


Foreword
by Dan Glickman, Secretary

More than 130 years ago--in 1862--President Abraham Lincoln founded the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
He called it the "people's department."”

In Lincoln's day, 90 percent of the "people" were farmers who needed good seed and good information to grow
their crops.

Today, USDA continues Lincoln's legacy by serving all Americans--the 2 percent of our Nation who farm as well
as everyone who eats food, wears clothes, lives in a house, or visits a rural area or a national forest.

From major city to suburb to small town to farm, we are all touched by USDA:

o Twenty-two million American workers process, sell, and trade the Nation's food and fiber,

» Farmers and ranchers work with USDA to produce healthy crops while caring for soil and water,

o Consumers benefit from USDA research--which helps ensure the United States has the most available,

highest quality, and least expensive food supply of any country in the world,

Twenty-five million schoolchildren eat school lunch each day,

Millions of Americans receive food stamps to help feed their families in time of need,

Consumers are assured that all meat and poultry products have been inspected for safety,

Citizens of rural American communities benefit from USDA loans and grants for housing, utilities, and

economic development,

e Our children and grandchildren will inherit a national forest system where they will be able to hike, camp,
and enjoy the natural splendor of America's outdoors,

» And people throughout the world look to the United States as the world's largest agricultural exporter and
as the world's largest donor of foreign food aid.

Through a productive agriculture, a safe and abundant food supply, and stewardship of natural resources,
USDA continues to serve the American people. In the 1990's, the "people's department” is leading the way to
create a Federal Government that works better and costs less for the American people.
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Introduction

Agriculture Fact Book 1996

This book offers basic facts about many aspects of U.S. agriculture, including the U.S. farm sector, the structure of U.S.

agriculture, and rural America. It explains the recent reinvention of the Department, and then describes programs in
USDA's seven mission areas: rural economic and community development; farm and international trade; food, nutrition,
and consumer services; food safety; natural resources and environment; science, education, and economics; and marketing
and inspection. The facts contained here are aimed at journalists in print and broadcast media, editors, and editorial
writers; students, researchers, and librarians; groups interested in farmer, consumer, rural development, and environmental
issues; and the general public.

To give people the information they need when they need it--and in a form they can use--the 1996 Agriculture Fact Book
is being made available in printed form as well as on the Internet. The 244-page paper bound book may be ordered for
$9.50 from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC 20402.
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U.S. Agriculture—Linking
Consumers and Producers

What Do Americans Eat?

mericans are slowly, with fits and starts, shifting their eating patterns toward

more healthful diets. They are eating more low-fat and nonfat products, and
leaner cuts of meat. However, this trend has been undermined by a growing prefer-
ence for high-fat convenience foods, fast foods, and snacks. More Americans eat out,
eat on the run, and eat more often than ever before. In the process, some have unwit-
tingly increased their consumption of added fats, oils, and sugars.

A considerable gap still remains between public health recommendations and
consumer practices. Between 1977-78 and 1989-91, according to USDA surveys, the
average intake of fat declined from 40 percent of total energy (calories) to 34 percent,
still well above the 30-percent maximum recommended. Average carbohydrate
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Table 1-1.

Major foods: U.S. per capita consumption

Food 1970 1980 1993
Pounds
Red meat?! 131.7 126.4 112.1
Chicken and turkey * 33.8 40.8 62.6
Fish and shellfisht 11.7 12.4 14.9
Eggs 39.5 34.8 30.3
Cheese 2 11.4 17.5 26.3
Ice cream 17.8 175 16.1
Fluid cream products 5.2 5.6 8.0
All dairy products 2 563.8 543.2 574.1
Fats and oils 52.6 57.2 65.0
Animal 14.1 12.3 10.1
Vegetable 38.5 44.8 54.9
Peanuts and tree nuts 4 7.2 6.6 8.3
Fruits and vegetables > 565.6 594.6 674.6
Fruits 230.0 258.1 278.0
Vegetables 335.6 336.6 396.6
Caloric sweeteners 6 122.3 123.0 144.4
Refined sugar (sucrose) 101.8 83.6 64.3
Corn Sweeteners 19.1 38.2 78.7
Other 1.5 1.2 14
Flour and cereal products 7 135.3 144.6 193.1
Wheat flour 110.9 116.9 139.4
Rice 6.7 9.4 17.5
Corn products 111 12.9 22.1
Oat products 4.4 3.7 8.6
Rye and barley 2.2 1.8 15
Cocoa (chocolate
liquor equivalent) 8 3.1 2.7 4.6
Gallons
Beverage milks 31.3 27.6 24.9
Whole 255 17.0 9.4
Lowfat and skim 5.8 10.5 15.5
Coffee 334 26.7 26.0
Tea 6.8 7.3 7.1
Soft drinks 24.3 35.1 46.6
Fruit juices NA 7.2 8.4
Bottled water NA 2.4 9.2
Beer 18.5 24.3 22.6
Wine 1.3 21 1.7
Distilled spirits 1.8 2.0 1.3

NA = Not available.

1Boneless, trimmed equivalent. 2Excludes full-skim American, cottage, pot, and baker’s cheese. 3Milk equiva-
lent, milkfat basis.*Shelled basis >Farmgate weight. ®Dry basis. “Consumption of items at the processing level
(excludes quantities used in alcoholic beverages and corn sweeteners). 8What remains after cocoa beans have
been roasted and hulled.




intake increased between the two survey periods from 43 percent of total calories to
49 percent, still well below the 55- to 60-percent minimum recommended by a vari-
ety of sources, including the American Cancer Society and the American Heart
Association.

While Americans are eating more grains, especially in mixtures, they still are not
eating the amounts of high-fiber foods—including whole-grain products, legumes,
vegetables, and fruit—recommended in the latest dietary guidelines. And, Americans
are eating more foods that contain large amounts of refined sugars.

Increasing supplies of beef and declining retail beef prices spurred a 1-pound
increase in per capita consumption of beef in 1994, the first increase in 10 years, but
long-term consumption trends for beef and for total red meat remain down. Red meat
accounted for 59 percent of the total meat supply in 1994, compared with 70 percent
in 1980 and 74 percent in 1970. By 1994, chicken and turkey accounted for 33 per-
cent of the total meat consumed, up from 23 percent in 1980 and 19 percent in 1970.
In 1994, per capita consumption averaged 17 pounds less red meat, 30 pounds more
poultry, and 3 pounds more fish and shellfish than in 1970. Retail cuts of beef and
pork and many processed meat products are significantly leaner than a decade ago.
Despite a trend toward use of leaner meats, per capita consumption of total meat
reached an all-time high in 1994 and is expected to rise again in 1995.

U.S. per capita egg consumption has declined steadily since an all-time high of
403 eggs in 1945. Between 1970 and 1994, total annual per capita egg consumption
decreased from 309 to 238 eggs, while consumption of processed eggs rose from 33
to 61 eggs. Egg product use changed little during the 1960°’s and climbed only slowly
during the 1970’s. Since 1983, however, it has jumped 73 percent, reflecting
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Per capita consumption of eggs
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Figure 1-3.

Per capita consumption of plain fluid milk
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Figure 1-4.
Per capita consumption of selected dairy products
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expanded use of eggs as manufacturing ingredients in a number of food products
(such as pasta and sweet baked goods) and increased use in fast food outlets and other
food service establishments. As with red meat, some people correlate the decline in
shell egg use with concern about cholesterol. The home-cooked egg-and-bacon
breakfast has given way to ready-to-eat, “instant” grain-based products and processed
egg products.

The beverage milk trend is toward lower fat milk. Between 1980 and 1994,
Americans cut their average annual consumption of fluid whole milk by nearly half,
increased use of low-fat milk by two-fifths, and more than doubled consumption of
skim milk. But the Nation failed to cut its overall use of milkfat because of growing
demand for cheese. Per capita use of cheese has increased 53 percent since 1980 to
27 pounds in 1994.

Americans consumed 12 pounds more fats and oils per person (on a fat-content
basis) in 1993 than in 1970. A 43-percent increase in use of vegetable fats and oils
(mainly salad and cooking oils and shortening) more than offset a 28-percent
decrease in use of animal fats (lard and butter). In 1993, animal fat constituted 16
percent of total fat consumption from added fats and oils, compared with 27 percent
in 1970. The switch to vegetable fats and oils reflects increased consumer emphasis
on unsaturated fats and oils. The increase in total fats and oils probably results from
the greatly expanded consumption of fried foods in food service outlets and the
increased use of salad oils on salads consumed both at home and away from home.

In 1993, Americans consumed, on average, 675 pounds (farmgate weight) of
commercially produced fruits (excluding wine grapes) and vegetables, 13 percent
more than in 1980 and 19 percent more than in 1970. Since 1980, vegetables
accounted for most of the increase. Consumers bought more fresh produce, frozen
and dried fruit and vegetables, fruit juices, and canned tomato products, and less
canned fruit and canned vegetables other than tomatoes.

Consumption of grain products has risen in recent years but remains well below
consumption levels in the early part of the century. In 1993, per capita use of flour
and cereal products was 193 pounds per year, 49 pounds above the 1980 level but
more than 100 pounds below the 1909 level. The recent expansion in supplies
reflects ample grain stocks and strong consumer demand. Much of this growth was
product-driven, as (1) consumers gained appreciation for variety bread, (2) fast-food
sales of hamburgers and other products made with buns expanded rapidly, and
(3) in-store bakeries and baking spurred sales.

Americans have become conspicuous consumers of sugar and sweet-tasting
foods and beverages. Total per capita use of caloric sweeteners—comprised mainly
of sucrose (table sugar made from cane and beets) and corn sweeteners (notably high-
fructose corn syrup, called HFCS)—rose 20 percent between 1980 and 1994. In
1994, Americans consumed, on average, a record 148 pounds of caloric sweeteners
(dry-weight basis), compared with 123 pounds in 1980 and 122 pounds in 1970. That
is more than one-third of a pound of added sugars a day for each American.

A striking change in the availability of specific sugars has occurred in the past
decade. Sucrose accounted for 44 percent of the total caloric sweetener supply in
1994, on a dry-weight basis, compared with 68 percent in 1980. By 1994, corn sweet-
eners accounted for 55 percent of the total caloric sweeteners consumed, up from 31
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Per capita consumption of food fats and oils*
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Per capita consumption of fruits and vegetables®
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percent in 1980. All other caloric sweeteners, including honey, maple syrup, and
molasses, maintained a 1-percent share. In 1993, beverages accounted for 72 percent
of total HFCS deliveries for domestic food and beverage use. Corn sweeteners
became economical as a result of abundant corn supplies and low corn prices.
Moreover, sales of byproducts—corn oil and corn gluten feed and meal—made corn
sweetener production even less expensive. At the same time, Federal sugar programs
maintained high support prices and import quotas on sucrose. Total corn sweetener
use surpassed cane and beet sugar use for the first time in 1985.

USDA’s Economic Research Service annually calculates the amount of food
available for human consumption in the United States. The U.S. food supply histori-
cal series measures national aggregate consumption of several hundred foods. It is
the only source of time series data on food and nutrient availability in the country.

m Cost of Food Services and Distribution

he estimated bill for marketing domestic farm foods—which does not include

imported foods—was $401 billion in 1994. This covered all charges for trans-
porting, processing, and distributing foods that originated on U.S. farms. It repre-
sented 79 percent of the $511 billion consumers spent for these foods. The remaining
21 percent, or $110 billion, represents the gross return paid to farmers.

The cost of marketing farm foods has increased considerably over the years,
mainly because of rising costs of labor, transportation, food packaging materials, and
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Figure 1-8.

Per capita consumption of caloric sweeteners
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other inputs used in marketing, and also because of the growing volume of food and
the increase in services provided with the food.

In 1984, the cost of marketing farm foods amounted to $242 billion. In the
decade after that, the cost of marketing rose about 66 percent. In 1994, the marketing
bill rose 5.6 percent.

These rising costs have been the principal factor affecting the rise in consumer
food expenditures. From 1984 to 1994, consumer expenditures for farm foods rose
$179 billion. Nearly 90 percent of this increase resulted from an increase in the mar-
keting bill.

The cost of labor is the biggest part of the total food marketing bill. Labor used
by assemblers, manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, and eating places cost $189
billion in 1994. This was 6 percent more than in 1993 and 73 percent more than in
1984. The total number of food marketing workers in 1994 was about 12.8 million,
about 24 percent more than a decade ago. The growth in employment occurred
mostly in food stores and public eating places.

Packaging is the second-largest component of the marketing bill, accounting for
8 cents of the food dollar. Costs of these materials increased nearly 7 percent in
1994. Packaging costs rose due to increased use of shipping boxes, food containers,
and plastic materials. Actual prices of boxes and food containers were also higher,
further driving packaging costs up. Most other marketing costs—such as transporta-
tion and energy—rose at a faster pace than in 1993.



Figure 1-9.

What a dollar spent on food paid for in 1994
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Food Expenditures and Prices

Total food expenditures, which include imports, fishery products, and food origi-
nating on farms, were $617.1 billion in 1993, an increase of 3.7 percent over
these expenditures in 1992. The average was $2,393 per capita, 2.5 percent above the
1992 average.

Away-from-home meals and snacks captured 46 percent of the U.S. food dollar
in 1993, up from 41 percent in 1983 and 35 percent in 1973.

The percentage of disposable personal income (income after taxes) that U.S. con-
sumers spend on food continues to decline. From 1993 to 1994, disposable personal
income increased 5.8 percent while food expenditures rose only 4.0 percent. U.S. con-
sumers in 1994 spent 11.1 percent of their disposable personal income on food, com-
pared to 11.8 percent in 1990, 13.5 percent in 1980, and 13.9 percent in 1970.

In the United States, total retail food prices (including meals served in restaurants)
rose 39.8 percent over the last 10 years (1984-94). Prices of food eaten away from
home increased 39.8 percent, while retail foodstore prices increased 40.2 percent.



Figure 1-10.

Marketing functions of the food dollar in 1994
Processing remained the most expensive marketing function for food eaten at home.
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Prices of goods and services, excluding food, in the Consumer Price Index
climbed 43.3 percent over the same 10 years. Transportation was up 29.5 percent;
housing 39.8 percent; medical care 97.6 percent; and apparel and upkeep 30.7 percent.
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Farm-Retail Price Spread

ood prices include payments for both the raw farm product and marketing ser-
Fvices. In 1994, the farm value, or payment for the raw product, averaged 24 per-
cent of the retail cost of a market basket of U.S. farm foods sold in foodstores. The
other 76 percent, the farm-retail price spread, consisted of all processing, transporta-
tion, wholesaling, and retailing charges incurred after farm products leave the farm.

Farm-retail spreads have increased every year for the past 10 years, largely
reflecting rising costs of labor, packaging, and other processing and marketing inputs.
In 1994, farm-retail spreads rose 4.4 percent and farmers received 3.3 percent less for
the food they produced. The result of retail food price increases and farm value
decreases has been a decline in the farm share. Widening farm-retail spreads contin-
ued to push up food costs in 1994. The farm value is expected to continue to decline
slightly in 1995.

The percentage of the retail price accounted for by the farm value varies widely
among foods, reflecting differences in production and marketing processes.
Generally, it is larger for animal products than for crop-based foods, and smaller for
foods that require considerable processing and packaging. In 1994, however, there
was little difference in the farm value percentages for fresh and processed produce.
The combination of reduced fresh produce prices at the farm and higher retail prices
account for this unusual result.

Table 1-2.

Farm value as a percentage of retail price for domestically produced
foods, 1984 and 1994

Items 1984 1994

Livestock products:

Meats 50 36
Dairy 47 34
Poultry 56 43
Eggs 65 47
Crop products:
Cereal and bakery 12 8
Fresh fruits 34 18
Fresh vegetables 34 23
Processed fruits and vegetables 24 20
Fats and oils 31 25
Market basket, average 35 24
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Structure of
U.S. Agriculture

Farming Regions

he 10 major farm production regions in the United States differ in soils, slope of

land, climate, distance to market, and storage and marketing facilities. Together
they comprise the agricultural face of the Nation.

The Northeastern States and the Lake States are the Nation’s principal milk-
producing areas. Climate and soil in these States are suited to raising grains and for-
age for cattle and for providing pastureland for grazing.

Broiler farming is important in Maine, Delaware, and Maryland. Fruit and veg-
etables are also important to the region.

The Appalachian region is the major tobacco-producing region in the Nation.
Peanuts, cattle, and dairy production are also important there.

In the Southeast region, beef and broilers are important livestock products.
Fruits, vegetables, and peanuts are grown in this region. Big citrus groves and winter
vegetable production areas in Florida are major suppliers of agricultural goods.
Cotton production is making a comeback.

In the Delta States, the principal cash crops are soybeans and cotton. Rice and
sugarcane are also grown. With improved pastures, livestock production has gained
in importance. This is a major broiler-producing region.

The Corn Belt has rich soil and good climate for excellent farming. Corn, beef,
cattle, hogs, and dairy products are the major outputs of farms in the region. Other
feed grains, soybeans, and wheat are also important.

Agriculture in the northern and southern Plains, which extend north and south
from Canada to Mexico, is restricted by rainfall in the western portion and by cold
winters and short growing seasons in the northern part. About three-fifths of the
Nation’s winter and spring wheat is produced in this region. Other small grains, grain
sorghum, hay, forage crops, and pastures form the basis for raising cattle. Cotton is
produced in the southern part.

The Mountain States provide a still different terrain. Vast areas of this region are
suited to raising cattle and sheep. Wheat is important in the northern parts. Irrigation
in the valleys provides water for such crops as hay, sugar beets, potatoes, fruits, and
vegetables.

The Pacific region includes the three Pacific Coast States plus Alaska and
Hawaii. Farmers in Washington and Oregon specialize in raising wheat, fruit, and
potatoes; vegetables, fruit, and cotton are important in California. Cattle are raised
throughout the region. In Hawaii, sugarcane and pineapples are the major crops.
Greenhouse/nursery and dairy products are Alaska’s top-ranking commaodities.
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Figure 2-1.

U.S. farm production regions

Southern
Plains

Farms and Land in Farms

he United States had 2.04 million farms in 1994, down about 1 percent from

1993. A farm is defined as any establishment from which $1,000 or more of
agricultural products were sold or would normally be sold during the year. The num-
ber of farms declined from 1 to 2 percent per year from 1984 through 1994; the over-
all decline for the period was 13 percent. This decline continues the downward trend
started in 1936. Farm operator households now represent about 2 percent of total
U.S. households.

Land in farms continues to decline slowly; the total of 975 million acres in 1994 is
down 0.3 percent from a year earlier and down 4.2 percent from 1984. Land in farms
has declined every year since reaching its peak at 1.206 billion acres back in 1954.

The number of farms has declined at a faster rate than land in farms; the average
size of farms increased from 436 acres in 1984 to 478 acres in 1994.
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Table 2-1.

Number of farms, land in farms, average farm size:
United States, June 1, 1984-94

Number Average
Year of Farms Land in Farms Farm Size

In 1,000 In 1,000 of acres In acres
1984 2,334 1,017,803 436
1985 2,293 1,012,073 441
1986 2,250 1,005,333 447
1987 2,213 998,923 451
1988 2,197 994,543 453
1989 2,171 991,153 457
1990 2,140 987,420 461
1991 2,105 982,766 467
1992 2,094 979,963 468
1993 2,065 977,733 473
19942 2,040 974,800 478

1A farm is any establishment from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were sold or would normally
be sold during the year.

2Preliminary.

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service. Farm Numbers and Land in
Farms

Farms by Sales Class

arms are commonly classified in size groups based on the total value of their
Fgross farm sales. Data from the annual Farm Costs and Returns Survey, which is
conducted by ERS and the National Agricultural Statistics Service, show that the
largest share of farms is in the lowest class, with nearly 60 percent reporting gross-
farm sales of less than $20,000 in 1993. According to the survey, these small farms
account for only 18 percent of the acreage operated and 4 percent of the sales.

A relatively small number of very large farms produce the largest share of farm
sales. Only 2 percent of the farms in 1993 were large operations with sales of
$500,000 or more, but they generated 40 percent of gross farm sales and operated 13
percent of the land.

Average acreage increases consistently with sales class, ranging from 133 acres
per farm in the lowest sales class to 2,537 acres for farms with gross receipts of
$500,000 or more. The average farm in the $500,000-or-more sales class reported
farm sales of more than $1.3 million in 1993, compared with sales of more than
$5,164 for the average farm in the lowest sales class.
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Table 2-2.

Number of farms and land in farms, by State,
June 1, 1989-941

Land in farms Farms
1989 1990 1991 1989 1990 1991
1,000 Acres Number of Farms

AL 10,600 10,100 9,900 47,000 47,000 46,000
AK 1,010 1,000 980 600 580 560
AZ 36,000 36,000 36,000 8,100 7,800 8,000
AR 15,700 15,500 15,500 48,000 47,000 46,000
CA 31,300 30,800 30,300 84,000 85,000 83,000
co 33,500 33,100 32,800 27,000 26,500 26,000
CT 440 420 420 4,000 3,900 3,900
DE 590 570 570 3,000 2,900 2,900
FL 11,200 10,900 10,500 41,000 41,000 40,000
GA 12,600 12,500 12,100 48,000 48,000 46,000
HI 1,720 1,710 1,710 4,650 4,600 4,600
ID 13,700 13,700 13,500 22,100 21,800 21,400
IL 28,500 28,500 28,500 86,000 83,000 82,000
IN 16,400 16,300 16,000 71,000 68,000 65,000
1A 33,500 33,500 33,500 105,000 104,000 102,000
KS 47,900 47,900 47,900 69,000 69,000 69,000
KY 14,200 14,100 14,100 95,000 93,000 91,000
LA 9,100 8,900 8,800 34,000 32,000 30,000
ME 1,450 1,450 1,420 7,300 7,200 7,100
MD 2,300 2,250 2,250 15,600 15,200 15,400
MA 680 680 680 6,900 6,900 6,900
Mi 10,800 10,800 10,800 55,000 54,000 54,000
MN 30,000 30,000 30,000 90,000 89,000 88,000
MS 13,300 13,000 12,800 41,000 40,000 38,000
MO 30,400 30,400 30,400 109,000 108,000 107,000
MT 60,600 60,500 60,300 24,700 24,700 24,700
NE 47,100 47,100 47,100 57,000 57,000 56,000
NV 8,900 8,900 8,900 2,500 2,500 2,500
NH 500 490 480 3,100 2,900 2,900
NJ 880 870 880 8,300 8,100 8,300
NM 44,500 44,500 44,300 14,000 13,500 13,500
NY 8,400 8,400 8,300 39,000 38,500 38,000
NC 10,000 9,700 9,600 65,000 62,000 60,000
ND 40,500 40,500 40,400 33,500 34,000 33,000
OH 15,700 15,700 15,700 86,000 84,000 80,000
OK 33,000 33,000 33,000 70,000 70,000 70,000
OR 17,800 17,800 17,800 37,000 36,500 37,000
PA 8,200 8,100 8,100 54,000 53,000 53,000
RI 73 70 66 770 740 700
SC 5,300 5,200 5,200 25,500 25,000 24,500
SD 44,300 44,300 44,200 35,000 35,000 35,000
TN 12,600 12,400 12,400 91,000 89,000 87,000
TX 132,000 132,000 131,000 186,000 186,000 185,000
uT 11,300 11,300 11,300 13,000 13,200 13,300
VT 1,510 1,510 1,510 7,000 7,000 6,900
VA 9,000 8,900 8,800 47,000 46,000 45,000
WA 16,000 16,000 16,000 38,000 37,000 37,000
WV 3,700 3,700 3,700 21,000 20,500 20,000
Wi 17,600 17,600 17,500 81,000 80,000 79,000
wy 34,800 34,800 34,800 8,900 8,900 9,000
us 991,153 987,420 982,766 2,170,520 2,140,420 2,105,060
See footnotes at end of table. —continued

15



Table 2-2 continued.

Number of farms and land in farms, by State,
June 1, 1989-94* (continued)

Land in farms Farms
1992 1993 19942 1992 1993 19942
1,000 Acres Number of Farms

AL 9,800 10,000 10,000 46,000 47,000 46,000
AK 960 940 930 540 530 520
AZ 36,000 36,000 36,000 8,000 7,900 7,900
AR 15,500 15,400 15,400 46,000 46,000 44,000
CA 29,800 29,700 29,500 80,000 76,000 76,000
co 32,800 32,800 32,700 25,500 25,500 25,300
CT 410 400 390 4,000 3,800 3,600
DE 560 550 550 2,700 2,500 2,500
FL 10,500 10,300 10,300 39,000 39,000 39,000
GA 12,100 12,100 12,100 46,000 45,000 43,000
HI 1,710 1,710 1,710 4,500 4,400 4,400
ID 13,500 13,500 13,500 21,000 20,500 20,500
IL 28,400 28,300 28,300 81,000 79,000 77,000
IN 16,000 16,000 16,000 65,000 63,000 63,000
1A 33,400 33,300 33,200 102,000 100,000 100,000
KS 47,800 47,800 47,800 67,000 65,000 65,000
KY 14,100 14,100 14,100 91,000 91,000 89,000
LA 8,700 8,600 8,400 30,000 29,000 28,000
ME 1,420 1,380 1,370 7,100 6,800 6,800
MD 2,200 2,200 2,200 15,600 15,000 14,500
MA 680 640 630 6,900 6,500 6,200
MI 10,800 10,700 10,700 54,000 52,000 52,000
MN 29,800 29,700 29,700 88,000 87,000 85,000
MS 12,800 12,800 12,700 38,000 39,000 39,000
MO 30,300 30,200 30,000 107,000 106,000 104,000
MT 60,000 59,800 59,700 24,600 23,800 23,100
NE 47,100 47,100 47,100 56,000 55,000 55,000
NV 8,900 8,900 8,900 2,500 2,400 2,400
NH 470 460 450 2,900 2,700 2,500
NJ 880 870 860 8,500 8,400 8,500
NM 44,200 44,200 44,200 13,500 13,500 13,500
NY 8,200 8,200 8,000 38,000 38,000 37,000
NC 9,500 9,400 9,300 60,000 59,000 58,000
ND 40,400 40,400 40,400 33,000 32,500 32,000
OH 15,400 15,200 15,200 78,000 76,000 75,000
OK 34,000 34,000 34,000 71,000 70,500 70,000
OR 17,500 17,500 17,500 37,500 37,500 37,500
PA 8,000 7,900 7,800 52,000 51,000 51,000
RI 63 63 60 700 700 690
SC 5,200 5,150 5,100 24,500 24,300 24,000
sD 44,200 44,200 44,200 35,000 34,500 34,000
TN 12,600 12,400 12,300 88,000 86,000 84,000
TX 130,000 130,000 129,300 183,000 185,000 185,000
uT 11,300 11,200 11,100 13,200 13,000 13,000
VT 1,510 1,470 1,450 6,900 6,500 6,300
VA 8,700 8,600 8,600 44,000 43,000 43,000
WA 16,000 16,000 15,800 37,000 36,000 35,500
WY 3,700 3,700 3,700 20,000 20,000 20,000
Wi 17,300 17,100 16,900 79,000 79,000 78,000
WY 34,800 34,800 34,700 9,200 9,200 9,200
us 979,963 977,733 974,800 2,093,840 2,064,930 2,040,410

1A farm is any establishment from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were sold or normally would be
sold during the year. 2Preliminary.

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service. Farm Numbers and Land in
Farms.
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Table 2-3.

Percent of farms and land in farms: by economic sales class,
United States, June 1, 1993-941

P t of total Average
Economic class creenor o size of
(gross value Farms Land farms
of sales) 1993 19942 1993 19942 1993 19942
$1,000-$2,499 21.0 20.2 2.7 2.6 61 61
$2,500-$4,999 14.3 13.9 3.0 2.9 99 100
$5,000-$9,999 12.8 13.3 4.0 4.1 148 147
$10,000-$19,999 11.4 11.9 6.1 6.7 253 269
$20,000-$39,999 10.7 10.7 9.5 9.3 420 415
$40,000-$99,999 13.4 13.2 20.3 20.4 717 738
$100,000-$249,999 10.8 10.9 26.1 25.9 1,144 1,135
$250,000-$499,999 34 3.6 13.3 13.3 1,852 1,765
$500,000+ 2.2 2.3 15.0 14.8 3,228 3,074
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 473 478

1A farm is any establishment from which $1,000 or more of agriculture products were sold or normally would be
sold during the year. 2Preliminary.
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service

Legal Structure of U.S. Farms (Individual,
Partnership, Corporation)

ype of organization refers to the farm’s form of business organization. Farms

may be broadly classified as individual or family operations, partnerships, or cor-
porations (family and nonfamily). Farm Costs and Returns Survey data indicate that
individual operations are the most common type of farm organization. Nine out of
ten farms in the 1993 survey are classified as individual operations. Partnerships and
corporations make up a very small share of farms. About 85 percent of farm corpora-
tions are family corporations, with more than 50 percent of the stock held by people
related by blood or marriage. Individual operations, because of their large number,
also account for the largest share of farmland (75 percent) and gross farm sales (64
percent).

Corporate farms have the highest average farm sales. The average value of gross
farm sales by corporate farms in 1993 was $396,000 with partnerships averaging
$197,000 or about half of corporate sales; gross farm sales for individual operations
averaged $52,000, about one-eighth of the corporate level. Average acreage is also
highest for corporate farms at 1,672 acres in 1993, compared with 850 for partner-
ships and 362 for individuals.
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Figure 2-2.

Farms, farmland, and gross farm sales, by sales class, 1993

The largest number of farms surveyed fall in the lowest sales class with less than
$20,000 of gross farm sales during the year

W rarms [ ]Acres operated [ Gross Sales

Less than $20,000
($5,164 per farm)

$20,000-39,999
($28,230 per farm)

$40,000-99,999 :l
($67,175 per farm)

$100,000-249,999
($159,528 per farm)

$250,000-499,999
($351,308 per farm)

$500,000 or more
($1,333,098 per farm)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percent of Total

Source: USDA, Farm Costs and Returns Survey

Land Tenure

and tenure describes the farm operator’s ownership interest in the land farmed.

The major land tenure categories are (1) full owners, who own all the land they
operate, (2) part owners, who own some and rent the remainder of their land, and (3)
tenants, who rent all of their land or work on shares for others. The majority of farms
in the 1993 Farm Costs and Returns Survey (54 percent) reported full ownership of
the land they operated, while 36 percent owned part and rented part of the farmland
they operated. Only 10 percent of operations reported that they rented all of their
land.

Part owners generally operate the largest farms, averaging 730 acres in 1993, fol-
lowed by tenants with 534 acres and full owners with 225 acres per farm. Part own-
ers account for the largest share of acreage operated (60 percent of the total in 1993).

18



Gross farm sales are also concentrated on part-owner operations (55 percent of
gross farm sales in 1993). The average value of gross farm sales for part owners in
1993 was $113,300, very close to the average for tenants at $111,000. Gross farm
sales for full-owner operations averaged $40,700.

Table 2-4.

U.S. agricultural landholdings of foreign owners, by State,

December 31, 1994

Foreign-owned

Foreign-owned

Foreign-owned

State  agricultural land State  agricultural land State  agricultural land
Acres Acres Acres

Alabama ...... 300,375 Louisiana. .. ... 667,587 Ohio.......... 199,521
Alaska............. 75 Maine ....... 2,052,701 Oklahoma ... ... 58,047
Arizona ....... 331,859 Maryland . .. .... 51,112 Oregon........ 642,812
Arkansas ...... 178,928 Massachusetts ... 2,029 Pennsylvania . . .. 91,880
California .. ... 918,771 Michigan .. .... 443,377 Puerto Rico. ....... 839
Colorado . ..... 642,309 Minnesota . . . .. 221,502 Rhode Island. . ... ... 17
Connecticut. . .. .. .. 822 Mississippi. . . . . 485,589  South Carolina. . 197,137
Delaware ........ 5,878 Missouri........ 73,790 South Dakota. . . . 42,957
Florida........ 621,201 Montana. ... ... 476,198 Tennessee. . .... 82,734
Georgia ....... 561,412 Nebraska....... 76,585 Texas ....... 1,173,564
Hawaii ........ 179,971 Nevada ....... 285,773 Utah........... 60,604
Idaho .......... 22,375 New Hampshire.. 16,451  Vermont........ 85,784
lllinois. . ....... 203,761 New Jersey .. ... 18,366  Virginia........ 148,604
Indiana......... 66,113 New Mexico. ... 784,030 Washington . . . . 388,439
lowa........... 32,459 NewYork ...... 275,995 West Virginia . . . 167,632
Kansas......... 67,958 North Carolina . 224,737 Wisconsin ...... 78,474
Kentucky ...... 114,225 North Dakota ... 27,840 Wyoming ...... 186,975
Total 14,058,174

Foreign Ownership of U.S. Farmland

oreign ownership of U.S. agricultural land remained relatively steady from 1981

through 1994—slightly above or below 1 percent of the privately owned agricul-
tural land in the United States.

