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Many of us recall the Seinfeld television series 
which aired for 10 years with 180 episodes. In sitting 
down to share my thoughts for this President’s Mes-
sage, I was reminded of Episode #159 “The Serenity 
Now” (aired October 9, 1997). In this particular ep-
isode, George’s father was “prescribed” to utter the 
phrase “Serenity Now” when he felt his blood pressure 
spiking. 

Here is an excerpt from the transcript of that 
episode: 

Frank Costanza: “Serenity Now! Serenity Now!” 
George Costanza: “What is that?” 
Frank: “Doctor gave me a relaxation cassette. When 

my blood pressure gets too high, the man on the tape tells 
me to say, ‘Serenity Now!’” 

George: “Are you supposed to yell it?” 
Frank: “The man on the tape wasn’t specific.” 
Okay, enough levity and stream of consciousness. What does this have to do with crop insur-

ance and the new Farm Bill? 
As readers of this quarterly discourse may recall, in the last issue of TODAY® we asked “Where 

to Now, St. Peter?” as crop insurance has become the centerpiece of the farm safety net in the 2014 
Farm Bill. In discussing the “Road” to be traveled, we focused on three key elements for crop in-
surance to be successful as we go forward. These elements are: 1) availability; 2) affordability; and 
3) viability. 

In the previous issue we discussed crop insurance availability. Crop insurance is now widely 
available in 3,135 counties nationwide with more than 120 different crop programs covering 296 
million acres in 2013 with $124 billion in crop protection liability. We also stressed the importance 
of the new Farm Bill as it established risk management-based crop insurance as the foundation 
of future agricultural policy. With passage of the Farm Bill, two new risk management products 
became available for private sector delivery: the Supplemental Coverage Option (SCO) and the 
Stacked Income Protection Plan (STAX). In addition to SCO and STAX, existing coverage will be 
enhanced with the Enterprise Unit discount moving from a pilot to a permanent program and the 
expansion of enterprise unit availability by practice. The Farm Bill also provides beginning farmers 
and ranchers with additional premium discounts and the benefit of higher insurable yields, mak-
ing crop insurance more affordable and available to more growers. 

So, back to our latest Seinfeld episode...we turn to “Affordability Now.”

A Little Background on Affordability
Affordability goes hand-in-hand with availability. The progression of the modern day crop 

insurance program is in no small part due to the emphasis and investment Congress has made in 
making crop insurance products more affordable. Let us take a little walk down memory lane….

Historically, concern over the limited availability of insurance for farmers and insufficient ca-
pacity to cover catastrophic risks faced by private companies resulted in the Federal Crop Insurance 

Laurie Langstraat, Editor
Hannah Wiebelhaus, Assistant Editor

TODAY® IS PROVIDED AS A SERVICE OF 
NATIONAL CROP INSURANCE SERVICES® 
TO EDUCATE READERS ABOUT THE RISK 
MANAGEMENT TOOLS PRODUCERS USE 

TO PROTECT THEMSELVES FROM 
THE RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH 

PRODUCTION AGRICULTURE.

TODAY is published quarterly–February, May, 
August, and November by 

 
National Crop Insurance Services 

8900 Indian Creek Parkway, Suite 600
Overland Park, Kansas 66210

www.ag-risk.org

If you move, or if your address is incorrect, please  
send old address label clipped from recent issue  

along with your new or corrected address to 
Donna Bryan, at the above address.

NCIS® EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Tim Weber, Chairman

Mike Day, Vice Chairman
Jim Korin, Second Vice Chairman

NCIS® MANAGEMENT
Thomas P. Zacharias, President

Charles Lee, General Counsel
James M. Crist, CFO/COO

Frank Schnapp, Senior Vice President
Mike Sieben, Senior Vice President

Creative Layout and Design 
by Graphic Arts of Topeka, Inc., Kansas

TODAY PRESIDENT’SMESSAGE

Printed on recycled paper. Printed with Environmentally
friendly vegetable oil based inks. Continued on page 38

Tom Zacharias, NCIS President

Affordability Now

Rural Community Insurance Agency, Inc., D/B/A RCIS. RCIS is an equal opportunity provider. 
© 2014 Rural Community Insurance Agency, Inc. All rights reserved. WCS-1199642

Industry-leading crop insurance reporting 
tools to connect you and your customers
Gain efficiencies with the Rcis pRecision faRminG tool

Are your policyholders taking full advantage of the precision farming capabilities in their 
equipment investments? With RCIS, agents and producers can upload precision farming 
data for crop insurance reporting electronically. We pair precision farming data with 
mapping services to complete multi-peril acreage reports, putting your policyholders’ 
equipment and data logging monitors to work.
Our newly enhanced precision farming tool leverages both Ag Leader’s SMSTM software 
and Trimble’s Farm WorksTM mapping software to streamline communication between 
you and your policyholders, decrease paperwork, and increase electronic data usage. 
This user-friendly technology is now available for RCIS agents and policyholders. 

