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No. 10: Hemp Takes Off in 20%3 to top $20 bill
Hemp headlines as the No. 10 thenoa weeadan
swell of public interest in i ng) caamabhar oe
oil, farmersé interest have bhaemppsogucendg
ability. Hemp acreage doubled in 2019 with more farmers expected CBD oil extract
to elect to grow hemp in 202¢ JPasuUragceevenae
and restrictions on hemp cul BAai ghAbedghood of
acre.
With the Farm Bill 6s passage, products featu
CBD exploded. Oils, pills, sa goeotubuedcont ph
CBD are now everywhere, even s been only CBD
based product approved by th i : i led
is for children suffering wi inside this S §
tioned 15 companies that thely s /china Trade Deal : F2mpa¢ted
ucts as a treatment for any W E x nsion: Br Keven YiE&"
ment or for either human or ?ge pansion, eakeve %'e
summarily issued a warning f{Bill: Ag Lender Concerns; Margk:
U.S./ China Phase 1 Trade Agreement
After the U.S. and China reached an initial trade nddem | g wiaal
ramp up demand for UE50 bialrim ogno oadnsn uweol trhaen gbed Oenvi si oned 1t het
feasibility of the deal, an influenti al Chinese i ndiusSt.r yf aex
goods.
Shanghai based JC Intelligence Co., Chinabs premierodgiSi c¢culo
beans. It could also buy about $7 billion worth ofcketfheet| ,gr:
$2.5 billion worth of nuts, JCI said Cotton, fiGlihnandaetpa
$40 billion to $50 billion in American farm goods mebM| geldr
President Donald Trump expressed confidence China woul @& mee
: : . ts, potential I\
JCl estimate of China's annual purchase volume of U.S. farm products under Phase 1 of the U.5.-China trade deal
absorb the |pr
Projected import volume Projected import value Record high import Year of record Projected volume H H
Products : [Ton:es] : [US[:)) VDlIJn]E[gTEIHI'I:S] import volume (h;ngevsrecnrd u t $ 2 4 b ! l I I ol
Soybean 45,000,000 18,675,000,000 EERR ] 2016 34% I a t € d p ro d uc t <
Corn 8,000,000 1,760,000,000 2012 57% the trade |wal
Wheat 5,000,000 . ,00 ,820,000 2013 .
Sorghum 8,000,000 X ,970,! 2015 -11% mp or t S fro m tr
DDGS 8,000,000 820, 2015 ere halved |fr
Frozen pork & offals 1,000,000 2,073,000, X 2011
Pnultryr:neat 450,000 , X 2013 I!IIO n tonnes,
Cotton 800,000 0 2018 Sl nce 2008.
Chicken feet 500,000 1,071,000,000 140,000 2017
Nuts - 2,500,000,000
Aquatic products 460,000 1,478,000,000 pro j ections W €
Others 5,900,000,000 \
Jotal 21.324,000,000 ul studyo off
Uu. s farm |pr
T?’;e*s;t te JCI mad il thi vl Il the tabl der the ideal situation that the weather, th it} d th assume faVOfabI(
g.re;H!}.;:/ﬂ;:::fefc‘l':ilzh;;:sgz:r:;guse.é‘pLJfC ase volume in € taDie is under the ideal situation a e weather, e quaiity an € prices . t h r O u g h 0 u t t h e (

2. The velume here does not include the purchase volume that may be recruited for Chinese state reserves
3. The volume here does not include transit trade from Hong Kong te mainland China and the volume smuggled to China.
4. The volume here does not include the import volume of agricuftural machinery and forestry products. Source: ICI




Phase 1 Trade Agreement (cont .)
It noted that Chinabds U. S. soybean imports hit a ret¢todrdolmieg
from 1 million tonnes of frozen pork and off al i mpb.urbdi 4,1 i vowhi
each. It did not
JCl estimates of China imports of U.S. agriculture products in Phase 1 of the U.S. - China trade deal umes bou g ht for
AThe-Ch.iSh.a trade
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On the other hand, a

Reuters News item from Wednesda@hieport

a recewntS.Sithrorade deal is implemented as proposed, according
iBr &€Ahiilna trade ctorudde rvearurinevel sp,r eerasing some of tntkke @aifrog
BRF SA executive in Asia and agricultural trade expebtng who
signed, Bloomberg writers Joshua Gallu and Shawn Donomam r ep
signing of the first phase of a broader trade deal erkitswewrsn-
sions between him and his counterpart, Xi Jinping.

Details on Chinabds purchase commitments could be | édfeev boeudn o
concerned that commodities markets could be distortiebdi tiyf sa
that China can tailor its purchases to mar ket demaemmao Chdi aa
ment of the initial trade agreement with the U.S. Antdi aBloofom
genetically modified soybeans developed by a U.S. coenbany,
i mport i-rsesinsti amrstecdoybean from Dow AgroSciences LLC, mcMormr-d
day. The nation also approved a new type of GMO papaya and
0The news helps confirm Chinabds opening of ittasr infiafr kbeath ntioe ris.,
Payne, senior futures and options broker at Daniels Trading
AChi nese imports of U.S. soybeans more than doubl ed -Omtedito v e
0a sign that reduced tensions might have begun to easmtt he
serves Chinads farming industry. o AThe year is endiaipreen a
mont hly performance since 2016. 0 iSoy futures were on cour