At the end of 1994, foreign persons owned 14.1 million acres—slightly more
than 1 percent of the 1.3 billion acres of privately-owned U.S. agricultural land (farm

and forest land).

Forest land accounts for 47 percent of all foreign-owned acreage, cropland for 18
percent, pasture and other agricultural land for 32 percent, and nonagricultural land

for 3 percent.
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Corporations own 71 percent of the foreign-held acreage, partnerships own 21
percent, and individuals own 6 percent. The remaining 2 percent is held by estates,
trusts, institutions, associations, and others.

About 53 percent of the reported foreign holdings involve land actually owned
by U.S. corporations. The law requires them to register their landholdings as foreign
if as little as 10 percent of their stock is held by foreign investors. The remaining 47
percent of the foreign-held land is owned by investors not affiliated with U.S. firms.

A total of 67 percent of foreign-held acreage is owned by investors (including
individuals, corporations, partnerships, etc.) from Canada, the United Kingdom,
Germany, Switzerland, the Netherlands Antilles, and the British Virgin Islands (in
descending rank order). Japanese investors own only 3 percent of foreign-owned
acreage.

Maine is the State with the largest number of acres (2,052,701) owned by foreign
persons. Foreign holdings in Maine account for 11 percent of that State’s privately
owned agricultural land and 15 percent of all the reported foreign-owned agricultural
land nationwide. Three companies own 87 percent of the foreign-held acres in
Maine, all in forest land. Two of these companies are Canadian, and the third is a
U.S. corporation that is partially Canadian owned.

Outside of Maine, foreign holdings are concentrated in the West and South, each
containing 35 percent of all reported foreign holdings of U.S. agricultural land.

These findings are based on reports submitted to USDA under the Agricultural
Foreign Investment Disclosure Act of 1978.

Table 2-5.

U.S. agricultural landholdings by country of foreign owner,
December 31, 1994

Interests excluding U.S. corporations with foreign shareholders

Country Acres Country Acres
Number Number
Argentina................... 13,405 Colombia.................. 11,414
Australia. .................... 6,137 CostaRica................ 13,835
Austria............. .ot 57,312 Croatia .........covvinn 1,023
Bahamas................... 36,126 Cuba....................... 58
Bahrain....................... 313 Czech Republic................ 347
Barbados ..................... 117 Denmark ................... 12,948
Belgium................... 65,526 Dominican Republic ........... 2,108
Belize ................ ... ..., 549 Ecuador ..................... 971
Bermuda.................. 73,643 Egypt........ ... ... ... ... 2,076
Bolivia........................ 11 ElSalvador .................. 128
Brazil...................... 10,081 Finland ........................ 22
British Virgin Islands ... ... .. 124,975 France.................... 128,202
Canada.................. 1,572,107 Gambia....................... 294
Caymanislands ............. 40,635 Germany.................. 758,844
Chile....................... 2,074 Greece. ......ooviii 60,491
China...................... 935 Guatemala. .................. 1,102
— continued
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Table 2-5 continued.

U.S. agricultural landholdings by country of foreign owner,
December 31, 1994

Country Acres Country Acres
Number Number
Guyana. ............uiiiiiana 35 Pakistan . ..................... 982
Honduras.................... 1,018 Panama................... 121,649
HongKong ................. 14,741 Peru ........ ... ... ... .. ... 308
Hungary . ...... ... ... ... ..... 103 Philippines. . ................. 3,816
India........................ 1,734 Poland. ....................... 147
Indonesia . .................... 752 Portugal. .. .................. 4,146
Iran ...... ... 2,343 Russia........... ... 761
Ireland . .................... 10,508 St.Vincent................... 2,637
Israel.......... ... ... .. . ... ... 951 SaudiArabia . ............... 31,553
taly . ...... ..o 82,633 Singapore. ............. ... 504
lvoryCoast.................... 119 Somalia. ....................... 11
Jamaica ........... .. 321 South Africa. . ................ 2,673
Japan..................... 200,302 Spain.............. ... ... 3,890
Jordan...................... 1,580 Sweden.................... 54,549
Kampuchea .................... 31 Switzerland . . .............. 291,392
Korea (South) ................ 1,570 Syria . ... 2,689
Kuwait .. ................... 20,188 Taiwan.............cnnn.. 7,899
Laos . ..o 31 Tanzania ................... 10,143
Lebanon ................... 12,604 Thailand. . ................... 1,835
Liberia..................... 29,632 Trinidad & Tobago. . .............. 94
Liechtenstein............... 135,249 Turkey. ... ... 38
Luxembourg ................. 3,109 Turkslisland.................. 3,192
Malaysia .................... 7,948 United Arab Emirates . ......... 4,080
MexiCo. ...........ovvunn.. 178,736 United Kingdom . .......... 1,734,467
Morocco. . ......... ... 1,035 druguay. ... 10,807
Namibia ...................... 197 Venezuela.................. 22,610
Netherlands. . .............. 112,292 Viethnam ...................... 152
Netherlands Antilles . ... ... .. 356,837 Zimbabwe. .................... 230
New Zealand................ 13,587 Multiplel. .. ......... ... ..., 54,145
Nicaragua . .................. 1,378 Third tier2. . ................. 65,887
Norway ............c.ovuinnn. 5,073
oman .........ooeviiie... 454 Subtotal®. . ............... 6,632,186

U.S. corporations with foreign shareholders

Country Acres  Country Acres
Number Number

US/Andorra .................. 3,741 US/Barbados. . .................. 41
US/Argentina .. ............... 4,056 US/Belgium ................. 88,484
US/Australia.................. 5,030 US/Bermuda ................ 38,264
US/Austria . ........ovvnnn. 23,091 US/Brazil ................... 14,400
US/Bahamas ................ 61,496 US/Brit. Virgin Islands . ... .... 423,636
— continued
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Table 2-5 continued.

U.S. agricultural landholdings by country of foreign owner,

December 31, 1994

Country Acres Country Acres
Number Number
US/Canada............... 1,687,398 US/Malaysia . .................. 300
US/Caymanislands. .......... 12,528 USMalta...................... 500
US/Chile..................... 9,929 US/Mexico . .......oovvvn... 252,485
US/IChina................... 15,589 US/Netherlands . ............ 363,882
US/Colombia . ............... 10,154 US/Netherlands Antilles . .. ... 212,250
US/CostaRica ................. 407 US/New Hebrides . .............. 883
usS/Denmark ................. 7,917 US/New Zealand ............. 50,455
US/Dominican Republic . ......... 589 US/Nicaragua . .. ............... 282
US/Ecuador .................. 1,632 US/Norway. .................. 9,709
US/Egypt. ... oo 959 US/Panama................ 151,798
US/ElSalvador .. ............... 607 US/Paraguay................... 236
US/Finland................... 2,212 US/IPeru..................... 1,696
US/France ................. 271,571 US/Philippines . . .............. 7,793
usS/Germany ............... 867,626 US/Portugal . ................. 1,683
US/Greece............c..u... 5,249 US/Qatar...................... 219
US/Guatemala ................. 412 US/Saudi Arabia ............. 10,648
US/Guyana.................... 334 us/Singapore . .......... ... 73
US/Honduras ................... 37 US/South Africa. . ............. 2,733
US/HongKong. ............. 131,139 US/Spain .................... 4,574
US/Indonesia . ................. 644 US/Sweden .................. 4,094
USllran. . ......ccoei i 1,861 US/Switzerland ............. 323,510
usiiraq ....coooiee i 800 US/Taiwan .................. 18,207
US/lreland .. ................. 1,942 US/Thailand ................... 252
US/lsrael . . ........ .. ........ 414 US/Trinidad & Tobago. ............ 20
usS/italy .................... 23,547 US/Turkey .......... ... ot 443
USMapan.................. 284,860 US/United Arab Emirates ....... 3,443
US/ordan..................... 434 US/United Kingdom .. ...... 1,024,718
US/Kenya .......... ..., 32 UsS/Uruguay ............cccov... 618
US/Korea (South) . ............... 85 US/Venezuela ............... 40,182
US/Kuwait ................... 8,330 US/Multiple ................ 178,177
US/Lebanon ................... 703 US/Third Tier ............... 387,016
US/Liberia .................. 26,733
US/Libyan Arab Republic .. . .. .. .. 280 Subtotal*................. 7,425,988
US/Liechtenstein . . ........... 99,365 Total all landholdings . . . ... 14,058,174
US/Luxembourg. . ........... 234,551

1A report is processed as “multiple” when no single country predominates—for example, an equal partnership

between a Canadian and a German.

2A report is processed as “third tier” if three or more levels of ownership are reported with no foreign interests

stated.

3Total interests excluding U.S. corporations with foreign shareholders.
“Total interest of U.S. corporations with foreign shareholders.

22



The U.S.
Farm Sector

Farm Labor

abor use on U.S. farms has changed dramatically over the last several decades.

Average annual farm employment dropped from 9.9 million in 1950 to 2.8 mil-
lion in 1994. This decrease resulted largely from the trend toward fewer and larger
farms, increased farm mechanization and other technological innovations, and higher
off-farm wages. However, farm employment appears to have stabilized in recent
years, as increases in mechanization and labor-saving technology have leveled off
and the downward trend in farm numbers has slowed.

Family workers, including farm operators and unpaid workers, accounted for 70
percent of farm labor in 1994, while hired workers accounted for 30 percent. A
recent change in farm labor use patterns has been the increased use of service work-
ers, including crew leaders and custom crews, who accounted for 9 percent of all
workers on farms in 1994, compared with less than 2 percent in 1980.

The average wage rate for hired farm workers in the United States in 1994 was
$6.39 per hour. Wages varied by type of worker: livestock workers averaged $5.76,
field workers averaged $6.02, and supervisors averaged $9.95 in 1994.

A significant portion of total farm production expenses is spent on labor. The
1992 Census of Agriculture reported that expenditures for hired and contract labor on
U.S. farms were $15.3 billion in 1992, or almost 12 percent of total farm production
expenses. About 36 percent of all farms had hired labor expenses and 12 percent had
contract labor expenses.

The importance of labor varied significantly by farm type and size of farm. The
proportion of total farm production expenses attributed to hired and contract labor
expenses was greatest on horticultural specialty farms (45 percent), fruit and tree nut
farms (40 percent), and vegetable and melon farms (37 percent). These types of farms
are the least mechanized, and many of the commodities they produce are still har-
vested by hand. At the other extreme, labor expenses comprised less than 5 percent of
all production expenses on beef cattle, hog, sheep, poultry, and cash grain farms.

Larger farms are more likely to have labor needs in excess of that provided by
the farm family. Farms of 260 or more acres, which accounted for only 32 percent of
all farms, had 70 percent of all labor expenses in 1992. In terms of sales class, the 27
percent of all farms with $50,000 or more in value of products sold accounted for 95
percent of all labor expenses.

23



Agricultural Credit

he availability and use of credit plays a significant role in the sustained profitabil-

ity of farm enterprises. In this regard, a symbiotic relationship exists between
agricultural producers and their lenders; the health of one depends on the condition of
the other. As farmers enjoyed relative prosperity in 1993, the major institutional
lenders serving agriculture experienced continuing improvement in their financial
condition, and further gains were seen in 1994. Commercial banks, the Farm Credit
System (FCS), and Life Insurance Companies continue to report declining loan delin-
quencies, foreclosures, net loan charge-offs, and restructurings. Total farm business
debt at the end of 1993 was $141.9 billion, up slightly from 1992.

Lenders generally reported that agricultural credit demand was up only slightly
in 1993, while credit availability remained adequate. Farmers affected by the
Midwest flood and Southeast drought may have experienced loan repayment prob-
lems, as lenders in those areas reported an increase in loan renewals and extensions.
Generally, lenders are actively seeking new borrowers, but their perception of a
tighter regulatory environment appears to be leading them to exercise greater caution
in granting loan approval. Lenders report adequate funds for all creditworthy bor-
rowers, but they are applying stricter eligibility requirements in qualifying all loan
applicants, including farmers. At the same time, farmers do not appear eager to use
their improved incomes to leverage a new round of credit-financed expansion.

Loans made to agricultural producers are classified as real estate and nonreal
estate loans in the farm sector accounts. Real estate loans generally have terms of
from 10 to 40 years, and are ordinarily used to purchase farmland or to make major
capital improvements to farm property. Much of the growth of commercial bank real
estate loans during the 1980°s was due to the use of farm real estate as security for
refinancing of production and intermediate-term loans. Farm business real estate
debt was $76 billion at the end of 1993, up $1 billion from 1992. Nonreal estate
loans are typically made for loan terms of less than 10 years, with the term depending
on the purpose of the loan: seasonal operating loans are made for less than 1 year,
while loans to purchase machinery and equipment or livestock may run for 7 years or
more. Farm business nonreal estate debt was $65.9 billion at the end of 1993, up over
3 percent from 1992.

At the end of 1993, the FCS held $24.9 billion in farm business real estate mort-
gage debt, and $10.5 billion in nonreal estate loans. In total, the FCS held about 25
percent of all farm business debt. The financial health of the FCS continued to
improve in 1993, as the FCS reported systemwide net income of $1.2 billion on total
net interest income of almost $2 billion. Furthermore, in recent years the System’s
overall loan portfolio has improved as the average cost of funds continued to decline.
The spread between interest earned on loans outstanding and interest paid on bonds
issued increased from 1.24 percent in 1990 to 2.62 percent in 1993. This translated
into a more competitive loan pricing environment for the FCS as a whole.

Commercial banks held more than 38 percent of all farm business debt by the
end of 1993, accounting for $19.6 billion in real estate loans (26 percent of total) and
$34.9 billion in nonreal estate debt (53 percent). Life insurance companies main-
tained their presence in the agricultural credit market, as their total farm business debt
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rose slightly to $9 billion, giving them an 11-percent share of the farm business mort-
gage market. The “Individuals and others” classification is composed primarily of
sellers financing the sale of farmland in real estate lending, and input suppliers and
relatively minor lending agencies in the nonreal estate debt category. These
accounted for $16.7 billion in real estate loans and $14.2 billion in nonreal estate debt
at the end of 1993.

Table 3-1.

Farm business debt, selected years

Farm debt outstanding, December 31

1950 1960 1970 1980 1983 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Real estate

debt: $ Billion

Farm Credit

System 0.8 2.2 6.4 332 443 356 267 257 252 253 249
Life insurance

companies 1.1 2.7 51 120 11.7 104 9.0 9.6 9.5 8.7 9.0
Banks 0.8 14 3.3 7.8 83 119 156 162 173 187 196

Farmers Home
Administration 0.2 0.6 2.2 7.4 8.6 9.7 8.1 7.6 7.0 6.4 5.8

Individuals

and others 2.1 45 105 293 303 228 159 150 155 16.0 16.7
Total 5.2 11.3 275 89.7 103.2 90.4 75.4 74.1 74.5 75.0 76.0
Non-real-estate

debt:

Banks 2.4 47 105 300 371 297 292 313 329 329 349
Farm Credit

System 0.5 15 53 19.8 194 103 9.5 98 102 103 105

Farmers Home
Administration 0.3 0.4 0.7 100 129 144 108 9.4 8.2 7.1 6.3

Individuals and

others 25 4.5 48 174 186 121 122 127 13.0 132 142
Total 57 111 213 771 879 66.6 619 632 643 63.6 659
Total 109 224 488 166.8 191.1 157.0 137.2 1374 138.8 138.6 141.9

Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December
1994, USDA, ERS.
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Figure 3-1.

Farm Business Debt*

Thousands [] Non-Real Estate [l Real Estate
200

Total Farm Debt
150 —
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1965 67 69 71 73 75 7 79 81 83 85 87 89 91 93

1Debt secured by farms assets and for operating purposes.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December
1994, USDA, ERS.

Figure 3-2.
Farm business debt by lender
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Individuals and others include Commaodity Credit Corporation real estate loans.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, Dec. 1994,
USDA, ERS.
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The Balance Sheet

I:arm business asset values totaled $888 billion on December 31, 1993, an increase
of 3 percent over the preceding year. Farm business debt rose 2.3 percent during
1993, totaling $141.9 billion at year’s end. A 3-percent increase in equity resulted
from the value of assets rising more rapidly than debt. Average equity per farm on
December 31, 1993, was $360,000.

The debt-to-asset ratio (expressed as a percentage) decreased from 16.1 to 16.0
during 1993. The ratio was substantially below the peak of 23 percent that it reached
in 1985.

Real estate assets accounted for 74 percent of the total value of farm business
assets at the end of 1993. Real estate assets increased 3.6 percent during the year.
The average farm real estate value per farm was $317,800 on December 31, 1993.

Nonreal estate assets increased 1.7 percent during 1993. Increases in value
occurred for livestock and poultry, purchased inputs, and financial assets. The value
of machinery and equipment remained constant in 1993, while the value of crops held
in inventory declined.

Farm business real estate debt increased slightly in 1993, standing at $76 billion
at the end of the year. Nonreal estate debt rose over 3 percent to $65 billion. On
December 31, commercial banks held 38 percent of farm business debt, and the Farm
Credit System held 25 percent.

Table 3-2.

Farm business assets, debt, and equity?

Item 1960 1970 1980 1990 1993
Billion dollars
Assets 174.2 278.7 983.2 848.3 888.0
Real estate 123.3 202.4 782.8 628.2 656.3
Nonreal estate? 50.9 76.3 200.4 200.1 231.7
Debt 22.4 48.8 166.8 137.4 141.9
Real estate? 11.3 27.5 89.8 74.1 76.0
Nonreal estate* 11.1 21.2 77.1 63.2 65.9
Equity (assets minus debt) 151.7 229.9 816.4 710.9 746.1

1As of December 31. 2Crop inventory value is value of non-CCC crops held on farms plus value above

loan rate for crops held under CCC. ®Includes CCC storage and drying facilities loans. “Excludes value of
CCC crop loans.

Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December
1994, USDA, ERS.
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Net Farm Income

et cash farm income rose 2.0 percent in 1993 to 58.5 billion. Gross cash farm
N income was up $9.1 billion, but was offset by the $7.9 billion rise in cash
expenses. Adverse weather in 1993 called for the Secretary of Agriculture to desig-
nate over 800 disaster counties in the Midwest, largely because of flooding, and 500
counties in the Southeast, largely because of drought. Although many farmers
directly affected by the flood and drought disasters had much lower net cash incomes,
those outside the affected regions benefitted from higher prices and higher incomes.
As aresult, U.S. net cash farm income for 1993 showed a modest improvement over
the record set in 1992. Despite the disasters, the relative stability in crop receipts
came about because farmers offset lower production with sales from inventories.

Net cash income measures the farm sector’s cash income generated from farming
businesses during a calendar year. Farm businesses use the net cash income from
farming to purchase farm assets, reduce farm debt, and meet living expenses. Net
cash income is the sum of farm marketings, Government payments, and farm-related
income minus cash expenses. Cash expenses include purchased feed, seed, livestock,
fertilizer, lime, pesticides, fuel, oil, electricity, repair and maintenance, and other mis-
cellaneous expenses. Cash expenses for interest, property taxes, labor, and net rent to
nonoperator landlords are also included.

Net farm income fell 13.3 percent in 1993 to $43.4 billion. Gross farm income
was essentially unchanged at $201.4 billion, but production expenses rose 5.3 percent
(%$7.9 billion). Cash receipts from farm marketings were up $3.8 billion, with a $4.2
billion increase in livestock receipts only partially offset by a $400 million drop in
crop receipts. In the aggregate, crop producers experienced a reduction in output in
1993, which is reflected in both lower current year sales and the large drawdown in
inventories. Average per acre yields on the acres harvested in 1993 dropped consider-
ably in most areas, especially in hard-hit flood and drought States. The national aver-
age corn yield of 100.7 bushels per acre represents a decline of over 23 percent from
the 1992 record.

Net farm income measures the net value of agricultural commodities and ser-
vices produced by the farm sector during a calendar year. It includes the income and
expenses associated with the farmers” onfarm dwellings. The farm sector consists of
sole proprietorships, multifamily farms, partnerships, contractors, and vertically inte-
grated corporations that are involved in farming. Gross farm income is computed by
summing the gross cash income from farming, noncash income, and the value of
inventory adjustment. Total production expenses are the sum of the intermediate
production expenses, interest, labor, net rent to nonoperator landlords, capital con-
sumption, and property taxes. Net farm income is the residual.
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Table 3-3.

Net cash income and net farm income, 1992-93

Current dollars 1987 dollars!

Items 1992 1993 1992 1993
Million dollars

Gross farm income 200,213 201,432 165,602 163,102
Gross cash income 188,160 197,216 155,633 159,689
Farm marketings 171,203 175,052 141,607 141,743
Crops 84,853 84,497 70,184 68,419
Livestock and products 86,350 90,555 71,422 73,324
Government payments 9,169 13,402 7,584 10,852
Farm-related income 7,789 8,762 6,443 7,095
Noncash income 7,759 7,861 6,417 6,365
Value of home consumption 594 522 492 422
Gross rental value of dwellings 7,164 7,339 5,926 5,943
Operator and other dwellings 2 6,674 6,904 5,520 5,591
Hired laborer dwellings 490 435 406 352
Value of inventory adjustment 4,294 (3,645) 3,551 (2,951)
Total production expenses 150,139 158,030 124,184 127,959
Intermediate product expenses 91,306 97,956 75,522 79,317
Farm origin 38,913 41,545 32,186 33,640
Feed purchased 20,132 21,433 16,652 17,355
Livestock and poultry purchased 13,868 14,949 11,471 12,105
Seed purchased 4,913 5,162 4,063 4,180
Manufactured inputs 22,712 23,157 18,786 18,750
Fertilizer and lime 8,333 8,398 6,892 6,800
Pesticides 6,469 6,719 5,351 5,440
Fuel and oil 5,300 5,364 4,383 4,343
Electricity 2,611 2,677 2,159 2,167
Other 29,682 33,255 24,551 26,927
Repair and maintenance 8,469 9,154 7,005 7,412
Other miscellaneous 21,213 24,100 17,546 19,514
Interest 11,167 10,836 9,237 8,774
Real estate 5,772 5,501 4,774 4,455
Nonreal estate 5,395 5,334 4,462 4,319
Contract and hired labor expenses 14,008 15,005 11,587 12,150
Net rent to nonoperator landlords?® 9,507 9,551 7,864 7,734
Capital consumption 18,317 18,422 15,150 14,916
Property taxes 5,834 6,260 4,825 5,068
NET FARM INCOME* 50,074 43,402 41,417 35,143
Gross cash income 188,160 197,216 155,633 159,689
Cash expenses 130,772 138,697 108,165 112,306
Cash expenses, excluding net rent 119,891 127,773 99,166 103,460
Intermediate product expenses 90,535 97,298 74,884 78,784
Interest 10,616 10,304 8,781 8,343
Cash labor expenses 13,519 14,572 11,182 11,799
Property taxes 5,221 5,600 4,318 4,534
Net rent to nonoperator landlords 5 10,880 10,924 8,999 8,846
NET CASH INCOME 57,389 58,519 47,468 47,383

na=not appropriate. 1Gross domestic product implicit price deflators are used to deflate the accounts to real
dollars. 2 Value added to gross income. Net value added to net farm income equals the difference between net
farm income and returns to operators. 3Includes landlord capital consumption. 4 Statistics in and above the Net
Farm Income line represent the farm sector, defined as including farm operators’ dwellings located on farms.
Statistics below the Net Farm Income line represent only the farm businesses to the exclusion of the operators’

dwellings. 5Excludes landlord capital consumption.

Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December

1994, USDA, ERS.
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Farm Household Income

enior farm operators have been surveyed by the annual Farm Costs and Returns

Survey about the finances and production of their farms since 1985. Beginning
in 1988 USDA has collected additional information about the operator’s household.
In 1993, the most recent year for which the survey data are currently available, over
98 percent of farms were covered in the household definition. Included are those run
by individuals, legal partnerships, and family corporations. Nonfamily corporations,
cooperatives, and institutional farms are not included in the household definition.

Like many other U.S. households, farm households receive income from a vari-
ety of sources, one of which is farming. The 1993 average household income for
farm operator households was $40,329, which is on a par with the average U.S.
household. Farm operator households accounted for 2.1 percent of all U.S. house-
holds in 1993 and their average income was 97 percent of the national average.
About 88 percent of the average farm operator’s household income came from off-
farm sources and many operators spent the majority of their work effort in occupa-
tions other than farming. Off-farm income includes earned income such as wages
and salaries from an off-farm job; net income from an off-farm business; unearned
income such as interest and dividends; and royalties, annuities, Social Security,
Medicare, and other off-farm sources.

For the majority of farm operator households, off-farm income is critical. Most
U.S. farms are small (less than $50,000 in gross sales) and are run by households
which depend mainly on off-farm sources of income. Similarly, persons with off-
farm self-employment income are not always completely dependent on their self-
employment income either. The larger the farm, the more likely the operator is to

Figure 3-3.

Sources of income for average farm operator household, 1993

Farm income
$4,920

Wages and salaries (12%)
$18,508

(46%)

Other off-farm
income
$7,398
(18%)

Off-farm business income Interest and dividends
$6,706 $2,796
(17%) (7%)

Source: Farm Costs and Returns Survey, U.S. Department of Agriculture
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Figure 3-4.

Average farm and off-farm income for farm operator households, by
size of farm, 1993

Source of income: [llFarm  []Off farm

Less than $50,000
$38,413

$14,590
$26,718

$50,000-$249,999

$40,312

$250,000-$499,999
$25,457

$126,759

$500,000 and over
$32,840

1Based on gross value of farm sales, which includes both the operation’s and landlord’s value of agricultural
production and Government payments.
Source: Farm Costs and Returns Survey, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture.

have a major occupation of farming, and the more likely the household will more
fully depend on farm income. In 1993, slightly more than a quarter of farm house-
holds operated commercial-size farms with sales over $50,000. These farms provide
most of the U.S. farm production. But even in households with the largest farms
(sales over $500,000), off-farm income accounts for approximately one-fifth of
household income.

Average household income and dependence on off-farm income also vary among
different types of farm households. For example, about 7 percent reported negative
household income for 1993. On average, these households lost $37,739 from farm-
ing during the year. About 25 percent had household income of $50,000 or over, with
farm income averaging $28,879. Among occupational categories, households of
operators who reported occupations other than farming or retired had the highest
average household income, solely derived from off-farm sources. Data on operator’s
age show that, on average, households associated with the oldest and youngest opera-
tors had the lowest average household income. And data on operator’s level of educa-
tion show significant increases in average income with each higher level of education.
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Table 3-4.

Farm operator households and household income, by selected
characteristics, 1993

Number Average Share from
Item of households  household income! off-farm sources?
Number Dollars Percent
All operator households 2,035,692 40,329 88
Household income class:
Negative 151,720 -28,526 nc
0-$9,999 231,650 5,749 159
$10,000-$24,999 533,491 17,804 105
$25,000-$49,999 617,718 36,225 89
$50,000 and over 501,113 106,199 73
Operator's major occupation:
Farm or ranch work 919,044 36,341 61
Other 769,237 51,322 107
Retired 347,410 26,535 101
Operator’s age class:
Less than 35 years 180,401 33,115 77
35-44 years 394,137 42,096 81
45-54 years 471,458 52,215 90
55-64 years 433,343 45,623 87
65 years or older 556,352 27,219 96
Operator’s level of education:
Less than high school 472,721 24,643 92
High school 840,573 36,910 86
Some college 412,779 47,949 86
College 309,618 63,398 90

1The household income of farm operator households includes the net cash farm income that accrues to the
farm operation, less depreciation, as well as wages paid to household members for work on the farm and net
income from another farm business, plus all sources of off-farm income accruing to the household. In cases
where the net income from the farm was shared by two or more households, the net cash income was allo-
cated to the senior operator's household based on the share that the operator reported receiving. 2Income from
off-farm sources can be more than 100 percent of total household income if farm income is negative.

nc = not computed.
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Net Farm Income by State

he ranking of States by the aggregate value of net farm income reflects the size of

the State, the proportion of its land that can be cultivated, and the fertility of the
land and climate within the State, as well as the State’s comparative advantage in pro-
ducing and marketing high valued commaodities. Because these factors do not readily
change, the ranking of States remains relatively stable over a period of years.

California led the Nation in 1993 with a net farm income of $5.2 billion, fol-
lowed by Texas with $4.1 billion, North Carolina with $2.5 billion, Florida with 2.2
billion, and Nebraska with $2.1 billion.

California, at $19.9 billion in cash receipts, led the Nation in the value of cash
receipts from all commodities. California’s diversity in agricultural production is
reflected by the State’s top five commaodities from agricultural sales: dairy products,
greenhouse and nursery products, grapes, cattle and calves, and lettuce, which
together accounted for 46 percent of the State’s total cash receipts. California was
also the top producing State in the Nation for agricultural sales from five commodi-
ties: greenhouse and nursery products, hay, grapes, tomatoes, and lettuce. California
also had the highest production expenses, $16.3 billion.

The second leading State in net farm income, Texas, ranked second in cash
receipts from all commodities, with $12.6 billion in sales. Texas was first in livestock
receipts ($8.3 billion) and fourth in crop receipts ($4.3 billion) for the Nation. Texas
is a more specialized State: 50 percent of its agricultural sales in 1993 came from the
State’s top commaodity, cattle and calves. Texas led the Nation in sales of cattle and
calves, cotton, and sorghum grain. Texas ranked second in production expenses,
$11.6 billion.

The third-ranking State in net farm income, North Carolina ranked eighth in
gross farm income but ranked twelfth in production expenses in the Nation. North
Carolina’s top commodities include tobacco, broilers, and hogs, which accounted for
54 percent of the State’s sales from agricultural commaodities in 1993. North
Carolina also led the Nation in sales from tobacco and turkeys.

Florida ranked fourth in net farm income, ninth in gross farm income, and thir-
teenth in production expenses. Florida’s top four commodities—greenhouse and
nurseries, oranges, tomatoes, and cane for sugar—comprised 51 percent of the State’s
sales from agricultural production in 1993. Florida led the Nation in sales from
oranges and cane for sugar.

Nebraska was the fifth leading State in net farm income. Nebraska ranked fourth
in gross farm income and fifth in production expenses. The State also ranked fourth
in cash receipts with $8.9 billion, second in livestock sales ($5.8 billion), and seventh
in crop sales ($3.1 billion). The State’s leading commaodities, cattle and calves, corn,
and hogs, accounted for 83 percent of the State’s cash receipts from agricultural prod-
ucts in 1993, with cattle and calves contributing 53 percent.

Even though Arkansas ranked 16th in net farm income and 14th in cash receipts
from the sales of all agricultural commodities, the State led the Nation in sales from
broilers and chicken eggs in 1993.
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Figure 3-5.

Net farm income, 1993

Il Top 10 States in  [_] Bottom 10 States in
net farm income net farm income

Source: Agriculture Income and Finance Situation and Outlook Report AlS-54, September 1994, USDA, ERS

State Rankings by Cash Receipts

ranking by cash receipts of leading commodities within States can convey a sig-
Anificant amount of information about the product mix within a State. Similarly,
a ranking of States by cash receipts from sales of a specific commodity or commodity
group can convey information about the relative importance of the commodity to
individual States and geographic regions. Such rankings are an aid in analyzing the
effects of weather, changes in farm programs, or economic conditions affecting the
prices of commodities.
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Table 3-5.

