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2019 Year in Review
For anyone involved in agriculture, 2019 will 

always be known as the year of prevented plant-
ing. Heavy rainfall, flooding, and other adverse 
events prevented more than 19 million acres of 
crops from being planted across the country. The 
most significant prevented planting occurred in 
the Midwest, which saw a sharp decline in corn, 
soybean, and wheat planting. Overall, it was 
an increase of more than 17 million prevent-
ed planted acres from 2018 and was the highest 
number reported since the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) began keeping track 
in 2007.

The 2019 crop year also saw record enrollment 
in acres insured with more than 380 million acres 
protected by crop insurance. Indemnities under 
the Federal program are estimated to be approx-
imately $10 billion, providing essential relief to 
farmers in the hardest hit areas, enabling them to 

pay creditors and remain in business. More than 
70 percent of the indemnities paid were due to 
excess moisture, while cold wet weather and hail 
each represented another five percent of the loss-
es. The state-regulated Crop-Hail program also 
had a record year, with just over $1 billion in pre-
mium written, the largest premium in the history 
of the program. Losses paid were $996 million, the 
highest since 2014.

With the unprecedented number of prevent-
ed planting acres and severe crop loss in other ar-
eas of the country, the Risk Management Agency 
(RMA) authorized several relief measures for 
farmers. USDA/RMA also asked the Approved 
Insurance Providers (AIPs) for help in delivering 
disaster assistance to farmers who had received 
prevented planting crop insurance indemnities. 
The AIPs efficiently delivered almost $600 mil-
lion in “top off ” payments as part of the Addi-

tional Supplemental Appropriations for Disaster 
Relief Act of 2019.

This article reports on the 2019 crop insur-
ance season, highlighting the significant events 
that affected the crop insurance industry. A dis-
cussion of weather conditions and their impacts 
on crop production is followed by a review of 
commodity markets and prices. The overall re-
sults of the Federal crop insurance program are 
presented followed by the Crop-Hail experience 
for the United States and Canada.

U.S. Weather and 
Production of Major Crops

Winter 2018-19: Although there were few-
er tropical disturbances, drought, and wildfires 
in 2019 than in 2018, it was another troubling 
year. It began with the wettest winter on record 
over the past 124 years,1 as winter precipitation 

Winter 2019 (Dec-Feb): Statewide Precipitation and Temperature Ranks 1895-2019Fig. 1
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totals surpassed the previous record of 1997–98. 
Above-average precipitation was observed across 
all but five of the Lower 48 states (Figure 1). Ten-
nessee ranked wettest, while Wisconsin ranked 
second wettest. Nineteen states, from the Great 
Plains to the East Coast and south to the Gulf of 
Mexico, ranked in the top 10 wettest on record 
for winter and there were no states that ranked 
below-average for winter precipitation. While 
the heavy rain was widely dispersed, severe flash 
flooding did occur in parts of California and sig-
nificant river flooding occurred in portions of 

the mid-South and lower Midwest. The record 
winter precipitation set the stage for what was to 
become a troubled planting season. 

The statistics on winter temperatures mask 
the fact that there were areas that experi-
enced severe cold conditions, particularly the 
northern Plains and Midwest (Figure 2). The 
cold weather allowed for heavy snow events 
throughout the winter with the snows contrib-
uting to flooding in the western Corn Belt. The 
same conditions in the Northwest, in the early 
part of February, resulted in additional stress 

and an increase in livestock mortality. 
On a positive note, it was the second time in 

three years that widespread winter precipitation 
resulted in significant reductions in drought con-
ditions. The measure of national drought cover-
age fell from 23 percent to 12 percent, with re-
ductions in the Western states from 55 percent to 
25 percent and, by the end of winter, there was no 
drought east of the Mississippi River.

Spring 2019: The most significant weather 
event in the spring of 2019 was the continued 
widespread precipitation, which resulted in ex-

Spring 2019 (Mar-May): Statewide Precipitation and Temperature Ranks 1895-2019Fig. 2
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Summer 2019 (Jun-Aug): Statewide Precipitation and Temperature Ranks 1895-2019Fig. 3
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cessive moisture across much of the U.S. (Figure 
2). Of particular importance were March rain-
storms that caused flooding in the western Corn 
Belt. The substantial rainfall on frozen soils and 
heavy snow cover exacerbated the problems. In 
parts of the Missouri Valley, record river levels 
flooded nearby communities and farmland. 

In northern Nebraska, epic floodwaters com-
bined with huge chunks of ice eventually resulted 
in the collapse of the Spencer Dam on the Nio-
brara River. The deluge continued in late April, 
which resulted in record flooding along the Mis-
sissippi River that lasted from March 16 to May 
16 in the Burlington, Iowa, area. In late May, re-
cord flooding was recorded along the Arkansas 
River in Oklahoma and Arkansas as Mississippi 
River levels reached near record levels between 
portions of southern Illinois and northern Mis-
souri. The extensive flooding and excess moisture 
caused record delays in planting for much of the 
U.S. corn and soybean crops. 

The torrential precipitation in the Plains and 
Midwest was accompanied by cooler than nor-
mal spring temperatures with some northern 
parts of the country receiving snow through 
April (Figure 2). In contrast, most of the rest of 
the country had normal spring temperatures 
with above average temperatures confined to the 
southern Atlantic States. 

Summer 2019: With the tumultuous spring 
planting season behind them, farmers faced a 
summer that was characterized by lingering is-
sues related to the winter and spring excess mois-

ture conditions. In June, heavy rainfall and above 
average precipitation, mostly in parts of the Corn 
Belt, the mid-South and Ohio Valley, contrib-
uted to continued delays in late season planting 
and some flooding (Figure 3). At the same time, 
the Western states and Pacific Northwest expe-
rienced warm dry condtions raising concerns of 
a possible return of drought conditions. Mean-
while, average to cooler temperatures prevailed 
across most of the country with the exception 
of southern Texas, the Gulf Coast and southern 
Atlantic Coast.

Heavy rainfall returned to parts of the na-
tion in July, dumping excess moisture in the 
northern Plains and upper Midwest. In the 
south, Louisana and Arkansas were pummeled 
by rains from Hurricane Barry, a Category 
1 storm that made landfall July 13 but quick-
ly weakened before dissipating on July 19. In 
contrast elsewhere in the country, dry condi-
tions prevailed with drought concerns in the 
Southeast and seaonally dry weather occurring 
in western states. During this period, tempera-
tures remained close to normal with some hot-
ter temperatures recorded later in the month in 
the Northeast and Great Lakes regions. 

The weather in August was higly variable 
with normal to below normal temperatures 
throughout the nothern Plains and the Mid-
west. At the same time much of the rest of the 
nation was dealing with above average tempera-
tures, ranging from the Pacific Coast through 
the southern Plains and into the Southwest. In 

areas with cooler weather, the pace of corn and 
soybean crop development continued to be slow, 
while areas experiencing heat and lack of timely 
rainfall suffered from increased stress to pastures 
and rangeland. 

 Fall 2019: Most of the country recorded 
average to below average precipitation in the fall 
of 2019, except for the Northern Plains and por-
tions of the Midwest, Arizona, New Mexico, New 
York, and Maine (Figure 4). At the same time, fall 
temperatures were mixed with much-above-nor-
mal average recordings in the southern Atlantic 
States and above-average from California across 
the Southwest and upward to the southern Gulf 
States and east of the Mississippi. Oklahoma and 
states north experienced normal to below-nor-
mal fall temperatures. However, the nationwide 
season average levels of temperature and precip-
itation masked high variable conditions over the 
course of the season. 

The fall began with hot and dry conditions in 
September across most of the United States with 
some exceptions including heavy rainfall across 
the Northwest along with the northern and west-
ern Corn Belt. In early September, Hurricane 
Dorian made landfall on Cape Hatteras, North 
Carolina, and dumped heavy rains and strong 
winds on some coastal areas before weakening 
as it moved inland. In mid-September, Tropical 
Storm Imelda made land fall near Freeport, Tex-
as, and dumped one to three feet of rainfall in 
isolated areas of southeast Texas. 

The adverse weather conditions that plagued 

Fall 2019 (Sept-Nov): Statewide Precipitation and Temperature Ranks 1895-2019Fig. 4
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the corn and soybean crops throughout the year 
were evident in late September crop develop-
ment. By the end of September, only 43 percent 
of the nation’s corn crop had reached maturity, 
which marked the slowest crop development in 
the previous 10 years. The soybean crop was also 
far behind, with only 55 percent of the plants 
dropping leaves as of September 29, the slowest 
pace of development since 1996.

Farmers’ hopes for improving conditions for 
their slowly developing corn and soybean crops 
were dashed when more unfavorable cold and 
stormy weather, along with the first freeze of the 
season, spread across the northern Plains and up-
per Midwest in mid-October. The continued bad 
weather affected the sugar beet, sunflower, and 
spring wheat harvests in the nation’s North Cen-
tral region. The rest of the nation experienced a 
mix of weather conditions in early October. The 
South and East experienced above normal tem-
peratures followed by heavy rainfall in some ar-
eas, while the western and central regions were 
mostly dry with cooler than normal tempera-
tures. Once again, California was burdened by 
high winds and dry conditions that, combined 
with abundant vegetation, contributed to wild-
fires in late October. The most notable was the 
78,000-acre Kincade Fire in the area of Sonoma 
County known for its wine grapes. 