DeC € mber ’ t he b A Very Good Month
gch?r’l;;u/:rﬁerican soy imports surge ahead of partial deal vance f act a vV €10 6 = 7“"“':5:7"!"’“2[:‘72 l:’;"“’"“‘“ e [150
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2019 Headl I nes (Co1nota'l I)eviate skyrocketing por

k
Farmers are attracted to thecen?)berec'tt Wfouplrofdro taart' fhfesmpor
Nationall vy, hemp acreage in ]] ev&as nPrOJne(e:cSt?eodSnoagt?ESal pj?nztf” Iaal
with 16,877 grower | icenses agbb oss ftélh tatles |(Vog?e e i J
Hemp Report) Slightly 1| ess n) ha teﬁ 2808 7%%? 'ﬂ7ﬂo 23
acres, were actually plantedf InCI ap"bpear n_cte? haenlwp .bryesle Blbeys,
anabut has lower levels of THC. Under the Farm Bill, Hempthatls s _Chi € aT'mers” switch to T
har vemsm®adont ain THC | evels '%%/ 0 Bh%feoaht at OdrtheWe'\fggrhtth Amer |
basis. Whirmeagltlhew USDrA s o me tth”zt‘u ese%§%p@a§eg9ﬁ % throughe
above 0.5% THC must be destrotyh'olS thrtehaet’ov&nheer ‘Us' e‘xpheansset.'ght
Under USDA rul es, diver3|f|ed-rh P mér 4 °fh @g 56\9% ﬂwE wPtP wa
starting in the 2020 crop yefarrqeorsbuaynd\ﬁHuoaledh ayrsrr"f‘rel\/r@th %'e ?)
Farmers cultivating hemp wil/ roI”%owebehel gChballletogebSuy nntne
Crop Disaster Assistance Progdru n?d(l\flﬁlﬂ) pgolslecalseosn 0'Iiou C ||tay|
these USDA programs, farmers i" € aneedntt'oonbe Ideg SIoul €cSe nis
cultivate hemp by their state/gtrr'|cb t ahn rr usrllto
tailed acreage reports with SH ! felocaﬁle@a"}gin\% %pc e% 'encr}/
detailing the physical Iocatll?oln dfCIuhd Sdg pﬁde teur:'oil ”g‘;l‘l VU's
interested in knowing the intenodoeds'flannal SusfeM! MYy thn heen?pS c
on those farms, whether it'SvfeOSI’t'flbel’, grain, seed or oil
The USDA willl require testing.ThBu)P'la?b§°rpe€ slsépé}ﬂ %Tt%o}ﬂewﬁ
Enforcement Agency. Sampling i IDIesk?Pé.toeneonvﬁthf n! 195 Iﬁ'&loasyts "%y
harvest fappaoVU@8DAsampling agérytr,alorh'agtfoéc}/er4:)'Ccf'@‘rmbs""tactoém'nu.E
| aanf orcement agent . age to |l andscapes across the Mi
from the EPA, a growing number
ThKo. 9 top ag story of 2019 %E%iﬁfiiogénrse\kiaﬁedfet\})e D"sca(nkbs""l:
: ; n el p overwheq rrked st at.e t
pact on China | eading to ASFEFhi ft i'n "gl-o b al p-Qr export-s
hel ped boost U.S. pork sales @ S i e dseuscphi 'tCHESf heiCh&ﬁIQ/PasruiSWesrt
eventually even announced it \/\Poouvwddowdnr oopverretsatlaitaetsoryvetrasr|Sf ffE
U.S. pork in a bid to spur oLrestl ypeoarrt,s'the EPA renewed the
ASF in China has proved to besoaurnQaejdorh frobr'cceI dgelobf orvo))uetergrmstvhea
protein sales in 2019, and itTh InIeWcolnanienlu.Se' 56 Ui ntfO BeXPcl el © gl
exports throughout 2020 Chi na"oS prreks"hre'rcdt,I ehehewobrlcd'”de Ilaarbg‘
projected by analysts at Raboban kh t o Sdhroifnkhbe more tshtant h a
end of 20109, l eading to roughB1yy edzsndé drelcllne4o%n pao’srekS pof dulF
throughout the year. Early i gu23019t rteﬁteasigl paseks V\?aes ) h e pt a(
ernment pushed farmers to aggorCeCES|rlenly S aughttehr np|hn?al b
early summer, Chinese pork consurﬁptlogn' hgad eV|scerated doyn‘?ef
pork supplies, |l eading for cahlalvse Ioe‘citnc"}eayse por nI1p0rt )
tariffs as high as 72% on U.Sterp"brcko,I ns‘f’adl ebsy dporka asntdatvearpi‘
to China were nearly $1 billion hr ough Oct ber p oughl.y
from a year earlier. Sales inI Ny o138 nfe Wth 5E5P°/'\ ha nhounced It
use Sect|on 5) al |l ocal
L ) ) ) feder al Iabels of D|camba al tl
YOY Decline in China Sow _15Ch|na Pork Production Decline them in 20109. The EPA then fell
oo nventory £ VS GlobalTrade of the EPA6s approach in 2018,
s » ence calls with state regul ator
ry during the summer and fall,
:: 12 cation set up with states on t}
10
1007 o 8.4 Wi t no additional guidance on
128% restrictions, a growing nhumber
150% 6 ba restrictions beyond the fed:ée
17.5% 4
200% ) Continued next page
s o Rert st
2016 2017 2018 2019 China -30% China -20% World Pork
Exports
ES FARM BUREAU Source: USDA PSD, FAS, Farm Bureau Calculations, CEIC



2019 Headlines (cont .)

Theo. 6 top ag story of 2019 was howsthe iyegarase nadne di mp arht d ite

as well as U.S. farmers. After Democrats took over t hoePrHeosu-s
ident Trump and his trade team. U.S. Trade Ambassador, Robert Lighthizer, spent much of the year negotiating with House Democrats
while agricultural groups | obbied Congress in every way pos

Canada and Mexico are top markets for most agricultur aMex-com
ico grew from $9 billion in 1993 to nearly $40 billion in 2018. USMCA is expected to boost U.S. agricultural exportsby anadditi o n a |

$2.2 billion, according to an International Trade Commi ssio
Mexico's Senate ratified the trade deal in the ealrmheyntsarmmesg
tions in October, partially because Canadian dairy fPohdkem&€rs
nadi an market. As the year moved on, Canadian PM Justnmnv iTmrq
ahead with ratification efforts. I n a paradox for AmTemp ., atnh
voted along with Hoedls ev oRteep uthd iacpaprso vien WS NGBA.