States ranked by cash receipts, 19931

Livestock
Total and products Crops State’s top ranking commodities by value of cash receipts
Cash Cash Cash
State Rank receipts Rank receipts Rank receipts 1 2 3 4 5
Alabama 24 2,910 16 2,184 32 726 Broilers Cattle/calves  Eggs Grnhs/nurs Cotton
Alaska 50 27 50 6 50 21 Grnhs/nurs Dairy prods Potatoes Hay Cattle/calves
Arizona 31 1,922 31 885 27 1,037 Cattle/calves  Cotton Dairy prods Hay Grnhs/nurs
Arkansas 14 4,382 9 2,902 20 1,480 Broilers Soybeans Cotton Cattle/calves  Eggs
California 1 19,850 4 5,246 1 14,604 Dairy prods Grnhs/nurs Grapes Cattle/calves Cotton
Colorado 16 4,038 10 2,879 21 1,204 Cattle/calves ~ Wheat Corn Dairy prods Hay
Connecticut 41 521 43 258 40 263 Grnhs/nurs Eggs Dairy prods Aguaculture Tobacco
Delaware 40 622 39 463 44 159 Broilers Soybeans Corn Grnhs/nurs Dairy prods
Florida 8 5,750 26 1,202 3 4,548 Grnhs/nurs Oranges Tomatoes Cane/sugar Dairy prods
Georgia 15 4,211 13 2,572 19 1,639 Broilers Peanuts Cattle/calves  Eggs Dairy prods
Hawaii 43 491 47 85 38 406 Cane/sugar Pineapples Grnhs/nurs Macad.nuts Dairy prods
Idaho 25 2,847 27 1,167 17 1,680 Cattle/calves  Potatoes Dairy prods Wheat Sugarbeets
lllinois 5 8,082 15 2,248 2 5,835 Corn Soybeans Hogs Cattle/calves  Dairy prods
Indiana 11 5,118 18 1,932 6 3,186 Corn Soybeans Hogs Cattle/calves Dairy prods
lowa 3 10,001 3 5,829 5 4,173 Hogs Corn Cattle/calves Soybeans Dairy prods
Kansas 6 7,363 5 4,870 11 2,493 Cattle/calves ~ Wheat Corn Soybeans Sorghum grain
Kentucky 20 3,376 20 1,720 18 1,656 Tobacco Cattle/calves Horses/mules  Dairy prods Corn
Louisiana 33 1,757 35 688 26 1,069 Cotton Cane/sugar Cattle/calves Soybeans Dairy prods
Maine 45 472 42 274 41 198 Eggs Potatoes Dairy prods Aguaculture Cattle/calves
Maryland 35 1,365 32 806 35 560 Broilers Grnhs/nurs Dairy prods Soybeans Cattle/calves
Massachusetts 42 497 46 122 39 375 Grnhs/nurs Cranberries Dairy prods Eggs Christ. trees
Michigan 21 3,367 25 1,376 14 1,991 Dairy prods Corn Grnhs/nurs Soybeans Cattle/calves
Minnesota 7 6,574 7 3,774 9 2,800 Dairy prods Cattle/calves Hogs Corn Soybean
Mississippi 27 2,605 22 1,577 28 1,028 Broilers Cotton Soybeans Aquculture Cattle/calves
Missouri 17 4,053 14 2,270 15 1,783 Cattle/calves  Soybeans Hogs Corn Dairy prods
Montana 32 1,781 30 938 31 843 Cattle/calves ~ Wheat Barley Hay Sugarbeets
Nebraska 4 8,909 2 5,842 7 3,067 Cattle/calves  Corn Hogs Soybeans Wheat

—continued
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Table 3-5 continued.

States ranked by cash receipts, 19937

Livestock
Total and products Crops State’s top ranking commodities by value of cash receipts
Cash Cash Cash
State Rank receipts Rank receipts Rank receipts 1 2 3 4 5
Nevada 47 289 45 187 45 102 Cattle/calves  Hay Dairy prods Potatoes Grnhs/nurs
New Hampshire 48 163 48 65 46 99 Dairy prods Grnhs/nurs Christ. trees Apples Cattle/calves
New Jersey 39 706 44 199 36 508 Grnhs/nurs Dairy prods Eggs Blueberries Soybean
New Mexico 34 1,621 28 1,135 37 486 Cattle/calves  Dairy prods Hay Grnhs/nurs Peppers,chil
New York 26 2,817 19 1,888 30 930 Dairy prods Grnhs/nurs Cattle/calves  Apples Corn
North Carolina 9 5,457 8 3,201 12 2,256 Tobacco Broilers Hogs Turkeys Grnhs/nurs
North Dakota 23 2,933 34 706 13 2,267 Wheat Cattle/calves Barley Sugar beets Dairy prods
Ohio 13 4,593 21 1,673 10 2,720 Soybeans Corn Dairy prods Grnhs/nurs Cattle/calves
Oklahoma 18 3,869 11 2,762 23 1,108 Cattle/calves ~ Wheat Grnhs/nurs Broilers Dairy prods
Oregon 28 2,476 33 739 16 1,737 Cattle/calves  Grnhs/nurs Dairy prods Wheat Onions
Pennsylvania 19 3,712 12 2,622 24 1,091 Dairy prods Cattle/calves Grnhs/nurs Mushrooms Eggs
Rhode Island 49 79 49 12 49 67 Grnhs/nurs Eggs Dairy prods Potatoes Corn, sweet
South Carolina 36 1,221 38 603 34 618 Tobacco Broilers Cattle/calves  Grnhs/nurs Turkeys
South Dakota 22 3,320 17 2,173 22 1,147 Cattle/calves ~ Wheat Hogs Corn Soybeans
Tennessee 30 2,039 29 1,012 29 1,027 Cattle/calves  Dairy prods Tobacco Soybean Cotton
Texas 2 12,617 1 8,342 4 4,275 Cattle/calves  Cotton Dairy prods Grnhs/nurs Broilers
Utah 38 804 37 626 42 177 Cattle/calves  Dairy prods Hay Turkeys Grnhs/nurs
Vermont 44 483 40 403 47 81 Dairy prods Cattle/calves Grnhs/nurs Christ. trees Hay
Virginia 29 2,068 24 1,385 33 683 Broilers Cattle/calves Dairy prods Tobacco Turkeys
Washington 12 4,574 23 1,561 8 3,013 Cattle/calves  Apples Dairy prods Wheat Potatoes
West Virginia 46 405 41 328 48 77 Cattle/calves  Broilers Dairy prods Turkeys Eggs
Wisconsin 10 5,250 6 4,164 25 1,086 Dairy prods Cattle/calves Corn Hogs Grnhs/nurs
Wyoming 37 817 36 657 43 160 Cattle/calves  Sugarbeets Hay Sheep/lambs  Wheat
United States 175,052 90,555 84,497

1 All cash receipts data are reported in million dollars.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: State Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December 1994, USDA, ERS.
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Table 3-6.

Leading States for cash receipts, 1993*

Top 10 States by their value of cash receipts

Commodities Rank Value 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Million State and

dollars million dollars
CA X 1A NE IL KS MN FL NC Wi
Total 175,052 19,850 12,617 10,001 8,909 8,082 7,363 6,574 5,750 5,457 5,250
Livestock 1 TX NE 1A CA KS Wi MN NC AR Cco
& poultry 90,555 8,342 5,842 5,829 5,246 4,870 4,164 3,774 3,201 2,902 2,879
2 CA IL FL TX 1A IN NE WA MN OH
Crops 84,497 14,604 5,835 4,548 4,275 4,173 3,186 3,067 3,013 2,800 2,720
Cattle and 1 X NE KS coO 1A OK CA SD MN MO
calves 39,986 6,353 4,707 4,365 2,421 2,207 2,125 1,526 1,503 1,087 864
Dairy 2 Wi CA NY PA MN TX Ml WA OH 1A
products 19,316 2,925 2,663 1,462 1,411 1,228 781 705 635 597 506
Corn 3 IL 1A NE IN MN OH TX KS MO Ml
14,012 2,868 2,232 1,806 1,542 888 808 519 493 404 388
Soybeans 4 IL 1A IN OH MN MO AR NE KS Ml
11,622 2,302 1,737 1,220 899 805 796 566 546 344 318
Hogs 5 1A IL NC MN NE IN MO SD OH KS
10,889 2,821 1,112 922 908 847 794 527 355 346 293
Broilers 6 AR GA AL NC MS TX MD DE VA CA
10,407 1,684 1,501 1,350 1,004 814 609 424 410 371 353
Greenhouse 7 CA FL TX OH Ml OR NC PA OK NY
and nursery 9,293 1,903 1,018 701 476 376 364 337 309 275 271

—continued
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Table 3-6 continued.

Leading States for cash receipts, 1993?

Top 10 States by their value of cash receipts

Commodities Rank Value 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Million State and
dollars million dollars
Wheat 8 ND KS MT WA OK SD X ID MN CcO
7,376 1,347 1,095 545 530 449 374 330 326 325 266
Cotton 9 X CA MS AR LA AZ GA TN AL NC
5,015 1,344 1,126 505 381 342 301 221 182 156 127
Eggs 10 AR GA CA IN PA AL OH X NC 1A
3,771 285 277 267 246 240 218 203 203 195 125
Hay 11 CA CcO 1D WA KS OR MN X NE 1A
3,244 543 161 154 153 146 118 114 114 114 109
Tobacco 12 NC KY TN SC VA GA OH IN FL PA
2,949 1,030 919 266 186 181 157 39 33 31 24
Turkeys 13 NC MN CA AR MO VA IN Wi 1A X
2,504 519 285 209 205 179 157 140 88 88 83
Potatoes 14 ID WA CA FL WI OR CcoO Ml ME ND
2,320 554 433 181 128 118 114 106 94 93 92
Grapes 15 CA WA NY AZ MI PA OR GA AR OH
2,000 1,822 90 27 18 12 11 10 3 3 2
Tomatoes 16 CA FL OH SC VA GA Ml NJ TN IN
1,696 796 2 50 2 35 25 24 2 19 18
Lettuce 17 CA AZ FL CcO NJ NM OH NY WA Ml
1,474 1,141 260 26 11 11 7 7 4 3 2

—continued
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Table 3-6 continued.

Leading States for cash receipts, 1993*

Top 10 States by their value of cash receipts

Commodities Rank Value 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Million State and
dollars million dollars
Apples 18 WA CA NY Mi PA VA OH OR NC ID
1,364 688 135 108 85 47 29 27 21 20 19
Oranges 19 FL CA AZ X
1,337 867 461 s 3 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Sorghum 20 X KS NE MD IL OK AR NM LA CO
grain 1,205 438 311 191 81 34 30 29 21 20 13
Sugarbeets 21 MN ID ND CA Mi NE WY MT CO X
1,083 255 187 143 132 116 59 51 51 36 28
Peanuts 22 GA ™ AL NC FL VA OK NM SC AZ
1,004 425 156 145 91 57 52 51 19 7 1
Almonds 23 CA
911 911 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Cane for sugar 24 FL LA HI TX
850 439 225 151 35 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Rice 25 AR CA LA X MS MO
828 282 251 109 90 69 27 n-a na na na

n.a. = not applicable. *Additional information about ranking of states and commodities by cash receipts can be found on the ERS Autofax, Document Number 4001, (202) 219-1107.

2Cash receipts data excluded to avoid disclosure of confidential information about individual producers.

Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: State Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December 1994, USDA, ERS.



Government Payments by Program and State

overnment payments were $13.4 billion in 1993, up 46 percent ($4.2 billion),
G and the highest since 1988. Government payments comprised 6.8 percent of
gross cash farm income in 1993. Farmers in the Midwest experienced disastrous
losses in crops, facilities, and even soil from flooding along the Mississippi and its
tributaries. In the southeastern United States, producers suffered significant losses
through drought conditions. Farms suffering losses from natural disasters qualified
for benefits from various Government programs, which is a contributing factor to the
rise in government payments in 1993. In addition, the exceptionally large feed grain
harvest in 1992 depressed market prices received by farmers, boosting deficiency
payments, a large portion of which were paid to farmers in 1993. Because crop year
Government payments overlap calendar years, deficiency and disaster payments are
revealed in different calendar years. Therefore, the full impact of these payments on
the farm sector associated with 1993 conditions is not completely reflected in 1993
Government payments.

Government payments represent direct, nonrecoverable transfer payments to pro-
ducers participating in various programs. The role of farm commaodity programs and
conservation policies instituted through direct Government payments is to support
prices through restricting the supply of specific commaodities (Acreage Reduction
Program, etc.), to support farm incomes directly through cash transfers to farm opera-
tors (deficiency payments, etc.), to support farm income in times of adverse weather
or natural catastrophes (disaster payments), and to maintain quality production and
environmental controls through conservation reserve programs (Wetlands Reserve
Program, etc).

The annual changes in the distribution of payments across States reflects changes
in the overall farm sector and U.S. economic environment, crop yields, weather con-
ditions, market prices, and any modifications in farm legislation.

Commaodity program recipients vary in type and magnitude across States
depending on the State’s production specialty, environmental and conservational
needs, and the number of acres operated.
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Table 3-7.

Government payments, by program and State, 1993*

State Feed Grain Wheat Rice Cotton Wool Act Conservation Miscellaneous Total
1,000 dollars
Alabama 6,327 4,572 0 47,707 105 30,614 47,915 137,240
Alaska 131 0 0 0 3 1,170 485 1,789
Arizona 2,988 5,263 0 82,204 1,897 1,662 19,864 113,878
Arkansas 12,045 34,321 257,938 79,016 340 17,709 303,298 704,667
California 15,093 30,023 127,013 138,427 8,915 14,144 188,531 522,146
Colorado 67,371 73,212 0 0 7,054 85,229 17,387 250,253
Connecticut 911 0 0 0 32 603 1,346 2,892
Delaware 3,585 406 0 0 9 509 1,735 6,244
Florida 3,566 781 288 5,104 7 22,573 78,361 110,680
Georgia 24,062 16,468 0 46,249 28 32,522 106,164 225,493
Hawaii 0 0 0 0 19 1,990 1,122 3,131
Idaho 22,521 72,937 0 0 4,455 43,081 16,322 159,316
lllinois 706,713 36,749 0 0 643 67,869 39,216 851,190
Indiana 315,829 16,445 0 0 289 38,455 7,935 378,953
lowa 916,663 356 0 0 2,504 185,497 124,524 1,229,544
Kansas 245,269 328,468 0 57 1,694 157,789 50,686 783,963
Kentucky 54,479 8,635 8 0 169 30,937 2,469 96,697
Louisiana 7,457 5,448 103,360 105,898 36 14,094 131,064 367,357
Maine 844 1 0 0 88 4,608 14,126 19,667
Maryland 15,206 2,358 0 0 116 2,699 5,910 26,289
Massachusetts 311 0 0 0 52 602 2,678 3,643
Michigan 140,984 17,551 0 0 747 24,651 57,409 241,342
Minnesota 418,196 86,865 0 0 1,697 107,283 209,209 823,250
Mississippi 5,903 9,622 49,538 169,729 21 42,303 106,675 383,791
Missouri 136,742 43,226 19,995 26,296 1,276 114,810 113,019 455,364
Montana 45,115 148,179 0 0 10,538 110,096 24,080 338,008
Nebraska 601,962 71,262 0 0 1,448 83,600 48,001 806,273
Nevada 227 700 0 0 1,380 951 3,755 7,013

—continued
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Table 3-7 continued.

Government payments, by program and State, 1993*

State Feed Grain Wheat Rice Cotton Wool Act Conservation Miscellaneous Total
New Hampshire 243 0 0 0 55 1,060 584 1,942
New Jersey 3,702 461 0 0 31 632 2,472 7,298
New Mexico 14,025 9,164 0 7,729 7,851 21,261 16,412 76,442
New York 39,089 4,013 0 0 440 8,381 20,363 72,286
North Carolina 39,889 7,982 0 24,192 94 10,537 49,754 132,448
North Dakota 107,244 284,749 0 0 2,724 110,839 58,975 564,531
Ohio 192,042 27,545 0 0 1,162 32,776 11,849 265,374
Oklahoma 15,823 167,738 215 28,448 2,617 54,751 54,357 323,949
Oregon 5,816 42,533 0 0 2,766 30,023 11,668 92,806
Pennsylvania 25,561 1,359 0 0 574 10,253 7,404 45,151
Rhode Island 3 0 0 0 4 132 1 140
South Carolina 17,547 9,309 0 19,774 2 14,760 41,120 102,512
South Dakota 165,187 83,370 0 0 8,515 75,221 100,131 432,424
Tennessee 22,535 9,100 111 51,160 86 28,158 49,474 160,624
Texas 200,584 117,058 91,212 392,947 77,941 185,131 355,957 1,420,830
Utah 3,710 5,668 0 0 7,522 11,122 8,592 36,614
Vermont 815 1 0 0 148 1,914 499 3,377
Virginia 17,594 4,794 0 681 699 7,130 15,448 46,346
Washington 23,249 112,249 0 0 814 57,851 13,045 207,208
West Virginia 2,381 124 0 0 371 2,220 1,163 6,259
Wisconsin 171,948 2,444 0 0 534 52,215 83,027 310,168
Wyoming 4,522 5,853 0 0 12,737 12,274 7,827 43,213
United States 4,844,009 1,909,362 649,678 1,225,618 173,249 1,966,691 2,633,408 13,402,015

Includes both cash payments and payment-in-kind (PIK). 2Includes amount paid under agriculture and conservation programs (Conservation Reserve, Agriculture Conservation,

Emergency Conservation, and Great Plains Program). 3 The programs included Rural Clean Water, Forestry Incentive, Water Bank, Dairy Indemnity, Extended Warehouse Storage,
Extended Farm Storage, Colorado River Salinity, Livestock Emergency Assistance, Interest Penalty Payments, Disaster, Loan Deficiency, Market Gains, Naval Stores Conservation,
Interest on CCC-6S, Option Pilot, Rice Marketing Expense, Arkansas Beaver Lake, Wetland Reserve Program-Cost Shares, 90 Day Rule, and Potato Diversion.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: State Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December 1994, USDA, ERS.



Federal Government Program Participation
and Direct Payments

nly about one-third of the Nation’s farms receive direct Government payments,

but some types of farms are more likely to receive payments than others. More
than half of farms specializing in crops were enrolled in Government programs in
1993, and they accounted for two-thirds of direct Government payments received by
farmers that year. Cash grain farms, including corn and wheat farms, had the highest
participation rates, with more than three-fourths of these farms receiving Government
program payments.

About 25 percent of farms specializing in livestock received direct Government
payments during 1993; dairy farms had the highest participation rate among livestock
farms (46 percent). Many farmers growing program-eligible crops feed the grain to
their livestock.

Direct Government payments were higher for crop farms, on average, than for
livestock farms. The U.S. average direct payment to all participating farms was
$13,220, ranging from a low of $4,538 for poultry farms to $22,735 for wheat farms.
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Table 3-8.

Number of farms, gross cash income, and direct commodity program participation, by farm type, 1993

All Farms —— — Participating Farms
Number of  Distribution of Average Average direct Percent Average direct
farms  direct Government  gross cash  Government payment participating  Government payment
Item payments farm income per farm per participant
All farms 2,063,300 100.00 69,084 4,761 36.0 13,220
Farms that
specialize in:
Wheat 48,840 9.2 82,619 18,589 81.8 22,735
Corn 80,094 11.3 106,290 13,918 814 17,104
Other cash grains 111,583 18.1 110,901 15,947 78.0 20,413
Other field crops 407,556 29.2 55,333 7,032 55.1 12,773
Veg., fruits, nuts
nursery, greenhouse 157,798 2.0 128,944 1,259 8.7 14,556
Beef, hogs 822,243 19.6 47,755 2,338 23.7 9,856
Poultry 27,559 0.3 126,949 1,025 22.6 4,538
Dairy 125,408 5.2 181,955 4,035 46.4 8,691
Other livestock 282,250 5.1 32,380 1,778 18.9 9,401

Source: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 1993 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, all versions.
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Table 3-9.

Number of farms and net cash income, by value of sales class, 1993

$1,000,000 $500,000to $250,000to $100,000to  $40,000to  $20,000 to Less than
Item and over $999,999 $499,999 $249,999 $99,999 $39,999 $20,000
Thousands
Number of farms 15 31 70 223 273 224 1,229
Total: Million dollars
Gross cash income 46,443 26,926 31,506 42,887 25,567 9,126 14,761
Cash receipts from marketings 44,826 24,614 27,706 36,224 21,262 7,833 12,587
Direct Government payment commodities 2,789 3,565 6,593 9,880 4,844 1,108 553
Price support only commodities 1,645 1,234 1,561 2,427 1,724 581 3,455
Nonsupported commaodities 40,392 19,815 19,553 23,918 14,695 6,144 8,579
Government payments 613 1,209 2,534 4,492 2,592 776 1,186
Farm-related income 1,004 1,103 1,265 2,171 1,713 518 988
Cash expenses 31,985 17,886 21,111 30,730 18,256 6,844 11,885
Net cash income 14,458 9,040 10,395 12,157 7,312 2,282 2,876
Percent of total: Percent
Number of farms 0.7 15 34 10.8 13.2 10.9 59.5
Gross cash income 235 13.7 16.0 21.7 13.0 4.6 7.5
Cash receipts from marketings 25.6 14.1 15.8 20.7 12.1 45 7.2
Direct Government payment commodities 9.5 12.2 22.5 33.7 16.5 3.8 1.9
Price support only commodities 13.0 9.8 12.4 19.2 13.7 4.6 274
Nonsupported commodities 30.3 14.9 14.7 18.0 11.0 4.6 6.4
Government payments 4.6 9.0 18.9 335 19.3 5.8 8.9
Farm-related income 115 12.6 14.4 24.8 19.6 5.9 11.3
Cash expenses 23.1 12.9 15.2 22.2 13.2 4.9 8.6
Net cash income 24.7 15.4 17.8 20.8 12.5 3.9 4.9

Note: Farm operations may have several households sharing in the earnings of the business (for example, partners or shareholders in the farm corporation). The number of house-

holds per farm operation tends to increase as sales per farm increase.

Source: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 1993 Farm Costs and Returns Survey, all versions.
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Table 3-10.

Number of farms, by value of sales class, 1978-93

$1,000,000 $500,000to $250,000to $100,000to  $40,000to  $20,000 to Less than
Year ormore  $999,9991 $499,9992  $249,9993 $99,999 $39,999 $20,000 All farms
Thousands
1978 ... NA 17 60 135 347 292 1,585 2,436
1979 ... NA 20 71 151 351 287 1,558 2,437
1980 ... NA 24 81 166 355 282 1,532 2,440
1981 ... NA 27 92 182 359 276 1,504 2,440
1982 .o NA 30 63 232 358 267 1,457 2,407
1983 .o NA 23 64 240 352 289 1,412 2,379
1984 .. ... NA 32 77 230 345 248 1,401 2,334
1985 ... NA 27 76 223 328 244 1,394 2,293
1986 ... .. NA 30 70 217 305 247 1,381 2,250
1987 . .. 10 19 59 212 316 235 1,361 2,213
1988 ... ... 12 21 60 218 312 248 1,327 2,197
1989 . ..o 13 26 67 206 315 265 1,278 2,171
1990 . ..o 16 27 64 214 306 259 1,254 2,140
1991 . ... 14 32 79 244 349 260 1,127 2,105
1992 . ... 15 32 76 247 339 254 1,131 2,094
1993 . . 17 35 81 258 313 254 1,105 2,065
Percentage distribution
1978 . ... NA 0.7 2.5 5.6 14.2 12.0 65.1 100.0
1979 L NA 0.8 2.9 6.2 14.4 11.8 63.9 100.0
1980 .ot NA 1.0 3.3 6.8 14.5 11.6 62.8 100.0
1981 ... NA 1.1 3.8 7.4 14.7 11.3 61.7 100.0
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Table 3-10 continued.

Number of farms, by value of sales class, 1978-93

$1,000,000 $500,000to $250,000to $100,000to  $40,000to  $20,000 to Less than
Year ormore  $999,9991 $499,9992  $249,9993 $99,999 $39,999 $20,000 All farms
Percentage distribution
1982 .. NA 1.2 2.6 9.6 14.9 11.1 60.5 100.0
1983 .. NA 0.9 2.7 10.1 14.8 12.2 59.3 100.0
1984 .. ... NA 1.4 3.3 9.9 14.8 10.6 60.0 100.0
1985 ... NA 1.2 3.3 9.7 14.3 10.7 60.8 100.0
1986 ... NA 1.3 3.1 9.7 13.5 11.0 61.4 100.0
1987 . 0.5 0.9 2.7 9.6 14.3 10.6 61.5 100.0
1988 ... 0.5 1.0 2.7 9.9 14.2 11.3 60.4 100.0
1989 ... 0.6 1.2 3.1 9.5 14.5 12.2 58.9 100.0
1990 ... 0.8 1.3 3.0 10.0 14.3 12.1 58.6 100.0
1991 ... 0.7 1.5 3.7 11.6 16.6 12.4 53.5 100.0
1992 ... 0.7 15 3.6 11.8 16.2 12.1 54.0 100.0
1993 .. 0.8 1.7 3.9 12.5 15.2 12.3 535 100.0

NA = not available. *For 1978-93, data are for sales class $500,000 or more. 2For 1978-81, data are for sales class $200,000 to $499,999.
3For 1978-81, data are for sales class $100,000 to $199,999.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December 1994, USDA, ERS.
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Table 3-11.

Direct Government payments, by program, 1950-93*

Feed Conser- Miscel-
Year grains Wheat Rice Cotton Wool vatior? laneous’® Total
Million dollars
1950 . . .o np np np np np 246 37 283
1950 .. o np np np np np 246 40 286
1952 . np np np np np 242 33 275
1053 . . np np np np np 181 32 213
1954 . . np np np np np 217 40 257
1055 . np np np np np 188 41 229
10956 . ..o np np np np 54 220 280 554
1957 . o np np np np 53 230 732 1,015
1958 . ..o np np np np 14 215 859 1,088
1959 . ... np np np np 82 233 367 682
1960 . ... np np np np 51 223 429 703
1961 ... 772 42 np np 56 236 387 1,493
1962 . . . 841 253 np np 54 230 368 1,746
1963 .. . 843 215 np np 37 231 370 1,696
1964 ... 1,163 438 np 39 25 236 278 2,179
1965 . ... 1,391 525 np 70 18 224 235 2,463
1966 . ... 1,293 679 np 773 34 231 267 3,277
1967 ..o 865 731 np 932 29 237 284 3,078
1968 . ... 1,366 747 np 787 66 229 268 3,463
1969 . ... 1,643 858 np 828 61 204 199 3,793
1970 ..o 1,504 871 np 919 49 208 166 3,717

1971 ... 1,054 878 np 822 69 173 149 3,145
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Table 3-11 continued.

Direct Government payments, by program, 1950-93*

Feed Conser- Miscel-
Year grains Wheat Rice Cotton Wool vatiorr? laneous® Total
1972 1,845 856 np 813 110 198 140 3,962
1973 . 1,142 474 np 718 65 72 136 2,607
1974 . . 101 70 np 42 4 192 125 530
1975 . o 279 77 np 138 13 193 107 807
1976 . 0o 196 135 4 108 39 209 47 734
1977 . oo 187 887 130 89 5 328 192 1,818
1978 . 1,172 963 3 127 27 239 499 3,030
1979 . o 494 114 59 185 33 197 294 1,376
1980. ..o 382 211 2 172 28 214 276 1,285
1981, .. 243 625 2 222 35 201 605 1,933
1982 .. 713 652 156 800 46 179 946 3,492
1983 .. 1,346 864 278 662 84 188 5,874 9,296
1984 . ... 367 1,795 192 275 118 191 5,493 8,431
1985 .. 2,861 1,950 577 1,106 98 189 924 7,705
1986 ..ot 5,158 3,500 423 1,042 112 254 1,325 11,814
1987 .o 8,490 2,931 475 1,204 144 1,531 1,972 16,747
1988 ..o 7,219 1,842 465 924 117 1,607 2,306 14,480
1989 ..o 3,141 603 671 1,184 81 1,771 3,436 10,887
1990 ... 2,701 2,311 465 441 96 1,898 1,386 9,298
1991 ... 2,649 2,166 550 407 154 1,858 431 8,215
1992 .. 2,499 1,403 512 751 188 1,899 1,916 9,168
1993 .. 4,844 1,909 650 1,226 173 1,967 2,633 13,402

np = no program.!Components may not add due to rounding. Includes both cash payments and payments-in kind (PIK). ?2Includes Great Plains and other conservation programs.
SThrough 1970, total amounts are for Soil Bank program, which was discontinued in 1971. Starting with 1971, amounts include all other programs. “Less than $500,000.
Source: Economic Indicators of the Farm Sector: National Financial Summary, 1993, ECIFS 13-1, December 1994, USDA, ERS.



Rural
America

Rural Population

oday, the United States is primarily metropolitan. People who live in large cities
Tand their suburbs account for 80 percent of the total population. Nonmetropolitan
people outside large cities and suburban counties numbered about 52.9 million in 1994.

Although nonmetro population increased in both the 1970’s and 1980’s, its pro-
portion of the total population fell slightly because the metro population grew even
more rapidly.

After 1970, most nonmetro counties that were losing population in the 1960’s
began to grow again because of job development, commuting, or the development of
retirement communities that drew retirees in from other areas. However, after 1980,
low farm income conditions and a slump in mining and manufacturing employment
led to slow but widespread decline in rural population. From 1980 to 1990, about
half of all nonmetro counties decreased in population, generally in the same areas
that declined before 1970. Some nonmetro counties, though, grew enough as retire-
ment or recreation areas, or from commuting to metro jobs, to produce overall non-
metro population growth during the decade.

Since 1990, there is evidence once again of increased retention of people in rural
areas. From 1990 to 1994, the population of nonmetro counties grew at an annual
pace more than double that of the 1980’s, with far fewer counties declining. This
change has affected all types of counties and most regions of the country.

Improvement in rural economic conditions is thought to be generally responsible
for this change. But, recreation and retirement counties continue to be the most
rapidly developing group. Declining population is still characteristic of areas that are
dependent on farming, three-fourths of which have continued to have more people
moving out than in.

Age and Race

ge distributions reflect past demographic events (births, deaths, and migrations)

and provide important clues about future changes in the labor supply and the
demand for goods and services. The age distribution of the U.S. population is still
dominated by the post-World War |1 rise in fertility rates known as the baby boom,
whose members were born in 1946-64. From the time the youngest baby boomers
graduated from high school and began their entry into the labor force in 1982 until
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Figure 4-1.

Age distribution of U.S. Metro and Nonmetro population, 1994
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the oldest members reach 65 in 2011, the United States has had and will continue to
have a favorable balance of people in income-producing age groups. All parts of the
country benefit from the current age structure.

A metro area, by definition, must have an urban nucleus of at least 50,000 people,
and may include fringe counties that are linked to that nucleus because their workers
commute to the central area. All other counties are nonmetro. Because of migration,
which always consists primarily of young adults and their children, metro areas cap-
tured a much higher percentage of the “baby boomers.” The higher metro percentage
of working-age adults has been a persistent pattern for most of this century.

Metro/nonmetro differences among the youngest and oldest have become increas-
ingly large. In a reversal of previous trends, the birth rates in metro areas in the last 5
years have been greater than in nonmetro areas. In large measure, this reversal is due
to the delayed childbearing among women in the large metro baby boom cohort. Birth
rates for nonmetro women are higher at younger ages, particularly for women in their
twenties, an age group not well represented in nonmetro areas.

Increases in life expectancy over the past 50 years and the aging of the large pop-
ulation segment born in the 1920’s increased the proportion of elderly between 1970
and 1990. The percentage of the population over age 75 rose dramatically, especially
in nonmetro areas. Retirement migration to nonmetro areas, coupled with histori-
cally high levels of nonmetro outmigration of young adults and their children, placed
a higher proportion of older people in nonmetro areas; the percentage of nonmetro
population aged 55 or older was 23 percent in 1994, compared with 19 percent in
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metro areas. For the first time since 1960, metro children 10 years old and younger
outnumber metro teenagers. This is not true for nonmetro areas.

In 1990, 8.7 million nonmetro residents belonged to one of four minority groups:
Blacks, Hispanics, Asians (including Pacific Islanders), and Native Americans.
Blacks made up close to two-thirds of the nonmetro minority population in 1980, but
their share declined as other groups grew much faster during the 1980°s. Minorities
constituted only 14 percent of the total nonmetro population in 1980, but they
accounted for 50 percent of the people added during the 1980’s. Their 15 percent rate
of growth was more than five times the rate for Whites. For all minorities except
Native Americans, however, growth rates were even higher in metro areas during the
1980’s, so that the percentage of U.S. minorities living in nonmetro areas declined
slightly from 16 to 14 percent. Minorities are still much more likely to live in metro
areas than Whites, but their presence in nonmetro areas is increasing.

Table 4-1.

