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2003 PEANUT CROP YEAR IN REVIEW
John P. Beasley, Jr., Crop and Soil Sciences - UGA

The 2003 peanut crop will go down in the record books as the highest yielding crop ever on a
per acre basis. The final crop estimate from the USDA-National Agricultural Statistics Service
indicated there were 545,000 planted acres and 540,000 harvested acres in Georgia. The final
yield estimate was 3450 lbs/A, eclipsing the 1984 crop, which yielded 3375 lbs/A. The USDA
Federal State Inspection Service tonnage report, as of the middle of February, indicated there
had been slightly less than 920,000 tons graded in Georgia. When applied against the 540,000
harvested acres, the 920,000 tons would average 3407 lbs/A. Regardless of which figure you
use, the 2003 peanut crop was a record breaker. The table at the end of this article provides the
harvested acres, yield, and tons produced in each of the major peanut producing states.

In addition to the record yield, the 2003 Georgia peanut crop was also a very high quality crop.
In a normal year there is about one percent of the crop that is graded as Seg. 3, or in which
visible Aspergillus flavus mold is found. However, in the 2003 crop, only 66 of 920,000 tons
were graded as Seg. 3 and slightly less than 1,000 tons were graded as Seg. 2, or damaged
kernels. Less than 1,100 tons were graded as Seg. 2 and Seg. 3 combined. The 2003 crop was
one of the cleanest and highest quality crops ever produced in Georgia.

Rainfall frequency in June, July and August was the key to such a successful crop. Most
locations in the Georgia peanut belt that measure rainfall recorded rain events on at least 46
days out of the 92-day period of June through August. Many locations recorded rain events on
50 or more days. In other words, it was raining, on average, every other day during those three
critical months. There were some areas that received excess rainfall during portions of the
growing season. As a result, some portions of fields suffered yield loss due to too much water.
It was too wet to plant for some areas, especially the eastern part of the Georgia peanut belt in
May, and as a result, there was a higher percentage of the crop planted after May 25".
According to Georgia Agricultural Statistics Service data, only three percent of the crop was
planted in April and 30% was planted after May 25™. On average, less than 10% of the Georgia
peanut crop is planted after May 25"

Spotted wilt disease, caused by tomato spotted wilt virus (TSWV), was much less of a problem
in 2003. It was estimated that percent yield loss to TSWV was less than three percent and
dollar loss was less than four million. Producers across the state followed the TSWV Risk
Index very closely, thereby greatly reducing their risk of TSWV severely affecting their fields.
Foliar and soil-borne diseases were prevalent due to the ideal conditions for disease
development and spread. White mold (southern stem rot, southern blight) was particularly
troublesome for many producers. When not sprayed on a timely basis, some fields had above
average levels of leaf spot. Cylindrocladium black rot (CBR) continued to be a major yield-
limiting factor in some fields.

Insect problems were minimal on average but many fields had significant damage from Three-
cornered alfalfa hopper. Foliage-feeding insects were sporadic, though some fields required
treatment. Velvetbean caterpillar was a problem in some fields late in the year. Because of the
wet year, southern corn rootworm (SCR) was found more frequently in the heavier textured
soils. Some fields did require treatment for SCR.



Weed control was very good in 2003, despite the ideal growing conditions. Because of the
wide array of herbicides now available and the better activity of many of the newer herbicides,
producers had cleaner fields. The one exception was in the southern most counties in the
Georgia peanut belt where tropical spiderwort continues to spread and become more
troublesome.

Approximately 60-70% of the acreage was planted in the cultivar ‘Georgia Green’. Other
cultivars planted in 2003 included: ‘C-99R’, ‘Georgia-02C’, ‘ViruGard’, ‘Carver’, ‘ANorden’,
‘Andru II’, and ‘DP-1’. Approximately 60% of the acreage was planted in the twin row pattern.

Harvest weather was very cooperative. It was dry for the most part, but the later planted
acreage was well into late October or early November before it was harvested. Some fields that
were planted in late May or early June and were not irrigated were affected by the dry weather

in October.

Final U.S. Peanut Crop Estimate — January, 2004 —- USDA-NASS

Harvested Acres Yield Tons
(1,000 acres) (Ibs/A)

2002 2003 2002 2003 2002 2003
Alabama 185,000 185,000 2050 2750 189,625 254,375
Florida 86,000 115,000 2300 3000 98,900 172,500
Georgia 505,000 540,000 2600 3450 656,500 931,500
New Mexico 18,000 17,000 3000 2700 27,000 22,950
North Carolina 100,000 100,000 2100 3200 105,000 160,000
Oklahoma 57,000 35,000 2800 2800 79,800 49,000
South Carolina 8,700 17,000 2200 3400 9,570 28,900
Texas 280,000 270,000 3100 3000 434,000 405,000
Virginia 57,000 33,000 2100 2900 59,850 47,850
U.S. Total 1,296,700 | 1,312,000 2561 3159 1,660,245 | 2,072,075




National Center for Peanut Competitiveness,
University of Georgia



DOES THE US NEED THE PEANUT TARIFF RATE QUOTA UNDER THE 2002 US
FARM ACT?

