THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT IN MARKETING

Dwight Agkre
Farm Management Specidist
NDSU Extenson Service
Fargo, North Dakota 58105

BACKGROUND

Title | of the 1996 Act is cited asthe Agriculturd Market Trangtion Act (AMTA). Thetitle's
stated purposes are: “(1) to authorize the use of binding production flexibility contracts between
the United States and agricultura producers to support farming certainty and flexibility while
ensuring continued compliance with farm conservation and wetland protection requirements;

(2) to make non-recourse marketing ass stance loans and loan deficiency payments available for
certain crops, (3) to improve the operation of farm programs for milk, peanuts, and sugar; and
(4) to establish acommission to undertake a comprehensive review of past and future production
agriculture in the United States.”

In addition, the AMTA contains provisons relaed to: the continuation of commodity options
pilot programs, risk management education, changes in the Federad crop insurance program,
establishment of an office of risk management, a revenue insurance pilot program, and
adminigtration and operation of a noninsured crop assistance program.

MAJOR PROGRAM COMPONENTS

The AMTA contains three mgjor components intended to enhance and protect the income of
producers of certain crops. In the Northern Plains these cropsinclude: whest (all classes), corn,
barley, oats, sorghum, soybeans and minor oilseeds (sunflower, flax, canola, rapeseed, safflower,
mustard, and crambe). These components include (1) market transition payments, (2) federa
crop insurance, and (3) marketing loans.

(@D} Market trangtion payments are direct transfer payments to enhance income of
producers of whest, feed grains, cotton and rice, that agreed to implement a
Production Fexibility Contract (PFC). These payments are a series of
predetermined fixed annua payments that decline over the 1996 to 2002 period.
Depressed market pricesin 1998 and 1999 have resulted in market loss
adjustment payments to producers of these same crops. The mechanism to
determine digible producers and the amount to be received has been to tie the
payments to the market trangition payments received in that year. In 1998, the
market loss adjustment payment was equd to 50 percent of the AMTA payment
for that year; and in 1999, it was 100 percent of the AMTA payment. At thistime
it appears likely that another market loss adjustment payment will be made for the
2000 crop year.



2 Federad crop insurance changes included in the 1996 Act include: (1) changing
methods of delivering catastrophic coverage, (2) eliminating mandatory linkage
between crop insurance and other farm programs for producers who waive
emergency crop loss assgtance, (3) establishing an independent office of Risk
Management within the USDA to supervise the Federa Crop Insurance
Corporation and other activities of the Department, and (4) mandating a pilot
revenue insurance program.

Federd crop insurance remains the primary safety net under the production
portion of total revenue. Considerable improvement is needed for this program to
be an adequate safety net. It must cover more crops in more counties.

3 Marketing loans make up the third component of the government program for
income enhancement and protection. The 1996 Act continued the provisions for
non-recourse commodity loans and marketing loans. Loan rates continue to be
based on moving averages of recent past market prices, but maximum loan rates
were set equal to 1995 |oan rates. Interest rates were increased to 1 percentage
point over the Commodity Credit Corporation’s cost of borrowing from the U.S.
Treasury. The Secretary must alow producers the option of repaying loans a
levels below the origind loan rate to reduce the likelihood that commodities
pledged as collaterd for aloan will be forfeted in satisfaction of the loan. Hence,
the term marketing loan. The remainder of this paper will concentrate on the use
of marketing loans.

MARKETING LOAN PROGRAM

A.

What isamarketing loa? A marketing loan is Smply acommodity loanwith the
provison alowing the producer to repay the loan a less than the origind vaue of the

loan if market conditions warrant such arate. Marketing loans are obtained from the
Commodity Credit Corporation handled through the Farm Service Agency. Current

year’ s production isthe only collateral required. Asin the past, these loans are non
recourse, meaning the CCC has no recourse but to accept the collaterd asfull payment of
the loan. This provides the producer with a guaranteed minimum price equal to the
commodity loan rate for crops pledged as collaterd for the loan. Producers are
respongble for maintaining the quality of the commodity during the term of the loan.

What is the purpose of marketing loans? Commodity loans have been available through
CCC dncethe Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933. The intent of commodity loansisto
provide temporary financing while market prices are low during and immediately
following harvest. As market prices recover later in the marketing year, it would be
expected that producers would repay the loan and sdll the commodity at higher cash
prices. Non-recourse commodity loans resulted in high levels of forfeiture to CCC when
market prices were low enough that the grain was worth less than the loan rate plus
interest.