Nonmetro population by race and ethnicity, 1980-1990
Share of U.S. population

Population in nonmetro areas
Change Change
Race/ethnic group 1980 1990 1980-90 1980-90 1980 1990
Thousands Percent
White 46,753 47,863 1,110 2.4 254 24.7
Minority 7,624 8,688 1,064 14.0 16.5 14.1
Black 4,770 4,923 153 3.2 18.0 16.4
Hispanic? 1,786 2,329 543 30.4 12.2 10.4
Native American? 759 971 212 27.9 49.5 49.6
Asian 309 465 156 50.5 8.3 6.4

1Hispanics can be of any race.
2Native Americans include American Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts.
Source: 1980 and 1990 Censuses of Population.

Nonmetropolitan Industry and Job Growth

Goods-Producing Industries

Manufacturing, natural resource-based industries such as farming and mining,
and other goods-producing industries have historically been the mainstay of the rural
economy. Employment gains in rural goods-producing industries were strongest dur-
ing 1969-79, faltering only during the 1974-75 economic downturn. Much of this
growth was attributable to national manufacturing firms that opened branch plants in
rural areas and also to booming construction activities. While goods-producing
industries normally spring back during economic recovery, in more recent years, over
periods of recession and recovery, employment growth has been sluggish. In non-
metro areas during 1979-89, employment in farming declined by 387,000 jobs (1.6
percent annually) and in mining by 120,000 jobs (2.2 percent annually), while manu-
facturing increased slightly by 17,000 jobs. The loss of nonmetro goods-producing
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employment accelerated during 1989-92, reflecting job weakness caused by the
1990-91 recession, with average annual declines of 1.6 percent in farming, 3.0 per-
cent in mining, and 0.6 percent in manufacturing.

Service-Producing Industries

Nonmetro service-producing industries provided steady employment growth
during 1969-92, creating almost 5.6 million new jobs in the period. Local consumer
activities, business services, recreational services, and retailing accounted for most of
the job growth in rural areas. Similar to the goods-producing industries, services
grew fastest during 1969-79 and slowed in 1979-89. But nonmetro service industries
recovered more quickly from the 1990-91 recession, adding over 1 million jobs
during 1989-92.

Total Employment

Nonmetro areas gained employment at a rate comparable to that of metro areas
during 1969-79 but lagged behind afterward. Nonmetro areas suffered more in the
two recessions of the early 1980°s, and benefited less from the 1982-89 recovery, than
did metro areas. As a result, employment growth was considerably slower in non-
metro (1.0 percent annually) than in metro areas (2.3 percent annually) during 1979-
89. More encouraging is the most recent performance of rural areas. In contrast to
the 1980°s trend, rural areas weathered the 1990-91 recession better than urban areas.
In nonmetro areas, total employment grew 1.5 percent annually during 1989-92; in
metro areas growth was only 0.5 percent annually. The strength of the nonmetro job
growth was in service-producing industries, which increased 2.9 percent annually.

Table 4-2.

Nonmetro and metro employment growth in selected industries,
1969-92

Change

Industry 1969 1979 1989 1992 1989-92
Thousands Percent

Nonmetro total 17,811 21,831 23,994 25,057 4.4
Goods-producing 7,486 8,580 8,253 8,094 -1.9
Manufacturing 3,608 4,241 4,258 4,182 -1.8
Services-producing 7,144 9,589 11,694 12,713 8.7
Services 2,687 3,593 4,852 5,534 14.1
Government 3,180 3,663 4,047 4,250 5.0
Metro Total 73,067 91,132 112,420 114,232 1.6
Goods-producing 22,681 24,583 24,587 22,677 -7.8
Manufacturing 16,936 17,253 15,772 14,498 -8.1
Services-producing 37,485 51,675 71,121 74,356 4.5
Services 5,155 20,126 31,143 34,701 114
Government 12,902 14,873 16,711 17,201 2.9

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis
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Table 4-3.

Nonmetro employment growth by industry, 1969-92

Change
Industry 1969 1979 1989 1992 1989-92
Thousands Percent
Nonmetro total 17,811 21,831 23,994 25,057 4.4
Goods-producing 7,486 8,580 8,253 8,094 -1.9
Farming 2,544 2,358 1971 1,874 -4.9
Forestry, fishing,
and agric. services 166 242 364 413 135
Mining 362 552 432 393 -9.0
Construction 806 1,187 1,228 1,232 0.3
Manufacturing 3,608 4,241 4,258 4,182 -1.8
Services-producing 7,144 9,589 11,694 12,713 8.7
TCU* 733 916 993 1,044 5.1
Wholesale trade 428 761 792 824 4.0
Retail Trade 2,558 3,257 3,945 4,191 6.2
FIRE** 738 1,062 1,112 1,120 0.7
Services 2,687 3,593 4,852 5,534 14.1
Government 3,180 3,663 4,047 4,250 5.0

*Transportation, communications and public utilities **Finance, insurance, and real estate.
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

Nonmetropolitan Employment and Wages

n 1993, 27 million people 16 years old and older were in the nonmetropolitan work

force, either at work or looking for work. On average, 6.5 percent or 1.8 million of
these workers were unemployed during the year. Unemployment rates are particu-
larly high among nonmetro minorities and teenagers. In 1993, 17.1 percent of
teenagers, 12.3 percent of blacks, and 9.4 percent of Hispanics in nonmetro areas
were unemployed. The official unemployment rate ignores those jobless people not
actively seeking work because they believe jobs are unavailable (discouraged work-
ers) and part-time workers who want full-time jobs. The nonmetro adjusted unem-
ployment rate, which includes discouraged workers and one-half of involuntary

part-time workers, was 10.3 percent.

Nonmetro unemployment fell from 7.1 percent in 1992 to 6.5 percent in 1993, as
rural areas participated in the continuing national economic recovery from the 1990-
91 recession. The national unemployment rate continued to fall during 1994 and
rural unemployment probably fell as well (a separate nonmetro unemployment rate
cannot be calculated for 1994). During the 1980’s, unemployment rates were consis-
tently higher in nonmetro areas than in metro. By 1993, however, the 6.5 percent
nonmetro unemployment rate was slightly lower than the 6.9 percent metro rate. The
nonmetro and metro adjusted unemployment rates show a similar pattern except that
the nonmetro adjusted unemployment rate in 1993, at 10.3 percent, was still slightly

higher than the 10 percent metro adjusted unemployment rate.
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During the 1980’s and early 1990’s, nonmetro wages failed to keep pace with
inflation. The inflation-adjusted, average honmetro wage fell 11.8 percent between
1979 and 1993, from $10.88 to $9.60 per hour (1993 dollars). Average metro wages
fell a smaller 3.4 percent between 1979 and 1993. As a result, the metro/nonmetro
average hourly wage gap grew by 47.8 percent, increasing from $1.78 to $2.63 (1993
dollars).

An increasing share of rural workers hold jobs paying so little that they would
not earn enough to raise a family of four above the poverty line even if they worked
full time, year round. In 1993, 42.9 percent of nonmetro workers received wages
below this threshold ($7.39/hour), an 8.9 percentage point increase since 1979.
During the same period, the share of metro workers earning poverty level wages rose
a smaller, but still substantial, 5.9 percentage points, to 32.3 percent.

Table 4-4.

Unemployment rates among various metro and nonmetro groups

Nonmetro Metro United States
1993 1993 1993 19941
Thousands
Civilian labor force 27,264 100,777 128,040 131,056
Total employment 25,480 93.827 119,306 123,060
Unemployed 1,782 6,951 8,734 7,996
Unemployment rate Percent
All civilian workers 6.5 6.9 6.8 6.1
Men 6.5 7.2 7.1 6.2
Women 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.0
Teenagers 17.1 19.6 19.0 17.6
White 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.3
Black 12.3 13.7 12.9 11.5
Hispanic 9.4 10.7 10.6 9.9
Adjusted unemployment
rate? 10.3 10.0 10.1 NA

1Separate metro and nonmetro estimates are not available for 1994.

2Unemployment rate adjusted to include discouraged workers and one-half of all workers employed part-time
for economic reasons.

Source: Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census.

Table 4-5.

Average hourly wages for workers ages 16 and over

Average hourly wage Change

1979 1993 1979-93

1993 dollars Percent

United States 12.09 11.66 -3.6
Metro 12.66 12.23 -3.4
Nonmetro 10.88 9.60 -11.8
Rural wage gap 1.78 2.63 47.8

Source: Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census.
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Table 4-6.

Share of low-wage* workers, 1979-93

Nonmetro Metro
1979 1993 1979 1993
Percent
All workers 34.0 42.9 26.4 32.3
Sex
Women 54.2 56.7 41.1 40.6
Men 18.9 30.2 14.9 24.7
Race/ethnicity
White 325 41.4 25.9 31.2
Black 53.2 60.8 30.7 40.3
Hispanic 41.4 42.4 33.8 48.4
Other high risk
Teen (ages 16-19) 78.5 95.7 78.0 94.9
High school dropout 49.4 66.0 43.5 63.8

1Hourly wages such that full-time, year-round employment is insufficient to bring a family of four above the

poverty line.
Source: Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census.

Figure 4-2.

Unemployment rates by residence, 1979-93
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lIincludes discouraged workers and half of the workers employed part-time for economic reasons.
Source: Current Population Survey.

Note: Beginning in 1985, estimation procedures for Current Population Survey are based on the 1980 Census.
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Female, minority, young, and low-educated workers were especially likely to
hold low-wage jobs. Among nonmetro workers, 56.7 percent of women earned
poverty level wages in 1993, as did 60.8 percent of blacks, 95.7 percent of 16-19
year-olds, and 66 percent of high school dropouts. Of course, many of these workers
are members of families that have additional earners or other sources of income. For
example, many younger workers have lower income needs than older workers,
because they live with their parents.

Table 4-7.

Median household income by race and Hispanic ethnicity
1993 household income Nonmetro-  Real change, 1989-93

Race/ethnicity Nonmetro Metro metro gap* Nonmetro Metro
Dollars Percent

Total 25,256 33,212 24.0 -3.2 -8.5

White 26,463 37,330 29.1 -5.4 -6.2

Black 14,183 20,601 31.2 +0.3 -9.6

Hispanic? 20,246 23,231 12.8 +0.5 -10.8

Note: Nonmetro-metro difference is statistically significant in each category. Change in household income from
1989 to 1993 is significantfor all race—ethnic groups in metro areas and for nonmetro whites.

1Percent by which nonmetro income is lower than metro. 2Hispanics may be of any race.

Source: Current Population Survey

Table 4-8.

Median household income by household type

1993 household income Nonmetro-

Household type Nonmetro Metro metro gap*
Dollars Percent

Married-couple household 33,836 47,120 28.2
Male householder with family 25,372 31,147 18.5
Female householder with family 15,209 19,418 21.7
Male living alone 19,205 25,976 26.1
Female living alone 10,625 16,458 354

Note: Nonmetro-metro difference is statistically significant in each category.
1Percent by which nonmetro income is lower than metro.
Source: Current Population Survey, Bureau of the Census.

Rural Income and Poverty

Between 1989 and 1993, rural median household income declined 3.2 percent
after adjusting for the effects of inflation, falling to $25,256. This decline con-
tinued the trend of generally stagnant-to-declining incomes experienced by rural
households since the late 1970°s. Urban income declined even more abruptly, falling
8.5 percent since 1989. As a result, the gap between rural and urban incomes nar-
rowed, although the median income of rural households was still 24 percent less than
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that of urban households. Incomes were substantially lower for rural minorities, for
families headed by women, and for women living alone.

The poverty rate in rural America increased 1.5 percentage points during the
period 1989-93 to stand at 17.3 percent. This percentage was substantially higher
than the urban rate of 14.6 percent. The rural-urban poverty gap narrowed, however,
because urban poverty increased even more rapidly in the early 1990°s than did rural
poverty.

Over half of the rural poor (51 percent) live in the South, a disproportionate con-
centration compared with the South’s 43 percent of the total rural population.

Families headed by women experience the highest poverty rate of all family
types. A higher proportion of families headed by women are poor in rural areas (43.4
percent) than in urban areas (38.2 percent).

Poverty among blacks in inner cities receives much more public attention than
does that among rural blacks, yet the 1993 poverty rate for rural blacks (40.7 percent)
was substantially higher than that for central city blacks (35.6 percent). More than
half of all rural black children (53.5 percent) live in families with incomes below the
poverty level.

Figure 4-3.

Poverty rate by residence, 1959-1993
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*Poverty estimates for 1989 and 1992 are based on reweighting of the respective CPS based on 1990
decennial census data. This makes them comparable to the 1993 estimates.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census P-60 series 1974-1994.
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Figure 4-4.

Poverty rates by population group, 1993
Nonmetro residence increased poverty risk for all groups.
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census Current Population Survey

Local Governments

n 1987, there were 91,186 local government units serving the Nation. These local
I governments employed the equivalent of 8.4 million full-time workers and spent
over $458 billion providing public services and constructing and maintaining public
facilities. The majority of these government units were located outside Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs).

Over the last 25 years, local government activity increased dramatically in metro
and nonmetro areas alike. However, most of the growth occurred in the 1960’s and
early 1970°s. During the late 1970’s and 1980’s, inflation-adjusted spending grew
more slowly, reflecting relatively slow economic growth and slow growth in inter-
governmental aid.

During the mid-1980’s, when metro economies were outperforming nonmetro
economies, local governments in metro counties (metro governments) were able to
increase their locally raised revenues more than local governments in nonmetro coun-
ties (nonmetro governments). Although nonmetro governments received somewhat
larger increases in intergovernmental aid than did metro governments, this was not
enough to offset their slower growth in locally raised revenue. Consequently, by 1987
metro governments surpassed nonmetro governments in per capita expenditures, but
the difference was slight (about 1 percent).
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Although overall per capita spending levels are roughly the same for metro and
nonmetro governments, nonmetro residents pay a substantially higher share of their
income to maintain these services. In 1987, locally raised government revenues
consumed 6.8 percent of income in nonmetro counties compared with 5.9 percent of
income in metro counties.

A closer look at per capita expenditures, by type, sheds light on additional diffi-
culties facing nonmetro local governments. In 1987, nonmetro governments spent 5
percent more on current services, and 22 percent less on capital projects (long-term
investments, for example in roads and buildings), than did metro governments. The
relatively high nonmetro current spending totals reflect the high costs of providing
services in highly rural areas that are unable to take advantage of economies of scale.
Many of these places (especially farming areas) lost population during the 1980°s,
further increasing their per capita cost of providing ongoing local government ser-
vices. To compensate, many of these places had to postpone or cancel capital
investment projects, reducing their capacity to provide services in the future.

In addition, nonmetro local governments in the 1990°s must comply with a
growing array of Federal and State mandates, such as more stringent environmental
regulations. EPA estimates that the per capita compliance cost for many of these
regulations is substantially higher for small communities than for large communities.
This could present a significant challenge for nonmetro local governments already
confronted with relatively high tax burdens, high costs of current services, and
deferred capital spending.

Figure 4-5.

Local government expenditures per capita, 1987*
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Note: Per capita amounts are county averages. ‘Latest available data.
Source: Bureau of Census, 1987 Census of Government
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Rural Public Services

ural local governments face special problems in providing services for their citi-
Rzens. The following are rural characteristics that affect ways in which rural local
governments provide services:

= |solation, the geographic separation of rural areas from metropolitan centers,

leads to low utilization rates for rural public services, inadequate response
times for emergency services, and the detachment of service delivery profes-
sionals from their colleagues.

= | ow population density means higher per unit costs of some services and the

inability to supply specialized help (for example, for the handicapped)
because the area cannot support the services for so few clients.

= A lack of fiscal resources puts many rural communities in a financial squeeze

with resulting service deprivation for local residents.

= Thelack of an adequate supply of trained personnel has several implica-

tions for service delivery in rural communities. Critical functions may go
understaffed, scarce employees are often overworked, service quality and
quantity suffer, and long-range planning becomes difficult.

Isolated rural communities often suffer from medical services and facilities that
are of lower quality than those found in metro areas. Even if medical care services
were evenly distributed across the Nation, and were of equal quality, it is likely that
nonmetro residents with chronically low incomes would still have serious difficulty
receiving adequate care in a complex medical system where access is based mainly
on the ability to pay.

Because many rural communities are small and isolated, and lack financial
resources and trained personnel, similar problems are encountered in the provision of
other rural public services. Various approaches have been taken to deal with these
problems:

= Some communities contract with private-sector firms to provide services. For

example, 36 percent of rural localities contract out legal services to for-profit
firms rather than perform such services themselves.

= Some communities that want to attract new residents and businesses may find

it beneficial to cooperate with other towns and share in the cost of furnishing
services they cannot afford by themselves. Rural communities can work
together in a variety of ways, and mutual aid is one way. Such an approach is
commonly used for fire and police protection.

= Another approach is for one community to sell a particular service to another.

About 23 percent of isolated rural governments contract with other govern-
ments for solid waste disposal, about 19 percent for the operation of libraries,
and 18 percent for tax assessing.

= Still another method of cooperation is joint action, especially for large pro-

jects such as building and operating hospitals or airports. Various methods of
dividing costs and creating joint committees or governing boards are worked
out for such projects.

Although most rural community residents do not enjoy the same level of public
services available to urban area residents, much progress has been made in improving
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some rural services over the last 30 years. Rising incomes and increased aid from
higher level governments have made possible more and better programs for rural
governments.

The management capacity of rural governments to plan and carry out these pro-
grams has improved. For example, in the 1960’s and 1970’s a nationwide system of
multicounty substate regional agencies was developed to help rural communities plan
for and manage their new population growth.

Still, the institutional base of rural governments is more fragile than that of urban
areas, and these isolated governments remain more vulnerable to external changes
than do metropolitan governments.

Federal Funding for Rural Area Development

ederal funds going to rural areas and small towns grew about as rapidly in the
Fearly 1980’s as did Federal funding in metropolitan areas. In 1990, Federal funds
reaching nonmetro counties averaged $3,270 per person, up 60 percent from 1980.
Funding to metro counties averaged $3,823 per person, up 61 percent from 1980.
After adjusting for inflation, these values were nearly unchanged between 1980 and
1990.

Federal funding includes payments, loans, and other transfers of money to sup-
port Federal, State, and local programs in agriculture, forest management, housing,
transportation, education, health, public assistance, Social Security, veterans’ bene-
fits, defense, energy, and so on. It also includes interest on the national debt, but this
has been excluded for analytic purposes. Figures on the metro-nonmetro distribution
of funds are based on the share of Federal funds that can be reliably traced to county
levels, and that can be compared from 1980 to 1990.

Nonmetro counties received a much larger share of their funds for income secu-
rity programs, especially retirement and disability programs. About 41 percent of
nonmetro funds were for such programs, compared with 30 percent of metro funds.

Nonmetro areas received much less defense funding than metro areas, but fund-
ing of nondefense programs in nonmetro and metro areas was similar in 1990.
Excluding loans, nondefense funding going to nonmetro areas was $2,665 per person,
compared with $2,630 per person in metro areas.
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Table 4-9.

Federal funds per capita, FY 1990

Metro Nonmetro

Object class of funds All counties counties counties
All Federal funds, including loans 3,696 3,823 3,270
Salaries and wages 580 646 357
Defense 276 307 170
Nondefense 304 339 187
Procurement contracts 648 757 281
Defense 477 571 159
Nondefense 171 185 122
Direct payments to individuals 1,775 1,738 1,899
For retirement 1,206 1,163 1,349
Other than retirement 569 574 550
Other direct payments 30 8 103
Grants 358 359 354
Loans 306 315 276
Direct loans 35 16 96
Guaranteed loans 271 298 180

All expenditures, excluding loans 3,391 3,508 2,994
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U.S. Department
of Agriculture

Reorganizing “the People’s Department”

he U.S. Department of Agriculture is undergoing a historic reorganization to

improve coordination among USDA’s broad range of programs and Agencies.
This reorganization was authorized by the Federal Crop Insurance Reform and
Department of Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-354), signed into
law October 13, 1994. This reorganization, which is underway across the country,
affects headquarters and field structures. It will reduce the number of organizational
units, save a projected $4.1 billion over 5 years, and reduce staff by more than 13,000
over 5 years.

In addition to combining program operations, USDA closed or consolidated
some 1,100 farm service field offices to provide “one-stop shopping” for customers
participating in various USDA farm programs. Savings are being achieved through
consolidating administrative services within mission areas. The goal of this reorgani-
zation is to cut costs to the taxpayers while improving service to USDA customers.

The new USDA organizational structure includes six Under Secretary positions
and three Assistant Secretary positions. Each of these officials has overall responsibil-
ity for a key mission area of the Department and supervises the work of the Agencies
reporting to him or her. Programs of the various mission areas are described in the
following chapters.

These major structural changes are leading to a new, streamlined USDA:

= Reduction and collocation of over 1,100 farm service agency field offices to

provide one-stop service for customers of USDA’s farm programs. Offices are
combining or sharing space, equipment, and support personnel to reduce
overhead expenses and provide one-stop service.

= Combining farmer programs in a new Consolidated Farm Service Agency

(CFSA), which incorporates the functions of the previous Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS), the Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation, and the farm-lending activities of the former Farmers Home
Administration (FMHA). CFSA is charged with administering commodity
price and income support programs, crop insurance, farm lending, the
Agricultural Conservation Program, and the Conservation Reserve Program.
This agency will operate out of combined field offices to provide one-stop ser-
vice for USDA customers.

= Elevating USDA’s food safety activities by establishing an Under Secretary

for Food Safety. All USDA activities related to food safety—including func-
tions previously performed by the Agricultural Marketing Service under the
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Eqgg Products Inspection Act and the salmonella enteritidis and pathogen
reduction activities previously performed by the Agricultural Plant Health
Inspection Service—report to this official. Food safety activities are thus sep-
arated from USDA’s marketing activities.

Focusing rural development work in three new agencies reporting to the
Under Secretary for Rural Economic and Community Development. The
Rural Utilities Service combines the telephone and electric programs of the
former Rural Electrification Administration (REA) with the water and sewer
programs of the former Rural Development Administration (RDA). The Rural
Housing and Community Development Service combines FmHA housing
programs with RDA and REA rural community loan programs. The Rural
Business and Cooperative Development Service combines the former
Agricultural Cooperative Service, the Alternative Agricultural
Commercialization Center, and the business development programs of RDA
and REA.

Establishing the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), which
administers all agriculture-related conservation programs except those
assigned to the new CFSA. NRCS has authority for the following key conser-
vation cost-share programs: the Wetlands Reserve Program, Water Bank
Program, Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act Program, Forestry
Incentives Program, Great Plains Conservation Program, and Farms for the
Future Program.

Establishing a Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
that combines the former Extension Service with the former Cooperative
State Research Service. The National Agricultural Library is incorporated into
the Agricultural Research Service.

Establishing a Grain Inspection, Packers, and Stockyards Administration
which combines the responsibilities of the former Federal Grain Inspection
Service and the Packers and Stockyards Administration.

Consolidating administrative staffs to provide central personnel and adminis-
trative functions for all agencies and offices reporting to the subcabinet offi-
cial for the mission area.

Establishing an independent appeals process that replaces the separate admin-
istrative appeal procedures of FmHA and ASCS with an independent process
through a new National Appeals Division reporting directly to the Secretary.
Establishing an Office of Risk Assessment and Cost-Benefit Analysis to
review major regulations and provide cost/benefit evaluations.
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Programs Serving All Mission Areas

ome programs serve the entire Department, crossing mission area lines. Among

these, the Office of the Chief Economist, Office of the Inspector General, and
Office of the Chief Financial Officer report directly to the Secretary of Agriculture.
Other offices serving the entire Department report to the Assistant Secretary for
Administration; these include the Office of Personnel, Office of Civil Rights
Enforcement, Office of Operations, and Office of Information Resources
Management. The new AmeriCorps program works with programs in several mission
areas.

Office of the Chief Economist

he Office of the Chief Economist advises the Secretary on policies and programs

affecting U.S. agriculture and rural areas. This advice includes assessments of
USDA program proposals, legislative proposals, and general economic developments
that have implications for agriculture and rural areas.

In addition, the World Agricultural Outlook Board and the Office of Risk
Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis report to the Office of the Chief Economist.

World Agricultural Outlook Board

The World Agricultural Outlook Board is USDA’s focal point for forecasts and
projections of global commodity markets. Each month the Board brings together
interagency committees of experts to forecast the supply, use, and price of major
commodities in the United States and abroad. The committees also clear agricultural
forecasts published by other USDA agencies. This teamwork assures that USDA
forecasts are objective and consistent.

Because the weather is vital to crop forecasts, specialists from the Board work
side-by-side with weather forecasters from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to monitor the weather and assess its effects on crops. They provide
timely information on potential changes in global production. In related work, the
Board also coordinates departmentwide activity on long-term economic projections,
remote sensing, and climate.

Office of Risk Assessment and Cost Benefit Analysis

This office is responsible for coordinating, reviewing, and approving all risk
assessments of major regulations of the Department related to human health, human
safety, or the environment. In addition, it provides direction to USDA agencies on
appropriate methods of risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis and serves as a focal
point on matters relating to risk assesment and cost-benefit analysis.
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Office of Inspector General

SDA’s Office of Inspector General (OIG), the first civilian OIG in the Federal

Government, was established in 1962 and became fully operational in 1963. It
was created after a well-knit agricultural fraud scheme showed that better coordina-
tion between audit and investigative organizations was needed, and it has evolved into
its current structure through successive changes in legislation and leadership.

OIG conducts and supervises audits and investigations relating to USDA’s pro-
grams and operations. It provides leadership and coordination, and recommends
policies for activities that will prevent and detect fraud and abuse and promote econ-
omy, efficiency, and effectiveness in USDA programs and operations. Furthermore,
the OIG keeps the Secretary and Congress fully informed of problems and deficien-
cies relating to administration of USDA programs and operations, and the actions
designed to correct such problems and deficiencies.

During FY 1994, audit and investigative efforts resulted in approximately $82.3
million in recoveries, collections, fines, restitutions, claims established, administrative
penalties, and costs avoided. Management agreed to put an additional $101.3 million
to better use. OIG also identified $69.3 million in questioned costs that cannot be
recovered. Investigative efforts resulted in 856 indictments and 886 convictions.

Office of Chief Financial Officer

SDA, through the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, publishes annual finan-
U cial statements to inform the general public, Congress, and others about its
financial operations. As trustee for substantial public monies, the Department has a
fiduciary responsibility to tell taxpayers how well it has met its objectives, how well
the current year’s performance compares to previous years, and what plans the
Department has to improve or maintain its operations.

USDA is the third largest civilian department of the U.S. Government, oversee-
ing a variety of agencies, Government corporations, and other entities that employ
more than 108,000 people at over 15,000 locations in all States and 80 countries.
Budget authority for Departmental programs in FY 1994 totaled $65.3 billion.

Office of Civil Rights Enforcement

he Office of Civil Rights Enforcement (OCRE) coordinates USDA civil rights

programs to prevent and resolve civil rights problems. Under the counseling and
mediation program, an employee or applicant who believes he or she has been dis-
criminated against or retaliated against on the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, age, or disabling condition may file a complaint. In 1995, there are
six regional service centers in Washington, DC, Atlanta, GA, New Orleans, LA,
Denver, CO, Davis, CA, and Kansas City, MO.
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Any eligible person being denied service or assistance may file a program com-
plaint against agencies or recipients administering federally conducted or federally
assisted programs of USDA. Through its evaluation and investigation program,
OCRE conducts reviews to help determine compliance and noncompliance in
employment programs, delivery of benefits, and services in Federally conducted and

Federally assisted programs.

Office of Personnel

Table 5-1.

USDA staff year history

Number of Number of
Year USDA employees*  Year USDA employees*
1948. .. 60,815 1973 ............... ... ... 104,104
1949, ..o 63,063 1974 ......... .. 101,430
1950. ..o 67,560 1975 ......... ... 103,779
1951, .. 66,150 1976 ......... ... 109,276
1952, .. 62,825 1977 ... 113,085
1953 .. 62,492 1978 ....... ... ... 118,563
1954 . . 63,309 1979 .......... ... ... 122,809
1955 . 64,191 1980 ......... .t 125,185
1956 ..ot 69,423 1981 ... 117,440
1957. .o 74,215 1982 . ... 111,853
1958. ..o 77,264 1983 ........... .. 109,773
1959 ... 79,998 1984 ... .. 108,598
1960 ... 81585 1985 .......... ... ..., 106,665
1961 ..o 85,238 1986 ...........iiiiiii 102,997
1962 ..o 89,168 1987 ......... ... 102,579
1963 ..o 94,527 1988 ... 106,552
1964 .. ... 94,781 1989 ... 109,567
1965 ... 94548 1990 .......... ... 110,754
1966 .. ..o 98,688 1991 ................... ... 110,357
1967 .o 102,175 1992 ........ ... 113,405
1968 ... 105,628 1993 ............. .. 112,457
1969 ... 101,848 1994 ......... ... ... 108,132
1970 ..o 100,860 1995**. .. ......... ..., 108,053
1971 .o 102,698 2000**..............c..uu... 100,950
1972 104,540

*Full-time equivalent (FTE). For example, two half-time employees would count as one FTE.
**Projections from USDA Streamlining Plan, February 1995.

permanent full-time positions.

M /n 1995, USDA has over 1,000 employees with targeted disabilities in
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Table 5-2.

Where do USDA employees work?

States & Number of  States & Number of
Territories USDA employees***  Territories USDA employees***
Alabama..................... 1,257  Nevada.............cccooeeeieieeiicciiiirnrennens
Alaska....................... 1,032 New Hampshire ......cccccceevviiiiieneeninnns
Arizona ..........coi... 1,648 NEW JErSeY .....ccoovvviiiiieiiiiiiininiiieneens
Arkansas. ............ ... 1,953 New MEXICO ...coovvvveeiieiiiiieieeeieeeeeen,
California. .................... 7,730  NeWYOrK ...oooovveeeiiiiiiieeeeiiee e
Colorado..................... 2,664  North Carolina....
Connecticut .................... 170 North Dakota...............oeeeeeinvnvvvnvnnnnnes
Delaware ...................... 215 OO ccoiiiiieieceee e
District of Columbia ............ 7,297 Oklahoma ..........
Florida....................... 1,541 Oregon...............
Georgia. ... 2,619 Pennsylvania
GUAM . . 27  PUErO RICO.......coeeeiiiiiiiiciciiirrieaes
Hawaii ............. ... ... 386 Rhode Island
Idaho........................ 2,701  South Carolina...
Minois . ...................... 1,644  South Dakota
Indiana........................ 771 Tennessee .........
lowa. ........cciiiii 1,891  TeXAS..iiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeieeeeeee e,
Kansas .............covivn.. 1,165 Trust Territories of the
Kentucky..................... 1,162 Pacific Islands.........cccccceeeeeieiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn, 3
Louisiana .................... 2,938 U.S.Virginlslands..........c.cccooevuieeeiinnnn. 7
Maine................ . ... 291 Utah ...
Maryland. . ........... ... .. ... 3,141 Vermont .....ccoooveeeeeieiiiiieeeeiiee e
Massachusetts. . ................ 359  Virginia.....ccooeveeeeiiiee e
Michigan..................... 1,256  Washington
Minnesota. . .................. 1,699 WestVirginia........coccvvveeeeiiiinieneeninnns 718
Mississippi ... ... 2,011 WISCONSIN ....cooevivvviiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeia, 1,534
Missouri . ........ ... . 3,714 WYOMING .coeiiiiiiieee e 728
Montana . .................... 2,744
Nebraska..................... 1,411
***Permanent, full-time employees
Other Number  Other Number
Countries USDA employees***  Countries USDA employees***
Argentina. . ............ ... 7 China...........c .. 6
Australia........................ 10 Colombia................ ... 2
Austria. . ...... .. 3 CostaRica...........covvn... 3
Bahamas ........................ 2 Denmark ............. ... ... 1
Belgium ... 6 Dominican Republic .. ............. 4
Brazil............... ... ... .. .... 3 Ecuador......................... 2
British Virginlislands .............. 23 EQYpt.....o 3
Bulgaria......................... 2 ElSalvador....................... 2
Canada ..........ccovvviiiin.. 3 France............ .., 5
Chile ....... . ... .. . 2 Germany..............iiia... 4
—Continued
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Table 5-2 continued.

Where do USDA employees work?