To learn more, ask your field 
service representative  

or visit RCIS.com.

We grow stronger  
every day – together sm

WCS-1199642-RCIS-SummerPrecisionFarm-CropInsToday-ad.indd   1 6/26/14   3:48 PM

“...Where to now, St. Peter?”

This is the second in a three-part series. The original article was published in the
May 2014 issue of Crop Insurance TODAY ®.
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In our first article (August 2013, pp. 4-6), 
we recounted the origins of the PRISM Cli-
mate and Weather System, developed by Ore-
gon State University’s PRISM Climate Group, 
and how it works to create detailed weather 
and climate maps across the country. We ex-
plained how weather and climate are arguably 
the most powerful drivers of both agricultural 
and natural systems, and have profound ef-
fects on how our society functions. Weather is 
what we experience day to day, while climate 
is a longer-term summary of expected weath-
er conditions. Spatial weather and climate 
data, usually in the form of continuous grids 
of pixels that describe temperature and pre-
cipitation conditions, are key inputs to crop 
insurance activities. In 2010, the USDA Risk 
Management Agency (RMA) asked PRISM to 
help improve their climate and weather data 
for crop insurance needs, both in underwrit-
ing and compliance. In this article, we will tell 
you about the development of PRISM data to 
support crop insurance compliance activities, 
introduce an innovative web portal that al-
lows approved insurance providers (AIPs) to 
access this information in simple and intuitive 
ways, and describe how the crop insurance 
industry is adopting PRISM tools to improve 
the efficiency and integrity of the program. 

Taking Science  
to the Next Level

Before the RMA established a relation-
ship with PRISM, PRISM was routinely pro-
ducing climate maps at monthly and annual 

time steps. For crop insurance, however, dai-
ly data were needed to be able to resolve se-
vere rainstorms, heat waves, cold snaps, and 
other short-term weather events. PRISM 
spent much of the first year of its RMA part-

The PRISM 
Climate & Weather
System  
in Crop Insurance

Figure 1. 1-22 September 2013 Total Precipitation
Total Precipitation: 01 September 2013-22 September 2013

Perion ending 7 AM EST 22 Sept. 2013
(Map created 23 Sept. 2013)
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PRISM total precipitation accumulation for the period 1-22 September 2013. Parts of Colorado and New Mexico 
received in excess of their normal annual rainfall in just a few days. However, in adjacent West Texas, conditions were very 
dry. These maps are updated every day for use in crop insurance.
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nership doing research and retooling their 
mapping system to meet the challenges of 
creating accurate temperature and precipita-
tion maps every day. The result was the most 
sophisticated daily maps currently available 
in the lower 48 states. Mapping daily pre-
cipitation was the most challenging, owing 
to the spotty nature of small-scale showers 
and thunderstorms commonly experienced 
over much the U.S. during the growing sea-
son. East of the Rockies, the spatial detail of 
the maps was improved with the addition 
of National Weather Service NEXRAD ra-
dar products. In addition, PRISM estab-
lished close relationships with high-quality 
observing networks across the country to 
ensure that the best data were used in the 
maps. These included national networks 
operated by several federal departments, as 
well as state and local agencies. Interestingly, 
the largest and fastest growing precipitation 
network in the country is a volunteer net-
work called CoCoRaHS (Community Col-
laborative Rain, Hail, and Snow network), 
which boasts more than 20,000 observers 
nationwide. Anyone can become a CoCo-
RaHS observer (http://cocorahs.org). Such 
high-density precipitation measurements 
are essential to the accurate estimation of 
daily precipitation. Figure 1 is an example 
of the intricate patterns that daily precip-
itation can have, even after summing over 
the first 22 days of September 2013. Note 
the record-breaking 16-20-inch accumu-
lations near Boulder, Colorado and more 
than 12 inches in parts of New Mexico, 
causing widespread, devastating flood dam-
age. These areas received rainfall in just a few 
days that equaled or exceeded their normal 
rainfall for the entire year. (Contrast these 
amounts with almost completely dry condi-
tions in parts of West Texas.) What is perhaps 
more important for crop insurance, however, 
is how these precipitation totals compare to 
normally expected values. Figure 2 shows 
the same precipitation totals as in Figure 1, 
but expressed as a percentage of the PRISM 
1981-2010 normal rainfall for this time peri-
od—a so-called “anomaly map.” Here we see 
that parts of the West received more than 400 
percent of normal, while the East was mixed 
bag, from above normal to very dry. In south 
Florida, rainfall amounts of nearly the same 
magnitude as those in Colorado registered 