Nontrecourse loans place an atificid floor under commodity prices in times of surplus
production and wesk prices. This prevents the market from adjusting supply and results
in extended periods of surplus production. In addition, when large supplies are held by
CCC, they tend to limit price increases asthey are released to the market. The concept of
amarketing loan, repayment at less than origind amount plus interest, adlows market
pricesto fal to market clearing levels while retaining afloor under farm income for U.S.
farmers.

How are loan rates determined? The Secretary of Agriculture adjusts loan rates from a
legidatively set Nationd loan rate for each crop, generaly on a county-by-county basis.
The average of the county |oan rates weighted for production for each crop must not
exceed the nationd |oan rate. The legidatively set nationd |oan rates are no higher than

85 percent of the average market price for each crop for the preceding five years,
exduding the high and low years. In addition, the nationa loan rates for wheat and corn
can be no higher than 1995 levels, and the nationd loan rate for soybeans may not exceed
$5.26 per bushel.

For whest, aweighted loan rate for dl classes of whest is caculated on the basis of the
percentage distribution of the acreage of wheat class produced. USDA has not updated
many of the county |oan rates for wheat and feed grainsin severd years. Loan raies vary
by location because they are based on market prices, which are influenced by factors such
asloca supply and demand and transportation.

Loan repayment options. Producers can settle aloan in one of three ways. Firg,
producers can sdll their crop and repay the loan plusinterest. Second, if crop prices
remain too low to dlow producers to repay the loan plusinterest, they can sdll the crop
and repay the loan at the posted county price (PCP), and keep the difference. Findly,
producers can forfeit their collatera and keep the loan amount.

A low risk drategy for repayment of marketing loansis to exercise a 60-day lock on the
PCP. This gives the producer 60 days to repay the loan at the PCP rate that was in effect
on the day the 60-day lock was applied for. If market prices rise and the PCP declines
during that time period the producer should be able to market the cash grain and claim the
marketing loan gain that was locked in and best the loan rate for that commodity. On the
other hand, if the market had declined, the producer could let the 60-day lock expire and
repay the loan at the lower PCP. The 60-day lock cannot run into the final 14 days prior
to loan maturity however.

The posted county price (PCP). USDA provides daily and weekly, posted county prices
in about 3000 counties for 18 of the crops included in the marketing assistance loan
program. USDA establishes the posted county price for each county using current prices
from severa of 19 termind markets, adjusted for loca supply and demand factors and
trangportation from the county to the termind. These termind markets are used to
establish the PCP, even though the grain may not actualy be shipped to or marketed
through the assigned termind location. Producers have the option of repaying aloan at
the lessor of the loan plusinterest or the county PCP. The amount by which the loan rate




exceeds the PCP is conddered a marketing loan gain. This amount multiplied by the
number of bushels under loan, counts againg the individua payment limit of $75,000.

Cdculating the PCP. The posted county price is determined by subtracting a differentia
from the termina market price. The termina market price is determined by the Kansas
City CCC office by surveying cash bids by buyers a termind market locations for
contracted grains. Adjustments are made for changesin the basis. Each county has a
schedule of differentids for each commodity for each of two termind markets. The
differentia for each commodity for each termina market is subtracted from the

respective termina market price to arrive at the posted county price. The PCP used isthe
higher of the two, if two termina markets are used.

The loan deficiency payment (LDP). In order to reduce the administrative work
associated with producers obtaining aloan and paying it back on the same day to obtain
the marketing loan gain, Satutory provisions mandated that USDA implement loan
deficiency paymentsin 1985 for upland cotton and rice; in 1991, for oilseeds; and in
1993, for wheet and feed grains. Producers of loan commodities who, athough digible to
obtain a marketing assstance loan, agree to forgo obtaining the loan for the commodity

in return for aloan deficiency payment. The rate for aloan deficiency payment isthe
amount by which the gpplicable county |oan rate exceeds the posted county price on the
day the request for payment is made. The rate provides an amount equa to the rate
avallable for amarketing loan gain on the same day. When the PCP is a or above the
loan rate, no loan deficiency payments are available because the intent of the program is
only to guarantee that producers receive the loan rate for their crop. While producers who
take aloan deficiency payment do not incur the interest and administrative fees

associated with the loan option, they must assume the financid risk of decreasesin crop
prices.