Stanley M. Fletcher, Cesar L. Revoredo
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:

US peanuts are currently protected from the world market competition by tariff rate quotas
(TRQs) under the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the Uruguay Round
Agreement of Agriculture (URAA) of GATT (now WTO). In the past, the role of border
measures has been to allow the existence of the US domestic peanut program with above-world
market prices for farmers. After the elimination of the marketing quota for peanuts and its
replacement for a marketing loan assistance program (MLP), the question to analyze is whether
such a border protection is still needed and if so, what its role in the new policy environment is.
This question is important in the context of the current Doha Round of WTO trade discussions,
where market access is one of the main topics.

Response:
To analyze the elimination of the TRQs a bi-annual simulation model of the US domestic
supply and demand market for peanuts, including the stocks carried by the government, and a
US demand for foreign peanuts was developed. We use the model to compare three possible
situations: with and without peanut TRQs, and the expansion of the TRQs' minimum access.

Results:

The study found that TRQs have the role of enforcing the USDA-set repayment rate when the
import price is below the domestic equilibrium price. In terms of the impact from the
elimination of the TRQ on the different market participants, we found that exporters of peanuts
to the US will reduce their profits if the degree of substitution between foreign and domestic
peanuts is high (most probable scenario). US peanuts growers are protected by the marketing
loan program. However, the trade liberalization would reduce the prices in all those cases
where, because the price is high, farmers do not use MLP. US processors would gain from the
elimination of the TRQ since they would be able to purchase peanuts at international prices. If
TRQs are eliminated then, under MLP, USDA would have to pay the difference between the
loan rate and the international price of groundnuts. However, in this case, USDA would not
need to carry stocks.

Acknowledgement:

We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission for partial funding of the
research effort.
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SUPPLIER REPUTATION AND PRICE PREMIUM: THE CASE OF PEANUTS IN
ROTTERDAM

Stanley M. Fletcher, Cesar L. Revoredo
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:
Europe, together with Canada, is the main market for US shelled peanut exports, which is the
main peanut category exported. To this date, US peanuts have been quoted with a premium
with respect to peanuts from other origins in the Rotterdam market (the main entry port for
peanuts to Europe). This premium has been taken as a fact, and although some explanations
have been advanced, it has not been studied. The determinants of export prices are important to
understand for forecasting export income.

Response:
We formulated two models, one theoretical and the other empirical. The theoretical model had
the purpose to show how even when peanuts from two different origins have the same
characteristics, other factors such as reliability of the exporter, may produce a price premium in
favor of the product of the most reliable exporter. The empirical analysis used hedonic price
analysis applied to data from a major trader of groundnuts in Rotterdam. The data allow us to
analyze the prices while controlling for grade and other groundnut characteristics.

Results:
Perceived reliability seems to be an important component of the observed peanuts price, and
suspicion of lack of reliability may imply a discount on the paid price. We test this hypothesis
by taking into account the characteristics of the groundnuts marketed and by computing the
price premium paid for groundnuts from different origins. The analysis showed a price
premium for US groundnuts. However, this premium is not constant over time but it may differ
with other factors such as the relative availability of each origin.

Acknowledgement:
We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission for partial funding of the
research effort.
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FACTORS AFFECTING SCHOOL STUDENTS’ CONSUMPTION OF PEANUT
BUTTER SANDWICHES

Senhui He, Manjeet S. Chinnan, Stanley M. Fletcher
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:

Peanut butter sandwiches have enjoyed a great popularity in the United States for a
long time. A recent nationwide survey commissioned by the J.M. Smucker Company in Ohio
indicates that the peanut butter sandwich has become a gastronomic icon in the United States.
The survey results indicate that on average, an American consumes 1,500 peanut butter
sandwiches before graduating from high school. Information about school students’
consumption of peanut butter sandwiches is useful for food policymakers and school food
services. Further, since peanut butter is mostly used to make sandwiches and school students
are the major consumers of peanut butter sandwiches, such information may help to better
understand and exploit the market for peanut butter.

Response:

Research has been conducted to investigate factors influencing school students’
consumption of peanut butter sandwiches, using data from a survey of 1,259 students from 46
elementary schools, 18 middle schools, and 11 high schools in four counties in Georgia.
Econometric models were estimated to explore factors affecting consumption and consumption
frequency.

Results:

Consumption and consumption frequency were estimated jointly to account for possible
correlation between them. Econometric results indicate that, compared with elementary school
students, middle school students are more likely to participate in the consumption of peanut
butter sandwiches and tend to consume them more frequently. On the other hand, high school
students are less likely to do so. It could be that high school students, in a transition period
from teenagers to adults, begin to adopt the dietary style of adults, hence, begin to reduce
consumption of such food products as candies and peanut butter.