Other Number  Other Number
Countries USDA employees***  Countries USDA employees***
Greece ... 1 Northern Mariana lslands........... 7
Guatemala....................... 6 Pakistan......................... 1
Honduras ........................ 2 Panama ...............c.c0aa.. 1
HongKong....................... 1 Philippines....................... 2
India ............ ... . ... .. .... 2 Poland ............. . L 2
Indonesia ....................... 2 RUSSIA ......... 5
taly .. ... 5 SaudiArabia ..................... 1
lvoryCoast. ...................... 1 Singapore............... ... 2
Jamaica .. ....... ... i 1 SouthAfrica...................... 1
Japan............ . 9 SouthKorea...................... 4
Kenya........... ... .. ... 1 Spain..........coiiiiiiiiiin. 2
Malaysia. ........... ... oot 1 Sweden ................... ..., 1
Marshall Island. . . ................. 2 Switzerland ........... . ... .. .. 2
MEXICO . .o v vt v 26 Thailand................ ... .. .... 2
Micronesia . ......... ... ... .. ... 14 Tunisia . ..., 1
MOrocco. ... 1 Turkey....... ..o 2
Netherlands . ..................... 3 United Arab Emirates .. ............ 1
New Zealand ..................... 1 UnitedKingdom................... 2
Nicaragua. . ...................... 2 Venezuela .............. ... . ..... 2
Nigeria .. ... 1

**Permanent, full-time employees

Figure 5-1.

USDA Workforce Profile by Race and Gender Group

Black Males 3.9

Asian American Females 0.8

Hispanic Males 3.1

White Females 31.

Native American Males 1.4

Native American Females 1.0

Hispanic Females 1.9
Asian American Males 1.2

White Males 48.8

Black Females 6.0
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Office of Operations

Mail

Each year, USDA receives over 180 million pieces of mail. At the Washington,
DC, headquarters alone, over 21 million pieces of mail are handled each year, for an
average of about 84,000 pieces of mail processed each workday. Smokey Bear
receives more mail than any other individual in the Department. The Headquarters
mail operation is an active employer of those with disabilities. Over one-third of the
employees are people with disabilities. Working closely with private and public
placement organizations, the division has succeeded in bringing these employees into
the work force. In recognition of its success in hiring the disabled, the division has
received numerous government and private-sector awards.

The mail office is one of USDA’s Reinvention Laboratories supporting Vice
President Gore’s National Performance Review, in which the Department has taken an
active role. One advance is a new multipurpose mail sorter, which will reduce staff by at
least five employees. Also, USDA is taking the lead in developing Government-wide
mail management initiatives that are projected to save over $2 million by FY 1996.

Procurement Facts and Figures

In FY 1994, USDA awarded approximately 8,000 new contracts, new delivery
orders against existing contracts, and contract modifications. These activities, which
encompass both administrative and agricultural commodity acquisitions, totalled $2.9
billion, which reflects awards of $25,000 and above, and does not address the hun-
dreds of thousands of small purchases that USDA makes each year.

At the end of FY 1994, over 6,000 commercial credit cards had been issued to
USDA employees, and the number of cards continues to increase. Procurement per-
sonnel can obligate up to $25,000 per transaction; nonprocurement personnel, who
must receive training before a card can be issued, may receive delegated authority to
spend up to $2,500 (the “micropurchase” level) per transaction using the card. The
type of item charged ranges broadly. The Modernization of Administrative Processes
project office is leading an effort to streamline the credit card systems and make it
even more efficient.

In accordance with the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994, Executive
Order 12873, and other requirements, USDA has embarked on a program to process
administrative procurements electronically. Initial pilot transactions involved elec-
tronic transmittal or receipt of Requests for Quotation, vendor quotes, Purchase
Orders, and Notices of Award to unsuccessful quoters. USDA was one of a very lim-
ited number of executive agencies to successfully accomplish this feat on time.
Electronic Commerce represents a new way of doing acquisition which should cut
procurement lead time, reduce prices, and give small businesses a better chance to
sell goods and services to the Government. The resulting improvements in obtaining
goods and services should improve the timeliness and efficiency with which USDA
delivers its services to the American public.
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Washington Area Strategic Space Plan

The Washington Area Strategic Space plan is a strategy for moving employees
from leased space (18 locations) into Government-owned space in a newly con-
structed building in Beltsville, MD, and a modernized South Building.

The Beltsville Office Facility is designed to house 1,500 employees. The
planned facility will be a series of four interconnected two-story buildings on 115
acres in Prince Georges County, MD. A design/build contract was awarded in
February 1995. Construction is scheduled to be completed in 1996, when employees
will move to the facility and allow construction to begin on the South Building in the
downtown complex.

The Department of Agriculture South Building in Washington, DC, was the
largest Federal building until the Pentagon was built. The South Building has 1.34
million square feet, over 7 miles of corridors, and 4,300 rooms. The building is over
60 years old and is in need of renovation to create a modern, safe office environment.
Renovation will also allow the building to accommodate 8,000 employees, almost
1,500 more than it currently houses. A tunnel runs under Independence Avenue to
connect the South Building and the Jamie L. Whitten Federal Building (formerly the
Administration Building). Two memorial archways on the third floor also connect the
two buildings. The archways were built by private funds in 1936—the west arch in
memory of former Secretary of Agriculture James Wilson, and the east arch in mem-
ory of Dr. Seaman A. Knapp, known as the father of Extension. Modernization of the
South Building is scheduled for 1997-2003.

Office of Information Resources Management

B /nformation Technology Facts and Figures

m  QOver 90 percent of USDA employees have access to a personal
computer or a terminal while on the job.

m |n the first half of 1995, the Telecommunications Service Office
Personnel Locator operators handled 36,457 calls.

m  The USDA headquarters building complex local area network
(HONET) is made up of 23 miles of broadband cable and 9 miles
of fiber optic cable; 150 file servers are attached to the headquar-
ters local area network.

m OnJanuary 31, 1995, the departmental voice mail system had
10,477 subscriber mail boxes. In that month, user voice mail
usage (send and receive minutes) went over a million minutes.

m  The Accessible Technology Program ensures that employees and
the general public with disabilities, as well as aging Americans,
can provide and receive agricultural information. This program
benefits employees nationwide with sight, mobility, speech, and
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hearing impairments. It offers training to managers and supervi-
sors about their responsibilities to employees and the general pub-
lic with disabilities.

=  Through the Market News Program, the Agricultural Marketing
Service collects data on the prices and volumes of agricultural
products sold nationwide. The Market News Telecommunications
System broadcasts approximately 900 of these reports daily.

m AGRICOLA, the National Agricultural Library’s bibliographic data-
base, has 3 million computerized citations to worldwide agricul-
tural literature.

m The Extension component of the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service has a network of 2,400 sites.
These sites serve as local citizen participation centers, giving local
citizens access to the National Information Infrastructure.

m The Forest Service has about 865 “mini-computers” and 18,000
terminals. The Forest Service personnel/payroll information
arrives from 135 different electronic data collection points.

m The National Agricultural Statistics Service has a database of
3,500,000 names of farms, operators, partnerships, and agribusi-
nesses. Samples are drawn from the database for agricultural
surveys.

AmeriCorps/USDA

SDA sponsors approximately 1,200 AmeriCorps members serving in 38 States
U in urban and rural projects fighting hunger, protecting the environment, and
rebuilding rural America. During just their first 2 1/2 half months of service—from
September 12 to November 31, 1994—members provided over 360,000 hours of ser-
vice to their communities. The following examples indicate the breadth of activities
performed by AmeriCorps participants:

= Members of the Anti-Hunger, Nutrition, and Empower ment Team cook
and prepare meals at soup kitchens, conduct nutrition and food safety work-
shops for the elderly, sort goods at food banks, develop nutrition education
programs for schools, provide outreach for the Women'’s, Infants, and
Children nutrition program, work to increase the number of children receiving
immunizations, improve participation in the summer feeding program, locate
sites for revitalizing community gardens in low-income neighborhoods, assist
earthquake victims with emergency food information, and inform pantries
about how their clients who are working but are still poor can boost their
incomes by using the Earned Income Tax Credit.
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= Members of the Public Landsand Environment Team working on Forest

Service lands do rehabilitation and watershed protection work, construct
stream structures for fish habitat, reforest fire-damaged lands, construct and
maintain trails for hiking and horseback riding, plant cuttings for riparian and
wildlife restorations, maintain and rehabilitate campgrounds and make them
accessible for the disabled, improve timber stands, restore historic sites, con-
duct surveys of threatened and endangered species habitats, remove and install
fences, improve wildlife habitats, and hang erosion control netting on roads.

Members of the Public Lands and Environment Team working on private and
local municipal lands repair and restore flood-damaged areas, recreate fish
habitats, monitor water quality, build community greenhouses, construct
nature trails in urban and suburban as well as rural areas, build playgrounds,
restore windbreaks originally created by the Civilian Conservation Corps,
revegetate coastal marshes, restore collections at the National Arboretum, cre-
ate a safe haven lot at a public housing development, landscape public high
school grounds, clean up urban wetlands, revitalize historical sites, improve
camping sites, protect stream banks, create community gardens, and clean out
public fountains.

Members of the Rural Development Team provide service on a wide range
of projects related to running water and indoor plumbing, sustainable agricul-
ture, emergency response and prevention, fisheries restoration, alternative
uses of natural resources, environmental education facilities, community
improvement and personal responsibility development, tourism to boost local
economies, water quality protection, recycling promotion, American Indian
tribal empowerment, water quality protection, rural housing improvement,
and cultural resource preservation.



Rural Development: Pumping
New Life into Rural Economies

n thousands of communities across the Nation, rural people are struggling to pump
I new life into economies locked into a downward spiral of job losses, outmigration,
diminishing services, and declining living standards. Some 61 million people live in
rural America, nearly 40 percent of whom earn wages below the Federal poverty level.

Helping to overcome these problems and fulfill the promise of America is
USDA's office of Rural Economic and Community Development (RECD). RECD
was created in 1994 when rural economic programs that had been splintered among
various USDA agencies were combined into one mission area. RECD is forging new
partnerships with rural communities, funding projects that create quality jobs, ser-
vices, housing, and utilities. Some RECD programs also help overcome lack of com-
petitiveness caused by isolation. This help takes many forms. It could be

= Keeping a country school or medical clinic open by linking it to the informa-

tion superhighway

= Replacing dilapidated shacks with clean, safe homes, or

= Providing technical services that help rural artisans and farmers organize their

own marketing cooperatives. Every year, USDA/RECD programs help create
or preserve tens of thousands of rural jobs and create or improve more than
60,000 units of quality rural housing.

Regardless of which of its programs provide the economic stimulus, the mission
of RECD is to bolster the quality of life in the Nation’s rural communities. While the
Federal Government cannot by itself solve the problems facing rural America, it can
influence and motivate others—State, local, and tribal governments, as well as private
and nonprofit organizations and user-owned cooperatives—to engage in rural revital-
ization efforts.

How RECD Works

he following examples illustrate the many ways in which RECD is working to

create or preserve jobs and to enhance the quality of life in rural areas:

= |n Frisco City, AL, more than 250 workers lost their jobs when fire destroyed
a garment factory. The owners decided not to rebuild the plant, dealing a
potentially crippling blow to a rural community where the plant was the
largest employer. However, the local power cooperative secured a zero-inter-
est loan from RECD’s Rural Utilities Service, which it used to attract a
medical garment factory to town, creating 210 new jobs with a possibility of
200 more jobs to be added later.
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= |n Wahpeton, ND, wheat straw—until now a virtually worthless postharvest

crop residue, much of which is burned in the field—is instead being processed
into particleboard suitable for most construction uses. This is occurring
thanks to an $8.8 million Guaranteed Business and Industry Loan secured
from the Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service of
USDA/RECD. Some 100 million acres of wheat straw are produced each year
in the Great Plains, so a new, commercial technology that will turn this scrap
material into a value-added product could have an enormous impact on the
region’s economy.

In the Big Bend region of Texas, a husband bade farewell to his wife and
daughters as he headed north for 6 months of harvesting crops across the
Western United States. He dreamed of the day when there would be jobs in
his own village that would enable him to support his family without this
annual separation. That dream is on the verge of reality, as a local farmers’
cooperative prepares to open its own dairy goat cheese plant. The new facility
was made possible in large part by technical assistance from a Cooperative
Services advisor and a Business and Industry grant, both programs of USDA’s
Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service.

The last doctor serving 11 communities in a rural area of Massachusetts
retired, creating a medical-care crisis. Without a new medical clinic, the area
could not attract a new doctor. A modern clinic was built with funding pro-
vided through RECD’s Rural Housing and Community Development Service,
enabling community leaders to recruit several doctors.

Despite a good payment record by the borrower, an out-of-State bank decided
that seasonal operations were “too risky” and called due the loan of a
Christmas decoration manufacturing plant in rural Maine. The plant manager
was forced to lay off his entire work force of 30 people just before Christmas,
but vowed to open again and rehire them. He did so thanks to a loan guarantee
provided through the Business and Industry Guaranteed Loan Program of
RECD’s Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service.

In Bristol Bay, AK, children from several isolated villages had to be flown to

school daily. Using technology grants from the Rural Utilities Service, Bristol
is in the process of establishing a distance-learning link which will allow stu-
dents to participate in classes without the daily flight to school.

In central Mississippi, dozens of substandard residences lack running water
and sewer service. With a grant from USDA’s Rural Housing and Community
Development Service, new, quality housing units are being built with clear,
running water and sewer service.



RECD programs are administered through three Agencies: the Rural Utilities
Service (RUS), the Rural Business and Cooperative Development Service (RBCDS),
and the Rural Housing and Community Development Service (RHCDS). RECD pro-
grams and services are provided through 47 State offices, 250 district offices, and
more than 1,700 county offices. A finance office in St. Louis, MO, handles financial,
statistical, and management information activities.

The following overviews describe these three Agencies and their main programs.

Rural Business and Cooperative Development
Service (RBCDS)

reation of viable new and improved businesses and cooperatives in rural

America is the top priority of this agency. RBCDS works through partnerships
with public and private community-based organizations to provide financial assis-
tance, business planning, and technical assistance to rural businesses. It also conducts
research into rural economic issues, including rural cooperatives, and provides educa-
tional materials to the public.

Business and Industry (B&I) Loan Guarantees help finance rural business
and industry projects that enhance employment opportunities and improve the eco-
nomic and environmental climate in rural communities, including pollution abate-
ment and control. Loan guarantees for projects that foster lasting community benefits
bolster existing private credit structures. B&I loan guarantees, which are not intended
for marginal or substandard loans, are available to businesses in areas outside urban
areas with populations of 50,000 or more. Funds are also available to guarantee loans
made by private lenders to cover costs arising from natural disasters (declared by the
President).

Intermediary Relending Program Loans finance business facilities and com-
munity development projects in areas of a State that are outside cities of 25,000 peo-
ple or more. Funds loaned by RBCDS to intermediaries support new business
facilities and community development projects in rural areas.

Rural Economic Development Loans and Grants promote rural economic
development and job creation projects, including feasibility studies, startup costs, and
other reasonable project expenses. The maximum amount of a grant or loan is
$400,000. Loans have a maximum term of 10 years and are repaid without interest.
These loans and grants are available to existing Rural Utilities Service electric and
telephone borrowers.

Rural Business Enterprise Grants assist public bodies, nonprofit corporations,
and Federally-recognized Indian Tribal groups to finance small and emerging private
business enterprises located in rural areas. A rural area is defined as an area outside
the boundary of a city with a population of 50,000 or more and its immediately adja-
cent urbanized or urbanizing area. Funds may be used to finance and develop small
and emerging private business enterprises. Costs that may be paid from grant funds
include the acquisition and development of land and the construction of buildings,
plants, equipment, access streets and roads, parking areas, and utility and service
extensions. In addition, funds may be used for refinancing, professional services,
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technical assistance, startup operating costs, working capital, and financial assistance
to a third party. These funds may also be used to produce television programs that
provide information for rural residents, and to create, expand, and operate rural dis-
tance learning networks.

Rural Technology and Cooperative Development Grants finance the estab-
lishment and operation of centers for rural technology and/or cooperative develop-
ment. The grants improve the economic conditions of rural areas by promoting the
development and commercialization of new services, products, processes, and enter-
prises in rural areas. Eligible applicants are public bodies, nonprofit organizations,
and Federally-recognized Indian Tribal groups.

Local Technical Assistance and Planning Grants may be used for technical
assistance and training for small businesses, analysis of business opportunities in
rural areas, establishment of business support centers, local or multicounty economic
development planning, coordination of economic development activities, and leader-
ship development training for local government officials. These grants, which are
available to public bodies and nonprofit organizations, may be used to assist rural
areas and any city or town with a population under 10,000.

Cooperative Services helps improve the performance of the Nation’s coopera-
tives and promotes understanding and use of the cooperative business system. By
working together for their mutual benefit in cooperatives, rural residents are often
able to reduce costs for production supplies and consumer goods, obtain services that
might otherwise be unavailable, and achieve greater returns for their products.
Cooperative Services accomplishes its mission by (1) responding to requests for tech-
nical assistance from rural residents who want to organize a cooperative or improve
operations of an existing cooperative, (2) providing information and educational
materials relating to cooperatives, (3) conducting research on cooperative financial,
structural, managerial, policy, member governance, legal, and social issues, and (4)
collecting and disseminating statistics to support research and technical assistance
work.

The Alternative Agricultural Research and Commercialization Center’s mis-
sion is to expedite the commercialization of new industrial products or of new uses
for agricultural and forestry materials and animal byproducts. The center makes
repayable investments in small businesses in rural areas. Repayments go into a
revolving fund for investment in other projects. Applicants are expected to match
AARC funds with an equal amount of funding from other sources.

Rural Housing and Community Development
Service (RHCDS)

ecent, safe, sanitary, affordable housing and community facilities are indispens-
Dable to vibrant rural communities. USDA’s Rural Housing and Community
Development Service has the responsibility to make these essential elements avail-
able to rural Americans. RHCDS programs help finance new or improved housing for
over 65,000 moderate-, low- or very-low-income families each year. These programs
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also help rural communities finance construction, enlargement, or improvement of
fire stations, libraries, hospitals, clinics, industrial parks, and other essential commu-
nity facilities.

Home Ownership Loans provide home ownership opportunities and assistance
to low-income households to purchase, construct, repair, or relocate a home.
Borrowers are offered 30- or 38-year loans at fixed interest rates as low as 1 percent,
depending on the family’s adjusted income. The program provides supervised credit
to many borrowers, enabling them to maintain stable payment schedules in times of
financial crises through “workout” agreements. Moderate-income rural residents can
be assisted with loan guarantees offered through private lenders. The loans, both
direct and guaranteed, can cover up to 100 percent of market value, or acquisition
cost, whichever is less.

Home Improvement and Repair Loans and Grantsenable very-low-income
rural homeowners to remove health and safety hazards from their homes and to make
homes accessible for people with disabilities. Loans have a maximum interest rate of 1
percent. Grants are available for people age 62 and older who cannot afford to repay a
loan. Housing preservation grants to nonprofit groups and government agencies
finance rehabilitation of rental units for low-income and moderate-income residents.

Rural Rental Housing Loans finance construction of rental housing for low-
and moderate-income individuals and families and cooperative housing for elderly or
disabled persons. Loans have a maximum term of 50 years, can equal up to 100 per-
cent of the appraised value or development cost, and can be used to construct new
housing or to purchase or rehabilitate existing structures.

Rental Assistance payments provide funds directly to the owners of RHCDS-
financed rental housing under contracts specifying that low-income tenants will pay
no more than 30 percent of their income for rent. Rental assistance allows low- and
very-low-income families to afford decent rental housing.

Community Facilities Loans and Loan Guarantees help construct, enlarge,
extend, or otherwise improve community facilities providing essential services in
rural areas and towns with a population of 20,000 or less. Direct loan funds are avail-
able to public entities such as municipalities, counties, special-purpose districts,
Indian tribes, and nonprofit corporations. RHCDS also guarantees community facility
loans made by banks or other eligible lenders.

Rural Utilities Service

he programs of the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) touch the lives of tens of mil-

lions of rural Americans daily. Through project financing and technical assis-
tance, RUS builds infrastructure to provide rural businesses and households with
modern telecommunications, electric energy, and water. Today, this means bringing
the “information superhighway” to rural America; guaranteeing safer, more reliable
electric power; and delivering safe, clean drinking water with environmentally sound
wastewater disposal to rural areas.
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RUS is more than a new name for the successful programs of predecessor agen-
cies. It is a partner to rural business and economic development, providing infrastruc-
ture that is the foundation for competitiveness. It is a technical and financial resource
in a time of change for rural utilities.

Rural Telecommunications Loans and Loan Guarantees build modern rural
communications systems. They provide rural areas with “ramps” to the information
superhighway by making financing available for telecommunications facilities and by
supporting the Rural Telephone Bank program. Loans are made to rural telephone
cooperatives and companies which bring reliable and affordable telecommunications
services to over 15 million rural Americans.

Rural Electric Loans and Loan Guarantees provide reliable, safe, and afford-
able electric energy to rural America by financing power distribution, generation, and
transmission systems. Loans are made to nonprofit and cooperative associations, pub-
lic bodies, and other utilities which serve over 25 million rural Americans.

Distance Learning and Medical Link Grants bring distance learning and
telemedicine to rural America. Education and adequate medical care are crucial to the
survival of rural communities, but are becoming increasingly difficult to provide. This
program employs innovative ways to use existing telecommunications infrastructure
to extend the reach of educational and medical expertise into communities without
that expertise. Grants have been made to rural schools, clinics, and hospitals.

Water and Waste Disposal Loans and Grants develop water and waste dis-
posal systems (including solid waste disposal and storm drainage) in rural areas and
towns with populations under 10,000. The funds are available to public entities such
as municipalities, counties, special-purpose districts, Indian tribes, and nonprofit cor-
porations. RUS also guarantees water and waste disposal loans made by banks and
other eligible lenders. The same types of applicants are eligible for grants and loans.

Emergency Community Water Assistance Grants assist rural communities
that have experienced a significant decline in drinking water quantity or quality to
make emergency repairs and replace existing facilities. Grants can be made in rural
areas and towns with a population of 5,000 or less and a median household income of
no more than 100 percent of the State’s median nonmetropolitan household income.

Rural Empowerment Zones and Communities

SDA is involved in an ambitious new effort to help revive the rural economies of
U some of the Nation’s most economically depressed rural areas. This effort
resulted in the selection of three Rural Empowerment Zones (EZs) and 30 Rural
Enterprise Communities (ECs) in 1994 which will be eligible for special economic
stimulus programs to help overcome persistently high poverty rates. These designa-
tions will help revitalize local communities by putting Americans to work.

The Rural EZs selected for the program are:
= Kentucky Highlands (Clinton, Jackson, and Wayne counties),

= Mid-Delta in Mississippi (Bolivar, Sunflower, Leflore, Washington,
Humphries, and Holmes counties), and
= Rio Grande Valley in Texas (Starr, Cameron, Hidalgo, and Willacy counties).
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The 30 ECs include counties and towns across the Nation. States with one or
more ECs include: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia.

EZ/EC designations were based on strategic plans developed by local leaders,
organizations, State officials, and the private sector. Each EZ and EC designation
means special consideration for various Federal programs and other assistance,
including social service block grants, new tax-exempt facility bonds, tax incentives
for employment, and other special consideration for existing Federal programs.

Employers in EZs will qualify for tax credits for each qualified worker who
resides in the zone. Each EZ receives $40 million and each EC receives $2.95 million
to implement the strategic plans.
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Farm and International
Trade Services

Consolidated Farm Service Agency

he Consolidated Farm Service Agency (CFSA) administers farm commodity,

crop insurance, and conservation programs for farmers and makes farm loans
through a network of State and county offices. CFSA programs are directed primarily
at agricultural producers; in the case of loans, they are directed at those with farming
experience.

B The First Farm Bill
The unprecedented economic crisis which paralyzed the Nation by
1933 struck first and hardest at the farm sector. Realized net income
of farmers in 1932 was less than one-third of what it had been in
1929. Farm prices fell more than 50 percent. President Franklin D.
Roosevelt committed himself to direct Government action to solve the
farm crisis; thus, in 1933, control of agricultural production became
the primary tool for raising the prices and incomes of farm people.

The majority of CFSA employees work with producing farmers, who maintain a
crop history by making an annual report of planted acres to the CFSA county office.
Typically, these offices record planting reports on about 360 million acres, 7 out of
every 8 acres of cropland in the Nation.

The relationship between farmers and the Agency goes back to the 1930’s and
the first agricultural acts establishing farm programs. Under the unique method of
local administration that Congress set up at that time, farmers who are eligible to par-
ticipate in Federal programs elect a three-person county committee. This committee
reviews the county office operations and makes decisions on how the programs apply
locally, giving farmers a say in how the Federal programs are applied in their county.
The committee makes sure that farmers receive good service and complete informa-
tion. This grassroots method of administration continues today.

Commodity Programs

Agricultural commaodity programs are designed to improve the economic stabil-
ity of agriculture and to help farmers adjust production to meet demand through
acreage reductions and diversions. The goal is to avoid severe price swings for
farmers and consumers. Assistance is offered through price support loans and pur-
chases, as well as direct payments.
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B Why Farm Programs?
Since the late 1920s, American farm policy has tried to encourage
the production of adequate supplies of food and fiber and to maintain
reasonable prices for consumers while, at the same time, assuring
farmers a fair return on their investment.

Crop Insurance

Federal crop insurance covers production losses due to unavoidable causes of
loss such as drought, excessive moisture, hail, wind, hurricane, tornado, and light-
ning. It does not cover losses due to neglect, poor farming practices, theft, or low
prices. Currently, 62 crops are insurable.

The Federal Crop Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-354) overhauled the
crop insurance program to provide catastrophic yield protection to all producers of
insurable crops for a nominal processing fee. Essentially, the reform program
replaced the uncertainty of disaster assistance with the predictability of crop insur-
ance coverage. This streamlining of the crop insurance and disaster assistance pro-
grams is expected to save taxpayers over $150 million over the next 5 years.

Starting with 1995 crops, producers of all insurable crops who sign up for the
annual commaodity programs; or who obtain CFSA farm ownership, operating, or
emergency loans formerly administered by the Farmers Home Administration; or
who have any new Conservation Reserve Program contracts must buy at least the cat-
astrophic (CAT) level of crop insurance coverage on all insurable crops that account
for 10 percent or more of their farms’ crop production value. Catastrophic coverage
can be obtained at a local CFSA office or from a private crop insurance agent.

Higher levels of coverage, know as “additional coverage,” are available through
crop insurance agents. To encourage participation, the coverage was made more
attractive to farmers by increasing the premium subsidy. Buying additional coverage
is also the only way farmers can benefit from attractive policy features that permit
smaller optional units, replant payments, and coverage for certain quality losses.

Farmers growing crops that are not insurable will be eligible for benefits similar
to those provided under the catastrophic insurance plan. This coverage is provided
free of charge and is available only through CFSA offices. To be eligible, the area has
to suffer a yield loss of at least 35 percent per crop. Once this criterion has been met,
farmers will be paid for individual crop losses in excess of 50 percent at 60 percent of
the average market price. Producers must report acres and production to be eligible
for protection.

Commodity Programs
CFSA administers commaodity programs for wheat, corn, grain sorghum, barley,
oats, rye, oilseeds, rice, tobacco, peanuts, milk, cotton, wool, mohair, sugar, and honey.
CFSA makes Commaodity Credit Corporation (CCC) loans to eligible farmers
using their stored crops as collateral. Loans to producers are usually “nonrecourse.”
That is, when market prices are higher than the loan rate, a farmer may simply pay off
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the loan and market the commaodity. However, if market prices are below the loan lev-
els, a producer can forfeit or deliver the commodity to the Government to discharge
the loan obligation in full. Thus, commodity loans promote orderly marketing by pro-
viding farmers with income while they hold their crops for later sale.

Farmers also get price protection with the option of forfeiting the commaodity to
CCC as a sufficient-value repayment. A marketing loan provision allows producers to
repay nonrecourse loans at less than the announced loan rates whenever the world
price for the commaodity is less than the loan rate. Marketing loans are available for
feed grains, wheat, oilseeds, upland cotton and rice. Also, producers who are eligible
to obtain a marketing loan and who agree to forego obtaining a loan may receive a
loan deficiency payment—the difference between the loan rate and the loan repay-
ment rate.

The price support loan is seasonal and can be repaid with interest any time
through maturity. For wheat and feed grains, the Farmer-Owned Grain Reserve offers
producers the opportunity to extend the crop loan for longer periods. Storage pay-
ments are made for grain placed in the Reserve.

For most commaodities, loans are made directly to producers on the unprocessed
commaodity through CFSA county offices. Loans and purchases are also made
through cooperative marketing associations or through processors. For example, price
support loans for eligible tobacco are available through the applicable tobacco grow-
ers associations. For tobacco, marketings in excess of a quota are subject to penalty
and are ineligible for loan.

Two levels of price support loans for peanuts are available: a higher price support
level for peanuts grown within the farm poundage quota, and a lower support level for
additional peanuts grown on farms with a quota or for peanuts grown on farms with-
out a quota.

Price support loans on oilseeds and rye are available, and producers face no
acreage limitations on those commodities.

For wheat, feed grains, rice, and cotton, an income support payment is provided
by deficiency payments. The program participant receives a direct payment, based on
the difference between a “target price” set by law and the higher of either the basic
loan rate or the national average market price.

In most cases, to qualify for payments, commodity loans, and purchases, a
farmer must participate in the acreage reduction, allotment, or quota programs in
effect for the particular crop. For example, deficiency payments are made to those
who join in the acreage reduction for the crop year. Reducing their production
acreage by an established ratio, participants contribute to keeping commaodity produc-
tion in line with anticipated needs. The land they are holding from production must
be protected from erosion. In recent years, farmers have been given the flexibility to
shift program crop plantings, as well as options for oilseeds, industrial crops, and
experimental crops.

Through incentive payments to producers, price support is available for shorn
wool and mohair and for the sale of unshorn lambs. This program brings the national
average price received by all producers up to the support level required by law.
Producers who get a higher market price also get a higher incentive payment, thus
encouraging producers to improve the marketing and quality of wool and mohair.
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B Example of wheat program:

Farmer Evans
Wheat Farmer, Wheat Program Participant

At the annual program signup—held each spring at local USDA ser-
vice centers throughout the country—Farmer Evans decides to enroll the
100 acres of wheat base on his farm in USDA’s voluntary wheat program.
These 100 wheat base acres mean that, on average over the last 5 years,
100 acres of land on his farm have either been planted to—or been “con-
sidered planted” to—wheat. Evans, like all prospective program partici-
pants, needed first to establish a planting history for his crop in order to
enroll in the farm program.

When he signs up, he agrees to meet several program requirements.
First, he agrees to idle a percentage of his base acres under the acreage
reduction program. For program purposes, these set-aside acres are
“considered planted” to wheat. Evans also agrees that he will meet con-
servation standards and purchase crop insurance. In return, he becomes
eligible for direct payments and price support loans.

Direct payments make up the difference between average market
prices for the season—which are estimated at the start of the year—and
a fixed “target price.” At signup, Evans can request a portion of his esti-
mated payment in advance, and like most farmers, he does. He can use
his advance payment to help finance production expenses.

Once enrolled in the wheat program, Farmer Evans has considerable
planting flexibility. On 25 percent of his base—his “flex acres™—he may
plant most crops, except fruits and vegetables. However, no matter what
he chooses to do, he will not earn direct payments on 15 acres. He can
earn payments on 10 of his flex acres, but only if he chooses to plant
wheat. To earn the highest income, Farmer Evans must compare
expected returns from wheat to expected returns from other crops.

A number of other options are available—including harvesting no
crop at all on his wheat base. Since his benefits are tied to the number of
base acres on his farm, Evans can be expected to use one of the flexibil-
ity options to ensure that he maintains all 100 acres of his wheat base for
future years.

When he harvests his wheat, he can obtain a loan from USDA, using
his crop as collateral. Price support loans are an important source of
short-term financing for producers, and they enable farmers to store their
crops and space out their marketings to take advantage of better prices
later. When he’s ready to sell his wheat, Evans may repay his wheat loan
either at the loan rate or the local market price (whichever is lower) at the
time the loan is settled, or he may choose to give the grain to the govern-
ment in lieu of repayment.
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Farm Loans

CFSA has direct and guaranteed loan programs to help farmers who are tem-
porarily unable to obtain private, commercial credit. In many cases, these are begin-
ning farmers who have insufficient net worth to qualify for commercial credit. In
other instances, these are farmers who have suffered financial setbacks from natural
disasters, or who have limited resources with which to establish and maintain prof-
itable farming operations.