Beneficid interest. In order to be igible for CCC marketing loans and LDPs, producers
must retain beneficid interest in the commodity. Beneficid interest in acommodity is
retained if dl of the following remain with the producer: control of the commodity, risk

of loss, and title to the commodity. For loans, a producer must retain beneficia interest
from harvest through the date the loan is repaid or CCC takestitle to the commodity. For
LDPs, beneficid interest must be retained through the date the LDP is requested. Sales
contracts, including options to purchase, priced later, and delayed delivery contracts can
impact beneficia interest. Many of these contracts give the buyer an interest in the
commodity a atime sat forth in the contract, even if no payment has been made to the
seller. Some contracts provide for storage to be earned as of a specified date, even when
the commodity remains on the farm. Any of these conditions can impact beneficid

interest. Once beneficid interest is logt, the commodity remainsindigible for Ioan or loan
deficiency payment even if the producer regains control, risk of lossand title at alater
date. Determination of digibility ismede at the time of loan or loan deficiency request. In
some cases, this determination will require areview of the commodity contract before the
loan or LDP can be approved.




If acommodity is ddivered from the field to the buyer, and title passes to the buyer due

to asales contract or cash only transaction, the commodity will not be digible for aLDP
unlessa Field Direct LDP, form CCC-709 has been completed prior to harvest. CCC-709
isagpecid loan deficiency payment gpplication available for producers who haul directly

to the buyer and want to remain digible for a LDP. This gpplication must be completed
prior to harvest of the crop.

Beneficid interest has been waived for the 1999 crop only. Asaresult of rasing the
payment limit for marketing loan gains and L DPs from $75,000 to $150,000 late in the
year, some producers may have dready sold grain without receiving an LDP. This
change makes that grain digible retroactively. In addition, there was concern & USDA
that after producers had reached the payment limit on LDPs, they would take out aloan
and forfeit the grain to CCC. Forfeitures do not count againgt this payment limit.

Loan deficiency payment or loan. Which one to choose? Firdt it isimportant to
emphasize that the loan program is not intended to be the best market available or to be
an income erhancement tool. Rather the loan program serves two primary purposes, (1)
to provide temporary financing, and (2) to provide afloor on income per bushd. The
need for temporary financing arises primarily due to the seasond price patterns of most
commodities. In general, commodity prices are at their lowest level for the market year
from the beginning of harvest to shortly after harvest. By providing temporary financing

a an interest rate that is generaly lower than conventiona financing, producers are more
likely to retain ownership of the commodity until pricesrise later in the year. Deciding
between the loan or an LDP depends on the current price level, how the grain will be
marketed, expected future price levels and payment limitation concerns. Obvioudy, when
the market price is above the loan rate, thereisno LDP available and therefore the only
decison is whether or not to place the grain under loan for up to the maximum of nine
months. This provides the safety net of no less than the loan rate for the grain as the
option to forfeit is dways available should the market price later fall below loan plus
interest. Most of the time we operate under this scenario. L DPs have been authorized for
all classes of whest, barley and oats since 1993, but it wasn't until the 1998 crop that the
decison to choose between loan and LDP became pertinent. Unless loan rates are raised
sgnificantly, which requires legidative action, we likdy will return to thet Stuation in

the near future. If grain has been forward contracted for delivery at harvest, regardless of
the contract price, if an LDP is available it should be taken asit is essentidly agift. The
gtuation whereit is difficult to decide is when market prices are below loan, the crop has
not been forward priced or otherwise contracted and the plan isto hold the crop until
sometime after harvest before sdling. The safest drategy isto do nothing until you are
ready to make the sale. Thisleaves upside potential open while retaining downside
protection. When you are ready to sell; gpply for an LDP, before beneficid interest is
logt, and than make the sdle immediately. The result would be the same asiif the grain had
been placed under loan at harvest and the loan repaid at the PCP and the grain sold
immediately. The only difference would be the interest charge incurred from the loan.