Residence place affects both frequency and consumption. Students from counties of
high per capita income are less likely to consume peanut butter sandwiches and tend to eat
them less frequently.

Jelly is usually considered to be a good companion of peanut butter in making a
sandwich. But whether the use of jelly with peanut butter affects the consumption frequency
of peanut butter sandwiches remains unknown. The results indicate that those who use jelly
with peanut butter to make sandwiches tend to eat peanut butter sandwiches more frequently
than their counterparts.

Those who purchase a school lunch tend to eat peanut butter sandwiches less
frequently. School lunch usually offers more choices than home prepared lunch. More choices
imply lower probability to choose peanut butter sandwiches for lunch; hence, they eat peanut
butter sandwiches less frequently.

Taste preference was found to have a statistically significant effect on consumption
frequency. Those who like the taste of peanut butter sandwiches served at school tend to eat
the peanut butter sandwiches more frequently. This implies, together with the facts that 82%
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of the students eat school lunch and only 41% like the taste of the peanut butter sandwiches
served at their schools, that consumption of peanut butter sandwiches can be increased
substantially by taste improvement.

Acknowledgement:

We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission for partial funding of the
research effort.
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TOMATO SPOTTED WILT VIRUS: ECONOMIC IMPACT OF MANAGEMENT
OPTIONS USING A RESISTANT AND SUSCEPTIBLE CULTIVAR

Audrey Luke-Morgan, Stanley M. Fletcher, James W. Todd
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:

In 1995, Tomato Spotted Wilt Virus (TSWV) became the most damaging disease problem in
peanuts in Georgia and Florida. To aid in the management of the financially devastating
disease, the University of Georgia developed a tool, the TSWV Risk Index for peanuts, which
considers the key components that have been found to have a relationship with the incidence
and severity of the disease. These factors include cultivar selection, planting date, final plant
population, at plant insecticide use, row pattern, tillage practice and Classic® herbicide use.
The index provides guidelines for a producer to choose options to help minimize the risk of
TSWYV. Given constraints of time, equipment, and other management issues, the question
arose, as to what the impact would be if a producer attempted to minimize his risk of TSWV
by using all the suggested guidelines of the Index except for one component, i.e., what would
be the impact of pushing one of the components to the extreme if all other components were
chosen to minimize the risk? A key concern was what the impact would be if a producer chose
all components to minimize the risk expect planting date. What would be the impact of
planting “outside the window”?

Response:

To answer this question, an “Index Extremes” study was carried out in 2001 and 2002 in
Midville and Tifton, GA to characterize the combined effects of susceptible and resistant
cultivars in twin rows using strip tillage, with and without in-furrow systemic insecticides at
two planting dates on TSWV severity and the resulting yield and grade. Net returns to land
and management were calculated for the various treatments in the study to determine the
overall profitability of using the index approach to managing TSWV. Returns were calculated
based on the pricing and grading structure of the 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act. Costs were determined based on the 2003 UGA/CES irrigated peanut budget and was
adjusted for the various direct inputs actually applied to each test using current costs.

Results/Outcome:
In prior analysis, two of the key components that have continually been validated to have
significant impact on TSWV incidence and severity are cultivar and planting date. To answer
the question of planting outside the window, the net returns of the TSWV susceptible cultivar
Sunoleic 97R and the resistant cultivar C99R planted in strip till, twin rows with Thimet
insecticide at planting at two different planting dates—one in April and one in May were
compared. When the returns are considered over both years and locations of the study, the net
returns above specified costs for the April planting date were $73/acre and the returns for the
May planting date are $76/acre for C99R as seen in Table 1. When using the resistant cultivar
there was no significant difference when the peanuts were planted at the early planting date,
given all other measures taken to minimize the risk of TSWV. However, if the susceptible
cultivar Sunoleic 97R is considered, i.e. more than one component is pushed to the extreme,
there is a difference when the planting date component is considered. For the Sunoleic 97R
planted in April, net returns are a loss of $141/acre. For the May planting date of the
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susceptible cultivar the net returns are a loss of $41/acre. These returns can also be compared
to the returns for the resistant C99R cultivar. The results further validate the importance of
both the cultivar selection and the planting date, especially when more than one component of
the index is pushed to the extreme.

Acknowledgement:
We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission and the National Peanut
Board through the Southeastern Peanut Research Initiative for partial funding of the research
effort.