Farmers who qualify obtain their credit needs through the use of loan guarantees,
where a local agricultural lender makes and services the loan and CFSA guarantees
the loan up to a maximum of 90 percent. CFSA also has the responsibility of approv-
ing all loan guarantees and providing monitoring and oversight of lenders’ activities.

For those unable to qualify for a loan guarantee from a commercial lender, CFSA
also makes direct loans. These loans are made and serviced by a CFSA official, who
has the responsibility of providing credit counseling and supervision to its direct bor-
rowers. The CFSA official accomplishes this by making a thorough assessment of the
farming operation by evaluating all aspects of the operation.

For example, the CFSA official evaluates the adequacy of the real estate and
facilities, machinery and equipment, financial and production management, and the
farmer’s goals for the operation. Any weaknesses in each phase of the operation are
identified and prioritized, and the CFSA official then works one-on-one with each
farmer to develop a plan of supervision that will overcome the weaknesses and ulti-
mately result in the farmer’s graduation to commercial credit.

Unlike CFSA’s commaodity loans, these loans can be approved only for those
who have repayment ability, and the loans must be fully secured and are not nonre-
course. Local CFSA offices have further information about these loans.

Commodity Purchases and Donations

The Government-owned Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) provides financ-
ing for farm programs, and for the purchase, storage,and disposal of commaodities in
Federal stocks. CFSA employees are the administrative agents for CCC. One respon-
sibility is the inventory management of CCC’s bulk and processed products.

Managing the farm products forfeited to CCC requires cooperation with the
warehousing and transportation industries and private marketing channels. With over
10,000 commercial warehouses across the country approved for CCC storage con-
tracts, CFSA commodity managers work closely with the commercial trade.

Under the dairy price support program, CCC buys surplus butter, cheese, and
nonfat dry milk from processors at announced prices. These purchases help to main-
tain market prices at the legislated support level.

CFSA employees work with USDA’s Food and Nutrition Service to purchase and
deliver processed foods for the national school lunch and domestic feeding programs.

CCC inventories are not simply held, but must move into trade channels. CFSA
has a field office in Kansas City, with staff to direct commodity operations. Plugged
into telecommunicating trade networks, CFSA merchandisers regularly sell and swap
inventories.
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m CcCC
CCC annual net expenditures averaged about $3 billion per year dur-
ing the 10 years prior to 1982 with modest variation. Since 1982, vari-
ation has been large. Expenditures reached a high of $25.8 billion in
FY 1986. They are estimated at $11.8 billion for FY 1994.

Quantities of Commodities Purchased/Donated:

Foreign:
FY 1993 7,528,995 metric tons
FY 1994 451,415 metric tons
Domestic:
FY 1993 822.6 million pounds
FY 1994 744 million pounds

Beyond the marketplace, CCC commodities fill the need for hunger relief for
needy families in the United States and for overseas assistance. CFSA coordinates the
processing and overseas delivery of over 5 billion pounds of commaodities each year.
Donated for Food for Peace and programs administered by voluntary organizations,
these American farm products and foods help in hunger relief around the world.

Conservation Programs
CFSA conservation programs help preserve and improve the wealth and promise
of America’s farmlands.

B Conservation
m  USDA programs account for over half of total Federal expenditures
on conservation and environmental efforts affecting agriculture.

m (JUSDA spent an estimated $3.5 billion on resource conservation
and other environmental activities in FY 1994.

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)

USDA’s most ambitious conservation effort, CRP was authorized by the Food
Security Act of 1985. It targets the most fragile farmland by encouraging farmers to
stop growing crops on cropland designated by soil conservationists and to plant a
permanent vegetative cover instead. In return, the farmer receives an annual rental
payment for the term of the multiyear contract. Cost shares are also available to help
establish the permanent planting of grass, legumes, trees, windbreaks, or wildlife flora.
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B Conservation Reserve Program Example:

Farmer Jones submitted a bid of $42 per acre on 50 acres of
highly erodible cropland in 1989. The bid was accepted. He also
requested cost-share help to plant permanent grass on all 50 acres.

Mr. Jones receives a $2,100 annual rental payment each year for
10 years. A cost-share payment of $1,500 was paid to him after the
grass seeding was completed.

The CRP also provides cost-share assistance to establish tree
covers and wildlife habitats, and to install erosion control and similar
structures.

B Now in its 9th year, the CRP has converted 36.4 million acres of crop-
land to conservation uses. Annual CRP rental payments made by
USDA to participating farmers total $1.8 billion and average $50 per
acre. Most CRP acres are planted in grass, but the CRP also includes
2.4 million acres of trees, 2 million acres of special wildlife practices,
410,000 acres of wetlands, and 5,200 miles of filter strips along
waterways. Estimates of total CRP benefits range from $5 billion to
$9 billion.

Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP)

ACP is the primary means for CFSA to help farmers and ranchers nationwide
carry out conservation and environmental practices. The program is designed to help
alleviate soil, water, and related resource problems through cost-sharing. ACP assis-
tance is available to install a variety of soil-saving practices, including terraces, grass
cover, sod waterways, and other measures to control erosion. These practices also
help farmers reduce sediment, chemicals, and livestock waste that contaminate
streams and lakes.

B Agricultural Conservation Program Example:
Farmer Smith visits the CFSA office and requests assistance to build
a water control structure to help stop erosion and improve the water
quality of a small stream. The county CFSA committee reviews her
plan and agrees to share 50 percent of the cost. After she completes
the structure, she brings in her bills and is paid 50 percent of the cost.

All CFSA conservation programs are conducted in cooperation with other
Federal and State agencies and conservation organizations.
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Disaster and Emergency Assistance

In the aftermath of a natural disaster, CFSA can provide a variety of emergency
assistance programs to farmers in a disaster area. For example, the agency can furnish
CCC-owned grains to eligible livestock producers at reduced prices, and cost-share
livestock feed purchases. To help rehabilitate the farmland damaged by a natural dis-
aster, CFSA can assist farmers with cost-sharing to carry out emergency conservation
practices under the Emergency Conservation Program.

In the event of a national security emergency, CFSA is responsible for prepared-
ness plans and programs to assure food production and distribution, as well as the
continued availability of farm machinery, feed, seed, and fertilizer.

Information Contacts
County CFSA offices, the primary points of contact for participation in pro-
grams, are listed in telephone directories under “U.S. Department of Agriculture.”
State CFSA offices supervise county CFSA offices and are usually located in the
State capital or near the State land-grant university.
For information on commodity sales and purchases, contact:
USDA CFSA Kansas City Commodity Office
P.O. Box 419205
Kansas City, MO 64141
Telephone: (816) 926-6364
Aerial photographs of U.S. farmland, used by CFSA as a basic tool to determine
crop acreage, are also purchased extensively by other organizations and the public.
Order forms and an index are available from county CFSA offices. For more informa-
tion on services, including high-altitude photography, contact:
USDA CFSA Aerial Photography Field Office
Sales Branch
P.O. Box 30010
Salt Lake City, UT 84130-0010
Telephone: (801) 975-3503
For general information about the agency and its programs, contact:
USDA CFSA Information Division
P.O. Box 2415
Washington, DC 20013
Telephone: (202) 720-5237

Foreign Agricultural Service

Exports of U.S. Agricultural, Fish, and Wood Products

The United States is the world’s top exporter of agricultural, fish, and wood
products—with sales of $53.3 billion in FY 1994. Many factors affect trade in these
products, including economic growth, currency exchange rates, national support pro-
grams, changing food preferences, consumer lifestyles, public and private sector mar-
ket promotion efforts, and tariff and nontariff barriers.
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Agricultural, fish, and wood product exports are vitally important to the Nation’s
economy as a whole. Exports provide producers, food processing companies, and
associated manufacturing firms and transport companies an expanded market for their
products, and a better income. Exports also enhance our ability to use land, labor, and
capital more efficiently. This, in turn, allows our producers and industries to produce
at a lower cost and transport efficiently, giving the United States a comparative
advantage in the production of these goods.

U.S. agricultural, fish, and wood exports created an estimated 960,000 full-time
domestic jobs in 1994, or 18,000 jobs for every $1 billion in products shipped. With
respect to agricultural products, many of these jobs are created off the farm, and
many of those employed live in urban areas. About 310,000 workers, or 10 percent of
the U.S. farm labor force, are employed to produce agricultural products for the over-
seas market. However, beyond the farm gate, another 470,000 people work to finance,
store, package, process, and ship agricultural exports. USDA economists calculate
that, at the very least, each dollar received from agricultural exports stimulates
another $1.38 in business activity for the economy. In 1994, U.S. agricultural exports
generated $60 billion in additional economic activity.

Export gains for high-value agricultural products were broad-based in FY 1994,
with many product groups reaching all-time highs. High-value, intermediate product
exports rose $425 million to a record $9.3 billion. Exports of high-value, consumer-
oriented products rose $1.5 billion, reaching a record $16.2 billion, a robust 11-per-
cent increase over the previous year. However, exports of bulk commodities fell $950
million to $18 billion. The three largest commodities—wheat, coarse grains (mainly
corn), and soybeans—all registered declines. Exports of wood products fell about
$350 million to $6.9 billion, while exports of fish were unchanged at $2.9 billion.

Table 7-1.

Top 15 U.S. agricultural, fish, and wood product exports, FY 1994

Product (Category) $Billion
Coarse grains . .. ... [(=) I 4.6
Soybeans ... (B) e 4.2
Wheat . ... .. (B) oo 4.0
Redmeats ............. ..., ©) e 3.4
Lumber ... ... .. W) o 2.4
Cotton .. ... (B) oo 2.3
LOgS . (W) o 2.2
Fruit,fresh ... ... .. . () 1.9
Feeds &fodders ......... ... ... ... ... .. .. () 1.7
Fruit & vegetables, processed ............... () T 1.6
Hides&skins ......... ... .. ... ... M o 1.4
Poultrymeat ............ ... .. ... ... ©C) e 1.4
Tobacco ...... ... .. (B) oo 1.3
Tree nutS . . ... () 11
Snackfoods .......... ... .. . ©C) e 11
Subtotal ... 34.6
Total U.S. eXPOr S ot 53.3

Note: (B) bulk; (1) intermediate; (C) consumer-oriented; (W) wood

92



Agricultural products moving into the world market can be classified as bulk,
intermediate, or consumer-oriented products. Bulk products include those commodi-
ties free from processing, such as wheat, corn, barley, and soybeans. Intermediate
products (such as wheat flour, vegetable oils, and hides and skins) receive some pro-
cessing, but are generally not yet ready for final consumption. Consumer-oriented
foods and beverages include products that have undergone various degrees of pro-
cessing or unprocessed commodities that have relatively high per unit costs due to
transportation or storage, like fresh fruit.

In FY 1994, U.S. exports of bulk commodities decreased $950 million or 5 per-
cent from the previous year. Declines for wheat and coarse grains (down $714 million
and $525 million, respectively) and soybeans and tobacco (down $445 million and
$183 million, respectively) more than offset export increases for cotton (up $768 mil-
lion), rice (up $123 million), and pulses.

U.S. exports of intermediate products set a new record of $9.3 billion in FY
1994, finishing $425 million or 5 percent above the previous year’s level. Export per-
formance was mixed across the different product categories. Decreased sales for soy-
bean meal, planting seeds, and wheat flour (down $133 million, $49 million, and $13
million, respectively) were more than offset by increases for vegetable oils (up $215
million), live animals (up $107 million), hides and skins (up $152 million), and
sweeteners and beverage bases (up $76 million). Feeds and fodders, the largest group
in the intermediate products category, was unchanged at $1.7 billion.

With a new record of $16.2 billion in FY 1994, U.S. exports of consumer-
oriented products finished $1.5 billion or 11 percent above the record set during the
previous year. The category accounts for 37 percent of all U.S. agricultural exports,
up from 19 percent in 1986. Increases in FY 1994 were broad-based with 12 of the 16
product categories setting new record highs. The largest increases were recorded for
poultry meat (up $389 million), fresh fruit (up $244 million), and red meats (up $144
million).

At $2.9 billion in FYY 1994, U.S. exports of fish and seafood products remained
virtually unchanged from the previous year. On the other hand, U.S. exports of wood
products fell 5 percent to $6.9 billion. A 12-percent fall in the value of logs dropped
exports to $2.2 billion. However, panel product shipments rose to a record $923
million.

Major Markets

Although U.S. exports of agricultural, fish, and wood products are shipped to
more than 160 countries around the world, the top 10 markets account for nearly 80
percent of all sales. U.S. export gains to the top 10 markets were broad-based in FY
1994, with seven—Japan, Canada, Mexico, Taiwan, Hong Kong, the Russian
Federation, and Algeria—reaching record highs. Sales to Japan, the largest market by
a wide margin, rose 5 percent despite an ongoing recession in that country. Sales to
Mexico jumped 11 percent, continuing a trend that has resulted in Mexico being one
of our largest markets in a short time. Sales to Russia were up 30 percent, supported
by a surge in consumer food shipments.
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Table 7-2.

Top 10 markets for U.S. agricultural, fish, and wood products,
FY 1994

Share of Total
Exports U.S. Exports
Market (% Billion) (Percent)
Japan ... 141 .. 27
European Union-12 . ....... ... ... ... ... ..... 80... .. 15
Canada ... 6.7 . 13
MEXICO ..t A6 . . e 9
Korea, Republicof .......................... 25 . 5
Talwan .. ... 2.3 4
HongKong ......... ... . . i 12, 2
Russian Federation ......................... L1l 2
China ... 10 2
Algeria ... 06. .. i 1
Subtotal ....... ... . 42.179
Total U.S. agricultural exports ........... 53.3

Imports of U.S. Agricultural, Fish, and Wood Products

Along with the European Union and Japan, the United States ranks among the
world’s largest importers of agricultural, fish, and wood products. However, unlike
these other major importers, these products make up only a small portion of total U.S.
merchandise imports. In FY 1994, the $42.7 billion in U.S. purchases of agricultural,
fish, and wood products accounted for only 6 percent of total U.S. merchandise
imports.

Imports provide consumers with products that are either not produced or not
available in sufficient quantities in the United States. Major agricultural imports gen-
erally not domestically produced include spices, teas, cocoa, coffee, bananas, and
silk. Domestic production of other products, such as certain cheeses, olives, carpet
wools, lumber, shrimp, and tobacco, is insufficient to meet domestic demand. Some
seasonal items, such as fresh fruits and vegetables, are imported during periods when
U.S. production cannot meet domestic demand. Finally, products such as certain
spices and sugar are purchased in their raw form for processing and packaging in the
United States because foreign producers have a cost advantage over U.S. producers.

Agricultural, fish, and wood imports create jobs in transportation, storage, hand-
ling, processing, and distribution in the United States. Furthermore, imports provide
foreign countries with needed revenue in the form of U.S. dollars which, in turn, can
be used to purchase U.S. products.
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Table 7-3.

Top 15 U.S. imports of agricultural, fish, and wood products, FY 1994

Product $ Billion
Competitive products .. ... 36.5
UMD . e 6.1
Vegetables (and preparations) . ........... . 2.6
SIIMI .« 2.6
Grain &feeds . ... ..o 23
Fruits (inCluding JUICES) . . .. .ot e e e e 2.1
Wines & malt beverages . . ... 2.1
Panel produCts . .. ... e 1.9
Beef & veal . ... .. e 1.8
Oilseeds and produCts .. ... ... .o 15
Live @animals ... ... .. 14
Sugar (and related products) . ........ i 1.1
Dairy ProdUCES . . ..ot e 1.0
Noncompetitive products . ... e 6.2
Coffee (raw beans and processed) . .............o ittt 2.0
Cocoa (raw beans and processed) . ...........o.iii i 1.1
Bananas (including plantains) . ........... .. 1.1

TOD A o 30.7

Total agricultural Imports . ... . e 42.7

Leading products

Agricultural, fish, and wood products imported by the United States fall into two
general categories: competitive goods (those that compete in some form with U.S.
products) and noncompetitive goods (those that are not in direct competition with
U.S. products).

In value terms, 85 percent of U.S. agricultural, fish, and wood imports are classi-
fied as competitive. Major competitive goods imported by the United States are lum-
ber, vegetables, shrimp, grain and feeds, fruits, wines and malt beverages, wood panel
products, and beef.

Coffee, cocoa, and bananas head the list of noncompetitive agricultural goods. In
FY 1994, noncompetitive imports rose 12 percent to $6.2 billion mainly due to higher
coffee prices, while competitive imports rose 13 percent to $36.5 billion mainly due
to higher purchases of lumber, horticultural products, oilseeds, and grain and feed
products.

Major suppliers

Although the United States imported products from more than 160 countries in
FY 1994, the top ten countries supplied nearly three-fourths of U.S. import needs.
Canada was the top supplier with sales of $13.7 billion. The major products imported
from Canada were lumber, wood panel products, live cattle, and red meats. At $5.4
billion, the European Union ranked second, mainly supplying high-value consumer
foods. The major products were wine and malt beverages, snack foods (including
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confectioneries and biscuits), processed fruits and vegetables, and cheeses. Other
major suppliers include Mexico (fresh vegetables and live cattle), Thailand (shrimp,
tuna, rubber, and processed fruits and vegetables), Brazil (raw coffee beans, fruit
juices, and tobacco), Indonesia (rubber, wood panel products, and shrimp), and
Australia (red meats).

Many important suppliers of agricultural, fish, and wood products to the United
States are developing countries. These countries depend heavily on the export of
these products to generate foreign exchange which, in turn, is used to purchase
imports. In FY 1994, imports from developing countries accounted for nearly half
of all U.S. purchases of agricultural, fish, and wood products.

Table 7-4.

Top 10 agricultural suppliers, FY 1994

Share of Total

Imports U.S. Imports
Supplier ($Billion) (Percent)
Canada .......... ... 13,7 o 32
European Union-12 ..................... B 13
MEXICO .. ii i e 34 8
Thailland ............. ... .. ... ... ... ... 2.0 5
Brazil . ....... ... . 1.8 .. 4
Indonesia ............ ... 1.6 . 4
Australia . ........... .. . . . 1.1 2
Ecuador ......... ... . . 1.0 .. 2
Colombia ......... ... .. . . . .., 1.0 . 2
New Zealand .......................... 1.0 oo 2
Top10 ..o 320 75
World total ........................ 42.7

Food Aid Programs

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 reauthorized and
added activities to one of the oldest U.S. export assistance programs—~Public Law
480, also known as Food for Peace.

Current estimates of FY year 1995 commodity funding available for food aid
total $935.4 million, including $185.7 million for Title I (including Title I/Food for
Progress), $479.8 million for Title Il (including Title 11/World Food Program), and
$47.7 million for Title I11.

The 1990 Farm Bill reauthorized Title | government-to-government concessional
sales, with maximum repayment terms of 30 years. FY 1995 planned programming
for P.L. 480, Title | as of April 18, 1995, provides $142.5 million for 15 countries.
Under these planned programs, approximately 749,300 metric tons of commodities
are expected to be exported. These totals do not reflect ocean freight financing of
$11.9 million for Title I. For FY 1995, $55.1 million of Title I funds for commaodities
have been set aside to fund a number of Food for Progress country programs.
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The 1990 Farm Bill reauthorized the Title 11 emergency and private assistance
donations program. It increased the minimum tonnage by 25,000 metric tons per
year, beginning with 1.925 million tons in FY 1991 and increasing to 2.025 million
tons in FY 1995. A new provision requires that $10 million-$13.5 million of Title I
funds be provided each year to private voluntary organizations and cooperatives to
support their overseas food aid activities. For FY 1995, about 2.1 million tons of
commodities, valued at approximately $479.8 million (including transportation), are
planned for donations under Title Il and through the World Food Program.

A revised Title 111 Food for Development program was initiated by the 1990 Farm
Bill. This program provides government-to-government grant food assistance to least-
developed countries. Local sales proceeds can be used to support a variety of eco-
nomic development and related activities in recipient countries. For FY 1995, 282,600
metric tons of commaodities valued at $47.7 million are planned under Title I11.

Another program, Food for Progress, is carried out using commodities available
for distribution under Section 416, or funds available to the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) or appropriated under Title I, P.L. 480. The program provides
commodities to needy countries as a reward for having undertaken economic or agri-
cultural reform. The 1990 Farm Bill adds private voluntary organizations (PVO’s),
nonprofit agricultural organizations, and cooperatives as potential recipients. In FY
1995, Food for Progress bilateral agreements using the Title I authority are planned
with Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, totaling about 351,500 metric
tons, valued at $55.1 million (excluding transportation). Food for Progress programs
using CCC funds are planned with U.S. PVVO’s for projects in Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, and Tajikistan, totaling about 56,600 tons of com-
modities, valued at about $42.6 million. The Food for Progress program is limited by
a global 500,000-metric-ton legislative ceiling, and by a cap on noncommaodity costs
paid directly by CCC (primarily transportation) of $30 million.

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 also reauthorized
the Farmer-to-Farmer Program, which can include middle-income countries and
emerging democracies.

The Section 416(b) program (of the Agricultural Act of 1949) provides for the
donation to needy countries of eligible commaodities held by the CCC. Currently,
5,000 metric tons of nonfortified nonfat dry milk have been determined available
under Section 416(b) for FY 1995.

Commercial Export Credit Guarantee Programs

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 made available at
least $5 billion annually for the Export Credit Guarantee Program (GSM-102). This
program guarantees repayment of short-term loans (90 days to 3 years) made by U.S.
financial institutions to eligible banks in countries that purchase U.S. farm products.
As of March 10, 1995, some $3.15 billion worth of guarantees was made available to
over 70 countries including five regional programs—for West Africa, Southern
Africa, the Andean region, Central America, and the East Caribbean—for FY 1995.
As of March 10, 1995, registrations under the GSM-102 credit guarantee program for
FY 1995 totaled $1.32 billion for 17 countries and the West African, Southern
African, Andean, and East Caribbean regions.
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The 1990 Act also provided for implementation of an Intermediate Credit
Guarantee Program (GSM-103) through FY 1995. The guarantees issued under this
program can cover financing periods of more than 3 and up to 10 years. The Act
makes available $500 million per year for the program, which is designed to help
developing nations make the transition from concessional financing to cash pur-
chases. As of March 10, 1995, $175 million worth of intermediate guarantees was
made available to five countries for FY 1995. As of March 10, 1995, registrations
under the GSM-103 credit guarantee program for FY 1995 totaled $51.6 million for
three countries.

Export Assistance Programs

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 endorsed export
assistance programs implemented by USDA in recent years, specifically to counter or
offset adverse effects on U.S. agriculture from unfair trade practices on the part of
competitors.

The Export Enhancement Program (EEP) was extended by the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 to permit USDA to provide export
bonuses to make U.S. commodities more competitive in the world marketplace and to
offset the adverse effects of unfair trade practices or subsidies. The Farm Bill requires
that the CCC make available at least $500 million in funds or commaodities for the
EEP each fiscal year through 1995. Since Nov. 6, 1991, USDA has paid EEP bonuses
in cash. In the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade implementing legislation, the
focus of the EEP was changed to allow the EEP to be used as a market promotion and
expansion tool.

Through FY 1994, over 158.6 million metric tons of wheat and wheat flour
(grain equivalents), over 14.4 million tons of barley, 537,000 tons of barley malt
(grain equivalent), and over 944,000 tons of rice have been sold. In addition, 258,000
tons of frozen poultry, over 1,000 tons of pork, over 2.27 billion table eggs, over 1.9
million tons of vegetable oil, 4,000 tons of canned peaches, 319,000 tons of sorghum,
nearly 189,000 tons of poultry feed, and over 69,700 dairy cattle have been sold.

The Rural Development, Agriculture, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act
of 1988 authorized the creation of the Sunflowerseed Oil Assistance Program (SOAP)
to provide bonuses to U.S. exporters to facilitate additional sales of sunflowerseed oil
in targeted world markets. The Agriculture Appropriations Act for FY 1989 created
the Cottonseed Oil Assistance Program (COAP). These programs are similar in oper-
ation to the EEP. The SOAP and COAP programs use funds available under Section
32 of Public Law 74-320. Fiscal year 1995 SOAP/COAP sales totaled O metric tons,
with total bonuses valued at $0 million.

The 1990 Farm Bill also continued the Market Promotion Program (MPP),
which provides assistance to trade promotion organizations and private entities to
help fund their market development activities overseas. For FY 1994, $100 million
was allocated to 59 organizations to promote agricultural commodities under the
MPP. For 1995, $85.5 million is available for allocation.
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Dairy Export Programs

Section 114 of the 1990 Farm Bill mandated that a Dairy Export Incentive
Program (DEIP) be operated by the CCC. The Uruguay Round legislation mandates
the program through the year 2001. The DEIP operates on a bid bonus system similar
to EEP, with cash bonus payments.

The 1995 DEIP was announced on January 20, 1995. Bonuses under the program
are available to 110 countries totaling 114,500 metric tons of milk powder, 99 coun-
tries totaling 37,650 metric tons of butterfat, and to 75 countries totaling 3,850 metric
tons of Cheddar, Feta, Gouda, cream, Mozzarella, and processed American cheeses.
The allocations will be valid until June 30, 1995, as provided in the invitation for
offers. Under the DEIP this year, the CCC has awarded 115,576 metric tons, with a
bonus value of $56.803 million.

International Links

The International Cooperation and Development (ICD) area of USDA’s Foreign
Agricultural Service is responsible for coordinating, supporting, and delivering a
diversified program of international cooperation and development. It aims to enhance
the competitiveness of U.S. agriculture, preserve natural resource ecosystems, and
pursue sustainable economic development worldwide by mobilizing the resources of
USDA and its affiliates.

ICD programs provide links to world resources and build a spirit of cooperation
and goodwill that serves U.S. agriculture. These links help U.S. agriculture gain
access to emerging technologies and to a wide array of genetic material, which can be
crucial in creating new or improved agricultural products, practices, and markets.
These international partnerships are the germinating seeds that can produce a rich and
diverse harvest of scientific advances and business ventures.

ICD helps increase income and food availability in developing nations by linking
the technical expertise of the U.S. agricultural community with those nations. This
cooperative effort helps developing nations surmount the barriers of hunger and
poverty and build more stable economies. As industrialized nations have become sat-
urated with goods and services, investors have begun to explore developing nations as
markets for fresh and expanded business ventures. Nations moving from low- to mid-
dle-income status now offer the brightest prospects for U.S. agricultural products, a
trend that is likely to continue, so USDA helps foster economic growth, strong diplo-
matic ties, and durable trade relationships with these nations.
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Food, Nutrition, and
Consumer Services

Food and Consumer Service

utrition is one of USDA’s central missions, and it is the bridge between the

farmer and consumer. The Food and Consumer Service (FCS) administers
USDA’s nutrition assistance programs, with the dual mission of improving the
Nation’s health by getting food to people who need it, and strengthening the
agricultural economy.

USDA has made nutrition and nutrition education integral components of all its
domestic nutrition programs. These programs provide access to healthy diets for
many needy Americans, and important markets for agricultural commodities. Overall,
the nutrition programs reach one out of every five Americans.

At the same time, USDA is committed to ensuring that the programs operate
accurately and efficiently. FCS works closely with the States to ensure that benefits
are received only by those who are eligible, and to catch and punish people who seek
to abuse the programs for their own gain.

For FY 1995, the total appropriation for the 15 nutrition assistance programs is
$40.2 billion—or nearly 65 percent of the entire USDA budget of $61.9 billion.

Most of the programs are directed at low-income Americans. They include:

= The Food Stamp Program

= The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC)

The National School Lunch Program

The School Breakfast Program

The Nutrition Education and Training Program

The Emergency Food Assistance Program

The Child and Adult Care Food Program

The Commodity Supplemental Food Program

The Summer Food Service Program

The Special Milk Program

The Nutrition Program for the Elderly

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations

The WIC Farmers Market Nutrition Program

The Commodity Distribution to Charitable Institutions and to Soup

Kitchens and Food Banks

= The Nutrition Assistance Program in Puerto Rico and the Northern
Mariana Islands
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FCS is also the primary Federal agency that delivers food assistance in response
to disasters. The Agency includes an Office of Consumer Affairs. In addition, this
mission area includes the Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
Determining eligibility: Many of USDA'’s nutrition programs use house-
hold income as a guideline for program eligibility. Depending on the
program rules, household income of 100 percent, 130 percent, or 185
percent of the Federal poverty level may be used to determine levels
of eligibility. For FY 1995, 100 percent of the poverty guideline is
$14,800 a year for a family of four; 130 percent is $19,240 a year;
and 185 percent is $27,380 a year. Federal poverty guidelines are
established by the Office of Management and Budget, and are
updated annually by the Department of Health and Human Services.

The Food Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Program is the cornerstone of USDA’s nutrition assistance pro-
grams. Initiated as a pilot program in 1961 and made permanent in 1964, the program
issues monthly allotments of coupons that are redeemable at retail food stores, or pro-
vides benefits through Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT).

Increasingly, paper food stamp coupons are being replaced by EBT, an online
system in which participants use magnetic strip cards to access their food stamp
account at the point of sale. USDA has made conversion from paper coupons to EBT
a major priority, and has set a goal to have a national EBT implementation plan in
place by 1996. By eliminating paper coupons and creating an electronic record of
every food stamp transaction, EBT will be a useful tool in improving program deliv-
ery and in reducing certain types of food stamp fraud and trafficking.

EBT is only one component of FCS’s commitment to Food Stamp Program
integrity. The agency works closely with the States to ensure that they issue benefits
in the correct amounts, and only to people who are eligible. EBT has enhanced FCS’s
ability to catch those who abuse the program, and penalties have been increased for
people who are caught.

One State—Maryland—nhas already implemented EBT statewide, and approxi-
mately 37 States have some EBT activity underway, from actual operations in some
counties through early planning.

USDA also provides educational materials to integrate nutrition into the Food
Stamp Program and to help Food Stamp recipients make better use of their benefits.
USDA has a critical responsibility to promote nutrition assistance in all of its food pro-
grams. In 1994, FCS initiated a series of Community Nutrition Education Cooperative
Agreements, totaling more than $984,000, to 10 State agencies, universities, and local
program organizations to design and implement innovative nutrition education efforts
aimed at food stamp households, schoolchildren, and WIC participants.
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Eligibility: Eligibility and allotments are based on household size and income,
assets, and other factors. For a family of four, gross monthly income cannot exceed
130 percent of the Federal poverty guidelines.

Benefits: The Food Stamp Program will serve an average of almost 27 million
people each month in FY 1995. Average monthly benefits are $74.12 per person
The level of benefits a household receives is based on the Thrifty Food Plan, a
low-cost model diet plan.

Funding: The total Food Stamp Program appropriation for FY 1995 is
$27.7 billion.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
How EBT works: Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) is a computerized
system that allows food stamp customers to use a plastic card similar
to a bank card to access their food stamp benefits. Eligible recipients
have an account established for their monthly benefits. At the grocery
checkout, they present the card, which is used to debit their food
stamp account for the amount of eligible purchases. The funds are
automatically transferred to the retailer’s account, and an electronic
record is made of the transaction. No money and no food stamps
change hands.

The National School Lunch Program

The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) is a federally assisted meal pro-
gram operating in more than 93,000 public and nonprofit private schools and residen-
tial child care institutions. It provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free lunches
to more than 25 million children each day.

The NSLP is usually administered by State education agencies, which operate
the program through agreements with local school districts. FCS administers the pro-
gram at the Federal level. School districts and independent schools that choose to
take part in the lunch program receive cash reimbursement and donated commaodity
assistance from USDA for each meal they serve. In return, they must serve lunches
that meet Federal meal pattern requirements, and they must offer free and reduced-
price lunches to eligible children.

Last June, in an effort to improve the nutritional quality of school meals, FCS
launched the School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children, the first full-scale reform
of the school lunch program since it was established in 1946. The centerpiece of the
initiative is a regulatory proposal to update nutrition standards so that all school
meals will meet the recommendations of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

Four national hearings were held to allow the public to provide comments and rec-
ommendations on proposed new regulations to institute the changes. More than 14,000
comments were received from a wide variety of interested individuals and groups.

In support of USDA’s School Meals Initiative, on October 6, 1994, Congress
passed the Healthy Meals for Healthy Americans Act, requiring that all school meals
conform to the Dietary Guidelines by school year 1996-97.
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Other elements of the initiative will teach and motivate children to make healthy
food choices, cut administrative red tape, and continue to improve the quality of the
commodities USDA provides to schools. Recognizing that improved nutrition educa-
tion empowers students to make healthy food choices, USDA established Team
Nutrition as a part of the School Meals Initiative. Team Nutrition brings together pub-
lic/private partnerships to implement a national Children’s Nutrition Campaign, as
well as a Training and Technical Assistance Program to help school food service pro-
fessionals deliver healthy school meals.

