Inc.

36 SECONDQUARTER2023



{\HAILINSUBANCE COMPANY > O\

3 /i
Mmgﬁ. VY i
« Gl o

Farmers Mutual Hail

Insurance Company of lowa

Z out of 3

farmers expect the ability to use

precision data

for crop insurance.

Innovative solutions that your customers want.

FMH is the choice provider of Precision Solutions because of
our leading technology and dedicated support team.

Don't just take our word for it,
hear what farmers have to say:

www.fmh.com/precision

*Based on a 2021 independent study.

Products underwritten by Farmers Mutual Hail Insurance Company of lowa and its affiliates, West Des Moines, lowa. Not all affiliates are mutual companies.
Farmers Mutual Hail and its affiliates are equal opportunity providers and prohibit discrimination in all programs and activities. All coverage not available in all
states. ©2023 Farmers Mutual Hail Insurance Company of lowa. All rights reserved.



VisitWebsite
&/ ag-risk.org

NCIS Hosts @WJMLW(M

By Dean Strasser, NCIS

The 2023 chairpersons of the 18 NCIS Re-
gional/State Crop Insurance Committees met
at NCIS March 28th and 29th for training and
instruction. These committees are critical to the
communication flow within the industry and are
organized for the purpose of identifying issues
that need attention and making recommenda-
tions to the NCIS Board of Directors to improve
the crop insurance programs.

While the elected chairs provide leadership
and direction, the real strength of each individ-
ual committee comes from the committed par-
ticipation of all its members. All NCIS member
companies are strongly encouraged to actively
participate in the committees in the regions/
states where they conduct business.

Following their election at their respective
annual meetings, NCIS provides training for the

chairs of these committees to ensure they under-
stand their role and are effective in accomplish-
ing their responsibilities. Specific instruction is
provided on:
o Antitrust laws and compliance;
« Importance of industry agronomic research;
« Planning and conducting effective meetings
and summer schools and field days;
o Making recommendations to improve poli-
cies, procedures or conduct research; and
o Parliamentary procedure.

A popular and important component of the
session includes a roundtable discussion on cur-
rent events, conditions, regional issues, and hot
topics from every area of the country. Issues from
the previous crop year and their outcome begin
the discussion and is followed by identifying
current and anticipated issues. In a major turn-

about from previous seasons, California expe-
rienced large storms in January and March that
replenished much of the reservoir storage which
had been severely depleted. Issues with lack of
water in most areas of California have, in some
areas, turned into an issue of too much water.
Snowpack improved from Colorado up through
the northwest region, but the previous years dry
conditions will continue to impact crops into the
2023 growing season. The high plains regions
continue to see exceptional drought conditions
while the northern plains have experienced some
relief. Moving east across the nation, most re-
ported good moisture with some concerns of too
much moisture that could affect spring planting.
Warm weather in the east region has caused or-
chards to bloom early, setting these crops up to
be susceptible to frost or freeze.

Those attending the 2023 R/S Chair Orientation included (left to right): Ashley Raulerson, Eric Wilson (Vice Chair, KY/TN Committee, Rain and Hail), John Morris, Clint
White, Blane Slack, Butch Barton, Steve Hadeen, Sara Ahrentholz (Vice Chair, MN Committee, Farmers Mutual Hail), Kelly Garret, Rob Lee, Chad Nesemeier,
Chris Omar, ]on CIarke, Chris Meeker, Tom Tolson, Robert McHenry, Jacob Spellman, and Bill Bergh (Vice Chair, MO Commlttee, Great Amerlcan)
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NCIS staff benefit greatly from the roundta-
ble discussion because it makes them aware of
what is happening that could become issues of

concern. Integral to the success of the Regional/  Arizona/California/Nevada— Tom Tolson, NAU Country

State Crop I Committ the NCIS . :
U sl B e e B e Colorado/Wyoming— Steve Hadeen, Great American
liaisons that support the committees work.

East— Jon Clarke, RCIS

The NCIS liaison works to assist their assigned
committee to plan meetings and ensure that all Gulf States— John Morris, Farmers Mutual Hail

member companies receive meeting notices and lllinois/Wisconsin— Chris Omar, Great American

minutes of meetings. NCIS staff liaisons arealso 143312 /0hio/Michigan— Chris Meeker, Rain and Hail
heavily involved in planning summer adjuster ) _
schools and being an advocate for recommenda- lowa— Jacob Spellman, Rain and Hail

tions by their committee. Kansas/Oklahoma— Clint White, Crop Risk Services
It is a personal and professional honor to be Kentucky/Tennessee— Jacob Partridge, Great American
lected as chai f ional/stat it- ;
elected as chairman of a regional/state commi Minnesota— DuWayne Peterson, NAU Country

tee. The expectations and responsibilities are

great but so are the rewards for being selected by Missouri— Jamie Wells, PI’OAg. .
your peers to serve in this important leadership Montana— Butch Barton, AgriSompo North America

position. Nebraska— Kelly Garrett, Great American

lThfe }Clhaifpefs?ns nowhbet.ter understalfldhthe North Dakota— Chad Nesemeier, Great American
role of the committees, what 1s expected of them Northwest— Blane Slack, AgriSompo North America
and are prepared to successfully fulfill their offi- R
cial duties. Most of the committees were repre- South Dakota— Robert Lee, Precision Risk Management
sented at the training by their chairs, but in some Southeast— Ashley Raulerson, NAU Country

cases where the chairperson wasn't available, an- Southwest— Robert McHenry, Rain and Hail
other committee member attended.