Table 1. Comparison of Yields and Returns for Index Extreme Cultivars and Planting Date
under Twin Row, Strip Till, peanuts using Thimet insecticide

Treatment Yield Returns

C99R, April Planting 4263 $73.19a
C99R, May Planting 4233 $75.81 a
Sunoleic 97R, April Planting 3020 $-140.79 ¢
Sunoliec 97R, May Planting 3519 $-41.290b

Returns followed by different letters denote a difference at 5% significance level based on
ANOVA.
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COMPARISON OF RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE COST GIVEN POTETIAL
2004 COMMODITY PRICE SCENARIOS FOR THE SOUTHEASTERN
REPRESENTATIVE PEANUT FARMS

Allen E. McCorvey, Audrey S. Luke-Morgan, Stanley M. Fletcher
University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:
The 2003 growing season will be remembered as the first full season a crop was produced under the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002. It was also the year that the Southeast broke, or came
close to breaking, record high yields on many crops. This non-typically coincided with a late season
rally of commodity prices for many of the same crops produced in the Southeast. Seldom can
producers enjoy abundant production coupled with increased market prices in the same growing season.

January, February, and March is the time of the year that Southeastern peanut producers are making
decisions for their farms’ 2004 crop mix and acreage to be planted. Producers may find themselves in a
situation where these decisions are made more difficult given the fluctuating market prices coupled
with the uncertainties of the Southeastern weather patterns. As sustainable agri-businessmen,
Southeastern producers have to make decisions as to what crop mix and acreage will generate the most
profit per acre for their farming operations in the 2004 season while maintaining certain rotational
constraints. The integrity of the land is difficult to place a monetary value on, but upholding this
integrity through proper rotational practices is vital given the diversified Southeastern crop mix. The
key to determining how much and what to plant is centered on understanding the variable costs per acre
so that producers can best estimate their expected returns above their variable cost.

Response & Background:

To address this issue, the National Center for Peanut Competitiveness (NCPC) used the Southeastern
representative peanut farms database to compare various potential commodity prices of peanuts, cotton,
and corn given the variable costs of producing irrigated and dryland peanuts, irrigated and dryland
cotton, and irrigated and dryland corn. For these comparisons, no fixed costs were used in this study. It
was assumed that producers already own or rent the equipment and land that is required for their
farming operation, excluding a significant acreage expansion and/or a major crop mix change.
Therefore, these costs will not vary based on the decision made. In addition, no government payments
were included in this study. Government payments, more specifically Counter-Cyclical Payments
(CCP) and Direct Payments (DP), are assumed not to affect planting decisions since these payments are
tied to the historical yields and acreage of the land not the current planted acreage and/or current
production. Given the projected commodity prices for this study are higher than the current
corresponding loan rates, no Loan Deficiency Payments (LDP) were included.

The variable cost for the Southeastern representative farms range as follows: irrigated peanuts ($295/ac-
-$485/ac), dryland peanuts ($217/ac--$378/ac), irrigated cotton ($298/ac--$473/ac), dryland cotton
($167/ac--$375/ac), irrigated corn ($235/ac--$321/ac), and dryland corn ($124/ac-- $134/ac). The yields
for the Southeastern representative peanut farms range as follows: irrigated peanuts (3400 lbs/ac —
4500Ibs/ac), dryland peanuts (2250 lbs/ac—3500 Ilbs/ac), irrigated cotton (850 lbs/ac —1000lbs/ac),
dryland cotton (455 Ibs/ac—750 Ibs/ac), irrigated corn (170 bu/ac — 175 bu/ac), and dryland corn (70
bu/ac).
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Results and Discussion:

The NCPC compared three potential price scenarios for 2004 runner peanuts to four potential price
scenarios for cotton ($0.65/1b, $0.70/1b, $0.75/1b, and $0.80/Ib). The three price levels for peanuts
reflect, before grade adjustments, the $355/ton peanut loan rate, the common $380/ton 2003-contract
price, and the recently offered $400/ton contracts for the 2004 crop. At the time of this study, 2004 fall
delivery contracts for cotton were around $0.65/1b. All three price scenarios for peanuts were compared
to all four scenarios for cotton for both irrigated and dryland production, resulting in 24 separate
comparisons. At $355/ton for peanuts, the analysis of the Southeastern representative farms show
irrigated cotton becoming more competitive for land based on returns above variable cost as cotton
exceeds $0.70/Ib. At $380/ton for peanuts, irrigated cotton appears to become more competitive as
cotton prices exceed $0.75/lb. Only as cotton prices approach and exceed $0.80/lb does irrigated
cotton appear to become more competitive than irrigated peanuts at $400/ton. Given the fluctuation of
the cotton market over recent months and the uncertainties of how the world cotton market may move
this fall, the NCPC provided the comparisons of $0.70/lb, $0.75/lb, and $0.80/Ib to help producers
better understand how competitive their crop mix may be under many different marketing scenarios.