The campaign has produced significant results. USDA has already formed a
groundbreaking partnership with the Walt Disney Company to develop healthy eating
messages to be used on television. USDA has also entered into a partnership with
Scholastic, Inc., to deliver age-appropriate nutrition information to children in school
and to their parents at home.

The second component of Team Nutrition, the Training and Technical Assistance
Program, was designed to ensure that school nutrition and food service personnel
have the education, motivation, training, and skills necessary to serve meals that meet
USDA’s nutrition standards and appeal to children.

As part of the training component of Team Nutrition, FCS hosted “USDA’s Great
Nutrition Adventure,” a series of events linking prominent chefs with local schools
across the country. The chefs spent the day teaching children about the importance of
a nutritious diet and working with school food service personnel to teach them how to
achieve healthy school meals that appeal to children.

The Department has also placed special emphasis on improving the quality of
commodities donated to the National School Lunch Program. Last year the
Commodities Improvement Council was established to promote the health of school
children by improving the nutritional profile of USDA commodities while maintaining
USDA's support for domestic agricultural markets. Based on the council’s recommen-
dations, USDA is implementing plans to reduce the fat, sodium, and sugar content of
commodities, and to offer a wider variety of new low and reduced-fat products.

USDA has made significant progress in increasing the amount of fresh produce
given to schools. During the last school year, USDA doubled the volume of fresh
fruits and vegetables purchased for the NSLP. It has also launched a cooperative pilot
project with the Department of Defense (DOD) to increase the variety of produce
available to schools by utilizing DOD’s buying and distribution system.

Eligibility: Any child, regardless of family income level, can purchase a meal
through the NSLP. Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of
poverty are eligible to receive free meals. Children from families with incomes
between 130 and 185 percent of poverty are eligible for reduced-price meals.
Children from families with incomes over 185 percent of poverty pay the full, locally
established price.

Benefits: Most of the support USDA provides to schools comes in the form of
cash reimbursements for meals served. The reimbursement is highest for meals
served to students who qualify to receive their meals free, and the lowest reimburse-
ment is for students who pay full price. The current cash reimbursement rates are:
Free, $1.76; reduced price, $1.36; and full price, $.17.
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In addition to cash reimbursements, schools are entitled to receive commodity
foods, called “entitlement” foods, at an annually adjusted per-meal rate (currently
14.5 cents) for each meal they serve. Schools can receive additional commodities
known as “bonus” commodities when these are available from surplus stocks pur-
chased by USDA under price support programs. USDA commodities make up
approximately 17 percent of the food served. The remaining 83 percent is purchased
locally by the school food authority.

Funding: For FY 1995, Congress appropriated $4.2 billion for the National
School Lunch Program. Another $644.6 million is included for the purchase of enti-
tlement commodity foods.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
USDA commodity foods make up only about 17 percent of the foods
that are served to children in the National School Lunch Program.
Nonetheless, more than 1 billion pounds of food, valued at more than
$650 million, was provided to schools by USDA in FY 1994.

The School Breakfast Program

The School Breakfast Program (SBP) provides cash assistance to States to initi-
ate, maintain, or expand nonprofit breakfast programs in eligible schools and residen-
tial child care institutions. The program operates in more than 60,000 schools and
institutions, serving a daily average of 5.8 million children. The program is adminis-
tered at the Federal level by FCS. State education agencies administer the program at
the State level, and local school food authorities operate it in schools.

USDA has made expansion of the SBP a top priority. A series of startup grants
initiated in 1990 helped push participation up by more than half, from 3.8 million
children to 5.8 million. The Healthy Meals for Healthy Americans Act of 1994 made
these grants permanent and expanded coverage under them to include school break-
fast expansion, as well as Summer Food Service Program start-up and expansion. The
act authorized funding of $5 million in FY 1995, 1996, and 1997; $6 million in FY
1998; and $7 million annually thereafter.

Eligibility: Any child at a participating school may purchase a meal through
SBP. Children from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty
level are eligible for free breakfasts. Children from families with incomes between
130 and 185 percent of the poverty level are eligible for reduced-price breakfasts.
Children from families with incomes over 185 percent of poverty pay the full locally
established price for their breakfasts.

Benefits: Under Federal law, schools may not charge students who are eligible
for free breakfasts. Schools may charge no more than 30 cents for a reduced-price
breakfast. There is no Federal limit placed on how much a school may charge for
breakfast served to paying students—those from families with incomes above 185
percent of poverty.

Funding: For FY 1995, Congress appropriated $1.1 billion for the SBP.
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B Nutrition Program Fact:
The vast majority of children who participate in the School Breakfast
Program—87 percent—receive their meals free or at a reduced price.
That compares to 55 percent of children who receive free or reduced-
price meals in the National School Lunch Program.

The Nutrition Education and Training Program

The Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program is the nutrition education
component of the food assistance programs for children: the National School Lunch
Program, School Breakfast, Summer Food Service, and Child and Adult Care Food
Programs.

The goal of NET is to provide leadership in promoting healthy eating habits for
our Nation’s children by offering effective educational experiences to help children
make informed food choices as a part of a healthy lifestyle.

Each year when Congress appropriates money for NET, the Secretary of
Agriculture allocates funds to States in the form of grants, usually to the State educa-
tion agency. The size of a State’s grant depends on the number of children enrolled in
public or private schools; public and private nonprofit child care programs, including
residential day care; and the Summer Food Service Program.

Each State employs a NET coordinator who assesses the needs for nutrition edu-
cation in the State and develops a plan to address the identified needs, establishing
priorities for use of the funds available in a given year.

States use NET funds in a variety of ways, for example to:

= Help educators learn the principles of nutrition and ways to make them

meaningful to their students through coordinated classroom and school cafe-
teria learning experiences,

= Provide training for food service personnel in nutrition, nutrition education,

and food service management,

= |nvolve parents and the community in nutrition education, and

= Develop nutrition education materials and make them available to students,

parents, teachers, and food service personnel.

Eligibility: All children participating in or eligible to participate in the USDA
Child Nutrition Programs may receive nutrition education through NET.

Funding: In FY 1995, Congress appropriated $10.3 million for the NET Program.

The WIC Program

The Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children
(WIC) is a grant program whose goal is to improve the health of pregnant, postpar-
tum, and breastfeeding women, and infants and children up to 5 years old, by provid-
ing supplemental foods, nutrition education, and access to health care. A few State
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agencies provide food directly to participants, but most States provide WIC vouchers
that can be used at authorized food stores for approved foods.

WIC provides each State with a set amount of money to serve its most needy
WIC population. Because of documented successes of the WIC Program in improv-
ing the nutritional well-being of participants, it has received continuing political sup-
port, enabling it to expand to serve more eligible people. In FY 1994, WIC served an
average of 6.5 million people each month.

Eligibility: To be eligible for WIC, an applicant must meet State residency
requirements, meet an income standard, and have been determined by a health profes-
sional to be at nutritional risk.

Benefits: In most States, WIC participants receive vouchers that allow them to
purchase a monthly food package specially designed to supplement their diets. The
foods provided are high in protein, calcium, iron, and vitamins A and C. WIC foods
include iron-fortified infant formula and infant cereal; iron-fortified adult cereal; vita-
min C-rich fruit or vegetable juice; eggs, milk, and cheese; and peanut butter, dried
beans, or peas. Special therapeutic formulas and foods are provided when prescribed
by a physician for a specified medical condition.

The Food and Consumer Service also encourages WIC mothers to breastfeed
their babies whenever possible. WIC women who exclusively breastfeed their babies
receive an enhanced food package which includes tuna and carrots.

Funding: The total appropriation for the WIC Program in FY 1995 is $3.5
billion.

M Nutrition Program Fact:
A 1990 USDA study showed WIC to be effective in improving the
health of newborns and infants as well as mothers. Every $1 spent on
WIC, the study reported, saved up to $3 in Medicaid costs.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
FCS requires all States to take bids from or negotiate with manufac-
turers for the best rebate on each can of WIC infant formula pur-
chased. In 1994, infant formula rebates amounted to over $1 billion
nationwide and funded services for nearly 1.6 million persons each
month.

M Nutrition Program Fact:
WIC will serve an estimated 7 million persons each month in 1995,
including four out of 10 babies born in the United States.
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B Nutrition Program Fact:
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, WIC
referrals for immunization were an important factor in overcoming the
recent measles epidemic among preschool-age children.

The WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program

The WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program (FMNP), established in 1992, is
funded through a Congressionally-mandated set-aside in the WIC appropriation. The
program has two goals: To provide fresh, nutritious, unprepared food, such as fruits
and vegetables, from farmers’ markets to WIC participants who are at nutritional risk;
and to expand consumers’ awareness and use of farmers’ markets. This program,
operated in conjunction with the regular WIC Program, is offered in 26 States and
other jurisdictions. Four additional States will start offering the program this year.

Eligibility: Women, infants over 4 months old, and children who receive WIC
Program benefits, or who are WIC-eligible, may participate.

Benefits: Fresh produce can be purchased with FMNP coupons. State agencies
may limit FMNP sales to specific foods that are locally grown to encourage partici-
pants to support the farmers in their own State.

Funding: The amount set aside in the WIC appropriation for FMNP for FY 1995
is $6.75 million.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
Studies have shown that where the WIC Farmers’ Market Nutrition
Program has been available, WIC participants have consumed more
fresh fruits and vegetables.

The Commodity Supplemental Food Program

The Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) is a program of grants to
States, administered by FCS at the Federal level. CSFP provides commaodity foods to
supplement the diets of low-income infants; children up to the age of 6; pregnant,
postpartum, and breastfeeding women; and persons 60 years of age and older.

CSFP operates at more than 70 sites in 20 States, including the District of
Columbia, and two Indian Tribal Organizations. USDA donates commaodity foods to
the State agencies for distribution, and provides funds to State and local agencies to
cover certain administrative costs. The program served an average of more than
363,000 people each month in FY 1994.

Eligibility: State agencies that administer CSFP may establish a residency
requirement and/or require applicants to be determined to be at nutritional risk in
order to be eligible for program participation. To be income-eligible, women, infants,
and children must be eligible for benefits under existing Federal, State, or local food,
health, or welfare programs, and must not currently be receiving WIC benefits.
Elderly persons must meet a low-income standard.
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Benefits: There are six food packages for different categories of participants.
The food packages are not intended to provide a complete and balanced diet, but
rather are supplements that are good sources of the nutrients often lacking in partici-
pants’ diets.

Funding: The 1995 appropriation for CSFP is $84.5 million.

M Nutrition Program Fact:
CSFP has grown from a $48 million program in 1984 serving 150,100
participants to an $84.5 million program in 1995 serving over 412,000
people.

The Child and Adult Care Food Program

The Child and Adult Care Food Program provides healthy meals and snacks in
child and adult day care facilities.

CACEFP ensures that children and adults in day care receive healthy meals by
reimbursing participating day care operators for their meal costs and providing them
with USDA commaodity food. Family day care homes must be overseen by sponsor-
ing organizations, which also receive reimbursements from USDA for their adminis-
trative expenses.

The program generally operates in child care centers, outside-school-hours care
centers, family and group day care homes, and some adult day care centers. In return
for Federal support, day care providers in the CACFP must serve meals that meet
Federal guidelines, and must offer free or reduced-price meals to eligible people.

First authorized as a pilot project in 1975, the program was formerly known as
the Child Care Food Program. It was made a permanent program in 1978, and the
name was changed in 1989 to reflect the addition of an adult component. CACFP is
administered at the Federal level by FCS. State agencies or FCS regional offices over-
see the program at the local level.

In June 1994, CACFP provided meals to nearly 2 million children and 43,000
adults.

Eligibility: At child and adult day care centers, participants from families with
income at or below 130 percent of the poverty level may qualify for free meals; those
from families with income between 130 percent and 185 percent of the poverty level
may qualify for reduced-price meals; and those from families with income above 185
percent of the poverty level pay full price.

At family day care homes, all meals are reimbursed at a single rate. There is no
income test for children to receive meals, but children of the care provider cannot
receive reimbursed meals unless family income is at or below 185 percent of the
Federal poverty level.

As part of a demonstration project, homeless children under age 6 are eligible for
the program if they reside in approved emergency shelters.

Benefits: Children and adults who attend day care facilities receive nutritious
meals and snacks. Care providers receive reimbursement for eligible meals. Family
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day care sponsoring organizations receive reimbursement for their administrative
costs.

Funding: Congress appropriated $1.5 billion for the CACFP in FY 1995.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
More than 185,000 family day care homes and 30,000 day care cen-
ters participate in the Child and Adult Care Food Program.

The Summer Food Service Program

The Summer Food Service Program provides free meals to low-income children
during school vacations.

SFSP was first created as part of a larger pilot program in 1968, and became a
separate program in 1975. The SFSP served about 2.3 million children a day during
the summer of 1994.

The program is administered at the Federal level by FCS. Locally, it is operated
by approved sponsors, which receive reimbursement from USDA for the meals they
serve.

Sponsors provide meals at a central site such as a school or community center.
Any child or adult with a disability within the program’s operating area can partici-
pate. All meals are served free.

The Summer Food Service Program operates in low-income areas where half or
more of the children are from households with income at or below 185 percent of the
Federal poverty guideline. Homeless feeding sites that primarily serve homeless chil-
dren may participate regardless of location. Residential camps also may get reim-
bursement for eligible children through the SFSP.

Eligibility: Children 18 and under, and people over 18 who are handicapped and
who participate in a program established for the mentally or physically handicapped,
may receive meals through the Summer Food Service Program.

Benefits: At most sites, participants receive either one or two meals a day.
Residential camps and sites that primarily serve children from migrant households
may be approved to serve up to four meals per day. Sponsors are reimbursed for doc-
umented operating and administrative costs.

Funding: Congress appropriated $254.6 million for the program in FY 1995.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
Some 25 million children eat school lunch every day when school is
in session, and about half of them receive their meals free or at a
reduced price. The Summer Food Service Program offers those chil-
dren nutritious food when school is not in session. However, only
about 2 million children are able to participate, because many com-
munities do not sponsor the program.
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The Special Milk Program

The Special Milk Program provides milk to children in schools and child care
institutions that do not participate in other Federal meal service programs. The pro-
gram reimburses schools for the milk they serve.

Schools in the National School Lunch or School Breakfast Programs may also
participate in the SMP to provide milk to children in half-day prekindergarten and
kindergarten programs where children do not have access to the school meal programs.

Expansion of the National School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs, which
include milk, has led to a substantial reduction in the SMP since its peak in the late
1960’s.

Eligibility: Any child at a participating school or kindergarten program can get
milk through the SMP. Children may buy milk or receive it free, depending on the
school’s choice of program options. When local officials offer free milk under the
program, any child from a family that meets income guidelines for free meals and
milk is eligible.

Ben€fits: Participating schools and institutions receive reimbursement from the
Federal government for each half-pint of milk served. They must operate their milk
programs on a nonprofit basis. They agree to use the Federal reimbursement to reduce
the selling price of milk to all children.

Funding: Congress appropriated $18.1 million for the program in FY 1995.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
In 1994, nearly 159 million half-pints of milk were served through the
Special Milk Program.

Nutrition Program for the Elderly

The Nutrition Program for the Elderly helps provide elderly persons with nutri-
tionally sound meals through meals-on-wheels programs or in senior citizen centers
and similar settings.

The NPE is administered by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
but receives commaodity foods and financial support from USDA under provisions of
the Older Americans Act of 1965. USDA provided reimbursement for an average of
more than 900,000 meals a day in FY 1994.

Eligibility: Age is the only factor used in determining eligibility. People age 60
or older and their spouses, regardless of age, are eligible for NPE benefits. There is
no income requirement to receive meals under NPE.

Benefits: Each recipient can contribute as much as he or she wishes toward the
cost of the meal, but meals are free to those who cannot make any contribution.

Under NPE, USDA provides cash reimbursements and/or commodity foods for
meals served through DHHS programs. Meals served must meet a specified percent-
age of the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA’s) in order to qualify for cash or
commodity assistance.

Funding: Congress appropriated $150 million for NPE for 1995.
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B Nutrition Program Fact:
Indian tribal organizations may select an age below 60 for defining an
“older” person for their tribes for purposes of eligibility for the Nutrition
Program for the Elderly.

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations

This program provides monthly food packages to Indians living on or near reser-
vations. Many Native Americans participate in the FDPIR as an alternative to the
Food Stamp Program if they do not have easy access to food stores. An average of
more than 113,000 Native Americans received food through FDPIR each month in
1994.

The program is administered at the Federal level by FCS in cooperation with
State agencies. USDA provides food to the State agencies, which are responsible for
program operations such as storage and distribution, eligibility certification, and
nutrition education.

The foods in the current food packages were recommended in 1986 by a USDA
task force to meet the health needs and preferences of Native Americans. USDA also
provides nutrition information in the monthly food package, with suggestions for
making the most nutritious use of the commaodity foods.

Eligibility: To participate in FDPIR, the household must be low-income, have
assets within specified limits, and be located on or near an Indian reservation. The
income limits used to determine FDPIR eligibility are based on Food Stamp Program
monthly income limits, but are slightly higher.

Benefits: USDA donates a variety of foods to help participants maintain a bal-
anced diet. These commodities include canned meats and fish products; vegetables,
fruits, and juices; dried beans; peanuts or peanut butter; milk, butter, and cheese; pasta,
flour, or grains; adult cereals; corn syrup or honey; and vegetable oil and shortening.

Each program recipient receives a monthly food package that weighs 50 to 75
pounds and contains a variety of foods.

Funding: Congress appropriated $33.2 million for FDPIR in FY 1995.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
A recipe book, Quick & Easy Commodity Recipes for the Food
Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, was released for use by
FDPIR patrticipants in 1990. The book was developed as part of a
5-year nutrition education plan. USDA also distributes a series of 12
nutrition and health fact sheets for FDPIR participants.

The Emergency Food Assistance Program

Originally named the Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program, TEFAP
gives needy Americans USDA-donated foods for household use. The foods are free,
but recipients must meet program eligibility criteria set by the States. Local agencies,
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usually food banks, shelters, and soup kitchens, are designated by the States to dis-
tribute the food.

TEFAP was first authorized in 1981 to distribute surplus commodities to house-
holds. Its aim was to help reduce Federal food inventories and storage costs while
assisting the needy. The 1988 Hunger Prevention Act required the Secretary of
Agriculture not only to distribute surplus foods, but also to purchase additional food
for further distribution to needy households.

Available foods vary depending on market conditions. Typically, canned and
dried fruits, canned vegetables, canned meats, peanut butter, butter, and cornmeal are
available. Quantities of any particular commodity food vary, and States may rotate
distribution of some foods from area to area so that each county receives its fair share
at some time during the year.

Eligibility: Each State sets criteria for determining what households are eligible
to participate in the program. Income standards may include participation in any
other existing Federal, State, or local food, health, or welfare program for which
income is considered as a basis for eligibility.

Each State can adjust the income criteria based on the level of need in order to
ensure that assistance is provided only to those most in need.

Benefits: An estimated 2.5 million food packages are distributed to households
each month. TEFAP has provided billions of pounds of food since its beginning.
More than one billion pounds, valued at $846 million, was distributed at the pro-
gram’s height in 1987. In 1994, nearly $200 million worth of food was distributed.

Funding: Congress appropriated $65 million for TEFAP in 1995.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
Some 90 percent of TEFAP households may be eligible to receive
food stamps.

Food Donations to Charitable Institutions, Soup Kitchens, and
Food Banks

Thousands of charitable institutions throughout the country rely on foods
donated by USDA to help provide meals to needy people. These charitable groups
range from churches operating community kitchens for the homeless and destitute, to
orphanages and homes for the elderly. Other eligible groups include meals-on-wheels
programs, soup kitchens, temporary shelters, correctional institutions offering reha-
bilitative activities, group homes for the mentally retarded, and hospitals that offer
general and long-term health care.

Foods donated to charitable institutions come from agricultural surpluses
acquired by USDA as part of its price stabilization and surplus removal activities.

Eligibility: To participate, charitable institutions must be nonprofit and must
serve meals on a regular basis. They may be either public or nonprofit private institu-
tions that have Federal tax-exempt status. Interested groups apply for participation to
their State’s distributing agency, which determines eligibility based on standards set
by USDA.
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Benefits: Throughout the year, USDA acquires a variety of foods through its
programs designed to stabilize farm prices. USDA has this food processed, packaged,
and transported to designated locations within each State. State distributing agencies
supply the food to eligible institutions and other users of donated foods. The kinds
and quantities of food donated to charitable institutions vary, depending on crop and
market conditions. Generally, the foods donated are butter; cereal and grain products
such as cornmeal, rice, rolled wheat and oats, macaroni, and spaghetti; and peanut
and oil products such as roasted peanuts, peanut butter, peanut granules, vegetable
oil, and vegetable shortening. Other foods, including meats, fruits, and vegetables,
may become available when there is a surplus, but such surpluses are usually limited
in quantity.

For soup kitchens and food banks, the commaodities available generally include
canned and frozen meats, nonfat dry milk, and canned fruits and vegetables.

Funding: Congress appropriated $40 million for FYY 1995 to provide food to
soup kitchens and food banks. The cost of foods donated to charitable institutions
varies depending on market conditions.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
In 1994, more than 250 million pounds of food was provided through
this program.

The Nutrition Assistance Programs in Puerto Rico and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands

The Food Stamp Program in Puerto Rico and the Northern Marianas was
replaced in 1982 by a block grant program. The two territories now provide cash and
coupons to participants rather than food stamps or food distribution. The Nutrition
Assistance Program grant can also be used to fund up to 50 percent of Puerto Rico’s
administrative expenses, or to fund special projects related to food production and
distribution.

The Nutrition Assistance Program for the Commonwealth of the Northern
Marianas (CNMI) provides annual block grant funds for food assistance to the needy.
The Northern Marianas NAP uses food coupons, similar to food stamps used in the
50 States.

Eligibility: Puerto Rico and the CNMI determine eligibility and allotments for
their programs based on household size, income, assets, and other factors.

Benefits: The NAP in Puerto Rico served an average of 1.41 million persons in
FY 1994. Average monthly benefits were $62.02 per person.

In the Northern Marianas, the NAP served an average of 3,842 people each
month in 1994, with average monthly benefits of $77.06 per person.

Funding: The total appropriation for the NAP in Puerto Rico for FY 1995 is
$1.143 billion. The total appropriation for the Northern Marianas has held steady at
$3.7 million each year.
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USDA Disaster Assistance

FCS is the primary agency responsible for providing Federal food assistance in
response to disasters. FCS provides assistance through the Food Distribution Program
and the Disaster Food Stamp Program.

Food Distribution Program: FCS can provide USDA-donated food assistance
through State distributing agencies. All States have some stocks of USDA food on
hand for use in their commodity programs for schools or needy people. These stocks
can be released immediately for use in a disaster situation.

Upon request from a State, FCS will procure additional food to meet the needs of
people affected by a disaster. Nearby States also may be asked to release their stocks
of USDA food to help feed disaster victims. State distributing agencies then distribute
the food to preparation or distribution sites. Disaster relief agencies such as the
American Red Cross prepare the food at shelters and other mass care facilities.

The State may also request that food be made available for household distribu-
tion, if commercial channels of food supply are not available because of the disaster.

Disaster Food Stamp Program: When commercial channels of food supply are
still operable, or have been restored following a disaster, a State may request approval
from the Secretary of Agriculture to operate the Disaster Food Stamp Program.

If approval is granted, FCS provides on-site guidance for establishing and oper-
ating the disaster program. FCS ensures that an adequate supply of food stamp
coupons is available. State and local officials are responsible for determining the eli-
gibility of households to receive disaster food stamps, and for issuing the benefits.

B Nutrition Program Fact:
In FY 1994, FCS provided more than $86 million in commodities and
disaster food stamps to areas struck by natural disasters:
State Food stamp benefits Commodities
California
(earthquake) $68.1 million $2.3 million
Alabama
(floods) $73,860
Florida
(floods) $55,882
Georgia
(floods) $15.8 million $288,090
Total $83.9 million $2.7 million
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B Nutrition Program Fact:
How to apply: People who want to apply for any of the nutrition assis-
tance programs that FCS operates must do so through the appropri-
ate State agency, since the programs are administered at the State
and local levels by various public and private organizations. In gen-
eral, applicants for the largest programs should contact the following
State or local agencies:
m Food Stamp Program: State welfare agency
m  School Lunch or School Breakfast (free and reduced-price meals):

Neighborhood school or local school authority

m  WIC program: State or local public health office

For programs not listed above, State and local welfare agencies,
health departments, or education agencies can provide information
about what programs are available and how and where to apply.

The Office of Consumer Affairs

The Office of Consumer Affairs (OCA) links FCS, consumer groups, and FCS
program stakeholders. OCA advises the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition, and
Consumer Services on consumer and constituent issues and concerns.

OCA arranges periodic meetings, briefings, and roundtables on USDA and FCS
policy for the public, consumer representatives, and program stakeholders. It provides
public access to a wide range of USDA and FCS documents such as speeches, regula-
tory proposals, and studies, through the Internet and other electronic media, and it
responds to consumer requests for assistance and information on USDA policy and
procedures.

The OCA director reports to the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition, and
Consumer Services, and receives managerial and administrative support from FCS.

Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion

he Center for Nutrition Policy and Promotion was established in December 1994

to provide direction and coordination for USDA’s nutrition research and policy
activities. The center helps enhance the nutritional status of Americans by linking sci-
entific research to the nutritional needs of the American consumer. It translates nutri-
tion research into information and materials for health professionals, private
companies, and consumers, to increase public knowledge and understanding of the
importance of nutrition.

The Center is an independent resource in USDA, working cooperatively with
other parts of the Department to provide strategic planning and coordination for nutri-
tion policy. The Center’s director reports to the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition,
and Consumer Services, and receives managerial and administrative support from
FCS. The Center’s funding is $2.2 million for FY 1995.
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Food
Safety

Food Safety and Inspection Service

he major responsibility of the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) is to

oversee and inspect more than 7.5 billion poultry and 130 million meat animals
yearly on their path from farm to table. This public health agency in the USDA pro-
tects consumers by ensuring that meat and poultry products are safe, wholesome, and
accurately labeled.

In 1994, as part of the USDA reorganization, elements of various agencies were
combined into one food safety agency headed by an Under Secretary for Food Safety.
Some divisions of the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) and the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) as well as the entire Food Safety and
Inspection Service (FSIS) are now under one umbrella.

The mission of the Agency is to reduce the risk of foodborne illness, the Nation’s
most significant food safety problem. To accomplish this, the new food safety agency
is taking steps to improve the safety of meat and poultry from farm to table in the
food production, processing, distribution, and marketing chain.

Between 1906 and 1993, the inspection system was based on what inspectors
could see: diseases, defects, and contamination on meat and poultry carcasses. But
dangers to the food supply are often from unseen microscopic bacteria, such as
E. coli and Salmonella.

Now FSIS is doing research and developing the tools needed to detect bacteria
on meat and poultry which cannot be seen on visual inspection. Samples of meat and
poultry are routinely tested for bacterial contamination. This is part of a broad and
long-term science-based strategy to prevent foodborne pathogens from entering the
food supply all along the chain, to improve the safety of meat and poultry products,
and to better protect public health.

FSIS Activities

The activities of FSIS include:

= |nspecting meat and poultry, as well as processed products made from them;
Setting standards for plant facilities, product contents, packaging, and labeling;
Analyzing products for microbiological and chemical adulterants; and
Educating consumers about foodborne illness by way of publications, educa-
tional campaigns, and a toll-free Meat and Poultry Hotline.

The task of inspecting meat and poultry is imposing because consumers spend
$120 billion, or one third of their annual food dollars, for meat and poultry products.
FSIS inspects and regulates all raw beef, pork, lamb, chicken, and turkey sold in
interstate and foreign commerce, including imported products.
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In addition, about 250,000 different processed meat and poultry products fall
under FSIS inspection. These include hams, sausage, soups, stews, pizzas, frozen din-
ners, and any product containing two percent or more cooked poultry or at least three
percent raw meat. USDA also reviews 500,000 different package labels, which must
be approved before the products may be sold to consumers.

Table 9-1.

Livestock and poultry federally inspected in 1994

Cattle . .. 34,370,227
PIgS o 90,206,024
Other . 5,124,359
POUIY . 7,492,088,622

The task of inspecting meat and poultry is carried out by more than 8,100
Inspection Operations employees, including over 1,100 veterinarians. They work in
some 6,200 privately owned plants to carry out the mandate of the 1906 Federal Meat
Inspection Act, the 1957 Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the regulations that
implement these laws.

All plant facilities and equipment must adhere to FSIS standards and be
approved before they can be used. Standards are also set for certain slaughter and
processing activities, such as plant sanitation and thermal processing.

Inspectors check animals before and after slaughter, visually examining over 7
billion poultry carcasses and 130 million livestock carcasses—including beef, pork,
and lamb—each year. They prevent diseased animals from entering the food supply
and examine carcasses for visible defects that can affect safety and quality.

B More than 8,100 Inspection Operations employees, including more
than 1,100 veterinarians, carry out the inspection laws in over 6,200
meat, poultry, and other slaughtering or processing plants in the
United States and U.S. Territories.

Inspectors can also can test for the presence of pathogenic microorganisms and
drug and chemical residues that violate Federal law. The Agency operates three field
laboratories to test meat and poultry samples.

B There are over 6,500 inspectors licensed to inspect meat and poultry
in more than 1,400 foreign plants authorized to export products to the
United States. In 1994, over 2.5 billion pounds of meat and poultry
passed inspection for entry into the United States from 35 countries.
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Over the last 20 years, the violation rate for drug and chemical residues detected
in FSIS testing programs has dropped dramatically, moving close to zero. Only about
3 of every 1,000 samples routinely tested for residues exceed the legal limit.

Imported meat and poultry arriving by ship or air are also subject to FSIS
scrutiny. The Agency reviews and monitors the foreign inspection systems in the
products’ countries of origin to ensure they are equivalent to the U.S. system. When
the products reach the United States, selected products are reinspected at 150 official
import facilities by import inspection personnel.

Finally, FSIS continues to work to improve meat inspection. The Agency devel-
ops and improves procedures for detecting microbiological and chemical adulterants,
and infectious and toxic agents in meat and poultry products. If foodborne bacteria,
residues, or other types of contamination are found, FSIS may ask the producer to
voluntarily recall the products.

Standards and Labeling

FSIS also inspects products during processing, handling, and packaging to
ensure that they are truthfully labeled. FSIS evaluates and sets standards for food
ingredients, additives, and compounds used to prepare and package meat and poultry
products. The Agency sets labeling standards and approves labels for meat and poul-
try products.

Nutrition Labeling of Meat and Poultry Products

One of the most far-reaching recent accomplishments of FSIS was requiring
mandatory nutrition labeling for most meat and poultry products except raw, single-
ingredient products such as raw poultry. The final rule, issued January 6, 1993,
became effective in August 1994.

The Nutrition Facts panel was developed through a joint effort by FSIS and the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS). The two agencies issued parallel regulations intended to create the
most uniform nutrition labels possible for virtually all foods.

The labels help consumers follow the Dietary Guidelines developed by the
USDA and HHS. The guidelines emphasize the importance of a well-balanced diet.
Most packaged foods carry an up-to-date, easy-to-use nutrition panel.
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See the following example.

In addition to the Nutrition Facts panel, FSIS also defined the product claims that
can be made on the front label of meat and poultry products. The Agency has set spe-

Nutrition Facts

Serving Size 0 cup (000g)
Servings Per Container 0

Amount Per Serving
Calories 000 Calories from Fat 000

% Daily Value*

Total Fat 00g 00%
Saturated Fat Og 00%

Cholesterol 00mg 00%

Sodium 000mg 00%

Total Carbohydrate 00g 00%
Dietary Fiber Og 0%
Sugars 00g

Protein 00g

Vitamin A 0% *  Vitamin C 0%

Calcium 00% . Iron 0%

Percent Daily Values are based on a 2,000 calorie

diet. Your daily values may be higher or lower

depending on your calorie needs:
Calories: 2,000

659

20g
300mg
2,400mg
300g
259

2,500

80g

259
300mg
2,400mg
3759
309

Total Fat

* sat Fat

Cholesterol

Sodium

Total Carbohydrate
Dietary Fiber

Less than
Less than
Less than
Less than

Calories per gram:
Fat 9 » Carbohydrate 4 « Protein 4

cific requirements for using the following terms:

= free,

less

low

good source of
extra lean
light (lite)
high

reduced

lean

more

Safe Food Handling L abel

In 1994, FSIS issued a rule requiring safe handling instructions on packages of
all raw or partially cooked meat and poultry products as part of a comprehensive
effort to protect consumers from foodborne illness. Some food products may contain
bacteria that could cause illness if the product is mishandled or cooked improperly.