November weather began with storms in 
the Southwest that provided much needed pre-
cipitation, while the early season snowpack in 
the Northwest deteriorated, failing to stem the 
extended dry and cooler than normal weather 
conditions. Storms pushed eastward late in the 
month resulting in snowfalls that further delayed 
the slow pace of corn, soybean, and sunflower 

harvest in the Plains and the Midwest. Rainfall in 
the Southeast eased the continuing dry conditions 
but unfortunately did not reach Florida, which 
continued to experience below-average levels of 
precipitation. Despite difficult weather conditions 
throughout the crop year, 97 percent of the corn 
and soybean crops in the 18 major producing 
states had been harvested by the end of Novem-
ber. This was just one and two percent, respective-
ly, behind their previous five-year average. 

[The information sources for this section were: 
National Agricultural Statistics Service, ISSN: 
1057-7823, Crop Production 2019 Summary, Jan-
uary 2020; and ISSN: 1936 – 3737, Monthly Crop 
Production; https://usda.library.cornell.edu/
concern/publications/tm70mv177?locale=en]

Crop Production Summary
The difficult weather conditions farmers ex-

perienced throughout the growing season con-
tributed to a widespread decline in crop pro-
duction in 2019. Among the seven major crops 
monitored, only barley, winter wheat, and cotton 
posted increases in output over the previous year.

CORN
Corn production declined largely due to low-

er yields, down 8.4 bushels per acre (4.8 percent) 
from 2018 as harvested acreage remained virtu-
ally unchanged. Increased barley production was 
a function of increased acreage, harvesting 2.18 
million acres, 10 percent greater than in 2018, 
while yields increased less than one percent. The 
decline in sorghum production was linked to a 
falloff in planted acres in 2019, down seven per-
cent from last year, at a record low level of 5.27 
million acres that more than offset a modest 1.2 
percent increase in average yields. Soybean pro-

duction fell in 2019 with both acreage and yield 
declining from 2018 levels. Harvested soybean 
acreage fell by 14 percent, from 87.6 million in 
2018 to 75 million in 2019. The decline in pro-
duction was exacerbated by average yields falling 
by more than six percent. 

WHEAT
Growing conditions were more favorable for 

hard red winter wheat than many other crops, 
and its performance was largely responsible for 
the increase across all wheat production. Hard 
red winter wheat harvested acreage increased 
around two percent in 2019; however, average 
yields increased by more than 23 percent. The 
combined increased acreage and yields resulted 
in production of 833 million acres, up 26 percent 
from 2018. In contrast, soft red winter wheat har-
vested acreage declined by 16 percent from the 
previous year. Yields were virtually unchanged, 
resulting in an equivalent decline in production; 
239 million bushels in 2019, down from 286 mil-
lion bushels last year. Other spring wheat pro-
duction declined in line with a reduction in har-
vested acres and little change in average yields. 
Despite a significant yield increase of almost 16 
percent, durum wheat production fell by almost 
31 percent as a result of a 40 percent decline in 
2019 harvested acres from the previous year. 

UPLAND COTTON
Despite challenges during the growing season 

from excess moisture in the Delta, hot and dry 
conditions in the Southeast, and a very hot sum-
mer in Texas, the nation’s upland cotton crop was 
up by more than 10 percent from 2018; 19.4 mil-
lion bales versus 17.6 million bales. The increase 
in production occurred as a decline in yields, five 
percent from the previous year, was offset by a 16 
percent increase in harvested acres; 11.6 million 
acres versus just under 10 million acres in 2018. 

RICE
Rice farmers also faced daunting growing 

conditions as excess rainfall in the South re-
sulted in delayed and prevented plantings of the 
long-grain crop. Combined with lower price ex-
pectations in the face of higher carry in stocks, 
long-grain rice farmers planted 19 percent less 
acreage in 2019; 1.8 million acres, down from 2.2 
million in 2018. Combined with a three percent 
decline in yields from the previous year, 2019 
production of long-grain rice fell by 23 percent, 
accounting for 97 percent of the total decline in 
the nation’s rice production in 2019. Medium 
and short grain rice production each declined 

Source: NASS Crop Production Annual Summary, January 2020

Crop Yields and ProductionTable 1

CROP

Corn
Barley

Grain Sorghum
Soybeans
All Wheat

Winter Wheat
Other Spring Wheat

Durum

Upland Cotton

Rice

 2018 2019 2018 2019 % CHANGE IN

 YIELD YIELD PRODUCTION PRODUCTION PRODUCTION
 Bu./Harv. Ac. Bu./Harv. Ac. Mill. Bu. Mill. Bu.

 176.4 168.0 14,340 13,691 -4.5
 77.5 77.7 154 170 10.4
 72.1 73.0 365 341 -6.6
 50.6 47.4 4,428 3,558 -19.6
 47.6 51.7 1,885 1,920 1.9
 47.9 53.6 1,184 1,304 10.1
 48.3 48.2 623 562 -9.8
 39.5 45.7 78 54 -30.8
 Lbs./Harv. Ac.  1,000 Bales 

 847 803 17,566 19,380 10.3
 Lbs./Harv. Ac.  1,000 Cwt.

 7,692 7,471 223,833 184,675 -17.5
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less than one percent based largely on lower 
yields and a combination of decreased acreage 
and lower yields, respectively. 

DRY BEANS AND LENTILS
The dry edible bean crop declined to 20.81 

million hundredweight in 2019, down almost 17 
percent from last year’s 24.96 million hundred-
weight.2 The decline can be attributed to lower 
yields as planted acres increased to 1.29 million 
acres, up over four percent from the previous 
year with notable increases in North Dakota and 
Minnesota. The nation’s lentil crop experienced an 
even worse season, with production expected to 
be down 36 percent from 2018, the previous low-
est level of production, and a 5.39 million hun-
dredweight decrease since 2015. The falloff in pro-
duction was linked to a decrease in planted and 
harvested acreage of 38 percent and 40 percent 
respectively. The dry edible pea crop fared better, 
with production up 37 percent from 2018. Greater 
planted and harvested acreage combined with re-
cord high yields contributed to the increase. Dry-
pea production may be trending upward in the 
future as its role in plant-based meat substitutes 
and use as a soybean-protein substitute.

HAY
Unlike many crops, U.S. dry hay production 

benefited from increased rainfall levels, with 
production increasing by four percent from 
2018 to 128.9 million tons. This reversed two 
years of decline, which was attributed to modest 
yield increases offsetting a one percent decline 
in harvested acres to 52.4 million in 2019. The 
nation’s alfalfa crop supported the overall in-
crease with an anticipated four percent increase 
in production to 54.9 million tons. The increase 
over the previous year was linked to increases 
in harvested acres, up one percent to 16.7 mil-
lion acres and a slight increase in average yield 
at an estimated 3.28 tons, 0.11 tons above the 
2018 level. Other hay production was also up 
by four percent on a similar yield increase, es-
timated to be 2.07 tons per acre on 35.7 million 
acres, down two percent from 2018. Record 
high yields for alfalfa production were record-
ed in Idaho and Nevada and for other hay pro-
duction in California, Kansas, Maine, Missouri, 
Montana, Nevada, and Utah. 

FRESH PRODUCE AND VEGETABLES
The nation’s 2019 production of principle fresh 

market and processing vegetable production and 
melons were estimated to be three percent below 

2018, totaling 739 million hundredweight. The de-
cline in production resulted from a combination 
of early season weather issues that contributed to 
reduced yields, along with a slight reduction in 
harvested acres, down one percent from 2018 at 
2.38 million acres. Vegetable production contin-
ues to be dominated by a relatively small group of 
products. The leaders in harvested acres are once 
again sweet corn, tomatoes, and snap beans, while 
50 percent of total production is from the com-
bined harvest of tomatoes, onions, and sweet corn. 

Early season wet and cool conditions support-
ed increased prices, which later declined as con-
ditions improved by March. There were also early 
summer hot temperatures that negatively affected 
the head lettuce crop in coastal areas of California, 
providing another uptick in prices. In addition, 
hail damage to the Central Valley of California to-
mato crop also supported prices. Combined, these 
events contributed to the value of production in-
creasing 12 percent increase in 2019, ending the 
year at $14.2 billion. Major contributors to the crop 
value were head lettuce, tomatoes, and onions, 
which represent a combined 32 percent of the total 
vegetable and melon production value. Eighty per-
cent of the total value of production comes from 
crops grown in California (56 percent), Arizona 
(15 percent), and Florida (nine percent). 

CITRUS
The nation’s citrus fruit production increased 

in 2019 following historically low production 
in 2018, which was primarily caused by Hur-
ricane Irma losses in Florida. Not surprisingly, 
Florida led the way with a 56 percent increase 
in production compared to the previous year, 
reaching 3.5 million tons, near pre-hurricane 
levels. Increased production in the other citrus 

producing states increased total U.S. citrus fruit 
production to 7.9 million tons, up 31 percent 
from 2018 and the highest level in three years. 
However, the rebound in citrus production in 
2019 fails to stem the near decadelong decline 
in citrus production. Increased production 
brought downward pressure on prices for grow-
ers. Orange, lemon and grapefruit production 
value declined by seven, four, and one percent, 
respectively. The total value of production for 
the nation’s citrus crop was up by one percent 
from the previous year, to $3.35 billion as a 31 
percent increase in the value of tangerine and 
mandarin production offset declines for other 
categories. California continues to be the top 
U.S. citrus fruit producer, accounting for 51 
percent of the total, followed by Florida with 
44 percent. Texas and Arizona account for the 
remaining five percent. Texas plays a major role 
in grapefruit production accounting for more 
than 44 percent of the total U.S. production. 
Arizona produces approximately six percent of 
the nation’s lemons. 