In this study, both irrigated and dryland corn showed no significant direct competition with cotton or
peanuts with regard to returns above variable cost. In all scenarios, both irrigated and dryland corn
generate less returns per acre above variable cost than do irrigated and dryland peanuts respectively.
Irrigated corn challenges irrigated cotton on only one out of the five representative farms that plant both
corn and cotton. The NCPC again would like to point out the difficulty in determining a monetary value
of sustainable crop rotations, more specifically the benefits of corn in a cotton and peanuts rotational mix.
The value of corn as a rotational crop for peanuts and cotton should be considered on an individual farm
basis. The planting and harvesting dates of corn not coinciding with either peanuts and/or cotton can play
a role in crop mix decisions as well. If peanut rotations have been pushed during recent years, corn may
be an option or a competitor in the crop mix, although this study shows corn much less competitive for
acres verses peanuts and cotton when considering returns above variable cost.

The soybean markets have also rallied in recent months. Many southeastern producers have expressed
interest in the possibility of adding soybean acreage. Soybeans were not included in this study because of
the eleven Southeastern representative farms only one farm has soybeans in the crop mix. The NCPC
concluded that one representative farms’ data was not sufficient to analyze the Southeast with regard to
the competitiveness of soybeans in a peanut farm crop mix. In recent years soybeans have not been a
major factor in the competition for acres in a typical Southeastern peanut farm crop mix. Hence there is
only one current representative peanut farm that includes soybeans.

Summary and Conclusions:

This study allows producers to compare the variable cost per acre with the associated returns above
variable cost per acre for many potential and current market prices for commodities in the Southeastern
crop mix. Given the three peanut price scenarios of $355/ton, $380/ton, and $400/ton, this study shows
irrigated cotton becoming more competitive in the Southeast for acres verses irrigated peanuts as cotton
prices exceed $0.70/1b, $0.75/1b and $0.80/1b respectively. Again, the key to a competitive crop mix is
centered on a producer understanding their variable cost per acre for all crops. With this understanding,
Southeastern peanuts producers may better estimate and measure how competitive their own crop mix
may actually be for 2004.

Acknowledgment:
We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission and the National Peanut Board
through the Southeastern Peanut Research Initiative for partial funding of the research effort.
Appreciation is also extended to the facilitators, cooperators, and panel participants of Southeastern
Representative Peanut Farms.
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IMPACT ON THE FINANCIAL VIABILITY OF SOUTHEASTERN
REPRESENTATIVE PEANUT FARMS OF POTENTIAL YIELD RESTRICTING
FACTORS

Allen E. McCorvey, Audrey S. Luke-Morgan, Stanley M. Fletcher
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation
An area of concern in any business is its financial viability. A common question is how a
change in policy, technological or regulatory issues might impact the long-term viability of an
enterprise. The impact of such changes is key to peanut farms and the agribusiness industry.

One area of interest considered by the NCPC this year included the impact on the financial
viability of peanut farms assuming a reduction in yields that could be brought about by a
regulatory type issue such as a water restriction. How would a potential yield restricting
factor, such as restricted water usage, impact not only the income from an enterprise but also
more long-term issues such as changes in net worth and the debt load for a farm?

Response
This analysis utilizes the eleven representative Southeastern peanut farms representing
Georgia, Alabama, Florida and South Carolina that were developed by the NCPC. The
information gathered from these representative farms is used to analyze the potential impact
from yield reductions due to potential water restrictions.

Results/Outcome

In this study, two scenarios were considered which reduced irrigated yields for all irrigated
crops on the Southeastern Representative Peanut Farms that could be brought about by future
water restrictions. One scenario reduced irrigated yields by 10% in 2004 and held constant
through 2007. The second scenario reduced irrigated yields by 20% in 2004 and held constant
through 2007. These are modest yield reductions. The study stopped in year 2007 since that
was the end of current Farm Bill. All but one of the Southeastern Representative Peanut Farms
has irrigated acres associated with it. The farms range from 95% irrigated to 100% dryland
with many various combinations within. For this study the scenario results are compared to the
benchmark analyses that utilizes the full benefits of the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002, the reported expected yields from the grower panels and the February 2003
FAPRI Baseline.

The composite average Net Cash Farm Income (NCFI) of all farms in this study by the end of
year 2007 due to the 10% irrigated yield reduction is $52,146, a $52,285 or 50.5% loss as
compared to the benchmark analysis. The NCFI falls by $102,226 or 97% to a composite
average of $3,205 in 2007 due to the 20% irrigated yield reduction. Note that NCFI does not
include depreciation, family living expenses, federal, state and employment taxes, as well as
long term and intermediate loan principal payments along with any operating loan carryovers.
Any cash request for the outright purchase and/or down payments on any additional
equipment, tools or assets would be paid out of NCFI.
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The composite average Real Net Worth (RNW) due to the 10% irrigated yield reduction falls
to $1,449,992, a loss of $139,603 or 8.8% by year 2007 as compared to the benchmark
analysis. The average RNW falls to $1,296,984 when a 20% irrigated yield reduction is
considered, an average loss of $292,611 or 18.4% by year 2007. The RNW is the value of all
assets less liabilities, or what that “farm” is worth after all debts are accounted for.