Thdo. 5 top ag story of 2019 was how net ,fabbut i mcwme sBgpri 6]
derived from government assistance. With farmsodé rel ila¢nicre- on
guency rates on loans, while still-hsmal I1$,4 1br & hadglsidaahmeeharsd wiest by
ratios c¢climbed The USDA projects net farm income éeewhist $8

Thdo. 4 top ag story of 2019 was the ethanolbramd hiti oodni ebsye Ip oic
and a federal pelfiinergr a&nxteimpdg i omal It o t he Renewabl e FKudalhiSt e
year was one of the most difficult for biofuels sinoeonsthley R
the red for most of 2019, forC|ng both ethanol and ibdiuosdtireys e
was saddled by an oversup

plied market and a precipiteogsfdbo
fuel credits fell as the EPAficoatyneeedmptipohsciynofingraocedamg
Thdo. 3 top ag story of 2019 was how a year of market thiav-oc,
dustFriy.st, it -cwdgd tctaé¢ vbngt season that shook cattlemen fo th
every two hours, cattle producers at times struggl esttrtmo oahe
froze down to the ground. They did all they coul d tfogsshalvye n
planted seed, fences and stored commaonki thiigsh., Atata |teireal |whoadr
effects. Stored grain was swept away, haying seasomarmatedut
washy, ancohk-ebpgi ogl 2es healthy in wet conditions was a batt
ThNo. 2 top ag stoagaiom,gadfhfotwas fif Hdvaotn wiatrhr iGhdi noan al | of 20¢C
more in government money for
P " MO Trump administration. The U. S
$4.50 Trade swso deal i n May, in August, i-n Oc
Escalation .
- 0w D€Cember, there is the tentat
~omgai@gaoif rel ationship betw
- A P2 Trump and China was one of th
%smo sooo%’thr oughout the y-ear,a d&s-—-ewor d
T .70 ﬂ wposwould send soybeans, pork and
€ .\’f L 3 Sing. A deal with China was th
S $3.50 MJ “0St armers, until the threat of
$3.30 250" cl ose, or not.
$3.10 $7.00
ThNKoO 1 story of 2019 was the
e wmuzssssszaanasasazazag . bi | dbbhar i mpact on agricultdt
fdpdddeddededdgddigddad l'ives of farmerTshiamdyaam'chess
" mCom Sovbeans oo weat her challenges seemed rel
University of Illinois. country, and |l eft a staggerin
ture sector stretching from the Northern Plains to dfhaec t®url fi
causing billions of dollars of economic and infrasutgtaistafr el
stock and created an agronomic headache for far mer g aaptotretmpnt
their produce to mar ket was a challenge, as barge traffic w



House Advances USMSC‘:A' Oé“ﬁéatwé‘a:?énﬂ unior

) 'ar enough to Ameri can
miI ttee

USMCA tightens rules of origin

The House passed a new NorthSA‘rﬁé’rei.coefnCtarrané od d£I ”@@GTWLYréNd)ef
ending a more than yearlong I &P tidcireddesutacsemsce it £t iC@ nadd
about the agreement. ers and updates digital trade r

The chamber appr oMexdiChhmaddn Af@dagag@add Mexico are the | arge
ment, one of President Donal drnTer ugM@poyS SLeCnlantOeMijCs 8N ds oP Ol xiptel cCt &
orities, in an 0-\Adr.Wﬁ'eéiligrlhittrygDe\@mgtﬁ:erg’;\qgfﬁp?oqt't_ 't is unclear wher
opposed it. The trade pact ngWwpheads ttqet & nR&watng | | WHij gl iy
pected to ratify it in ea”yT?rQJ?rrR)-from office.

Most Republicans and DemocratRSépmaoqqcparn@ $1899 et Niise d! dth&sS tgend r
USMCA, which serves to repla~c~ t Moot 'r’ﬁd“etrﬂéta”Dé:r‘h@@ratré‘d

Agreement. GOP | awmakers and @nglrmryepécﬁlarl,éi Tl’:uﬁf‘(b
follow through on Tr umpoétsh gu E .k pesdi NAFNAFTA. Demo
they have criticized -telndt el £ '\@f%* PeMogh@td® trade wi

intellectual property standa ern and southern ne
Export Solutions

Democrats cheered tools to booo. e e o oMléethtP0e S § WRG OO R it Y& Rk
saying they would deter compdMited MCELANAEYilnd 0 drd Ttf oy WSMCH

ARC/ PLC and Yield Update Farm Managen

The intent of this farm policy tool is t I

mates and expected area yields have on t frequency |lofp atyr-i
ment amount received by producers wunder ach farm progrdam p
parish yield expectations into the spreadsHkeetpaaymre ntt hres cabencair
range of aivglarpirsihceysi el ds t hat are within a predefined range
to enter their farmés PLC program yield.

i l ustr apiec & hes teif

0
he
ea

|ARC-CO Farm Program Payment Estimate for the 2019 Crop Year [ Payment occurring In October of 2020) Farm Program Payment C¢ ison Under Imposed d and PLC
Camn (irigated) |A program comparison is made simultaneously of the programs to denote the program with the higher payment.
[Tensas Parish | Tensas Parish example of ARC-CO and PLC programs for the 2019 Crop Year
|Historic Farm Progrom Parameters:
Bencnmark Revenue Estimated ARC-CO Payments for Corn i Tensas Parish for the 2019 CY Farm's PLC Program Yield 150 ARC-CO vs. PLC
|ARC-CO Payment Maximum Rate® gl Final Reported National MYA Price for 2019
Revenue Guarartee™ Yield as | 80 fam | Qo as  sam | 6 Yild _ $340  $345  $350  $3.55  $360  $3.65  $370  $375  $3.80  $3.85
Grower-specified Parameters. 165 501 $367  S2851 52026 50.00 165 ARC ARC ARC ARC ARC ARC - - - -
Estimated Parlsh Yleld for 2019 167 811 $2976  S2141  $1306 50,00 167 ARC ARC PLC PLC PLC PLC
Ectimated MYA Price for 2018 169 @121 $2276 $1431  §586 $0.00 169 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
171 2431 81576 7N 50.0 50,00 7 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
173 $17.41 4876 s011 £l $0.00 173 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
175 $10.51 $176 $0.00 S 5000 175 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
177 El $0.00 177 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
179 El 50,00 179 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
181 5 50,00 181 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
183 El S0 183 PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC PLC
185 £l S0

PLC Farm Program Payment Estimate for the 2019 Crop Year (Payment occurring in October of 2020)
MY Price . . o . PLC Program Payments are independent of actual county yields but employ National MYA price.