[Information sources for this section include 
USDA NASS, Quick Stats available at https://
quickstats.nass.usda.gov/ and the following: 
Crop Production 2019 Summary, January 2020; 
USDA, ERS, Wheat Yearbook, March 2020; Veg-
etables 2019 Summary, March 2109; Citrus Fruits 
2019 Summary, August,2019; USDA, ERS, Fruit 
and Tree Nuts Outlook, FTS-360]

Commodity Market 
Developments and the 
Agricultural Economy

Globally, combined grain and oilseed pro-
duction and consumption remained in relative 

2 As of 2019 NASS no longer reports chickpea production as part of the dry edible bean crop; however, it does now provide dry bean planted area by State. 
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/95066/vgs-363.pdf?v=7995.7
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balance for the third year in a row.3 In 2019, 
world consumption exceeded production by 
enough to draw down the global stocks-to-use 
ratio by one percent from the previous year (Fig-
ure 5). The global stocks-to-use ratio decline is 
attributable to reductions in individual country 
supply/demand balances. Among all oilseeds, 
only sunflower seeds registered an increase in 
ending stocks. But most importantly, declines in 
U.S. soybean stocks overwhelmed the category, 
declining from 24.7 million metric tons to 11.6 
million metric tons. Notable among the grains 
were stock reductions in China and the United 
States, down 11 million and nine million metric 
tons, respectively. In the United States the draw-
down of soybean stocks and reduction in ending 
grain stocks reduced the stocks-to-use ratio to 21 
percent, down six percent from the previous year. 
WHEAT

Wheat accounts for 34 percent of global grains 
production. Variations in production among ma-
jor wheat producing countries had counter-bal-
ancing effects resulting in global production in-
creasing somewhat in 2019, at 765 million metric 
tons, up almost five percent from 731 million 
metric tons in 2018. Increased production in Ar-
gentina and India helped offset decreasing pro-
duction in Australia and Turkey. Australia had a 
particularly bad year with production down for 
the third straight year, dropping 12 percent to 

15.2 million metric tons, the lowest level since the 
drought-plagued 2007/08 season when produc-
tion fell to 13.2 million metric tons. Global feed 
use rebounded from the previous year reaching 
148 million metric tons, up six percent and equal 
to the level of 2016/17. Total world consumption 
increased almost 2.5 percent from 2018 reaching 
752 million metric tons. 

World ending wheat stock levels increased 
by four percent in 2019, reaching 287 million 
metric tons. However, any discussion of ending 
grain stocks must be separated into two buckets 
– stocks held in China and those in the rest of the 
world. For example, China accounted for roughly 
52 percent of global wheat ending stocks in 2019 
and accounted for the bulk of global ending stock 
increases from the previous year, about 89 per-
cent. Importantly, China wheat stocks are seldom 
at play in world markets. Ending wheat stocks in 
2019, excluding China, remain relatively stable, 
up 1.08 metric tons to approximately 139 million 
metric tons, just under one percent above the 
previous year. 

In the United States, all wheat production in 
2019 increased by almost two percent from the 
previous year. Stocks-to-use in the United States 
continue to be at burdensome levels. All wheat 
stocks to total use, including exports, are down 
somewhat from the previous year at 43 percent, 
from 50 percent in 2018. By class, hard red win-

ter wheat stocks declined by 14 percent in 2019 
from the previous year as domestic use and ex-
ports increased, but overall stocks remain large 
at 56 percent of use. Declining production in all 
other classes of wheat helped bring down stock 
levels. Hard red spring stocks-to-use declined 
three percent to 42 percent; soft red winter wheat 
stocks-to-use declined 12 percent to 36 percent; 
white wheat was down three percent to 28 per-
cent; and durum wheat stocks fell to 16 percent 
from the previous year level of 50 percent as 
production declined 31 percent and exports in-
creased 82 percent. 

CORN
Globally, corn accounts for more than 51 per-

cent of grain production. In 2019, global corn 
production decreased by about one percent, 
down almost 11 million metric tons. Russia, 
the European Union, and South Africa had in-
creased corn production in 2019, up 25 percent, 
3.5 percent and 35 percent, respectively, from 
2018. However, the increased production in these 
countries was not enough to offset reduced pro-
duction in the United States, Argentina, Canada, 
and Mexico with production declines from 2018 
of 4.5 percent, two percent, 3.6 percent, and 9.4 
percent respectively. 

As discussed earlier in the case of wheat, it is 
important to focus on the role of China in the 
global corn market, relative to other countries. 
China is both an important corn producer, ac-
counting for over 23 percent of global corn pro-
duction, and world grain storehouse, holding 
65 percent of global corn stocks in 2019. China 
maintains an aggressive stockpiling policy for 
corn, similar to wheat, with current stock lev-
els equal to more than 71 percent of their annu-
al total use. Current corn stocks in China have 
accumulated steadily over the past 10 years and 
are more than double their level from 2009. This 
is important as total global stocks-to-use levels 
appear robust at 26 percent, having declined for 
the past three years. However, when considering 
stocks held outside of China, the global stocks-to-
use ratio reveals a much tighter inventory balance. 
Over the past three years, global corn stocks-to-
use has fallen from around 14 percent to just over 
12 percent. With large storage supplies in China 
not likely to enter global market channels, the rest 
of the world appears to be facing a tightening of 
available stocks, which should provide some up-
ward price support going forward.

0

3000000

2500000

2000000

1500000

1000000

500000

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

20
00

/20
01

20
01

/20
02

20
02

/20
03

20
03

/20
04

20
04

/20
05

20
05

/20
06

20
06

/20
07

20
07

/20
08

20
08

/20
09

20
09

/20
10

20
10

/20
11

20
11

/20
12

20
12

/20
13

20
13

/20
14

20
14

/20
15

20
15

/20
16

20
16

/20
17

20
17

/20
18

20
18

/20
19

20
19

/20
20

10
00

 M
Ts

.

Crop Year

 US Stocks to Use World Stocks to Use World Production World Consumption

World Grains & Oilseeds Production and Consumption 
U.S. & World Stocks/Use %

Fig. 5

Source: https://apps.fas.usda.gov/psdonline/app/index.html#/app/advQuery

3 Major Oilseeds includes Copra, Cottonseed, Palm Kernel, Peanut, Rapeseed, Soybeans and Sunflower seeds. Grains include barley, corn, millet, mixed grains, oats, rye, sorghum and 
wheat. Wheat and corn comprise 87 percent of global grains, while soybeans account for almost 60 percent of global oilseeds. Accordingly, additional detail provided for these three crops.
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OILSEEDS
The global oilseeds category is composed of 

seven different commodities: copra, cottonseed, 
palm kernel, peanuts, rapeseed, soybeans, and 
sunflower seed. Soybeans represent just under 60 
percent of the total production and is the major 
driver in overall market conditions. In 2019 glob-
al soybean production declined by six percent. 
Combined with decreased production of peanuts 
and rapeseed, global oilseed production declined 
by three percent from the previous year. Declin-
ing production, combined with increasing global 
consumption, which is up 1.5 percent from 2018 
to over 348 million metric tons, resulted in a re-
duction in soybean ending stocks of more than 10 
percent from 2018. In 2019, the global stocks-to-
use ratio stood at 28.8 percent, down 3.4 percent 
from 2018. Despite overall improvement in stock 
levels, market prices remain sluggish as Chinese 
imports continue to lag and remain below 2017 

levels. Given recent developments associated with 
COVID-19 and lingering issues associated with 
the Swine Flu epidemic dampening the demand 
for livestock feed, improvements in the Chinese 
markets are likely to be slow to materialize. 
SOYBEANS

The influence of China’s stock-holding pol-
icy is less pervasive in the global oilseed mar-
kets. Currently China holds 22.73 million metric 
tons of soybean stocks, roughly 23 percent of the 
world total, and 22 percent of their annual total 
use. While Chinese soybean stock levels are more 
modest, as a percent of global stocks, than corn 
and wheat, they remain significant and more than 
double the levels of the early 2000s. It appears Chi-
na is more comfortable relying on annual imports 
to satisfy domestic demand for soybeans and is 
not currently focused on building inventories to 
levels approaching their corn and wheat stocks. In 
the United States, the 2019 crop season was a tur-

bulent period and resulted in significant changes 
in major crops. For example, the season ended 
with the corn harvest area up less than one per-
cent from the previous year, at 81.5 million acres. 
However, dismal yields, due to poor growing con-
ditions, resulted in a 2019 corn crop of 13.7 billion 
bushels, down 4.5 percent from 2018. Total U.S. 
corn use in 2019 declined by almost three percent 
to 13.9 billion bushels, primarily due to reduced 
ethanol demand and reduced exports. The decline 
in production coupled with reductions in total 
use resulted in a reduction in ending stocks of 129 
million bushels, a 5.8 percent decline from 2018. 
Overall, the reduced ending stocks compared to 
the reduced total use resulted in the 2019 U.S. 
corn stocks-to-use ratio being 15 percent, down 
only slightly from the previous year (Figure 6). 
With stocks-to-use unchanged and an uncertain 
future for demand, particularly regarding energy 
use, the price forecast for corn as of this writing 

U.S. Prices and Ending Stocks as a % of Total Use 2000-2019Fig. 6

Source: https://www.usda.gov/oce/forum/2020/outlooks/Grains_and_Oilseeds.pdf
World Agricultural Supply and Demand Estimates, February 11, 2020
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stood at $3.60 per bushel, virtually unchanged 
from the previous year. 