When considering the impact that irrigated yield reductions may have on a farm’s debt load,
the study showed that due to the 10% irrigated yield reduction the debt to asset ratio increased
to 22.11% from the benchmark 16.97%. The 20% irrigated yield reduction caused the debt to
asset ratio to increase to 28.48% from the benchmark 16.97%.

The exact amount of yield loss associated with various levels of water restrictions is difficult to
estimate. However, it is known that water restrictions, or more specifically for this study,
irrigation restrictions, will cause an irrigated yield loss for all crops if normal weather patterns
are considered. This study has provided the impact of a plausible range of irrigated yield loss
that could be due to water or irrigation restrictions being implemented in future years. As can
be seen form this study, both a 10% and 20% loss in irrigated yields can cause a significant
impact on the economic viability of southeastern peanut farms.

Acknowledgement:
We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission and the National Peanut
Board through the Southeastern Peanut Research Initiative for partial funding of the research
effort.
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DOES THE EXISTENCE OF MARKET POWER AFFECT MARKETING LOAN
PROGRAMS?

Cesar L. Revoredo, Stanley M. Fletcher
The University of Georgia
National Center for Peanut Competitiveness

Situation:
The Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 eliminated the peanut marketing quota
system and introduced a marketing assistance loan program with direct payments and counter-
cyclical payments among other policy measures. The effects of marketing loan programs
(MLP) have only been analyzed in the context of perfect competitive markets, which is a
shortcoming in the case of peanuts since the literature points out that US demand for peanuts is
concentrated with few buyers.

Response:

To measure the effect of market power on the marketing loan program we built a simulation
model that captures the main characteristics of the US peanut market. In addition, we estimated
the main relations using historical time series data. We consider two market structures:
competitive, and when the peanut buyer possesses market power. The structure under market
power was further broken into the cases when USDA sets the repayment rate equal or not to
the price that buyers are willing to pay. The results are presented as the effect that market
power will have on prices, production, stocks, and government cost, in comparison with the
competitive case.

Results:

(1) With respect to prices, under market power, farmer stock peanut prices paid by shellers are
lower than in the competitive situation. In the case of shelled peanut prices it depends on how
the repayment rate is determined, the initial price, and how fast peanut prices adjust to the
excess of demand (i.e., discrepancy between the supply and demand). (2) With respect to
production, farm production under market power is meant to decrease with respect to the
competitive case; however, farmers are protected by the MLP. Production of shelled peanuts
decreases when repayment rate is equal to the price bid by shellers and increases when the
repayment rate is determined by the government. (3) With respect to stocks, under market
power a higher proportion of the peanut crop is carried as stocks in comparison to the
competitive case. If the repayment rate is equal to the price bid by shellers then almost no
stocks of shelled peanuts are carried, while if the government determines the repayment rate,
the stock ratio is higher than in the competitive case. (4) With respect to the government cost,
there is a trade-off for the government, assuming a repayment rate below the loan rate. The
trade off is given by carry more stocks and pay less in marketing loan benefits but more in
storage and financial costs vs. not carrying stocks and pay more in loan gains. However, the
results are given by the assumptions. In addition, it is important to take into account that
government carryover may depress future prices and make the MLP unsustainable.

Acknowledgement:
We wish to gratefully acknowledge the Georgia Peanut Commission for partial funding of the
research effort.
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EVALUATION OF GEORGIA 01-R COMPARED TO OTHER PEANUT CULTIVARS

John Baldwin and John P. Beasley Jr., Agronomists, Crop and Soil Science Department, UGA
Mark VonWaldner, Atkinson Co. CED
Lanier Jordan, Baker Co. CED
Richard McDaniel, Burke Co. CED
Brian Cresswell, Early Co. CED
Phillip Edwards, Irwin Co. CED
Tim Moore, Miller Co. CED
Steven Komar, Randolph Co. CED
Will Dufty, Terrell Co. CED
Rusty Harris, Worth Co. CED

INTRODUCTION
As new peanut cultivars are released, evaluations are necessary over a variety of soil types,
locations and environments. Producers are anxious to view new cultivars under their
management and environmental conditions. Georgia variety test information is important in
preliminary evaluations of these new varieties compared to standards that have been grown for
several years.

Funding was secured from the Georgia Peanut commission to fund ten Georgia county agents
to conduct on-farm evaluations of the new Georgia peanut variety, Georgia 01-R. The studies
varied from varietal comparisons, to disease control management and yield and grade. This
new variety holds promise in several areas such as improved disease resistance, larger seed
size, and improved yield and grade as seen in recent official Georgia Variety test data. Georgia
01-R is mid-oleic oil chemistry with good resistance to TSWV, white mold, CBR, and
Rhizoctonia limb rot, and leafspot.