Ve 5 Price and Vield Combinations to Reach Payment Maximum -

150 s

188 $3.40 $345 $3.50 $3.55 $3.60 $3.65 $3.70 $3.75 $3.80 $3.85

186 PLC $45.00 $37.50 $30.00 $22.50 $15.00 $7.50 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

184

182

180

178

176 00

174 4526

172 $1226 .

170 51926 -

168 $26.26

166 $3126 $16.66 $0.06

164 54026 523.86 5746

162 547.26 $31.06 S14.8

160 45426 $38.26 82226

158 56126 545.46 $29.66

156 56826 45266 $37.06

154 57143 559.86 544,46
A d d | t | ona | | y ,E E xa eg e dPa mdja'”'cw r |\ﬂ)$ c | Com PLC Program Payment Yield Update for €Y 2021

H Step 1. Enter Farm's Existing PLC Yield (bu/acre)
grower s to eval uat e al ternat i v e g srmormenmcme gr a
. . 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
for CY 2020, provisions of t he 2 step2.Enterthe yieldperact per year e T s T w [ m T % ] 'S t
) ) Yield used for payment update 103 115 120 18 203
u p d a t e t h eir p a y me n t y i e I d f or (G Foranyyearaopwas notplanted, enter "0 me n
1 'Step 3. USDA FSA substitute yield for your parish 102.98 -
can be made regardl ess of s ubs e q cmmmomommommmn i t h
der the PLC program to calcul at e smmwomm ere
Option 1-Retain PLC Yield

the €amtmact vyvour |l ocal county ag Cummummermmmmmmiom he:s




Ag Lender Concerns: 2019 American Ban

Agricultural |l enders can provide a unique outl ook onshcdor cum
|l ohgrm financing are routinely required to presenboppontauonit
evaluate | ocal farm economy conditions These insi@hticudrtar
sector is cycling through economic troughs and peaksi mslum -De
vey of agricultural |l enders to gauge overall i ndustony es emtm-
ing year and issues facing the broader economy

The agricultural economy and farm income remain stregg@ed-in
tur al l enders surveyed noted compression in farm pahdd tadrid:
al | reporting regions. Farm income and liquidity wseendonsi
hi ghest concern in 68.2% and 81. 5%, respectively). T, huebr ep rwie-
mary concerns rahiedhast actopeon wecendari ffs and traden{g0.
(7. 6%). Looking ahead, fewer than 10% of respondentrmagexpegct
expecting profitability to continue to fall (55. 1%)

Key takeawa)

wer e:
voring coptei) I, Most A Profitabil
working capital) Concern pect AT h ns

Farm level incomes | agricultural

Total everage | my and farm

Uncertainty around ¢ ome remat nc¢

tarrifs & trade _ stressed in

weatner with Iimite:d

P of i mpr oveme

| ,

Mlbodhron gg2«29 iT?sltm:

cost or availability)

Third party financing [ :ng't”gs iofn;::

Interest rate volatility ||| in farm pr of

. Least ity this ye:

Water availability _ Concern ( 82 5 %) ’ an

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 was consens.

profitabil it

Source: ABA-Farmer Mac Agricultural Lenders Survey August 2019. clines acr o:¢

Meaﬁ Response to Q3: Please !ndicate your relative \eve.\ of concern for.t.he following conditions facing your ag borrowers at this time with 1 being repor tin g roe
the highest concern and 10 being the least concern (to improve readability of the chart, we have converted 1=10, 2=9, 3=8, etc., so that larger

bars correspond with higher concern). A To p concel

prodikte¥fs

guidity, income and | everage were top |l ender concerns for p

A Top conceiGrsediotr dwaldietrys, competition for | oans andtweaker

mai ned cautious between August 2018 and August 2019, I ywitdeor

clines, increases in farm | everage and increases in default

A SectorfDabngergsains and cattle were the sectors thmatfaeont!

swine, poultry and vegetable sectors. Hemp and al tesea@maol tved

farmers asking about financi ntghihredpr ppodtued | mor € 4i9n @ %€ tr iafmigd-
nancing (36. 8i%)u.rGreeyd irte sgouoanidietnt s generally expect highpero-ag
duction (51.6%) and real estate (39.5%)-0fHHoweavers, itnhdthWa cmdr

74. 7%, respectively).

A Loan iDMimdred over half of | enders reported that demamg, far

significant share (45.3%) of | enders with assets benhmeenh $5

was reported for | oan demand over the next 12 mont hs.

A Land value andibNaahl yehal expkectandens expect a decdsisneer tiinc

that theremahsksesbomeabbedel and in farmersdé bal ance s heneatrsk.etlse

are above mar ket value, yet the vast majority expecdopwrelsy s

sion in cash rents, bmarkeweval eadeentsepompadedbbuoe2018.