A srategy used effectively for the 1999 crop, was to take the LDP a harvest and hold the
crop without price protection until the market ralied in late January and make the sale at



that time. Had the loan been utilized ingtead, the marketing gain would have been lost

and the market price would be the total income. Hindsight is so much clearer than
foresight, however. For the 1998 crop, that Strategy backfired, especially with oilseeds.
Taking the LDP a harvest eft producers with no price floor if prices retreeted after the
LDP was taken and that is just what the market did. Remember the loan and consequently
the LDPisintended to provide an income floor and when used for that purposeis quite
effective. When the LDP is viewed as an income enhancement toal, it isless effective as
an income floor, sometimes with disastrous results.

Loan entry and LDP deadline. Harvested whest of al classes, barley and oats may be
entered into the marketing loan program until March 31 of the year following harvest.
Thisisaso thefind dateto recave a LDP aswdll.

Quantity digiblefor loan or LDP. For farms enrolled in a Production Flexibility
Contract, all production of wheat and feed gransis digible for entry into the marketing
loan program or for aLDP, provided the producer il retains beneficid interest. For
soybeans and minor oilseeds, a Production Hexibility Contract is not required, therefore
dl production is digible. Producers must report the acreage planted of al loan-digible
Ccrops.

Production evidence. Producers who repay aloan at less than the loan rate plus accrued
interest and other charges or receive aloan deficiency payment must provide production
evidence acceptable to CCC. Such evidence may include sales receipts, warehouse
receipts, load summary or assembly sheets.

L oan deficiency payment (LDP) rates-how the PCP is determined. Theintent isto
determine avaue as close as possible to the loca cash market pricein any given area.
Counties are usudly assigned two termina markets for each commodity. Oneisa
domestic market and the other an export market. The Commaodity Credit Office in Kansas
City (KCCO) obtains price quotes based on closing cash prices from the previous day.
Each county has a schedule of differentids to be used for each loan commodity. This
differentid, different for each terminal market and each commodity, is subtracted from
the terminal market price to calculate the PCP. Each week KCCO calls 187 locations to
monitor prices of cash versus PCP. If necessary differentid adjustments are posted. The
differentia is based on the historic price relationship between local market prices and the
assigned termind market. They are intended to reflect yearly averages, not daily.

Fling LDP gpplications. If aproducer expects to deliver acommodity digible for loan

or LDP, directly from the combine whereby beneficid interest will be lost upon ddlivery;
itiscritica that Form CCC-709 Field Direct be completed and filed at the County FSA
office before harvest. This gpplication can cover dl production delivered to any buyer; all
production ddivered to a specific buyer; a specific quantity delivered to abuyer; or only
the production delivered to a buyer and immediately sold. The producer can dso
desgnate dl farms, or only specific farms. The LDP rate on this gpplication isthe rate in
effect on the date of ddivery. For production that is placed into storage and for which the
producer retains beneficid interest, Form CCC-666 must be filed. This application is for




a specific quantity stored either on the farm or in awarehouse. The LDP rate on this
goplication isthe rate in effect on the date of gpplication.

Marketing loans and L DP sfor commodities harvested for other than grain. Commodities
harvested for other than grain are digible for marketing loans or LDPs. Market [oan rates
are severdy discounted from the county base loan rate, however. This makes the loan
option not very attractive. Loan deficiency payments are caculated in the same manner
aswith aregular grain LDP. The LDP is based on the rate in effect on the day application
ismade. Yields for acreage harvested for other than grain are determined based on actua
same grain production for the commodity harvested for the farm, if available. If evidence
isnot available, the yied will be based on whole grain production evidence on three
gmilar faamsin the area

PAYMENT LIMITATIONS

Two payment limitations on various farm program benefits apply to al producers. An individua
producer islimited to $40,000 in AMTA payments. The limit on marketing loan gains and loan
deficiency paymentsis $75,000. This limit was doubled for 1999 only. Loans satisfied by
forfeiture do not apply to ether payment limit. Producers reaching the payment limit on
marketing loan gains or LDPs can utilize the loan and forfeiture option for excess production and
therefore get around the payment limit. This was the main reason Congress chose to double the
limit for 1999.

PRICE HISTORY

A.

Winter Wheat. The marketing year for dl classes of wheat and barley runs from June 1
to May 31. The unweighted marketing year average prices have varied from alow of
$2.40 for the 1986-87 crop year to ahigh of $4.57 for the 1995-96 crop year. Average
market prices for winter wheat in Montana were at levels whereby marketing loan gains
and LDPs would have been made if available for the 1986, 1987 and 1990 crop years.
Price levels dropped to that level again during the 1998 crop year and marketing loan
gainsand LDPswere available.