METHODS AND MATERIALS
Ten locations throughout Georgia were selected to evaluate Georgia O1-R to other late
maturing cultivars. Some were planted in twin rows, others were on reduced fungicide spray
programs. Each location reported reduced final plant stands when compare to the other
cultivars planted. Individual site evaluations may be obtained from the principal investigator
in these studies.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Tables one-six lists the results of individual trials for the tested cultivars. Quality evaluations
are currently being conducted to compare it to other recently released cultivars. It may result
in the ability to plant less seed per acre, and reduce fungicide sprays while maintaining yield
and grade of peanuts produced. This would result in improved economic return to Georgia
producers growing this variety.
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Table One: Yield and Grade of Several Peanut Cultivars Planted in Atkinson and Baker

Counties during 2003.

Atkinson Baker
Variety Yield Ib/A %TSMK Yield Ib/A %TSMK
Ga0l1-R 4430 78.2 4810 72.3
DP-1 - - 4980 70.5
C-99R 4553 76 4310 74.1

Table Two: Yield and Grade of Several Peanut Cultivars Planted in Burke and Irwin Counties

during 2003.

Burke Irwin
Variety Yield Ib/A % TSMK Yield Ib/A % TSMK
Ga01-R 5707 71 4070 74
DP-1 4855 64 - -
C99-R - - 4270 75

Table Three: Yield and Grade of Several Peanut Cultivars Planted in Burke and Miller

Counties during 2003.
Burke
Miller
Variety Yield Ib/A %TSMK Yield Ib/A % TSMK
Ga01-R 3620 76 4500 76
DP-1 - - 4300 70
C99-R 3980 75 4130 73
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Table Four: Yield, Grade, White Mold, and Rhizoctonia Limb Rot Incidence for Several
Peanut Cultivars Planted in Early County during 2003.

Variety White Mold % Rhizoctonia % Yield Ib/A
DP-1 4.7 25.6 4790
Ga 01-R 15.2 23.5 5100
C99-R 6 19.4 4370

Table Five: Yield, White Mold, Rhizoctonia Limb Rot, and TSWYV Incidence for Several
Peanut Cultivars in Randolph County during 2003.

Variety White Mold % Rhizoctonia % TSWV % Yield Ib/A
DP-1 10.9a 18.1a 7.5a 4250¢
Hull 15.3a 26.2b 18.5b 4870b
Ga 01-R 11.6a 19.2a 7.0a 5480a

Table Six: Yield for Several Peanut Cultivars in Worth County during 2003.

Variety Yield Ib/A

Ga0l1-R 4440

C99-R 3880

DP-1 3945
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2003 Multi-Cropping tillage Study to Evaluate the Effects of Tillage and Cover Crop on
the Yield of Peanuts, Corn, and Cotton at the
Southwest Georgia Research and Education Center in Plains, GA

John Baldwin, Crop and Soil Sciences, UGA
Stan Jones, Superintendent SW. Branch Station, UGA

INTRODUCTION
Numerous studies have been conducted to evaluate reduced tillage systems for individual
crops, but few have been reported which incorporate continuous reduced tillage systems with
or without a cover crop for a peanut, corn, cotton rotation. This will be the eighth year for this
study looking at a peanut-corn-cotton rotation.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Three blocks of two acres each have been utilized at the Southwest Research and Education
Center at Plains for several years of crop rotation with peanut, corn, and cotton. The system
during 2003 was Dekalb 697 corn planted either strip-till or no-till into fallow following peanut
or Wrens 96 rye cover. The Cotton (Delta Pine 555BR) was planted by the same tillage
methods into previous corn residue or following rye cover. The cover crop of rye was killed
with Roundup at one quart/acre, approximately 20 days ahead of planting either the corn or the
cotton.

Either Georgia 01R or DP-1 peanuts were planted in a single row pattern by strip tillage
method into fallow-mowed cotton stubble or into fallow land which was harrowed, deep turned
and tillovated. The other two treatments were the same two tillages but planted following a rye
cover crop. The Wrens 96 rye was planted in December by drilling into harrowed land
following cotton. The rye was planted at 1.5 bushels per acre. The peanuts were then strip-till
or conventionally planted utilizing a Monosem vacuum planter and planted at six seed/ft of
row. All plots can be irrigated with a linear system and standard management applied during
the season.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
There was a significant yield response in favor of Georgia-01R. The yield results for corn and
cotton are found in Table 1. Corn yields for all four treatments were reduced compared to
other years due to severe corn rust infection.

The no-till cotton yields were reduced due to escaped weeds and competition even though we
used a Roundup-ready cotton variety. Timeliness is essential to good weed control. As in
previous years, our cotton yields for strip-tilled and no-tilled plots were very similar. Cover
crop resulted in numerically higher yields for both the strip-till and no-till cotton. Further work
on no-till cotton needs to be conducted and would be a tremendous cost savings to producers,
particularly on a Greenville soil which requires several trips to plant cotton conventionally
which increases fuel and labor costs.