A Apprdval spate of the credit quality concerns, | emderrsagset.i

agricultural |l oan application approval rate of 75. 2x%rin the

renewall reqguests wil/ be close to 90% in the following 12 m

A Far m rieTthier ecnoennttisnued stress on profitability is epcsrutldd nan

crease in farm retirementhiids 2ddPedd 7t ¥&)panad meapil gk t wp o



House AppgrAoVEexspabthsi on with GOP Opposit

The Demoecmtatdolcl ed House approved2A bibh Wedpeadafatrpmewaxpand
growers relief from wage hikes, but broad GOP opposition abn
squeeze:16bhe 0260 for the Farm Workforce Moderni zat2AonsiAccte naz

jor immigration reform bildl passed the Senate in 201s&xd Only
would unfairly provide a | egal status to farmworkerSewhbhi we
House hasndét taken a public position on the bill, and a spo
The bi woul d, f o2A tfhreorhilresitng ijmesyte-@aao usnatadswddnrakl e rpsr owgor ual nte eb e

i
year Vi

!
i sa under a s paemrcd atlhenelw gicsalpapteyde gorrvobtgur-Bady v mmgpe s elaeeenan
es in fut

ure years. The bill aHE\Merpwfoguglrda nmatnod acthee ctkh aetmpfl aorymese
Under the | egislation, undocumented farm employees uwalgt appe

for permanent U.S. residency if they maintain farm Ranwludyme
all e2sA Hvor kers t o sue farms i n f eydeearra|f rceceuzre2 Al nmih &2g0e2b0r &ft carevoHa h «
annual fluctuations. Startin@Ai wage2fiabard gentraliggcobread

by more than 3.25% annually. Wage rates would riseemdmmlanorad

state mini mum wage. The program's filadverse effect wangokrer at e

based on prevailing regional wages for farm | abor. dpsealbi Itlc

provide differing wage rates for various occupati onselwlsohke
Map 1. 2019 AEWR ers could see decreases.

The2MNM "adverse effect wage rat
wei ghted average hourly wage r
ers combined, as measured by t
Survey-sapenwensory farm and ran
utiliz2Agptrlogrldm must pay empl
foll owing: federal or state mi
as determined by the DepaA men
met hodol ogy to conduct wage su

s11.33 $11.18 $11.13

very | ocal areas; or the AEWR.
s11.83 — s12e wage in 2019 is $12.96, up 6 p
to percent in context, the U.S. i
| o/ . | GRS weoe Cal endar year 2018 was 3.1 per
H i H Fi 2. H-2A P Certified Positi FY d H
;’gtlazln:::]easet!n tlhe A EWR |nAE\(3Vé9hf mmgu'e L%?xfﬂ.fsw:(cy‘)’”"’”“" e i
, e nationa average a s |1 ro
) g - 5% 5132‘?)2 512%2 $12.96
Meanwhi |l e, the total number of cer| . m m S osha S su0 | O NT
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Using Enterprise Budgets as a Farm
Enterprise budgets can be used to compare the pr ofiirnag lwiklo
farm plan. They can al-tsgpe dre adjeuws tt me mak ei mi tnftoe fyaeram ¢l am
Once completed, an enterprise budget contains the daitcae |
each commodity, the following tables illustrate thedmhoean
production expenses per acre across a series of mahlkete ak
yield is to changes in the output price for the commseadiyh
and grain sorghum; pounds per acre for cotton and sug@ar q
breakeven output prices as a risk management tool, cbnedl
sions under yield variability and crop enterprise cses$déar
managers can formulate their own expectations aboutusdtdhwee
total specified costs
Tables contdéd next page
Specified Production Cost per acre for corn
Price/bu $350 $375 $400 $425 $450 $475 $500 $525 $550 $575 $600
$3.00 116.7 125.0 133.3 141.7 150.0 158.3 166.7 175.0 183.3 191.7 200.0
$3.15 1111 119.0 127.0 134.9 142.9 150.8 158.7 166.7 174.6 182.5 190.5
$3.30 106.1 113.6 121.2 128.8 136.4 1439 151.5 159.1 166.7 174.2 181.8
$3.45 101.4 108.7 115.9 123.2 130.4 137.7 144.9 152.2 159.4 166.7 173.9
$3.60 97.2 104.2 1111 118.1 125.0 131.9 138.9 145.8 152.8 159.7 166.7
$3.75 93.3 100.0 106.7 113.3 120.0 126.7 133.3 140.0 146.7 153.3 160.0
$3.90 89.7 96.2 102.6 109.0 115.4 121.8 128.2 134.6 141.0 147.4 153.8
$4.05 86.4 92.6 98.8 104.9 111.1 117.3 123.5 129.6 135.8 142.0 148.1
$4.20 83.3 89.3 95.2 101.2 107.1 113.1 119.0 125.0 131.0 136.9 142.9
$4.35 80.5 86.2 92.0 97.7 103.4 109.2 114.9 120.7 126.4 132.2 137.9
$4.50 77.8 83.3 88.9 94.4 100.0 105.6 111.1 116.7 122.2 127.8 133.3
$4.65 75.3 80.6 86.0 91.4 96.8 102.2 107.5 112.9 118.3 123.7 129.0
$4.80 72.9 78.1 83.3 88.5 93.8 99.0 104.2 109.4 114.6 119.8 125.0
Specified Production Cost per acre for Soybeans
Price/bu $275 $300 $325 $350 $375 $400 $425 $450 $475 $500 $525
$8.25 33.3 36.4 39.4 42.4 455 48.5 51.5 54.5 57.6 60.6 63.6
$8.50 32.4 353 38.2 41.2 441 47.1 50.0 52.9 55.9 58.8 61.8
$8.75 31.4 343 37.1 40.0 429 45.7 48.6 51.4 54.3 57.1 60.0
$9.00 30.6 333 36.1 38.9 41.7 44 4 47.2 50.0 52.8 55.6 58.3
$9.25 29.7 32.4 35.1 37.8 40.5 43.2 459 48.6 51.4 541 56.8
$9.50 28.9 31.6 34.2 36.8 39.5 42.1 44.7 47.4 50.0 52.6 55.3
$9.75 28.2 30.8 33.3 35.9 38.5 41.0 43.6 46.2 48.7 51.3 53.8
$10.00 27.5 30.0 32.5 35.0 37.5 40.0 42.5 45.0 47.5 50.0 52.5
$10.25 26.8 29.3 31.7 34.1 36.6 39.0 41.5 439 46.3 48.8 51.2
$10.50 26.2 28.6 31.0 333 35.7 38.1 40.5 42.9 45.2 47.6 50.0
$10.75 25.6 27.9 30.2 32.6 349 37.2 395 419 442 46.5 48.8
$11.00 25.0 27.3 29.5 31.8 34.1 36.4 38.6 40.9 43.2 455 47.7
$11.25 24.4 26.7 28.9 31.1 33.3 35.6 37.8 40.0 42.2 44.4 46.7
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Using Enterprise Budgets (cont.)
Specified Production Cost per acre for cotton
Price/Ib $425 $450 $475 $500 $525 $550 $575 $600 $625 $650 $675
$0.65 653.8 692.3 730.8 769.2 807.7 846.2 884.6 923.1 961.5 1000.0 = 1038.5
$0.67 634.3 671.6 709.0 746.3 783.6 820.9 858.2 895.5 932.8 970.1 1007.5
$0.69 615.9 652.2 688.4 724.6 760.9 797.1 833.3 869.6 905.8 942.0 978.3
$0.71 598.6 633.8 669.0 704.2 739.4 774.6 809.9 845.1 880.3 915.5 950.7
$0.73 582.2 616.4 650.7 684.9 719.2 753.4 787.7 821.9 856.2 890.4 924.7
$0.75 566.7 600.0 633.3 666.7 700.0 7333 766.7 800.0 833.3 866.7 900.0
$0.77 551.9 584.4 616.9 649.4 681.8 714.3 746.8 779.2 811.7 844.2 876.6
$0.79 538.0 569.6 601.3 632.9 664.6 696.2 727.8 759.5 791.1 822.8 854.4
$0.81 524.7 555.6 586.4 617.3 648.1 679.0 709.9 740.7 771.6 802.5 833.3
$0.83 512.0 542.2 572.3 602.4 632.5 662.7 692.8 722.9 753.0 783.1 813.3
$0.85 500.0 529.4 558.8 588.2 617.6 647.1 676.5 705.9 735.3 764.7 794.1
$0.87 488.5 517.2 546.0 574.7 603.4 632.2 660.9 689.7 718.4 747.1 775.9
$0.89 477.5 505.6 533.7 561.8 589.9 618.0 646.1 674.2 702.2 730.3 758.4
Specified Production Cost per acre for rice
Price/cwt 5475 $500 $525 $550 $575 $600 $625 $650 $675 $700 $725
$10.00 47.5 50.0 52.5 55.0 57.5 60.0 62.5 65.0 67.5 70.0 72.5
$10.25 46.3 48.8 51.2 53.7 56.1 58.5 61.0 63.4 65.9 68.3 70.7
$10.50 45.2 47.6 50.0 52.4 54.8 57.1 59.5 61.9 64.3 66.7 69.0
$10.75 44.2 46.5 48.8 51.2 53.5 55.8 58.1 60.5 62.8 65.1 67.4
$11.00 43.2 45.5 47.7 50.0 52.3 54.5 56.8 59.1 61.4 63.6 65.9
$11.25 422 44.4 46.7 48.9 51.1 53.3 55.6 57.8 60.0 62.2 64.4
$11.50 413 435 45.7 47.8 50.0 52.2 54.3 56.5 58.7 60.9 63.0
$11.75 40.4 42.6 44.7 46.8 489 51.1 53.2 55.3 57.4 59.6 61.7
$12.00 39.6 41.7 43.8 45.8 479 50.0 52.1 54.2 56.3 58.3 60.4
$12.25 38.8 40.8 42.9 44.9 46.9 49.0 51.0 53.1 55.1 57.1 59.2
$12.50 38.0 40.0 42.0 44.0 46.0 48.0 50.0 52.0 54.0 56.0 58.0
$12.75 37.3 39.2 412 43.1 45.1 47.1 49.0 51.0 52.9 54.9 56.9
$13.00 36.5 38.5 40.4 423 44.2 46.2 48.1 50.0 51.9 53.8 55.8
Specified Production Cost per acre for grain sorghum