U.S. soybean stocks are expected to decline 
significantly from the previous year due to poor 
weather conditions from planting through har-
vest. As a result, 2019 production declined almost 
20 percent from the previous year. Declining pro-
duction was linked to a decrease in planted and 
harvested acreage, both down 14 percent from 
2018 and a six percent decline in yields from 
the previous year. On the demand side, total use 
remained almost unchanged, increasing only 
slightly, less than one percent from the previous 
year. The lower total supply, along with virtually 
the same level of use, resulted in a drawdown of 
existing stocks. This left ending stocks at 480 mil-
lion bushels, down 47 percent from 2018. Given 
the lower stock levels, combined with the stable 
use pattern, U.S. soybeans ended 2019 with a 
stocks-to-use ratio of 12 percent, down from 23 
percent in 2018. Despite the substantial reduc-
tion in stocks-to-use, the crop insurance price 
projection of $8.65 per bushel, while up from 
2018, remained below 2017 levels as a sluggish 
recovery in exports to China continues to place 
downward pressure on price expectations. 

COTTON
Global cotton production was projected to be 

about 122 million bales in 2019, up 2.5 percent 
from the previous year, and was attributable to 
larger crops in Pakistan and the United States. 
The main drivers of market conditions for cotton 
in 2019 were on the demand side with a decrease 
in global consumption. The outlook continues to 
be downgraded as analysts factor in the impacts 
of the COVID-19 virus on the cotton industry 
around the world. The most recent USDA-FAS 
outlook at this writing (April 2020) reports a 6.4 
percent reduction in global cotton consumption, 
the largest single monthly forecast adjustment re-
corded in the USDA database. 
PRICES RECEIVED AND PRICES PAID

A sense of economic conditions in 2019, 
across all of production agriculture, can be gained 
by examining the index of prices received and 
prices paid by producers in the livestock and crop 
sectors (Figure 7). The index of prices received by 
producers of both crops and livestock continue to 
fall short of the peak period of the mid-2000’s. 

Livestock producers faced sharply declining 
prices from 2014 to 2016. Prices moved slightly 
upward in 2017 and have remained more stable 

over the last four years, closing out 2019 at 96 per-
cent of the 2011 baseline period. However, on the 
expense side of the ledger, the index prices paid 
continues to be greater than prices received. Af-
ter falling precipitously in 2016, expenses have 
been edging up again over the last three years. 
The prices paid index for livestock producers end-
ed the year at 109 percent, compared to the 2011 
baseline, as lower grain input prices were offset by 
higher prices for hay and forage, complete feeds, 
concentrates and supplements. 

Crop producers experienced a modest up-
tick in prices in 2019, after six years of declin-
ing to stagnant prices. The overall crop prices 
received index finished the year at 88.5 percent 
relative to the 2011 baseline, up 1.7 percent 
from 2018. Like their livestock counterparts, 
crop producers’ expenses were up again in 
2019, an approximately one percent increase 
from the previous year and averaging 111.3 
percent of the 2011 baseline. In general, the in-
put price increase was linked to higher costs for 
crop protection chemicals that offset reductions 
in prices for fertilizer and fuels. 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
Agricultural producers worked within an 

environment of declining to stagnant revenues 
and seemingly ever-increasing costs in 2019. Not 
surprisingly, farm financial conditions in 2019 
reflected increasing signs of stress. If we focus on 
two common measures of financial wellbeing and 
liquidity  — the ratio of current assets to current 
liabilities and working capital to gross revenue 
 — the evidence supports current headwinds and 
potential for troubled times ahead. For U.S. agri-
culture, the ratio of current assets to current lia-
bilities has been on the decline since 2012 when it 
was recorded to be 2.87, versus 1.51 in 2019, close 

to the border line for a healthy business. 
The second measure, working capital to gross 

revenue, provides an idea of funds available to 
meet short-term financial obligations. A recent 
article from the Center for Commercial Agricul-
ture at Purdue University reports that working 
capital ratios below 0.20 signal a farm may have 
trouble repaying loans.4 In 2019, the working 
capital to gross revenue ratio for U.S. agricul-
ture was reported to be 0.14. This ratio has also 
been on the decline since 2012, when it stood at 
0.37. Although liquidity measures suggest poten-
tial problems, U.S. agriculture continues to have 
a solid foundation as the current debt to assets 
value remains relatively low at 13.45 largely due 
to strong farmland values supported by sustained 
low interest rates. U.S. agriculture’s debt to asset 
position has increased steadily for the last seven 
years yet remains far below the troubled times 
of the mid-1980s when it stood at 22.19. The fi-
nancial characteristics of U.S. agriculture in 2019 
suggest an economy that is vulnerable, and not 
without a difficult road ahead with a highly un-
certain future. 

[The information sources for this section were: 
USDA, Quick Stats https://quickstats.nass.usda.
gov, and USDA, OCE, WASDE, https://usda.
gov/oce/commodity/wasde; USDA, ERS, Farm 
Income and Wealth Statistics]

Federal Crop Insurance 
Experience

The number of insured acres for the major 
crops from 2017 through 2019 are shown in Ta-
ble 2. Soybean acres declined in 2019, but these 
were offset by an increase in corn acreage. The 
overall increase in acres insured was driven by 
the expansion of Pasture, Rangeland, and Forage 

1Data as of April 13, 2020 In (000) acres.
Source: RMA Summary of Business, NASS Quick Stats

Insured Acres by Major Crop1Table 2

CROP
Wheat
Corn

Sorghum
Soybeans

Upland Cotton
Pasture, Range & Forage

Total (Above Crops)
Total (All Crops)

NASS Planted Acres (Field Crops)

 2017 2018 2019 CHANGE % CHANGE

    2018/19 2018/19

 37,245 38,725 38,704 -21 -0.1
 78,908 78,157 86,777 8,620 11.0
 4,141 4,191 4,073 -118 -2.8
 79,884 78,861 71,159 -7,703 -9.8
 11,739 13,184 13,090 -94 -0.7
 74,936 98,289 140,210 41,921 42.7
 286,854 311,407 354,013 42,605 13.7
 311,743 335,165 379,323 44,158 13.2
 318,340 319,305 302,626 -16,679 -5.2

4 Langemeier, M. and A. Featherstone. “Examining Trends in Liquidity for a Sample of Kansas Farms.” Center for Commercial Agriculture, 
Purdue University, November 15, 2019.



CROPINSURANCE TODAY®  15

insurance. In comparison, NASS reported that 
the total number of acres planted to principal 
field crops, excluding land used for cattle grazing, 
was down by a little over five percent for the year.

The amount of liability insured during 2019 
declined by one half of one percentage point 
compared to 2018; however, premium increased 
two percent to $10.1 billion. The number of in-
sured acres increased 13 percent to 379 million 
acres, due exclusively to growth of over 43 per-
cent in the Pasture, Rangeland, and Forage pro-
gram. Insured soybean acreage declined nearly 
ten percent to 71 million acres but was offset by 
an increase of 11 percent in insured corn acreage 
to nearly 87 million acres. Farmers continued to 
purchase high coverage levels in 2019 with the 
share of acres covered at 70 percent or higher in-
creasing to 84 percent from 83.5 percent during 
the prior year (Figure 8).

The Federal crop insurance program’s per-
formance deteriorated significantly in 2019 due 
in part to exceptionally high prevented planting 
indemnities resulting from excessive moisture. 
Gross underwriting gains (defined as gross pre-
miums exceeding gross indemnities) for 2019 
were the smallest since 2010, declining more 
than 90 percent compared to 2018 (Table 3). 
Only 2012 and 2013 had poorer results during 
the period reviewed, with each year experienc-
ing gross underwriting losses (defined as gross 
indemnities exceeding gross premiums). Table 
3 also provides several standard measures sum-
marizing the performance of the crop insurance 
program over the past 10 years. 

Indemnity payments increased by 35 per-
cent to nearly $9.9 billion, the highest level since 
2013. Gross underwriting gains, the difference 
between premiums and indemnities, declined 
to $227 million, the third lowest level during 

the past ten years. The gross loss ratio, defined 
as the ratio of indemnities to premiums, is the 
traditional metric used for comparing the per-
formance of the program over time. From an 
underwriting perspective, the breakeven point is 
a loss ratio of 1.00, with values below 1.00 indi-
cating a year with underwriting gains and values 
above 1.00 indicating a year with an underwrit-
ing loss. By this measurement, the program had 
a very poor year in 2019 with a reported gross 
loss ratio of 0.98; however, this value is expected 
to increase a few points as any remaining open 
claims are settled. Only 2012 and 2013 experi-
enced worse underwriting performance with 
gross loss ratios of 1.57 and 1.02 respectively. 
In contrast, 2016, the best year in the history of 
the program, had a loss ratio of 0.42, while 2017 
came in at 0.54.