Spring Whesat. The unweighted marketing year average prices for spring whesat have
varied from alow of $2.70 to a high of $4.47 for the 1995-96 crop year. Market prices
were low enough in 1986, 1987 and 1990 that at the current loan rate marketing loan
gainsand LDPswould likely have been available if the farm program had offered them at
thetime.

Durum Whest. The unweighted marketing year average prices for durum whesat have
varied from alow of $2.73 during the 1986-87 crop year to ahigh of $5.14 during the
1995-96 crop year. During the 1986, 1990 and 1991 crop years the average market price
was low enough to have made marketing loan gains or LDPs likely available during

harvest season if the loan rate in effect those years was near the current rete.



D. Barley. The unweighted marketing year average prices for barley have varied from alow
of $1.63 for the 1986-87 crop year to a high of $3.04 for the 1996-97 crop year. During
only two crop years, 1986 and 1987 have market prices been low enough where
marketing loan gains or LDPswould have likely been avalableif the loan rate in effect
those years was close to the current loan rate.

While current market prices are depressing and marketing loan gains and LDPs are an important
component of income, odds favor returning to price levels above loan ratesin the near future.
Since 1986, market prices most years have been well above loan rates and as such marketing
loan gains and LDPs were not relevant. In generd, producers will receive little if any benefit
from rising market prices between current levels and loan rates. To the extent that the PCP
accurady reflects locd market conditions any gain in market price up to loan rate is offset by
loss of marketing loan gainsand LDPs.

SEASONAL PRICE PATTERNS

If aproducer isusing the LDP for its intended purpose, as an income safety net, seasond price
patterns are not of critical importance when prices can be expected to remain below loan rate for
the entire marketing year. It is only when one atempts to use the LDP as a source of income
enhancement that seasonal price patterns increase in importance. This approach, however,
increases the risk that the loan rate as a safety net will not be achieved.

If seasond price patterns are predictable, the chances of successfully enhancing income by
obtaining an LDP gregter than the difference between the market price and the loan rate,
increases. Examining monthly prices for winter whest in Montana reveals the most cons stent
seasond pattern of the markets included here. The average monthly prices for the 1986 to 1999
period tend to fal from May through the growing season, reaching the lowest point in September
and rising sharply through December. Gains from January through May are minimd. Y €, the
average monthly pattern over this time frame masks consderable deviation from this pattern
during individua years. A notable exception to this pattern beginsin the fal of 1996 when prices
should have risen sharply if they were to follow the typical seasona pattern. Instead the winter
whest price continued drifting lower al the way to thefal of 1998. When price levelsreect in
this manner, a producer that elected to take an LDP when it was available, likely would not have
redlized loan vaue for the grain as the cash market continued to drift lower. A Smilar pattern
occurred from the fal of 1989 until the fall of 1991.

The seasond pattern for soring wheat aso displays alow point in July and August, followed by a
dow riseto the end of the year. The magnitude of the seasond changes are rather smdl on
average. Thisisdueto the fact that Six years out of this 13 year period, pricesfailed to follow
this seasond pattern. The remaining seven years followed this pattern with a strong rebound
from harvest lows to the end of the year.

Durum whest displays a seasond low during September and October, than rising to the end of
the year and remaining nearly flat after that. However, seven out of the thirteen years included
here did not follow this pattern. As with spring wheet, the durum market appears to deviate from



anorma seasond pattern often enough that playing speculatively with an LDP is risky. Chances
of ending up with less than loan rate is quite high.

Barley has avery choppy seasond pattern that does not lend itself well to taking an LDP and
holding the cash grain unprotected in order to capture a premium over loan.

WILL LONG TERM SEASONAL PRICE PATTERNSHOLD?

Long term seasond price patterns likely will continue because they are made up of combinations
of long and short crop years. Therefore, the seasond pattern exhibited over along period of time
islargely one of aseasond low a and shortly following harvest to accommodate excess supplies
coming to market (wesk basis) and with enough recovery throughout the remainder of the
marketing year to pay someone to store the commodity. What is more important is that seasona
price patterns differ sharply in years of a better than expected new crop supply with years of a
gmaller than expected new crop supply.

LDPs and marketing loan gains are primarily afactor only in years of larger than expected new
crop supplies when combined with large carryover supplies going into the new production
season. These years tend to show a very weak post harvest price recovery that would make a
gpeculative move with LDPs a higher risk strategy.