To prevent bacterial growth and to reduce the risk of foodborne illness, the label
directs consumers to follow safe food handling practices from the time perishable
products are purchased until they have been cooked and stored.




A Safe Food Handling L abdl:

Safe Handling Instructions

This product was prepared from inspected and passed meat and/
or poultry. Some food products may contain bacteria that could
cause iliness if the product is mishandled or cooked improperly.
For your protection, follow these safe handling instructions.

L Keep refrigerated or frozen.
| Thaw in refrigerator or microwave.
Keep raw meat and poultry separate from other foods.
] Wash working surfaces (including cutting boards),
o utensils, and hands after touching raw meat or poultry.

E/‘ Cook thoroughly.
@ Keep hot foods hot. Refrigerate leftovers
immediately or discard.

Current Food Safety Initiatives

Positive steps have been taken to reduce contamination in the food supply. For
the first time since 1906, FSIS moved in 1994 to declare a pathogenic bacterium,

E. coli O157:H7, an adulterant in raw product. The bacterium, which is most often
linked to undercooked ground beef, is believed to cause an estimated 10,000 to
20,000 illnesses and about 500 deaths each year.

FSIS initiated a nationwide sampling program in federally inspected plants and
retail stores to test for E. coli O157:H7 in raw ground beef. Any samples testing posi-
tive for the pathogen in USDA laboratories are to be treated as adulterated under the
Federal Meat Inspection Act and referred to FSIS for regulatory action.

To further accomplish the Agency’s goal to reduce contamination, FSIS has pro-
posed Pathogen Reduction and Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP)
Systems. The proposal requires changes in procedures from an inspection system
based primarily on sight, touch, and smell, to one incorporating scientific testing and
systematic prevention of contamination.

Food Safety from Farm to Table

FSIS is taking steps to improve the safety of meat and poultry from production
through use. Food safety depends on:

= Properly growing the animals at the farm or feedlot,

= Processing at the plant incorporating pathogen reduction and HACCP

measures,

= Handling the food safely during transportation and distribution,

= Storing it safely in the store, and

= Safe food handling at home by consumers.
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At theFarm

Quality control programs are being used to control pathogens on the farm. FSIS
works closely with the producers of food animals as well as other government agen-
cies to explore what measures can be taken on the farm and before animals enter the
slaughter facility to reduce the risk of contaminating meat and poultry products.

Insidethe Plant

Changing a live animal into food that is conveniently packaged for consumers
occurs inside a federally inspected meat or poultry plant. To improve the safety of
meat and poultry products, FSIS proposes to use Pathogen Reduction and HACCP
systems to reduce levels of bacteria which can be on meat and poultry products as a
result of contamination from the live animal.

The purpose of HACCP systems is to identify potential food safety hazards aris-
ing in slaughter and processing plants. HACCP is a system of steps used to identify
and prevent problems from occurring during food processing and to correct them as
soon as they are detected. With HACCP in place, FSIS can verify that the plant is
controlling its processes and consistently producing products that comply with food
safety requirements.

The HACCP system consists of seven principles that plants must incorporate into
their operation plans. They include (1) hazard analysis, (2) critical control point iden-
tification, (3) establishment of critical limits, (4) monitoring procedures, (5) correc-
tive actions, (6) record keeping, and (7) verification procedures.

Under the Pathogen Reduction proposal, targets would be set for reducing the
incidence of bacterial contamination of raw meat and poultry products. Daily micro-
bial testing would be required in slaughter plants to determine whether targets are
being met or remedial measures are necessary.

Raw products would be tested for Salmonella, a pathogenic bacteria that is the
most common cause of foodborne illness in the United States. Slaughter plants would
be required to reduce contamination to a specific level that will be determined by
FSIS. The proposal would require bacterial testing 90 days after publication of the
final rule.

B Fgg Products Inspection Now Under FSIS
As of May 28, 1995, FSIS is responsible for inspection of 81 U.S.
plants that produce liquid, frozen, and dried egg products. Formerly
under the jurisdiction of USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service, 158
inspectors, supervisors, and support staff will now be part of FSIS.
In FY 1994, USDA inspected 1,761 million pounds of liquid egg prod-
ucts, which translates into 817 million pounds sold in liquid form, 428
million pounds sold in frozen form, and 133 million pounds sold as
dried egg products.

In Retail Establishments

FSIS is working closely with the Food and Drug Administration to ensure food
safety at the retail level. This includes establishing Federal standards for the safe
handling of food during transportation, distribution, and storage. FSIS also will work
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with producers and others to develop and implement food safety measures that can be
taken on the farm and before animals enter the slaughter facility to reduce the risk of
harmful contamination of meat and poultry products.

At theTable

Helping ensure that consumers handle food safely at home is an ongoing priority
for the Agency carried out by the Public Information staff and the USDA Meat and
Poultry Hotline. Consumers, school children, the media and other information multi-
pliers are the object of a comprehensive, nationwide FSIS food safety education pro-
gram to prevent foodborne illness.

USDA Meat and Poultry Hotline 1 (800) 535-4555

The Agency reaches people directly through its toll-free Meat and Poultry
Hotline. The Hotline’s staff of home economists, dieticians, and food technologists
inform the public on how to properly handle, prepare, and store meat and poultry
products to minimize the growth of foodborne pathogens.

More than 125,000 people called the Hotline in 1994. Some of their specific con-
cerns included E. coli O157:H7, Salmonella enteritidis, cutting boards, and the safe
handling of already cooked foods.

The Hotline staff can be reached Monday through Friday year-round from 10:00
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Eastern Time. Callers can hear their choices of recorded food safety
messages 24 hours a day by calling the same toll-free number. Using a touch-tone
phone, they can select from about 50 food safety messages under eight “menu” head-
ings which are updated periodically to include seasonal topics and the latest recalls of
meat and poultry products.

B What do people call the Hotline about?
Here are some of the most frequent topics of questions to the Hotline
staff:
= Prevention of foodborne illness, food storage, preparation and
handling
Recalls of meat and poultry
Different types of foodborne pathogens
Problems or complaints about certain products
Power failures or food at risk in refrigerators and freezers that
breakdown
= Using new nutrition labels to plan healthful diets
Safe handling label instructions
m  Safe preparation and handling of foods to be eaten away from
home or outdoors
The role of the consumer in food protection
=  People who are “at risk” for foodborne illness, including the young,
the elderly, pregnant women, and the chronically ill
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Natural Resources
and Environment

SDA’s Natural Resources and Environment mission area plays a vital role in the

management and conservation of the Nation’s land, natural resources, and nat-
ural heritage. The USDA Forest Service and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (formerly the Soil Conservation Service) share responsibility for fostering
sound stewardship on 75 percent of the country’s total land area. The Forest Service
oversees the management of 191.6 million acres of public lands, made up of 155
forests and 20 National Grasslands, while the Natural Resources Conservation
Service provides direct, technical assistance and conducts a broad range of programs
to address farmers’ and ranchers’ natural resource problems on private lands.

Although the programs of the agencies differ, both agencies are defined by pro-
found land and service ethics which guide their common mission: to promote diverse,
healthy and sustainable ecosystems by restoring and sustaining the integrity of soil,
air, water, biological diversity, and ecological processes. By making resource man-
agement decisions in the context of the full system, the agencies ensure that products,
values and services, and uses desired by people are produced in ways that sustain a
healthy and productive nation and environment.

Caring for the Nation’s land, natural resources, and natural heritage in a sustain-
able way is a challenging task, a task which depends on each agency’s unique and
dynamic partnerships. The Forest Service, for example, works closely with State
forestry organizations to help private landowners apply environmentally sound prac-
tices on the land. Through its cooperative State and private forestry programs, the
Forest Service offers technical and financial assistance to protect and improve the
quality of air, water, soil, and open space, and encourages uses of natural resources
on non-Federal lands, while protecting the environment. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service relies on a three-way partnership—with conservation districts,
State agencies, and Earth Team volunteers—to deliver technical assistance at the
local level.

Both the Forest Service and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
assist urban and rural communities to restore and enhance the quality of ecosystems
and to build capacity for meeting community needs in an environmentally sound
manner. The Forest Service and NRCS, along with the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service and other Federal agencies, have participated in the
year-old Urban Resources Partnership Program. The agencies in the program work
cooperatively with local communities, governments, organizations, and businesses to
deliver services efficiently and effectively in eight pilot cities: Atlanta, Chicago,
Denver, East St. Louis, Los Angeles, New York City, Philadelphia, and Seattle. Four
partnership projects initiated in FY 1994 included educating children about wetland
restoration, planting community gardens, and providing urban forestry and leadership
training to women in innercity communities.
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The Natural Resources Conservation Service and Forest Service have supported
rural development activities through their work in cooperation with conservation dis-
tricts, Resource Conservation and Development Councils, State rural development
councils, and others. The agencies offer guidance about ways to enhance economic
well-being and create natural resource-based jobs, while sustaining the environment
and its resource base.

As mission areas across the department have developed and implemented rein-
vention strategies, the Natural Resources and Environment mission area has closely
coordinated reorganization and streamlining in the Forest Service and the Natural
Resources Conservation Service to help both agencies work better for less and
improve customer service. Both agencies have completed strategies—reflecting
extensive stakeholder input—to ensure their conservation leadership into the 21st
century. The strategies have included significant streamlining and restructuring of
headquarters staff and field workforce; development of regional leadership teams to
ensure an integrated, comprehensive approach to natural resource management; and a
renewed commitment to customer service.

In 1994, the Secretary of Agriculture created the Agricultural Council on
Environmental Quality, which is led by the Under Secretary for Natural Resources
and Environment. The council’s mission is to coordinate crosscutting environmental
policies and programs within the department. Some of the policy issues coordinated
by the council include pesticides, threatened or endangered species, biomass for
energy, and water quality. The council also serves as the departmental liaison with
other Federal agencies and nongovernmental organizations.

Forest Service: Caring for the Land
and Serving People

he Forest Service considers the American people its owners, customers, and part-

ners in caring for the Nation’s natural resources.

The United States has about 1.6 billion acres of forest and range land, under all
ownerships. Nearly half of this area, 736.7 million acres, is forest land.

The Forest Service is responsible for managing the 191.6 million acres in the
National Forest System. This is 8.3 percent of U.S. land area—about the size of
Texas, plus 10 percent.

There are 155 National Forests and 20 National Grasslands in 44 States, the
Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico.

The Forest Service administers statutes that guide:

= Construction of roads and trails, which are built where needed to allow for

closely regulated timber harvesting, to give the public access to outdoor recre-
ation areas, and to provide scenic drives and hikes,

= Construction and maintenance of facilities at picnic, camping, water sports,

ski, and other areas for public convenience and enjoyment,

= Timber harvesting methods that will protect the land and streams, assure rapid

renewal of the forest, provide food and cover for wildlife and fish, and have
minimum impact on scenic and recreation values,
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= Removal of oil, gas, uranium, and other minerals of strategic importance, as
well as geothermal steam and coal,

= Use of national forest and range land as a refuge for threatened and endan-
gered species of birds, animals, fish, and plants, and

= Use of National Forests and Grasslands for livestock grazing.

Mission

The Forest Service’s mission is expressed best in its land ethic, which charges
the agency to “Promote the sustainability of ecosystems by ensuring their health,
diversity, and productivity.” This is coupled with the service ethic: “Tell the truth,
obey the law, work collaboratively, and use appropriate scientific information in car-
ing for the land and serving people.”

These land and service ethics are applied daily to the management of the
Nation’s forest and range lands through the development and practice of ecosystem
management. Simply stated, ecosystem management is the integration of ecological,
economic, and social factors in order to maintain and enhance the quality of the envi-
ronment to meet current and future needs.

Four goals help the agency focus priorities in providing sustainable benefits to
the American people. They are to (1) protect ecosystems, (2) restore deteriorated
ecosystems, (3) provide multiple benefits for people within the capabilities of ecosys-
tems, and (4) improve organizational effectiveness.

The Forest Service’s 1990 Resources Planning Act Program, a long-term strate-
gic plan, set forth four high-priority themes: Enhancing recreation, wildlife, and fish-
eries resources; ensuring that commodity production is environmentally acceptable;
improving scientific knowledge about natural resources; and responding to global
resource issues.

Principal Laws

The Forest Service administers the lands and resources of the National Forest
System under the National Forest Management Act of 1976, the Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, and the Organic Administration Act which created
the National Forest System. The agency also conducts research, provides assistance
to private landowners, and assesses the Nation’s natural resources under the
Renewable Resources Extension Act of 1978 and the Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Research Act of 1978.

Organizational Structure

The top administrative official of the Forest Service is the Chief, who, through
the Under Secretary for Natural Resources and the Environment, reports to the
Secretary of Agriculture. The agency is responsibile for administering programs that
provide services to the general public and other users in four areas: (1) National
Forest System, (2) State and Private Forestry, (3) Research, and (4) International
Forestry.

In the National Forest System, the Forest Service operates under the concept of
multiple use, providing sustained yields of renewable resources such as water, live-
stock forage, wildlife habitat, wood, and recreation. The Forest Service is committed
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Figure 10-1.

Location of National Forests
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to the preservation of wilderness, biodiversity, and landscape beauty, as well as the
protection of water, air, and soil quality in its management of these lands.

The lands are protected as much as possible from wildfire, epidemics of disease
and insect pests, erosion, floods, and water and air pollution.

In addition, the Agency, under its State and Private Forestry program, works
with State forestry organizations to help private landowners apply good forest prac-
tices on their lands. Through its cooperative State and private forestry programs, the
Forest Service offers financial and technical assistance to protect and improve the
quality of air, water, soil, and open space and encourages uses of natural resources on
non-Federal lands, while protecting the environment.

The research arm of the Forest Service conducts extensive research on a wide
range of forest-related subjects, to develop new knowledge and science in ecosystem
restoration and management, and to enhance and protect productivity on all of
America’s forests and rangelands, with special attention to long-term natural resource
issues of national and international scope.

The Forest Service carries out international forestry activities to help promote
sustainable development and global environmental stability, particularly in key coun-
tries important in global climate change. This mandate includes a national goal for
sustainable management of all forests by the year 2000, researching topics with
implications for global forest management, and sharing resource management experi-
ence with colleagues around the world.

Reinvention
In 1994, the Forest Service completed a comprehensive strategy to transform
itself into a new Forest Service of the future. “Reinvention of the Forest Service: The
Changes Begin” is a strategic document, but it is also very much a call for action. It
asks for energetic and enthusiastic support to accomplish some very complex tasks.
The Forest Service has:
= Streamlined the workforce by 10 percent during the past 2 years, and plans to
streamline by nearly another 10 percent during the next several years,
= Planned a comprehensive restructuring of national headquarters to enhance
corporate, strategic decisionmaking (plans call for streamlining the
Washington Office by more than 25 percent this year),
= Created regional leadership teams to promote a more comprehensive, inte-
grated approach to management of National Forests and Grasslands,
= Adopted a customer service pledge that improves the Forest Service’s long
tradition of customer service,
= Re-engineered several core work processes to provide improved service and
better land management (these include forest planning, environmental assess-
ment, and budget planning), and
= Re-engineered some administrative work processes to reduce internal red tape
and enhance internal customer service, including small purchasing, staffing,
and travel administration.
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National Forest Foundation

The National Forest Foundation was authorized by Congress in 1990 to collect
and administer donations to further the activities of the Forest Service. The
Foundation became operational in 1992. In 1993, it funded three youth forest camps,
in Oregon, Washington, and Virginia. These camps served 211 youth from many eth-
nic backgrounds who were recruited from rural and urban areas. They accomplished
more than $334,400 worth of resource projects on national forest lands, and received
high school credit for the summer projects.

National Forest System—Conservation and Multiple Use

Lands

The Forest Service is the steward of the 191.6 million acres in the National
Forest System. This stewardship includes landownership adjustment to protect and
enhance the National Forest System, prevention of unauthorized encumbrances, pro-
tection of boundaries and records associated with this land, granting appropriate
rights to others when in the public interest, resolution of issues affecting lands, and
administration of rights granted to or retained by other agencies, governments, and
landowners.

Wildlfe, Fish, and Rare Plants Management

The National Forest System includes 2.3 million acres of fishable lakes, ponds,
and reservoirs and more than 197,000 miles of perennial streams.

National Forests and Grasslands support habitats for more than 3,000 species of
birds, mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fish, as well as some 10,000 plant species.
The National Forests and Grasslands also provide:

= 80% of the elk, mountain goat, and bighorn sheep habitat in the lower
48 States,
28 million acres of wild turkey habitat,
5.4 million acres of wetland habitat,
Habitat for 250 species of neotropical migratory birds, and
Habitat for more than 280 species of threatened or endangered plants,
fish, or wildlife.

In 1994, people made more than 86 million visits to national forests to fish, hunt,
and view wildlife, fish, and plants, with a total net value of nearly $4.3 billion. More
than $1.7 billion in annual economic benefits result from recreational and commercial
harvest of fish resources on National Forest System lands.

The Agency’s threatened, endangered, and sensitive species program aims to
conserve and restore habitat and thus avoid the need to list additional rare species.
Habitat management efforts—in partnership with other Federal agencies, State fish
and wildlife agencies, and national conservation groups—are currently underway for
salmon, steelhead and cutthroat trout, spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and grizzly
bear. Efforts to reintroduce species or increase their numbers are planned in collabo-
ration with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and State agencies for gray wolf,
black-footed ferret, California condor, Mexican wolf, thick-billed parrot, and
red-cockaded woodpecker.
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m  Key Facts about the Forest Service

m The Forest Service manages 155 national forests for multiple uses.

m There are 191 million acres of national forest land. This is 8.3
percent of the United States’ land area—about the size of Texas plus
10 percent.

m The entire Nation has about 1.6 billion acres of forest and range
land, under all ownerships.

= The entire Nation has 736.7 million acres of forest land area, not
including rangeland, under all ownerships.

m The National Forest trail system is the largest in the Nation, with
more than 124,600 miles of trails for hiking, riding, and cross-country
skiing.

m The Forest Service provides more recreation than any other Federal
Agency.

=  Minerals found on Forest Service lands provide more than $3.5
billion in private sector revenue.

The owners/managers of this forest land are as follows:
m  Federal Government: 249.1 million acres
m Forest Service: 139.9 million acres
= Bureau of Land Management: 36.6 million acres
m National Park Service, Department of Defense, Department of
Energy, and other Federal: 72.6 million acres
Non-Federal total: 487.5 million acres
State: 54.7 million acres
m [ndustry, county, municipal, farmer, & other private: 432.8 million acres

The Forest Service manages—
m National Grasslands: 3.9 million acres
National Primitive Areas: 173,762 acres
National Scenic-Research Areas: 6,630 acres
National Wild & Scenic Rivers: 4,385 miles—95 rivers
National Recreation Areas: 2.7 million acres
National Game Refuges and Wildlife Preserves: 1.2 million acres
National Monument Areas: 3.3 million acres
National Historic Areas: 6,540 acres
Congressionally designated wilderness—34.6 million acres

Visitors to the National Forests are attracted by—
m 5885 campgrounds and picnic areas
328 swimming developments
1,222 boating sites
250 winter sports sites, including 120 downhill ski areas
If all these sites were fully occupied at the same time, they would
accommodate 1.8 million persons.
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Key 1994 figures:
m  Recreation use: 330.3 million visitor days (1 visitor day equals 12
hours of recreation use)
Lands burned by wildfire: 530,000 acres
Insect and disease suppression: 1.7 million acres
Watershed improvements: 36,201 acres
Wildlife and fish habitat improvements: 242,761 acres
Reforestation: 492,000 acres
Livestock grazing: 9.4 million animal unit months
Grazing allotments administered: 9,940
Mineral cases processed: 26,539
Timber sold: 3.1 billion board feet
Timber harvested: 4.8 billion board feet (some had been sold in
previous years)
=  Road system: 369,000 miles

Partner ships

In 1994, more than 3,150 partners joined the Forest Service through the
Challenge Cost-Share Program to complete more than 3,000 wildlife and fish habitat
improvement projects on national forests and grasslands. Through these partnership
efforts, many species have returned to habitats once abandoned. Fragile plant habitats
have been identified and protected. Wetlands for waterfowl and other species have
been improved by the construction of nesting islands and platforms. Fisheries have
benefited from improved cover, construction of fish ladders and barriers, and restora-
tion of watersheds.

Since 1986, wildlife and fish conservation partner contributions of labor, materi-
als, expertise, and cash have approached $106 million, more than matching Forest
Service monetary contributions of over $77 million.

Water, Soil, and Air

About 20 percent of the surface water supply in the United States flows from
National Forest System watersheds. Three major goals of the Forest Service’s water-
shed management programs are assuring adequate yields of high quality water, sus-
taining soil productivity, and managing air quality within standards. The task of
mapping all the soils of the National Forest System, with the cooperation of the
Natural Resources Conservation Service, is about 70 percent completed. The Forest
Service improved 24,836 acres of watershed in FY 1994, about 15 percent more than
the target amount.

Other significant activities include watershed analyses and watershed restoration
work, especially in the Pacific Northwest; participating in water right adjudications in
eight Western States; assessing water quality problems from abandoned mines
located on most National Forests with assistance from States and other Federal
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m  Key Facts about Water in the National Forest System:

m  Watersheds on National Forest System lands total about 3,200

m There are 902 municipal watersheds on National Forest System
land, serving 25 million people

m 173 trillion gallons of water is supplied by the National Forest
System to municipal watersheds annually

= 500 remote weather data collection platforms are used in
agricultural, fire, weather, and streamflow forecasting

m Burned-area emergency restoration in FY 1994 covered more
than 150,000 acres of the 1.5 million acres burned

m 88 wilderness areas, covering almost 15 million acres, are
classified as Class | (special visibility protection) under the Federal
Clean Air Act.

agencies; and monitoring lichens, lakes, snow, vegetation, and the atmosphere to
determine air pollution impacts to wilderness areas.

Forage

National Forest System rangeland is managed to conserve the land and its vege-
tation while providing food for both livestock and wildlife. Forage production is a
primary use of these lands. Under a multiple-use system, grazing areas also serve as
watersheds, wildlife habitat, and recreation sites. Grazing privileges are granted on
national forests and grasslands within the national forest system. Cattle and sheep
graze under permit arrangements, for which a fee is paid by ranchers and farmers.
The permittees cooperate with the Forest Service in range improvement projects.

m Key Facts about Rangeland
= 9.3 million animal unit months of livestock grazing were recorded
on National Forest System lands in FY 1994, and,
m the Forest Service administered 9,413 grazing allotments.

Mineralsand Energy

The Forest Service manages surface operations on mineral lands in the National
Forest System. Energy resources on national forest system lands include oil, natural
gas, coal, geothermal steam, and uranium. Mineral commodities of strategic impor-
tance on these lands are nickel, cobalt, molybdenum, tungsten, and vanadium. Other
important commodities include gold, silver, lead, phosphate, barite, and construction
materials such as gravel and stone. The Forest Service recommends conservation
measures to be followed by the resource extractors. The objective is to permit
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m Key Facts about the Forest Service Minerals Program

$3.2 billion of mineral production

7 million acres prospective for coal (50 billion tons)

45 million acres prospective for oil and gas

Substantial geothermal energy potential

Giant deposits of oil and gas

World class deposits of coal, platinum, copper, silver, lead,

molybdenum

= [ argest carbon dioxide (CO,) project in the country (Bridger-Teton
National Forest, WY)

m [ argest coal mine in the United States (Thunder Basin
Grasslands, WY)

= Only platinum mine in the Western Hemisphere (Custer National
Forest, MN)

m  Most lead production in the United States (Mark Twain National
Forest, MO)

m  World-renowned quartz crystals, known for size and cluster quality
(Ouachita National Forest, AR)

= One of the largest molybdenum deposits in the world: 10% of the
free world’s reserves, and more than 1.5 billion tons of ore
(Tongass National Forest, AK)

m The following resources are produced annually on
National Forest System lands:

12 million barrels of oil

325 billion cubic feet of gas

114 million tons of coal

500 million pounds of lead

200 million pounds of copper

1 million ounces of gold

20 million tons of sand and gravel

environmentally responsible prospecting and mining, so there is minimal disturbance
and damage to the land and damaged lands are reclaimed.

Timber

Less than half of the national forests’ 191 million acres can be classified as com-
mercial forest land, that is, land available for and capable of producing crops of
industrial wood. These commercial forests help furnish the Nation with the lumber
and plywood needed for housing and industrial uses, and with paper products. Timber
management involves preparing sales by selecting the means of harvest that will be
appropriate for the particular soil conditions involved and taking the measures neces-
sary to protect the environment.
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Table 10-1.

National Forest System lands administered by the Forest Service as
of September 30, 1994

National forests,

State, purchase units, Land

Commonwealth, research areas, National utilization

or Territory and other areas grasslands projects Total

Acres

Alabama 662,715 0 40 662,755
Alaska 22,053,445 0 0 22,053,445
Arizona 11,250,006 0 0 11,250,006
Arkansas 2,551,017 0 0 2,551,017
California 20,606,994 18,425 0 20,625,419
Colorado 13,867,569 628,379 0 14,495,948
Connecticut 24 0 0 24
Florida 1,136,990 0 0 1,136,990
Georgia 864,063 0 0 864,063
Hawaii 1 0 0 1
Idaho 20,399,384 47,756 0 20,447,140
Illinois 272,492 0 0 272,492
Indiana 193,036 0 0 193,036
Kansas 0 108,175 0 108,175
Kentucky 684,454 0 0 684,454
Louisiana 603,288 0 0 603,288
Maine 53,040 0 0 53,040
Michigan 2,852,991 0 959 2,853,950
Minnesota 2,826,931 0 0 2,826,931
Mississippi 1,155,613 0 0 1,155,613
Missouri 1,490,087 0 0 1,490,087
Montana 16,868,073 0 0 16,868,073
Nebraska 257,653 94,480 0 352,133
Nevada 5,813,980 0 0 5,813,980
New Hampshire 723,296 0 0 723,296
New Mexico 9,189,925 136,417 240 9,326,582
New York 13,750 0 0 13,750
North Carolina 1,240,781 0 0 1,240,781
North Dakota 743 1,105,036 0 1,105,779
Ohio 220,020 0 0 220,020
Oklahoma 255,471 46,286 0 301,757
Oregon 15,549,233 111,352 856 15,661,441
Pennsylvania 513,229 0 0 513,229
Puerto Rico 27,831 0 0 27,831
South Carolina 611,269 0 0 611,269
South Dakota 1,145,277 866,610 0 2,011,887
Tennessee 631,713 0 0 631,713
Texas 637,448 117,531 0 754,979
Utah 8,109,316 0 0 8,109,316
Vermont 354,256 0 0 354,256
Virgin Islands 147 0 0 147
Virginia 1,650,526 0 0 1,650,526
Washington 9,170,370 0 738 9,171,108
West Virginia 1,032,135 0 0 1,032,135
Wisconsin 1,519,364 0 0 1,519,364
Wyoming 8,686,638 571,971 0 9,258,609
Total 187,746,584 3,852,418 2,833 191,601,835
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Passport in Time

Through Passport In Time, the Forest Service offers unique, nontraditional
recreation experiences such as archaeological excavation, historic structure restora-
tion, and wilderness surveys. These experiences foster environmental stewardship
while providing the public with extraordinary experiences.

Passport In Time volunteers have contributed more than $2.5 million worth of
time and effort to help preserve our Nation’s history by:
Restoring 45 historic structures,
Stabilizing 11 National Register eligible sites,
Evaluating 143 sites for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places,
Working at 28 projects in wilderness, and
Developing 12 heritage interpretive sites.

State and Private Forestry—Providing Assistance to
Nonindustrial Private Landowners

The Forest Stewar dship Program provides technical assistance to nonindus-
trial private forest landowners to manage their forests for multiple resources. Since
1990, 101,516 landowners have enrolled in the program, and stewardship plans have
been prepared for more than 13.2 million acres of nonindustrial private forests.

The Stewar dship Incentives Program provides cost-share assistance, in coop-
eration with State Foresters and the Consolidated Farm Services Agency, for
landowners to implement Forest Stewardship Landowner Plans on over 378,000
acres annually. This includes 50,138 acres of tree planting annually. Since 1990,
stewardship incentives practices have been implemented on more than 1.3 million
acres, including 140,239 acres of tree planting.

Forest Health Protection

The Forest Service:

= Emphasizes forest health protection including technical and financial assis-
tance to Federal agencies, American Indian tribes, and (through the State
Foresters) to private landowners,

= Conducts insect and disease detection surveys on 155 million acres of
Federal lands and 441 million acres of State and private lands in cooperation
with State Foresters,

= Participates in the forest health monitoring program with the State Foresters
and the Environmental Protection Agency,

= \Works with the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service to protect the
Nation’s forests from insects and diseases,

= Provides technical assistance in the safe and effective use of pesticides,

= Cost-shares insect and disease suppression projects with States and funds
suppression projects on Federal lands, and

= Evaluates and applies new, more efficient and environmentally sensitive tech-
nologies for forest health protection.
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Table 10-2.

Payment to States from national forest receipts—FY1992-94*

State, Commonwealth,

or Territory FY 1994 FY 1993 FY 1992
Dollars
Alabama 1,271,055.32 1,390,707.02 1,881,981.22
Alaska 8,782,012.16 3,901,912.71 3,345,950.44
Arizona 3,949,883.28 5,658,379.07 6,125,695.16
Arkansas 4,535,988.40 3,450,850.85 2,141,293.04
California 50,981,328.44 47,060,152.68 59,580,922.17
Colorado 6,318,890.15 5,541,927.06 4,538,913.53
Florida 1,068,081.49 1,570,634.99 1,503,569.12
Georgia 892,851.64 1,240,412.85 1,225,869.10
Idaho 25,227,816.58 22,966,972.68 19,427,079.28
lllinois 37,588.40 46,807.23 40,784.24
Indiana 18,228.06 12,177.50 11,859.68
Kentucky 446,667.89 683,085.08 646,572.27
Louisiana 2,577,223.55 2,417,348.58 3,888,688.27
Maine 32,800.47 40,248.27 30,982.64
Michigan 1,964,052.45 1,897,568.10 1,906,690.24
Minnesota 2,818,868.30 2,667,734.07 2,455,163.33
Mississippi 5,928,308.80 5,930,285.85 6,147,256.79
Missouri 1,235,858.48 871,200.97 1,366,714.82
Montana 14,482,280.68 13,854,903.49 11,839,490.13
Nebraska 67,973.60 39,329.54 44,574.57
Nevada 520,368.09 356,128.64 425,283.05
New Hampshire 480,777.36 589,502.13 454,605.69
New Mexico 1,458,715.36 1,642,149.35 2,007,276.46
New York 7,607.03 2,276.34 1,755.19
North Carolina 678,553.50 786,977.55 722,720.12
North Dakota 94.23 79.01 91.53
Ohio 30,109.51 37,692.65 132,986.34
Oklahoma 595,042.78 457,336.22 247,900.72
Oregon 119,791,067.39 128,866,867.46 136,540,593.13
Pennsylvania 5,301,759.86 4,613,532.38 4,923,027.09
Puerto Rico 25,571.76 12,915.25 17,336.63
South Carolina 1,586,032.17 1,507,617.12 1,701,257.06
South Dakota 2,631,316.84 3,388,926.09 2,983,000.04
Tennessee 385,048.53 505,505.43 511,875.21
Texas 3,599,206.19 3,695,331.74 3,513,039.64
Utah 2,373,290.67 1,738,582.52 1,565,081.26
Vermont 166,768.17 186,170.81 167,641.47
Virginia 820,206.58 667,802.45 530,885.01
Washington 31,913,563.22 30,886,124.04 35,103,924.21
West Virginia 761,339.86 1,259,065.43 1,061,686.74
Wisconsin 1,206,337.52 986,160.40 952,687.17
Wyoming 2,191,880.96 2,355,729.99 2,127,068.13
Total 309,162,415.72 305,785,111.59 323,841,771.93

'Data Source: All Service Receipts - ASR-09-3.
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