For the first time since the study began eight years ago, there was a significant yield response
to a cover crop being planted for both conventional and strip-DP-1 across tillages. Ga 01R had
less CBR and rhizoctonia limb rot than DP-1. There was significant pod loss of DP-1 at
harvest due to the rhizoctonia limb rot.
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Peanut yields are found in Table 2. Digging losses have been a continual problem for us on
the Greenville soil types with reduced tillage methods. The effects of CBR and Rhizoctonia
limb rot can be found in Table 3. There was a high level of significance to CBR by tillage,
cover crop and varieties. Rhizoctonia was affected by variety and cover crop by variety

interaction.

Table 1. Yield of Dekalb 697 Corn and Delta Pine 555BR Cotton at Plains during 2003.

Tillage Treatment Corn Yield bu./A Cotton Yield Ibs/A Lint
Strip-Till Fallow 73 1940
Strip-Till Cover 78 2100
No-Till Cover 71 1720
No-Till Fallow 77 1500

Table 2. Yield and Grade of Ga 01R and DP-1 Peanuts planted by four tillage Methods at

Plains during 2003
Treatment Ga 0IR DP-1 Average Ga 0IR DP-1
Yield Ib/A | Yield Ib/A | YieldIb/A | TSMK % TSMK %
ST Fallow | 4550 3650 4100a 75.2 68.3
ST Rye 4500 3705 4105a 74.7 67.6
Conv Rye 4495 4150 4320a 75.8 68.2
Conv 4490 2530 3600b 74.1 67.5
Fallow
4510* 3510 3960 75%* 67
*p<.001
**p<.001
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Table 3. Disease Incidence of CBR and Rhizoctonia Limb Rot on Two Peanut Cultivars
Planted at Plains by Four Tillage Methods during 2003.

Treatment | Ga 0IR DP-1 Avg. Ga0OlR DP-1 Avg.
CBR % CBR % CBR % Rhizoc % | Rhizoc % | Rhizoc %

ST 5,5 4.6 5.1 21 37 29
Fallow
ST Rye 1.1 3.1 2.1 16 38 27

3.7 28
Conv Rye | 4.6 13 9.0 20 36 27
Conv 21 34 27.5 19 32 25
Fallow

18 26

CBR = Tillage p<.01 cover crop p<.001 Tillage*cover crop p<.01 Variety p<.05
Tillage*Variety p<.05
Rhizoctonia= Variety p<.0001 cover crop*Variety p<.10
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COMPARISON OF A TRIPLE ROW PLANTING PATTERN TO TWIN AND SINGLE
ROW PATTERNS
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INTRODUCTION

Research over the past 15-20 years has clearly differentiated the advantages of the twin-row
pattern for planting peanut compared to the standard single-row pattern. On average, peanut
planted in twin rows yield 400-500 1bs/A higher, grade out 1-2% higher in percent total sound
mature kernels, and will have significantly less spotted wilt disease. Most of this research has
compared twin-rows planted in a 7 to 9-inch twin row spacing to single rows spaced 36 inches
apart. The objective of this research was to compare a triple-row pattern, with three rows
spaced six inches apart on either side of a 72-inch seedbed. This pattern results in a 12-inch
spacing between the two center rows.

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Tests were conducted at three sites in Georgia and one each in Alabama and Florida. The three
test sites in Georgia were: Ponder Farm (Coastal Plain Experiment Station) near Ty Ty,
Southwest Georgia Research and Education Center near Plains, and the Southeast Georgia
Research and Education Center near Midville. The Alabama location was the Wiregrass
Research and Extension Center at Headland. The Florida location was the North Florida
Research and Education Center near Marianna.

At all locations, plots were two rows wide and length varied depending on field size.
Treatments were replicated four times and the experimental design was a randomized complete
block. Treatments were three row spacings (single, twin, and triple row patterns) by three
cultivars (Georgia Green, Georgia-02C, and Carver). Planting dates were: Marianna — May 6;
Tifton — May 12; Headland — May 15; Midville — May 27; and Plains — May 28. Seed
population per acre was held constant by planting single rows at six seed per foot of row, twin
rows at three seed per foot of row, and triple rows at two seed per foot of row. Planting depth
was 2.25 inches and Thimet insecticide was applied in-furrow at the rate of five pounds per
acre at planting. All other pest management and agronomic practices were based on university
recommendations. Stand counts were made at each location within the first five weeks after
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planting to verify if a sufficient stand had emerged. All tests were irrigated as needed. Harvest
date was determined by using the Hull-Scrape Maturity Profile method.

Data collected included spotted wilt disease ratings at locations where there were enough
symptoms, yield, and grade factors. Yield data was calculated by converting individual plot
weights to a pound per acre basis and adjusted to seven percent moisture after deducting
percent foreign material. A five-pound sample was coll