Price/bu $200 $225 $250 $275 $300 $325 $350 $375 $400 $425 $450
$2.75 72.7 81.8 90.9 100.0 109.1 118.2 127.3 136.4 145.5 154.5 163.6
$2.90 69.0 77.6 86.2 94.8 103.4 112.1 120.7 129.3 137.9 146.6 155.2
$3.05 65.6 73.8 82.0 90.2 98.4 106.6 114.8 123.0 131.1 139.3 147.5
$3.20 62.5 70.3 78.1 85.9 93.8 101.6 109.4 117.2 125.0 132.8 140.6
$3.35 59.7 67.2 74.6 82.1 89.6 97.0 104.5 111.9 119.4 126.9 134.3
$3.50 57.1 64.3 71.4 78.6 85.7 92.9 100.0 107.1 114.3 121.4 128.6
$3.65 54.8 61.6 68.5 75.3 82.2 89.0 95.9 102.7 109.6 116.4 123.3
$3.80 52.6 59.2 65.8 72.4 78.9 85.5 92.1 98.7 105.3 111.8 118.4
$3.95 50.6 57.0 63.3 69.6 75.9 82.3 88.6 94.9 101.3 107.6 113.9
$4.10 48.8 54.9 61.0 67.1 73.2 79.3 85.4 91.5 97.6 103.7 109.8
$4.25 47.1 52.9 58.8 64.7 70.6 76.5 82.4 88.2 94.1 100.0 105.9
$4.40 45.5 51.1 56.8 62.5 68.2 73.9 79.5 85.2 90.9 96.6 102.3
$4.55 44.0 49.5 54.9 60.4 65.9 71.4 76.9 82.4 87.9 93.4 98.9
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Table 2B. Breakeven Selling Prices for Raw Sugar for Selected Yields and Rental Arrangements,
5-Year Rotation, Harvest through 3rd stubble, Tenant-Operators, Louisiana, 2020.
Selected Yield Levels
-10% -5% Base +5% +10%
Cane yield per harvested acre (tons) 1/ 30.5 32.2 33.9 35.6 37.3
Sugar yield per harvested acre (lbs) 2/ 6865 7246 7628 8009 8390
Sugar yield per rotational acre (lbs) 3/ 5221 5511 5801 6091 6382
ONE-FIFTH LAND SHARE RENT
Breakeven price to recover: 4/ =000 —-—m————m————o cents per pound of sugar-------------
Direct costs 16.5 15.9 15.3 14.8 14.3
Total specified costs 22.6 21.7 20.8 20.0 19.3
Total costs plus overhead 23.8 22.8 21.8 21.0 20.3
ONE-SIXTH LAND SHARE RENT:
Breakeven price to recover: 4/ 0@ —--——--—————o cents per pound of sugar-------------
Direct costs 15.8 15.2 14.7 14.2 13.7
Total specified costs 21.7 20.8 20.0 19.2 18.5
Total costs plus overhead 22.8 21.9 21.0 20.2 19.5
ONE-SEVENTH LAND SHARE RENT:
Breakeven price to recover: 4/ 006 —m-———-————oo cents per pound of sugar-------------
Direct costs 15.4 14.8 14.3 13.8 13.3
Total specified costs 21.1 20.2 19.4 18.7 18.0
Total costs plus overhead 22.2 21.3 20.4 19.6 18.9