As was the case in 2018, Texas generated the 
largest premium volume at $1.03 billion, and the 

largest indemnities of any state, with loss pay-
ments of $1.17 billion (Table 4), corresponding 
to a loss ratio of just shy of 114 percent. Excess 
moisture accounted for roughly one quarter of 
the crop damage in Texas, with drought account-
ing for another 22 percent. South Dakota was 
second highest in terms of indemnities paid, but 
fifth in premium volume, producing an overall 
loss ratio of 165 percent. Just under 95 percent of 
South Dakota’s losses were attributable to excess 
moisture and cold wet weather. North Dakota 
ranked third largest for indemnity payments and 
second for premium, experiencing a loss ratio of 
95 percent. Again, a significant portion of North 
Dakota’s losses were due to excess moisture and 
cold wet weather. Minnesota had the fourth 
largest loss, 86 percent of which was caused by 
excess moisture and cold wet weather, resulting 
in a loss ratio of 135 percent. Rounding out the 
top five largest loss states was Illinois with a loss 

CROP
YEAR

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

POLICIES WITH
PREMIUM

1,140
1,152
1,174
1,224
1,207
1,205
1,160
1,125
1,108
1,105

UNITS WITH
PREMIUM

2,572
2,527
2,529
2,584
2,539
2,547
2,442
2,370
2,330
2,349

LIABILITY

78,085
114,210
117,160
123,811
109,904
102,539
100,620
106,087
110,170
109,622

PREMIUM

7,595
11,972
11,117
11,808
10,073
9,769
9,328
10,072
9,898
10,107

FARM-PAID
PREMIUM

2,883
4,509
4,138
4,511
3,858
3,679
3,462
3,717
3,631
3,751

INDEMNITY

4,254
10,869
17,451
12,085
9,136
6,316
3,911
5,429
7,308
9,881

GROSS
UNDERWRITING GAIN

3,341
1,103
-6,334
-277
937

3,452
5,417
4,644
2,590
227

INSURED
ACRES

260
266
283
296
295
296
290
312
335
379

LOSS
RATIO

0.56
0.91
1.57
1.02
0.91
0.65
0.42
0.54
0.74
0.98

1Data as of April 13, 2020
Source: RMA Summary of Business

Thousands Million Dollars Million

Federal Crop Insurance Program Performance, Gross Basis1Table 3

Share of Insured Acres Covered at 70% or HigherFig. 8

Data as of April 13, 2020
Source: RMA Summary of Business
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ratio of 100 percent, with more than 86 percent 
of the losses attributable to excess moisture and 
cold wet weather.

Figure 9 shows a map of state loss ratios and 
premium volumes for 2019. Colors are used to 
identify states with similar loss ratios, and shad-
ing identifies states with similar premium vol-
umes. Five states, Ohio, Arkansas, Michigan, 
South Dakota, and Mississippi had loss ratios 
exceeding 150 percent. The 14 other states with 
loss ratios above 100 percent included: Georgia, 
Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Minneso-
ta, Missouri, New York, North Carolina, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, Texas, Vermont, and 
Wisconsin. Eight of these states had premiums 
of exceeding $100 million: Georgia, Illinois, In-
diana, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, 
Texas, and Wisconsin. Total indemnities for all 
19 states with loss ratios over 100 totaled $6.89 
billion, equivalent to 69 percent of the overall 
U.S. payout. The five states with the lowest loss 
ratios were, in order, Connecticut at 0.06, Alaska 
at 0.15, Maine at 0.36, Delaware at 0.36, and West 
Virginia at 0.38. Of the 25 crops having the larg-
est premium volume, the highest loss ratios were 
for sugar beets at 3.21, rice at 2.85, flue cured to-
bacco at 2.03, cherries at 1.37, peanuts at 1.28, 
dry beans at 1.22, cotton at 1.13, corn at 1.04, 
and, soybeans at 1.03. 

Revenue Products
The projected base prices used to establish 

the value of a crop and the insured liability 

under the Revenue Protection and Yield Pro-
tection forms of insurance policies are shown 
in Table 5, for crop years 2013 through 2020. 
Projected base prices are the average of fu-
tures prices during the discovery month, i.e. 
the month preceding the sales closing date for  
a policy.

Base prices are influenced by various factors, 
including remaining stocks of the crop, plant-
ing intentions in the United States, increasing 
yields, changes in demand for the crop, avail-
ability of alternatives, and growing conditions 
in other countries. Base prices in 2016 were at 
or near the low end of the price range seen in 
recent years.

Corn represents nearly 40 percent of the 
value of all field crop production in 2019 and 
has a strong influence on the prices of other 
crops. Figure 10 shows corn futures prices for 
the contract for December delivery for each 
crop season starting with 2012 and continuing 
through 2019.

The extraordinary year in the series is obvi-
ously 2012. As the drought set in, prices ran up 
to more than $8.00 per bushel by late August. 
With the decline in demand at the higher price 
level, combined with an increase in foreign 
production, prices began to moderate, ending 
the year above $7.00. For 2013 and 2014, ini-
tial prices were well above $4.00 but eventually 
trended down through the course of both sea-
sons. Overall, pricing behavior for 2015 through 
2019 was remarkably similar, beginning around 

2019 MPCI Premium and Loss Ratios - All Plans CombinedFig. 9

Data as of April 13, 2020
Source: RMA Summary of Business
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Top 10 Premiums & 
Indemnities Ranked by 
State and Crop for 2019

Table 4

STATE

TX
ND
KS
IL
SD
IA

MN
NE
CA
MO

Top 10 Sub-Total
All Other

PREMIUMS (MIL.$)

1,031.6
849.4
695.0
669.5
655.1
633.0
584.2
531.8
433.2
406.3

6,489.0
3,618.3

 PREMIUMS BY STATE

RANK

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

STATE

TX
SD
ND
MN
IL

OH
MO
IN
CA
AR

Top 10 Sub-Total
All Other

INDEMNITY (MIL.$)

1,173.9
1,081.6
803.7
786.6
670.0
507.1
459.2
417.1
341.7
312.1

6,553.1
3,327.6

 INDEMNITY BY STATE

RANK

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

STATE

Corn
Soybeans

Cotton
Wheat

PRF
Grain Sorghum

Whole Farm Revenue
Apples

Rice
Potatoes

Top 10 Sub-Total
All Other

PREMIUMS (MIL.$)

3,738.7
1,873.1
1,109.4
956.9
581.3
155.0
134.4
113.2
97.8
83.9

8,843.9
1,263.4

 PREMIUMS BY CROP

RANK

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

STATE

Cotton
Corn

Soybeans
Wheat

PRF
Flu Cured Tobacco

Nursery
Grain Sorghum

Dry Peas
Oranges

Top 10 Sub-Total
All Other

INDEMNITY (MIL.$)

3,853.5
1,917.3
1,077.1
929.3
360.8
278.0
171.8
110.1
90.1
78.5

8,866.6
1,014.1

 INDEMNITY BY CROP
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$4.00, increasing marginally near the middle of 
the year and finishing somewhat lower than the 
base price. For 2019, the base price was initially 
stable around $4.00, trading in a relatively nar-
row band but ultimately declined and ended the 
year at $3.58. 

The implied volatility factor (IV) derived 
from futures market information serves as a mea-
sure of riskiness of expected prices. Each year 
RMA calculates the implied volatility factor for 
an insured commodity by averaging the implied 
volatility of near in-the-money options for a se-
lected futures contract over the final five trading 
days of the discovery period for that crop. For ex-
ample, implied volatilities over the final five trad-
ing days in February on the futures contract for 
December delivery are used to determine the IV 
factor in the major corn producing states. RMA 
uses the IV factor to simulate the expected price 
distribution for the crop, which is then utilized 
to establish the price risk component of the pre-
mium rate for revenue insurance plans for the 
crop. A high IV indicates a greater likelihood for 
large price movements while a low IV implies a 
more stable market with futures prices expected 
to move within a smaller range. Other things be-
ing equal, higher IV factors result in higher pre-
miums on policies insuring the farmer’s revenue, 

while lower IV factors result in lower premiums.
Historical values for IVs for selected major 

crops are shown in Table 6. In 2016, the IV fac-
tors for corn, soybeans, and cotton dropped, in-
dicating that the market was expecting more sta-
ble prices. Consistent with this expectation, corn 
prices traded within a narrow band throughout 
the year as indicated in Figure 10. While the IV 

factors for these three crops increased in 2017, 
they decreased for both 2018 and 2019, then held 
steady for 2020 and are now at or below their 
2016 levels. Corn prices traded within narrow 
bands throughout 2017, 2018, and 2019, in line 
with the expected price stability predicted by the 
IV factors.

The 2020 IV factors for rice increased, while 

Week

Weekly Corn Futures Prices, December Contract 2012-2019Fig. 10

Data as of April 21,2020
Source: Barchart.com
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Source: RMA Actuarial Information Browser

CROP
Wheat, Winter ($/bu) (KS)
Wheat, Spring ($/bu) (ND)

Corn ($/bu) (IL)
Soybeans ($/bu) (IL)

Upland Cotton ($/bu) (MS)
Rice ($/cwt)

2018
4.87
6.31
3.96
10.16
0.75
11.90

2019
5.74
5.77
4.00
9.54
0.74
10.80

2020
4.35
5.56
3.88
9.17
0.70
12.10

2018/19

17.9
-8.6
1.0
-6.1
-1.3
-9.2

2019/20

-24.2
-3.6
-3.0
-3.9
-5.4
12.0

Major Revenue Policy Base Prices1Table 5

2016
5.20
5.13
3.86
8.85
0.62
11.90

2017
4.59
5.65
3.96
10.19
0.73
10.40

2014
7.02
6.51
4.62
11.36
0.78
13.90

2015
6.30
5.85
4.15
9.73
0.63

2

2013
8.78
8.44
5.65
12.87
0.81
15.70

% CHANGE

1968-2019
0.19
0.22
0.20
0.18
0.23
0.22

CROP
Wheat, Winter ($/bu)
Wheat, Spring ($/bu)

Corn ($/bu)
Soybeans ($/bu)

Upland Cotton ($/bu)
Rice ($/cwt)

2018
0.16
0.13
0.15
0.14
0.14
0.12

2019
0.19
0.14
0.15
0.12
0.13
0.11

2020
0.17
0.14
0.15
0.12
0.13
0.13

2018/19

18.80
7.70
0.00

-14.30
-7.10
-8.30

2019/20

-10.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
18.20

Volatility FactorsTable 6

2016
0.22
0.15
0.17
0.12
0.14
0.15

2017
0.18
0.13
0.19
0.16
0.15
0.17

2014
0.19
0.14
0.19
0.13
0.15
0.1

2015
0.17
0.15
0.21
0.16
0.15

3

2013
0.24
0.15
0.2
0.17
0.17
0.11

% CHANGE

Volatility Factor2Historical Price
Volatility1

1Historical volatility values are obtained by fitting log-normal distribution to the time series of the ratio of the harvest price to the base price from 1968 to 2019. For each year in that time period, the harvest 
and base prices are calculated by using relevant futures prices in that year.   Source: Barchart.com
2Revenue Protection as of April 21, 2020.
3Due to insufficient futures price data, revenue insurance was not available in 2015
Source: Various RMA Manager’s Bulletins
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those for winter wheat decreased, and those for 
the remaining crops were unchanged. 