Remember, marketing loan gains and LDPs were intended to place afloor under farmer income
while a the same time minimizing the amount of commaodity forfeited to CCC. To that end,

these tools are quite effective. To attempt to speculate and enhance income with these tools often
resultsin less satisfactory performance



Prices Received by Montana Farmers for Winter Wheat by Months, 1986-1999

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov  Dec
Dollars per Bushel
1986 3.43 3.36 3.22 3.24 3.18 2.65 2.43 2.20 2.19 2.24 236 240
1987 2.49 242 2.44 243 251 2.52 2.28 2.30 2.36 2.50 2.68 2.68
1988 2.73 277 2.80 2.82 2.83 3.01 3.30 331 3.55 3.79 3.83 3.89
1989 3.93 3.93 4.02 4.05 3.99 4.09 3.98 3.82 3.80 3.76 381 380
1990 3.84 3.70 3.68 3.58 351 3.37 3.01 2.60 255 251 247 248
1991 253 243 2.46 255 261 2.65 2.62 2.66 2.75 2.89 306 322
1992 3.19 3.32 348 3.67 3.64 351 347 3.01 3.09 3.22 333 335
1993 3.46 342 3.37 3.34 3.19 2.98 3.08 2.98 2.86 2.89 321 337
1994 3.39 348 3.49 3.35 3.16 3.09 2.95 3.00 3.26 3.49 354 364
1995 355 3.58 3.46 3.42 3.50 3.85 4,02 4,08 424 4,60 461 465
1996 457 4.80 483 5.01 5.62 5.45 5.25 5.15 452 430 415 435
1997 414 4.07 401 411 422 4,04 3.97 3.86 3.37 3.58 343 359
1998 3.35 3.25 3.19 3.27 3.06 281 2.92 251 231 2.78 290 29
1999 2.87 291 2.80 2.93 2.89
Average $339 $339 $339 $343 $344 $339 $333 $319 $314 $327 $334 41
Stand Dev  0.61 0.64 0.65 0.67 0.80 0.78 0.78 0.81 071 0.69 063 065
Montana Winter Wheat
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Prices Received by Montana Farmers, Spring Wheat (Excluding Durum) by Months, 1986-1999

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov  Dec
Dollars per Bushel
1986 3.83 384 3.88 3.76 3.83 3.24 2.87 2.50 243 247 265 267
1987 2.79 2.64 2.65 2.66 2.77 2.56 2.31 2.46 2.61 2.66 2.80 2.74
1988 2.78 2.83 2.87 2.87 2.98 3.26 3.74 3.94 411 4.10 4.04 407
1989 4.16 411 4.20 4.20 415 412 4,04 381 3.76 3.68 363 363
1990 3.69 357 3.58 2.58 3.50 3.40 3.29 3.03 2.82 2.75 267 269
1991 2.70 2.65 271 2.80 2.86 2.83 271 255 2.68 2.85 306 323
1992 3.35 3.40 3.59 3.80 3.88 3.93 3.75 331 348 353 366 359
1993 3.62 357 344 353 343 3.46 355 355 3.56 344 344 373
1994 3.79 3.52 3.77 3.76 3.49 3.70 347 321 3.37 3.40 350 363
1995 3.62 352 352 3.38 353 3.74 3.95 4,08 4,16 4.36 443 451
1996 455 4.68 4.74 494 5.46 5.26 534 481 447 4.35 4.26 442
1997 413 4,05 4,03 413 417 3.99 3.85 3.85 3.62 3.58 357 373
1998 3.50 342 354 355 354 341 331 2.92 273 3.09 325 323
1999 3.25 3.26 3.15 3.13 3.05
Average $353 $348 $352 $349 $360 $361 $355 $339 $337 $340 $346 353
Stand Dev  0.54 0.56 0.57 0.66 0.69 0.64 071 0.68 0.64 0.60 055 058
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Prices Received by Montana Farmers for Durum Wheat by Months, 1986-1999