Let us know what you think by sending us a comment on our Facebook
page www.facebook.com/cropinsuranceinamerica.
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Continued from page 1

prior to planting, farmers have a basis for market-
ing their crops throughout the growing season.
Regardless of coverage level or choice of plan,
either yield or revenue, farmers have assurance
that a “safe” amount of production can be for-
ward priced prior to harvest. With the purchase of
revenue coverage, farmers are indemnified at the
higher of the spring price or the harvest price. This
“higher-of” feature of revenue coverage, coupled
with underlying protection of the crop insurance
policy itself, provides farmers not only finan-
cial protection in the event of weather or price
uncertainty but also enables growers to take ad-
vantage of marketing opportunities as the season
progresses. ...It bears repeating” that the ability
of farmers to use crop insurance to complement
their marketing decisions is an essential strength
of the modern-day crop insurance program.

In this publication we have and will con-
tinue to reiterate the essential strengths of the

r~ Memory

Steve Griffin passed away on June 19, 2023, at
the age of 71. Steve grew up in Stillwater, Oklaho-
ma, and graduated from Stillwater High School
in 1970.

Steve was an agricultural economist by train-
ing. He held a Bachelor’s and Master’s in agricul-
tural economics from Oklahoma State University.
He was also a qualified doctoral candidate, having
completed all coursework and qualifying exams
(i.e., “all but dissertation”) for a Ph.D. in econom-
ics at Iowa State University. He continued his edu-
cation throughout his career, earning many certi-
fications and multiple insurance licenses.

Steve often said he never needed any hobbies
because he got the privilege of loving his work.
He started his professional career with a faculty
position at Texas A&M University as an assis-
tant professor specializing in farm and ranch
management, production economics, and risk.
Over the next few decades, he was employed by
several crop insurance companies throughout
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The ability of farmers to use

crop insurance to complement
their marketing decisions is an
essential strength of the modern-
day crop insurance program.

modern-day crop insurance program. As we
discussed in this article, crop insurance pro-
vides farmers a solid foundation for manag-
ing their operations. Crop insurance enables
farmers to cover their cost of production. Crop
insurance allows farmers to secure credit for
their operations. Lastly, crop insurance pro-
vides a basis for farmers to market their crops.
“It bears repeating” that, for these reasons,
among many others, crop insurance remains a
top priority of commodity groups and farm or-
ganizations as the Farm Bill debate continues
this summer.

In this Issue

This issue of TODAY® contains the annual
Year in Review article that we have been provid-
ing since crop year 2009. It highlights the good
and not so good of what happened with the
weather, markets, insurance, and other aspects
of agriculture in 2022.

As mentioned above, the Farm Bill is current-
ly being debated in Congress and we have spent
a great deal of time watching the hearings and
listening sessions to hear what people are saying
about crop insurance. We've gathered many of
them in an article found on page 33.

And lastly, we highlight the NCIS Regional/
State Chairs and the training they received earlier
this year as they lead the 18 regional/state commit-
tees through another crop year. These committees,
and their leaders, are vital to the success of the crop
insurance program and we thank them for their
time and dedication to serving the industry.

We wish you all a great summer!

the Midwest with various operational and exec-
utive responsibilities. Eventually, he returned to
the classroom as an undergraduate and graduate
microeconomics, macroeconomics, and business
statistics instructor for local Des Moines colleges
and universities.

Steve met his “honey; Lela, in a computer lab
at Jowa State University, and they were married
in 1977. Together for 45 years, they loved play-
ing board games, going on road trips, and shar-
ing stories. But most of all, they enjoyed raising
their three sons and spending time with their two
grandchildren.

Steve could talk for hours (and hours) about
agriculture, World War I, and politics. But also
about growing up in Oklahoma, his FFA adven-
tures, and his early career innovations. And also
about economics, the price of soybeans, and the
various species of grass. And also... well, just
about anything youd let him talk about. He was
a smart man, sometimes too smart. He was al-
ways up for a good debate and enjoyed trying to
solve the world’s problems over the phone with
his friends and family.

He coached his sons’ soccer teams for 15

VisitWebsite
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years, taught Sunday School for 15 years, and
proudly attended all of his sons’ many football
games, basketball games, school plays, and mime
shows. He would say his jokes were always funny
and consistently made himself laugh.

Steve is survived by his wife, Lela; his sons,
Scott (Teal) Williams, Sam (Kevin) Griffin-Mc-
Carthy, and Spencer Griffin; his grandchildren,
Max Williams and Addie Williams; siblings, in-
laws, nieces, nephews, and very dear friends.
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