Figure 11 shows the change between the base 
prices established early in 2019 to the harvest 
prices established close to the end of the growing 
season. The harvest prices shown are the average 
daily prices in the harvest month for the same 

futures contract used to establish the base price 
earlier in the year. Harvest prices are important 
as they are used to calculate the farmer’s actual 
revenue, which is used to establish the amount of 
indemnity provided by Revenue Protection (RP) 
policies. 

The harvest price for soybeans declined to 

$9.25 from a base price of $9.54 at the start of 
the year, a drop of three percent. Corn, winter 
wheat, spring wheat and cotton also experi-
enced declines of 2.5 percent, 19 percent, 12.5 
percent, and 14.9 percent, respectively, during 
the year. In contrast, rice experienced a price 
increase of 12 percent.

Figure 12 shows loss ratios by state separate-
ly for the yield plan (YP) and the revenue plans 
(RP and RP-HPE combined, referred to as RP) 
that covered corn in the Corn Belt and the United 
States. The Corn Belt includes the states of Illi-
nois, Iowa, Nebraska, Minnesota, Indiana, Mis-
souri, Michigan, and Wisconsin. 2019 premium 
written under yield and revenue protection plans 
combined was $3.6 billion for corn, of which 58 
percent was concentrated in the Corn Belt. Rev-
enue protection plans were much more popular, 
representing 98 percent of written premium in 
the Corn Belt and 96 percent in the remaining 
states. On a countrywide basis, 58 percent of RP 
premium was written in the Corn Belt, but only 
39 percent of YP premium.

Figure 12 shows that YP for corn had consis-
tently higher loss ratios in every state within the 
Corn Belt as well as in the United States. Only 
two states within the Corn Belt managed under-
writing gains, Iowa and Nebraska, and this was 
for both YP and RP. 

Figure 13 shows similar information as that 
in Figure 12 but focuses on soybeans rather than 
corn. The same set of states is reviewed and for 
ease of identification will be referred to as the 
Corn Belt. Overall, the patterns observed for 
soybeans resemble those for corn. 2019 premium 
written under yield and revenue protection plans 
combined for soybeans was $1.8 billion, of which 
54 percent was concentrated in the Corn Belt. 
Revenue protection plans were much more pop-
ular, representing 98 percent of written premium 
in the Corn Belt and 95 percent in the remaining 
states. On a countrywide basis, 55 percent of RP 
premium was written in the Corn Belt, but only 
31 percent of YP premium.

Figure 13 shows that, similar to corn, YP soy-
beans had significantly higher loss ratios in every 
state within the Corn Belt as well as in the United 
States. The same two states within the Corn Belt 
managed underwriting gains for both YP and RP, 
Iowa and Nebraska. Both Minnesota and Mis-
souri also had loss ratios under 1.00 for RP. 

[Information sources for this section includes: 
USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service, P, S & D da-
tabase; Office of the Chief Economist; World Ag-
ricultural Supply and Demand Estimates Report 

Prices for 2019 RP and RP-HPE Plans of InsuranceFig. 11

Data as of April 21, 2020
Source: RMA Actuarial Information Browser
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(WASDE), various issues; NASS Quick Stats; RMA 
Manager’s Bulletins, Price Discovery Application, 
and Actuarial Information Browser.]

Program and Policy 
Developments
IMPLEMENTING THE 2018 FARM BILL

After returning from a government-wide 
shutdown at the beginning of the 2019 calendar 
year, RMA started to aggressively implement sev-
eral program changes brought about by the Ag-
riculture Improvement Act of 2018 (Farm Bill). 
Numerous crop program improvements and ex-
pansion were directed by the Farm Bill, further 
entrenching the Federal crop insurance program 
as the key safety net for crop losses.

As farm income dropped and commodity 
prices remained depressed, the Farm Bill pro-
vided farmers new options for electing either 
Agriculture Risk Coverage (ARC) or Price Loss 
Coverage (PLC) for crop years 2019 and 2020. 
RMA coordinated with the Farm Service Agen-
cy (FSA) and issued guidance on the interaction 
of ARC and PLC with the Supplemental Cover-
age Option and the Stacked Income Protection 
plans of insurance addressing the varying dates 
and interaction between the programs for sales, 
election sign up and enrollment, and acreage re-
porting. Later in the year, RMA provided clar-
ifications for the 2020 crop year that producers 
would be prohibited from obtaining certain ben-
efits under both the Supplemental Coverage Op-
tion (SCO) and Stacked Income Protection Plan 
(STAX) plans of insurance and ARC-PLC for the 
same acreage. RMA data was also declared the 
primary data source for determining expected 

and final area yields for the STAX program.
One of the bigger Farm Bill directives amend-

ed the Controlled Substances Act and Agri-
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 to address how 
industrial hemp is defined and regulated by the 
Federal government. This led to hemp being des-
ignated an agricultural commodity and eligible 
to be an insured crop, but one of RMA’s first ac-
tions was to clarify that hemp could not be in-
sured under the existing 2019 crop year Whole 
Farm Revenue Policy (WFRP). However, in time 
for fall sales (2020 CY), hemp could be insured 
under the WFRP policy provided it was grown 
consistent with certain requirements mandated 
by the Farm Bill. And, by December, the Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation Board of Directors 
(Board) approved an individual crop insurance 
policy for hemp for the first time, which will be 
available in 2020 for a number of states.

The Farm Bill also modified the definition of 
beginning farmer and rancher for WFRP policies 
by extending their benefits from five to not more 
than 10 crop years. For all policies, program ben-
efits were further provided for veteran farmers 
and ranchers giving them the same benefits as 
beginning farmers and ranchers, which includes 
waiver of Catastrophic (CAT) and additional 
coverage administrative fees, an additional 10 
percentage points of premium subsidy, use of an-
other person’s actual production history, and an 
increase in the transitional yield used for Yield 
Adjustment when replacing a low actual yield. 
Finally, applicable to all CAT risk protection plan 
policies was an increase in the administrative fee 
from $300 to $655 for each crop in a county.

Coordinating with FSA, the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, and key conservation and 

cover crop representative groups, RMA devel-
oped and issued new guidelines that addressed 
Farm Bill requirements for the treatment of 
cover crops within the Federal crop insurance 
program. These guidelines included added flex-
ibility for terminating cover crops while still 
maintaining eligibility for crop insurance, treat-
ing cover crop management as a good farming 
practice, improving flexibility for failed crops 
and termination practices on summer fallow 
land, and in general serving as a national re-
source for cover crop termination in cover crop 
management systems.

EXPANDING AND IMPROVING CROP 
INSURANCE COVERAGE

Although 2019 kept bringing repeated chal-
lenges to RMA and the crop insurance indus-
try, the ongoing commitment towards program 
improvements and expansion never wavered. In 
follow up to the 2018 and 2019 hurricane disas-
ters affecting much of the South and Southeast, 
RMA continued its willingness to work with 
growers to address needed program improve-
ments. Throughout 2019, RMA held listening 
sessions with growers and the insurance in-
dustry to work towards development of polices 
offering coverage for hurricane wind and im-
provements to nursery and citrus coverage.

RMA also held numerous meetings with 
stakeholders looking to improve the effective-
ness of the WFRP policy including changes 
stemming from the 2018 Farm Bill. In addition 
to adding coverage for hemp, these improve-
ments included increasing the revenue limits 
for animals and nurseries, incorporating vari-
ous options to moderate coverage declines re-
sulting from disaster years, excluding disaster 
payments from allowable revenue and revenue 
to count at claim time, and adding flexibili-
ty and effectiveness to make the WFRP policy 
more workable and viable for farmers.

Existing crop program improvements saw 
more than 14 different crops – many of them 
fruit, vegetable, and specialty crops – experi-
ence multiple modifications, coverage addi-
tions, refinements, and other changes targeted 
to meet grower demand and requests for better 
coverage. Through ongoing Board oversight, 
RMA and private developer efforts targeted var-
ious tree crops, vegetable and hybrid seed crops, 
pasture, rangeland and forage, cherries, fresh 
market beans, and numerous other crops. With 
the elimination of the $20 million underwrit-
ing cap on livestock products, the Board also 
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moved to make numerous enhancements to 
Livestock Revenue Protection, Livestock Gross 
Margin, and the Dairy Revenue programs, al-
lowing more farmers to participate and insure 
a greater amount of their risk exposure. And 
as part of their annual efforts, RMA expanded 
several county crop programs for fruit, vege-
table, and specialty crops addressing producer 
requests for wider availability of coverage. 

