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Government Programs

SIGNUP BEGINS FOR $40 MILLION PASTURE RECOVERY PROGRAM 
The PRP is available only in counties that suffered natural disaster damage in 2000 pursuant to the 
Emergency Conservation Program. According to Kelley, 80 counties in Missouri are eligible for the 
program. Signup for the program runs until May 11, 2001. Requests received after May 11 will not be 
accepted. 

"Established pasture is eligible for the PRP if it is in land where livestock are normally grazed and was 
so damaged by natural disaster that seeding is required to reestablish the forage crop," Kelley said. "No 
assistance is authorized for hay or range land." 

The PRP has two payment rates, one for re-seeding with seedbed preparation and one without. Payment 
rates for Missouri farmers will be determined by the FSA state committee. Rates will be based on 65 
percent of the cost of the seed, seeding, and fertilizer but, in general, payments will not exceed $100 per 
acre. 

Kelley said that producers who conducted re-seeding before filing an application for PRP assistance are 
not eligible for PRP payment. USDA's rules on the program were published in the Federal Register on 
March 19, 2001 (available on the Internet at www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/fedreg/a010319c.html). 

To determine if you are eligible for the program, to complete an application, or to find out more about 
PRP, contact you local USDA service center or local FSA office. A program fact sheet is available on 
the FSA web site (www.fsa.usda.gov/pas/publications/facts/html/prp01.htm). 

Eligible Missouri counties include: Adair, Andrew, Audrain, Barry, Bates, Benton, Boone, Buchanan, 
Callaway, Camden, Carter, Cedar, Christian, Cole, Crawford, Dade, Dallas, Daviess, DeKalb, Dent, 
Douglas, Gasconade, Gentry, Greene, Harrison, Henry, Hickory, Howard, Howell, Iron, Jefferson, 
Johnson, Knox, Laclede, Lafayette, Lawrence, Linn, Macon, Madison, Maries, Marion, Mercer, Miller, 
Moniteau, Monroe, Morgan, Nodaway, Oregon, Osage, Ozark, Pettis, Phelps, Pike, Polk, Pulaski, 
Putnam, Ralls, Randolph, Reynolds, Ripley, St. Clair, St. Francois, St. Louis, Ste. Genevieve, Saline, 
Schuyler, Scotland, Shannon, Shelby, Stone, Sullivan, Taney, Texas, Vernon, Washington, Wayne, 
Webster, Worth, and Wright. 
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General

2001 Biotech Planting Intentions Continue the Upward Trend 

The USDA's March 2001 release of planting intentions for the upcoming year indicated a slight increase 
in the percentage of total acres planted to soybean and cotton. For the second year, the percentage of 
corn acres planted to biotech declined. The decline this year may be associated with the increase in input 
costs caused by increased fuel costs, which makes producers hesitant to invest in biotech corn varieties 
that are basically an insurance policy against corn borer infestation. 

Table A  

Another Look at the Importance of Government Program Payments 

Certainly we have heard plenty about the role of government program payments in sustaining the 
financial viability of the farm community, but a short reminder is all important when the primary 
agricultural topic in Washington is the 2002 Farm Bill. The figure below graphically depicts the ratio of 
cash farm expenses to total cash receipts over the 1996 to 2001 period. The ratios graphed here are the 
actual, without government payments, and with anticipated government payments as outlined in the 
1996 Farm Bill. Not surprising the gap between the series has widened the past few years due to 
supplemental government program payments. 

Let's take the example of a $250,000 annual gross sales farmstead (break point, as defined by the USDA, 
for small farms). Without government payments an approximately 90% cash farm expense to gross sales 
ratio would have been realized, and this ratio would have only been slightly better if projected payment 
levels would have been sustained over the time period. Using the 90% ratio level, the net farm income 
would be $25,000 for these farms. Note, the largest component of the $25,000 to cover would be family 
living expense. Living on $25,000 is tough in today's world. However, using actual government program 
payments the net farm income level is $45,000 - a 82% cash expense to cash receipt ratio was used. 

Table B  

Note: Information taken form Agricultural Outlook/April 2001 and Farm Service Agency 

Prepared by Joe Parcell, Extension Economist, Department of Agricultural Economics, University 
of Missouri. To contact Joe, call 573-882-6533, or e-mail parcellj@missouri.edu. All copies of this 
publication are accessible through AgEBB. 
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