17 Average farm yield across harvested acreage of plantcane, 1st, 2nd, and 3rd stubble crops.

and fallow/plant.

and total specified costs plus

Average yield in tons per acre multiplied by a 225 CRS.
Assumes a standard land rotation of 20.0% each of plantcane,

for

are excluded.

Breakeven sugar price excludes molasses payment.

1st stubble, 2nd stubble, 3rd stubble,

Breakeven prices are calculated by dividing grower’'s share of production (48.8% for 1/5 crop share rent,
50.8% for 1/6 crop share rent, and 52.3% for 1/7 crop share rent) into direct costs,

total specified costs,

t, risk and additional farm overhead expenses

Mill share assumed to be 39.0%.

Table 2C. Breakeven Raw Sugar Yields for Selected Yields and Rental Arrangements,
5-Year Rotation, Harvest through 3rd stubble, Tenant-Operators, Louisiana, 2020.
Selected Price Levels
-2.0 -1.0 Base +1.0 +2.0
Raw sugar price (cents per pound) 24.0 25.0 26.0 27.0 28.0
ONE-FIFTH LAND SHARE RENT

Breakeven yield to recover: 1/ = ———————- pounds of sugar per harvested acre--------
Direct costs 4,859 4,664 4,485 ,319 4,165
Total specified costs 6,607 6,343 6,099 5,873 5,663
Total costs plus overhead 6,944 6,666 6,410 6,172 5,952

ONE-SIXTH LAND SHARE RENT:

Breakeven yield to recover: 1/ = @——-——--- pounds of sugar per harvested acre--------
Direct costs 4,667 4,48 4,308 14 4,001
Total specified costs 6,347 6,093 5,859 5,642 5,440
Total costs plus overhead 6,671 6,404 6,157 5,929 5,718

ONE-SEVENTH LAND SHARE RENT:

Breakeven yield to recover: 1/ = ———————- pounds of sugar per harvested acre--------
Direct costs 4,533 4,35 ,185 030 3,886
Total specified costs 6,165 5,918 5,691 5,480 5,284
Total costs plus overhead 6,479 6,220 5,981 5,759 5,554

1/ Breakeven sugar yield per harvested acfe to recover direct costs,

plus overhead.

Breakeven sugar yield excludes molasses payment.
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https://voiceoflouisianaagriculture.org/news/2018/5/31/sugarcane-parish-estimates