As 2019 was ending, RMA moved to allow 
greater flexibility in establishing enterprise or 
optional units for following another crop (FAC) 
and not following another crop (NFAC) practices 
pertaining to both grain sorghum and soybeans. 
These new options added to the choices farmers 
have in tailoring coverage to their own unique 
farm operations.

2019 Prevented Planting
In past editions of this review, the planting 

progress section has provided an overview of 
how farmers were able to manage timely seed-

ing of major crops when faced with variable and 
often adverse weather conditions. Conditions in 
2019 were particularly difficult. Because of the 
widespread nature of prevented planting losses 
in the Midwest and the severity of these losses, 
this issue of Year in Review will provide a more 
in-depth assessment of the prevented planting 
situation in 2019. 

Before winter could end and spring begin, 
extreme weather events began to occur and they 
continued throughout the 2019 growing and 
harvesting season, causing many crop insurance 
industry veterans to declare the year one of the 
most challenging ever experienced. An early 
March flooding season in the Midwest devastat-
ed many farm stored grain structures, most of 
which were full, or in some cases still being filled, 
from the 2018 harvest. This affected the finish of 
2018 claims handling and RMA acted to imple-
ment emergency procedures to address situations 
where stored production could not be measured 
or where crops still in the field ultimately became 

adulterated and could not be harvested. The ex-
treme March flooding in the Midwest was only 
the beginning of what became one of the wettest 
springs on record, leading to the most prevented 
planting acres ever recorded in the history of the 
Federal crop insurance program.

The extreme moisture conditions disrupted 
planting activities across much of the nation’s 
cropland. Farmers were slow to get crops in the 
ground as fieldwork was hampered throughout 
April. For example, by the end of April, only 15 
percent of farmers’ intended corn planted acre-
age was in the ground (Figure 14). By compari-
son, it was the slowest early season planting since 
2013 when only five percent of the crop had been 
sown, and considerably below the five-year aver-
age of 27 percent. Soybean early plantings also 
fell behind, eight points below last year and its 
five-year average rate. By June 2, soybean plant-
ing was 40 percent off the five-year average with 
only 39 percent of intended acreage planted. 

Wet conditions in May, made worse by an 

Planting Progress: 2019 Acres Planted as a Percent of Previous 5 Year AverageFig. 14

Source: USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service, Crop Progress Report  https://www.nass.usda.gov/Quick_Stats/Lite
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additional rainfall in excess of 10 inches for 
the month in parts of the Corn Belt, Delta and 
Great Plains, resulted in a continuation of the re-
cord-slow planting pace for corn and soybeans. 
By June 2, only 67 percent of the corn crop and 
39 percent of the soybean crop had been plant-
ed, breaking the slowest planting record set in 
1995. Plantings at that time were 29 percent and 
40 percent below the five-year average for corn 
and soybeans, respectively. After continued de-
lays, farmers were finally able to complete corn 
planting by the end of June, while soybean plant-
ing continued into early July, ending what was a 
record slow pace for the season for both crops. 

The spring wheat crop also suffered from 
weather related planting delays in April. Spring 
snowstorms slowed planting to a standstill and 
by May 5, only 22 percent of crop had been seed-
ed, 27 percent behind the five-year average, with 
all states reporting delays. However, farmers were 
able to recover over the course of the month and 
by June 2, 93 percent of the spring wheat crop 
had been planted, closing the gap to only three 
percent behind the five-year average. 

In contrast to the situation in corn, soybeans, 
and spring wheat plantings, 11 percent of the na-
tion’s cotton crop had been planted by April 28, 
in line with the five-year average. Farmers were 
able to continue to progress with field operations 
and, by June 2, 71 percent of the cotton crop had 
been planted, a pace only one percent behind the 
five-year average. Despite some delays in early 
June, cotton producers were able to complete 
planting by the end of the month, finishing with-
in two percent of the five-year average pace. 

2011 and 2019 Prevented Planted Acres by 10 Major CommoditiesFig. 15

Source: NCIS Data Analysis
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PREVENTED PLANTING ACREAGE
The record levels of precipitation and flood-

ing during the winter and early spring of 2019 re-
sulted in an abnormal increase in acreage where 
crops were unable to be planted within normal 
time horizons. The problem was particular-
ly acute in the case of corn and soybeans (Fig-
ure 15). The previous highest level of prevented 
plantings occurred in 2011 when 8.6 million 
acres of major field crops (wheat, corn, cotton, 
soybeans, and others) were affected. The Olym-
pic average for prevented planting acreage over 
the previous 10-year period was 4.4 million acres. 
In 2019, 18.7 million acres of those same crops 
were recorded as prevented planting, with corn 

and soybeans accounting for 58 percent and 22 
percent of the total, respectively. For those in-
dividual crops, corn prevented planting in 2019 
was reported to be 9.6 million, vastly exceeding 
the previous record for corn prevented planting 
of 2.9 million acres in 2013; for soybeans, 5.4 mil-
lion acres were reported as preventing planting 
in 2019, greater than the previous record of 2.1 
million acres in 2015. 

The prevented planting had an impact across 
commodities, but conditions were such that 
the effects were more severe in some areas than 
others (Figure 16). Based on the NCIS analysis 
of RMA data, the largest amount of prevented 
planting acreage occurred in South Dakota with 

2019 Prevented Planted Acres by StateFig. 16

Source: NCIS Data Analysis
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more than 3.9 million acres. Other states hit par-
ticularly hard (defined as more than one million 
reported acres) included Illinois, Ohio, Missouri, 
Arkansas, and Minnesota. All in all, the planting 
progress review tells part of the story of the 2019 
planting season, but the prevented planting im-
pacts tell the rest of the story.
PREVENTED PLANTING INDEMNITIES

Figure 17 shows the major causes of crop loss-
es for 2019. Excess moisture was responsible for 
70 percent of all losses, while cold wet weather 
and hail each represented another five percent of 
loss. The remaining causes of loss were each re-
sponsible for under five percent. 

2019 saw an unusually high level of prevented 
planting loss indemnities due to unusually high 

moisture levels during planting. Figure 18 dis-
plays the geographical distribution of prevented 
planting payments for the following causes of 
loss: Excess Moisture/Precipitation/Rain, Cold 
Wet Weather, and Flood. Prevented planting 
indemnities were responsible for roughly 63 
percent of all loss attributed to Excess Moisture 
during 2019, 44 percent of Cold Wet Weather, 
and 59 percent of Flood.

Figure 19 shows the 15 states with the high-
est levels of prevented planting payments due to 
excess moisture during 2019. South Dakota tops 
the list with just under $1 billion of indemnity, 
followed by Illinois with $414 million, Ohio with 
$389 million, and Minnesota with $343 million. 
These four states represent nearly 50 percent of 

the $4.3 billion of prevented planting payments 
made due to excess moisture. 

[The information sources for this section were 
RMA Summary of Business, Cause of Loss, and 
Reinsurance Runs and NASS Quick Stats.]

RMA AND INDUSTRY RESPONSES TO 
2019 PREVENTED PLANTING

As varying weather events moved through 
the early spring, RMA moved expeditious-
ly to address numerous emerging issues and 
position crop insurance to be responsive and 
effective during these challenging times. As 
planting progress lagged due to continued and 
prolonged rains, RMA provided additional 
time to terminate cover crops so spring crops 
could still be planted and insured. At the same 
time, flood waters would not recede, and sig-
nificant water moved south causing major 
flooding along the Mississippi River, which 
required opening the Morganza Spillway to di-
vert the inevitable excess floodwater with crop 
insurance covering this unavoidable event.

As spring moved to early summer, the 
historical flooding and excessive rainfall con-
tinued, resulting in an ever-growing number 
of prevented planting acres. Livestock pro-
ducers and others pleaded to make greater 
use of their cover crops during this particu-
larly unusual series of weather events amid a 
critical time of needed feed and forage. RMA 
responded by providing greater flexibility 
and allowing cover crops that could be cut 
for silage, haylage and baleage, in addition to 
the traditional use of cover crops for haying 
and grazing. To also assist with increasing 
the feed value and use of cover crops, RMA 
allowed cover crops to be hayed, grazed or 
harvested after September 1 rather than the 
historical November 1 date. Finally, as the 
extreme weather events, compounded by a 
tropical storm in Louisiana, took their toll on 
the transportation system, homes, and busi-
nesses in many states, RMA provided relief in 
those affected states by permitting an exten-
sion of time for insured farmers to file their 
acreage reports.

As the growing season moved towards 
completion, the relentless wet weather did 
not let up. RMA continued to take swift ac-
tions to address production and prevented 
planting claims stemming from the Goshen/
Gerring-Ft. Laramie Canal tunnel collapse, 
and addressing numerous issues tied to the 

2019 Prevented Planting Indemnity PaymentsFig. 18

Data as of April 13, 2020    Source: RMA Summary of Business
Perils Shown: Excess Moisture, Cold Wet Weather & Flood
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2019 Causes of LossFig. 17

Data as of April 13, 2020
Source: RMA Cause of Loss files
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Note: Prevented Planting represents 63% of Excess Moisture,
59% of Flood, and 44% of Cold Wet Weather.
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inability to timely harvest sugar beets and 
other crops in the Northern Plains. With the 
unprecedented number of prevented plant-
ing acres along with growing crop damage in 
many parts of the nation (Figure 17), RMA 
provided additional relief allowing famers to 
defer premium payments along with interest 
charges until later in the fall. And as condi-
tions continued to deteriorate in several ma-
jor producing areas, RMA extended the peri-
od of deferral until the end of January 2020 
helping impacted producers by easing their 
cash flow challenges.