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov__ Dec
Dollars per Bushel

1986 349 3.20 3.15 3.19 3.13 3.01 2.75 2.30 2.19 2.38 249 278
1987 2.89 2.80 2.98 3.05 3.10 3.22 2.99 273 3.34 3.36 356 354
1988 3.39 3.64 3.22 3.38 344 401 5.07 5.48 5.80 541 566 553
1989 4.96 5.03 4.49 4.33 444 411 3.79 3.65 3.22 3.3 326 326
1990 3.05 3.14 331 3.30 3.27 3.38 3.28 3.14 2.96 2.68 270 251
1991 273 255 2.56 2.66 2.74 2.62 2.38 2.30 231 2.36 267 273
1992 2.85 2.99 3.19 3.26 3.22 3.12 3.10 2.76 2.89 297 295 307
1993 3.20 311 3.15 3.09 3.07 293 2.96 3.01 3.34 3.77 410 473
1994 5.26 4.80 5.62 6.03 5.49 5.85 5.23 5.02 4.26 4,79 490 507
1995 4,72 4,79 4.87 4,75 4.78 5.62 5.22 5.47 5.08 491 468 523
1996 4,92 4,93 5.06 5.27 5.32 5.65 5.33 5.55 4,74 4.40 474 534
1997 4.18 443 4.28 413 4.40 4.20 443 4.96 551 5.62 565 557
1998 5.3 4.95 4.97 4.88 4.73 4.3 4.1 417 349 3.23 329 315
1999 3.13 311 2.88 281 2.85

Average $3.89 $3.87 $389 $392 $391 $00 $389 $389 $3.78 $3.79 $390 M4
Stand Dev  0.97 0.92 0.98 1.02 0.94 1.06 1.02 1.22 114 1.08 108 116

Montana Durum Wheat
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Prices Received by Montana Farmers for Barley by Months, 1986-1999

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov__ Dec
Dollars per Bushel
1986 2.13 2.10 1.93 1.92 1.87 1.70 2.20 1.48 141 1.45 151 155
1987 1.62 1.63 1.70 1.64 1.68 1.63 2.13 1.84 2.09 1.62 2.06 2.07
1988 1.68 1.77 1.65 1.64 1.60 1.84 2.67 2.76 2.81 2.90 3.03 2.92
1989 2.95 2.98 2.77 2.85 2.72 241 2.15 261 221 2.06 217 217
1990 217 2.22 2.24 2.18 221 2.19 240 244 2.20 2.24 226 222
1991 2.24 2.25 2.36 252 253 2.18 255 2.84 2.18 251 239 260
1992 2.25 2.18 215 2.27 2.20 2.22 247 2.90 2.39 244 269 238
1993 241 2.23 2.18 1.95 211 1.98 1.86 2.24 213 1.93 205 215
1994 2.01 2.02 2.24 1.95 2.00 1.93 2.22 241 2.10 2.06 226 227
1995 2.26 2.27 2.13 2.14 2.12 2.28 2.28 2.88 2.62 2.82 3.02 3.05
1996 3.13 3.26 3.30 3.26 3.34 3.28 3.27 3.27 3.25 3.10 317 321
1997 2.93 3.10 271 2.56 2.62 242 2.83 3.00 2.72 2.76 3.01 2.88
1998 2.92 2.79 2.82 2.52 2.26 2.22 2.60 2.44 2.25 2.30 2.44 254
1999 2.26 2.26 2.27 1.79 1.77
Average $237 $238 $235 $225 $224 $218 $243 255 $234 $232 $247 $246
Stand Dev $0.46 $0.48 $0.44 3046 $0.46 $0.40 $0.35 $0.47 $043 3048 3047 $045
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Prices Received by Montana Farmers for Oats by Months, 1992-1997

Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct _Nov _ Dec
Dollars per Bushel
1992 1.42 1.36 1.40 1.46 1.39 1.27 1.29 1.15 123 130 113 0.95
1993 1.20 1.22 1.30 152 1.25 1.38 1.50 1.19 109 141 136 144
1994 1.32 1.26 1.37 1.37 1.46 1.50 142 1.28 132 119 135 123
1995 121 1.32 1.38 1.43 145 1.39 1.50 1.36 145 150 150 150
1996 1.76 2.06 2.06 2.35 1.94 2.23 2.02 191 192 194 154 185
1997 1.52 1.92 2.05 2.00 2.00
Average $1.40 $1.56 $163 $1.73 $162 $155 $155 $1.38 $1.40 $1.47 $1.38 $1.39
Stand Dev 0.19 0.34 0.33 0.36 0.28 0.35 0.25 0.28 028 026 014 030
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