Crop Mar ket Situation for the 2019/ 20

The information that is presented i nJanhuiasr ymalrbk,et2 Ou2p0dat e refl ects
Corn
The January 2019/ 20 corn outlook is for greater begdnasamalbl s
ending stocks. Corn production is estimated at 13nmi9h &r Weaissth
area. Exports are reduced to 1.77 B bushels, refl ectoibrug stthe
ing sales as of early January sinereae 201217112 Tha ecaacnn gve
ceived by producers remains unche B
The USDA estimated the 2019 corn ™ r a
with the average trade estimate ¢/ To
for 2019 of 13.69 B bushels excee tio
el s and the USDAG6s own December ¢ el s
are estimated at 1.89 B bushels v ons
and the USDAOd6s December esti mate
I n the December 1st Quarterly Greze E JSDA
stocks at 11.39 B bushels vs the 11
Cotton
The consolidation of this upward trend in the Cotlooksmh t nd
protracluSed r&aidnédedit $ mene. was t hat progress was being made heT:
spect that an interim (Phase One) a
Collook A Index in 2019 prominence in statements relating t
90.00 agricultural commodities began to c
pers and participants in the future
e Addi tional details (such as a break
30.00 A ing during the remainder of the mon
, S B4l # tainty surrounds the manner iin whic
75.00 by BeThenmost straightforward means
on behalf of ItmgoSt aper Reaeirvg . deci
70.00 mills are of course taken principal
— 2, N deX wee Calendar year average
most splinners re-
e qguitre acc New York spec net margin
—_ port quot >
02Jan-19 02-May-19 30-A0819 sspects V €1 for
Cotloh e i ng, t h 42 Long
i mport tariffs on US cotton intro=x a
certainties notwithstanding, the }33 1t
month was palpable. F 2
Devel opment-8Sonr atde Sriranpt coincid§12 i f
stance of speculators in -Dbee Near ¥ 2] — —  mi
position moved to 6net longd of c 4§ Short rs
mont hs The size of that net 1l ong s r D
Chinads Zhengzhou cotton futures o > 5> »? 5> 2 M s
tial accommodation between Beijin f,,u"y rp’é mb-“‘)o ,,u’& 5 Rt se
during December (5.6 percent, bas: > L e wvia 1 Lol x,uuluax,lc;‘”'”v*‘/'as
the ZCE platform (the heavily sponsored May deli ver keatlosse b
moved higher.
I n terms of cotton supply and demand, the justifi coaftn corne & soer
i mports would add to an already more than comfortabimaisl awvali
ble and ginning of the current seasonds outturn is cweuwsét adsa
to benefit from any easing of bilateral trade tensi oowfs.i Whe
in selling to the State Reserve.
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The information that is presented i nJanhuiasr ymalrbk,et2 O0u2p0dat e refl ects
Cotton cont.
The January WASDE report for Cotton includes | ower praddcti
exports remain unchanged. Production was | owered 10O,t@0e0r ba
states. As a result, ending stocks for 2019/ 20 arecb@®n006G
jected at $0.63 per pound, an increase of $0.02 perspound f
Rice
Tot al u. S. rice production is down 17.4% from the peagvirauss:s
that persisted in the spring, especiallwv in tha Micciececippi
progression and | ed tpd aantr eaccareds . n ull U.S.Long Grain Rice
yl el d i s esti mat ed at 7, 471 poun d s Fiveyear Summary of Acreage and Production o f
vious year Yields are reduced in | .00 (Milionacres) N d
Arkansas and Mississippi, and up sl mmProdustion -a-Harvested Acres
U.S. Long Grain Supply and Use By cl ass, | o j:z 2480 1 4%
2018/19 and 2019/20 Marketing Years ducti on i s d oo | 1,8/\750/\1730 4 2,100
Total U.S. Long Grain Rice 2018/19 2019/20 Percent W hich O i S et 125 | - :ZZE
(M cwt) (M cwt) Change In _begl nning 100I I I—11200
Beginning stocks 20.3 326 +60.6% grailn expor t 75 166.5 1 9;)0
Production 1640 1256 -23.4% at 70 M cwt, 24 127.0 1255
Total Rice Supply 202.7 182.7 -12.0% from the pre 50 1 1 600
Domestic use 109.4 98.0 9.5% and 7% | ar ge By 1 %0
e ol | s | Sm|ago. This is % Twe owe mw we an
strong pace of shipments
Ending stocks 326 137 2% [and sales through the end of Novembe
Stocksto-se ftie e B top market for long grain rice in 20
Average Farm Price ($/cwt) $10.80 $1220 is expected to be regained by the U.
$17.50/bbl S19.76/06l petitiveness i n-ttle rmeadiion.f ofhd ontgo @
downwar d, based in the increase in export projectidasrebelt
tighter domestic rice supplies.
Soybeans
The USDA estimates soybean production at 3.56 B busheakes,of
down 0.6 ™M from the previous forecast, with the | amn4@std bed
per acre, up half a bushel l ed by increases in peynebaegegde
| ower beginning stocks and imports offset higher praokesceipn
jected at 475 M bushels for 2020 Average farm priymeni 0iilnqa
es.
The 2019 U. S. soybean production estimate of 3.558 B sheisdmi
ber estimate of 3.550 B bushel s. Lo T et amamonss .~ Tarte
port, soybe. e es -
timated at (= Vs
the tradeds [ -
- 3.19 B bush -
USDA WASDE Report Release Dates for 2020
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l epth Crop Madoktwstd) Updat e
The information that is presented i nJanhuiasr ymalrbk,et2 O0u2p0dat e refl ects |
Sugar
The conditions for the U.S. sugarbeet and sugarcane ecmadps ¢
Estimate. U.S. sugar production for 201®/Aa20 2iSsTRMOorjeedcuttehde otno
December report. The reduction is attributed to botahvéast bea
the | ess favorable gr owi nggrcoowidng iroengsi d ms Laorud sfiualnlayd sr esaulgiaz ec
Beet sugar production for 2019/ 20-STRVpdegftkchedf abmdt Adi®o mmi im
due to updated estimates of the sugarbeet crop, basdedken pr
Data (SMD). The National Agricultural Statistics Serrvhiecesay -
arbeet crop in December. Foll owing its nor mal publ ilRé&bvem-s
ber report before publishing its final data in thesMWapuagle
and the cold weather that forced growers to end hahAsaesesngt
the December WASDE projection adjusted the data from tshhe No
forecasts reported in the December SMD. The reducti odeutiinonbe
combined with adj usdmekiitmng tshreixrpke crhoerde sihmr ilnikne wi t h  heirs teoxr-i
pected end to processorsé6 slicing seabamveasntd pémiood rtelvii si foa
NASS, in their December Crop Production report,-prodercdadg26til
That translated to | ower cane sugar production for aadlbgasrt a
production was in Louisiana Freezing conditions in @wdtober
planting season in the fall of 2018, have | ower ed vigoou itshiea ma
bly productive crops of 2017/18 and 2018/ 19. The eduriinsgnb uvep/re
are still strong in the context of a |l onger histoiBoallOop6ns
STRV reduction from the previous mont h. I n contrast ,ojxdainen,s
based on reductions provided by processors6 forec.asd$sS, rbduc
Fl oridab6s sugarcane yield fr
its December report. Either
result in a record yield for
is partially offset by a hig
with processorso6 forecast fo
SMD. The current projection
sents -8TR¥, 06duction from th
Sugar imports for 2019/ 20 ar
l'ion STRper maemt6 .idncr ease fr ol
21,0 RV increase from the pr
ered outlook for domestic pr
| arger share of domestic dem
ported sugar. | mports from M
change in total i mport projections. Shipments from Meagredo i
from the December WASDE. The tot al is based on the calcul at
t ween the U.S. and Mexico Governments. Following the ter ms
the U. S. Department of Commerce wil I update Mexl co0S Export
projections produced by the December WASDE. The new Export
sent 80 percent of the U.S. Needs calculation. Given that t
eventually represent the full u. sS. Needs calculation, the W
u. sS. Needs amount for the 2019/ 20 market. I f realized, i mpo
projected to be 82.7 percent higheir than 2018/ 19 and the | a