While the 2019 crop year was historic re-
garding the number of prevented planting 
acres, it also, for the first time, leveraged the 
services of AIPs in delivering disaster assis-
tance to farmers who had received prevent-
ed planting crop insurance payments. USDA 
and RMA worked with AIPs to deliver an 
automatic “top-up” payment as part of the 
Additional Supplemental Appropriations 
for Disaster Relief Act of 2019 passed by 
Congress. Once authorized and directed by 
RMA, AIPs timely and efficiently delivered 
over $590 million in additional disaster sup-
port payments seamlessly utilizing the data 
and information from existing crop insur-
ance prevented planting indemnities. This 
was reflected in RMA Administrator Martin 
Barbre’s comments when he said, “Crop in-
surance is an important program for many 
producers to help them manage their pro-
duction and price risks. We’re leveraging that 
system to efficiently and effectively deliver 
much needed support to our farmers.” The 
effort, timeliness, efficiency, and perfor-
mance in delivering these funds to produc-
ers reinforced the unique government and 
private sector relationship that has so often 
fostered the success of the Federal crop in-
surance program in assisting producers in 
their time of need.

U.S. Crop-Hail Experience
Crop-Hail insurance are policies that in-

sure direct damage from hail as the prima-
ry cause of loss. In addition to hail damage, 
many policy forms carry endorsements for 
additional perils such wind, fire, vandalism, 
and theft. This section reports the results for 
all losses on hail policies, including the ex-
perience of NCIS non-member companies 
not included in NCIS’ Annual Statistical 

2019 Prevented Planting 
Indemnity: Top 15 States

Fig. 19

Data as of April 13, 2020    Source: RMA Summary of Business
Perils Shown: Excess Moisture, Cold Wet Weather & Flood

RANK

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

STATE

SD
IL

OH
MN
MO
IN
AR
ND
MI
WI
MS
IA
KS
NE
TX

INDEMNITY

935,124,705
414,391,369
388,983,946
343,830,931
275,711,579
244,703,217
231,434,153
211,488,772
199,630,631
134,814,720
134,077,171
132,286,236
103,197,269
101,534,755
98,307,992

Other States 314,537,137
Total Prev. Plant. 4,264,054,581

1Data as of April 8, 2020
Source: Adjusted Verified Totals, US only, for NCIS member companies combined with the data from non-members.

U.S. Crop-Hail Results, All PerilsTable 7

CROP YEAR

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

LIABILITY
Mil. $

27,170
36,691
39,407
39,773
39,652
36,805
36,178
35,775
36,084
35,359

PREMIUM
Mil. $

682.2
843.2
955.8
953.2
991.7
979.7
983.3
958.8
987.3

1019.6

LOSSES
Mil. $

460.4
974.5
704.3
646.2

1,209.9
740.3
880.1
882.0
937.4
996.5

LOSS RATIO

0.67
1.16
0.74
0.68
1.22
0.76
0.90
0.92
0.95
0.98

Summary reports.
Crop-Hail premium has risen substantial-

ly over the past 10 years. Premium for 2019 
was just over $1 billion; the first time the pri-
vate Crop-Hail program has ever surpassed a 
billion dollars in premium. This is an increase 
of $27.8 million in premium, up 2.8 percent 
from $987.3 million in 2018. Crop-Hail pro-
vided $35.3 billion in private insurance pro-
tection to U.S. farmers in 2019, while losses 
paid out were $997 million (Table 7), a six 
percent increase over 2018.

The program loss ratio, defined as paid 
losses divided by premium written, increased 
to 0.97, up slightly from 0.95 in 2018 and 0.96 
in 2017. Seven of the past 10 years have seen 
loss ratios of 0.90 or more with the record be-
ing the 2014 loss ratio of 1.22.

There were five storm days that exceeded 
more than $20 million in losses in 2019. A 
storm that occurred on July 20 caused more 
than $22 million of damage with $8.2 million 
in Minnesota, $7.8 million in South Dakota, 
and $3.9 million in Iowa. $25 million of storm 
damage occurred on August 6 and was wide-
spread across the Midwest with North Dakota 
($8.4 million), South Dakota ($5.5 million), 
Nebraska ($4.9 million), and Minnesota ($3.5 
million) bearing the brunt of the storm. The 
single worst day was August 7, when a storm 
caused damages of more than $26 million, 
primarily in Nebraska where $23 million in 
damage occurred. And almost a month later, 
on September 2, storms again caused $26 mil-
lion in damage, with North Dakota and Min-
nesota having $13.3 million and $11.4 million 
in damages, respectively. 

In total, the losses from the top 10 storm 
days amounted to $206 million, down from 

$211 million in 2018, and well below the 
$420 million paid out in 2014. Five states 
took the brunt of the major storms, with Ne-
braska absorbing $60 million of loss, North 
Dakota with $40 million, Minnesota with 
$32 million, Kansas with $21 million, and 
South Dakota with $15 million.

Crop-Hail loss ratios by state are shown in 
Figure 20. Colors identify states with similar 
loss ratios, while shading is used to identify 
states with similar premium volume. Crop-
Hail insurance was purchased in 42 states in 
2019. Of these, 13 had loss ratios greater than 
1.00; these are shown in red and brown on 
the map. Louisiana had the highest loss ratio 
by far at 1.87.

The top five premium volume states — 
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Nebraska, Iowa, North Dakota, Minnesota, 
and Illinois — had loss ratios of 1.00, 0.54, 
1.32, 1.50, and 0.57, respectively. Overall, 20 
of the 42 states with premium had loss ratios 
of 0.50 or less, shown in light green on the 
map. Five states, shown in green, had loss ra-
tios between 0.50 and 0.75, and another five 
states, shown in olive green, had loss ratios 
falling between 0.75 and 1.00.

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

Canadian Crop-Hail 
Experience

Crop-Hail business in Canada is primari-
ly written in the prairie provinces of Alberta, 
Manitoba, and Saskatchewan. Denoting Cana-
dian dollars with C$, Table 8 presents the totals 
by year. Overall premiums for Canada declined 
from C$297 million in 2018 to C$264 million in 
2019, even with a slight uptick in the number of 
policies sold. Losses paid to farmers were signifi-
cantly higher in 2019 at C$247 million compared 
to C$185 million in 2018. The number of claims 
filed in 2019 increased to 16,367 from 11,709 in 
the prior year, resulting in the average claim size 
increasing to C$15,101, up from C$14,630 in 
2018. Overall, the loss ratio for the three Cana-
dian provinces combined was 0.94, significantly 
higher than the long-term average of 0.67 for the 
time period 2010-2019.

All three provinces had decreases in pre-
miums in 2019: Manitoba saw a slight decrease 
down to C$53 million in 2019 compared to C$57 
million in 2018; Alberta decreased from C$81 
million in 2018 to C$71 million in 2019; and 
Saskatchewan fell from C$159 million in 2018 to 
C$140 million in 2019. Policy counts actually in-
creased in the provinces of Alberta and Manitoba 
while Saskatchewan had a slight decrease.

1Loss ratios do not reflect loss adjustment costs
2Number of claims exceeded value indicated
Data as of January 7, 2020    Source: The Canadian Hail Association

Canadian Crop-Hail Results, All PerilsTable 8

CROP YEAR

20102

20112

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

PREMIUM
Mil. C$

263
269
341
344
316
274
302
286
270
264

LOSSES
Mil. C$

155
164
280
172
249
167
269
97

171
247

NUMBER
OF CLAIMS

16,000
15,000
21,600
13,321
13,372
13,222
20,325
8,633

11,709
16,367

LOSS RATIO1

0.59
0.61
0.82
0.50
0.79
0.61
0.89
0.34
0.63
0.94

2019 Crop-Hail Premium and Loss Ratios
All Crop, Perils, Plans Combined

Fig. 20

Data as of April 7, 2020
Source: National Crop Insurance Services Insured Crop Summary and NCIS6b
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Total payouts for the year in Manitoba were 
C$49 million, slightly higher than the C$47 paid 
in 2018 and the loss ratio increased to 0.93 from 
0.81 a year ago. Losses in Saskatchewan increased 
significantly in 2019 to C$135 million, up from 
C$99 million in 2018, resulting in a deterioration 
in the loss ratio from 0.65 to 0.96. Losses were 
also high in Alberta, up C$30 million to C$64 
million this year, which caused the loss ratio to 
increase from 0.42 to 0.90.

[The information source for this section was the 
Canadian Crop Hail Association.]

Conclusion
The 2019 crop year brought RMA, AIPs, 

and farmers an unprecedented number of ag-
ronomic and economic challenges on various 

fronts of the planting and harvest season, but 
the Federal crop insurance program and its 
private-sector delivery partners successfully 
met those challenges head on. Combined with 
ongoing trade issues, low commodity prices, 
and the nation’s challenges stemming from the 
coronavirus, RMA, AIPs and producers will 
continue to confront new and complex issues 
that emerge in agriculture. Along with assis-
tance and support from NCIS, all program 
partners will work together so that the Federal 
crop insurance program continues its mission 
of promoting the nation’s welfare by improving 
the economic stability of agriculture through 
a sound, efficient, and effective system of  
crop insurance.