as only 150 percent of normal, because the 
1981-2010 average rainfall there is much 
greater at this time of year. The strange criss-
cross streaks seen in the eastern plains and 
Midwest are the overlapping tracks of storm 
cells that passed over these areas during this 
period; dominant trajectories were SW-to-
NE and NW-to-SE. 

Anomaly maps are also useful in evaluat-
ing temperature conditions. Figure 3 shows 
the actual mean temperature for the first 22 
days of September, 2013. The effects of terrain 
and marine influence are easily seen in the 
West, where mountain and immediate coastal 
areas are relatively cool. Otherwise, tempera-
tures generally become warmer as one moves 

Figure 2. 1-22 September 2013 Precipitation Percent of Normal
Total Precipitation Anomaly: 01 September 2013-22 September 2013

Perion ending 7 AM EST 22 Sept. 2013
Base period: 1981-2010

(Map created 23 Sept. 2013)
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PRISM precipitation anomaly compared to the 1981-2010 normal for the period 1-22 September 2013. Some areas in 
the western US exceeded 400 percent of normal, while the East was a mixed bag, from above normal to very dry. These maps 
are updated every day for use in crop insurance.
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Figure 3. 1-22 September 2013 Mean Daily Temperature
Average Daily Mean Temperature: 01 September 2013-22 September 2013

Perion ending 7 AM EST 22 Sept. 2013
(Map created 23 Sept. 2013)
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from north to south. The anomaly map for the 
same time period (Figure 4) shows us a dif-
ferent story; Montana and the northwestern 
plains experienced temperatures 7-10 degrees 
above normal, with significant warm anom-
alies extending all the way to the Gulf Coast. 
In fact, most of the country was experiencing 
warmer than normal conditions at this time. 

Using PRISM Data  
for loss adjustment— 
PRISM/RMA Web Portal

The goal of the PRISM program in loss 
adjustment is to increase the accuracy and ef-
ficiency of a process that requires the AIP’s to 
assess over 300,000 crop insurance claims per 
year. When evaluating a producer’s claim for 
crop damage caused by weather, two questions 
need to be addressed. First, did the claimed 
damaging event occur? Answering this ques-
tion requires short-time-scale weather infor-
mation on a daily or monthly time step. Sec-
ond, was the event severe enough to support a 
loss claim? This requires a long-term climatic 
context for the event and a measure of how 
unusual an event was. Given the large num-
ber of claims, adjusters must be able to answer 
these questions quickly and accurately. To this 
end, PRISM crafted a web portal that takes 
the kinds of spatial data we discussed above 
and packages them into forms that adjusters 
can easily use. Here we give some examples 
of how the PRISM/RMA web portal interacts 
with adjusters. 

The PRISM/RMA web portal was devel-
oped in collaboration with the Northwest 
Alliance for Computational Science and En-
gineering (NACSE), PRISM’s parent organi-
zation at Oregon State University. NACSE is 
a world leader in usability engineering, and 

specializes in developing web portals that are 
intuitive and easy to use. The portal is open 
to AIP and RMA personnel, and the design 
is based on the kinds of data and reports re-
quested by RMA for large claim arbitration 
hearings. When a user enters the portal, they 
can select from five different activities:

Check Recent Conditions: View nation-
al-level precipitation and temperature pat-
terns; see how recent conditions compare 
with historical patterns.

Explore Long-term Averages: See 30-year 
averages for precipitation and temperature; 
compare with averages over the most recent 
10 years.

View Summary Assessment: Select a par-
ticular location and time period; compare av-
erage conditions with longer-term data.

Explore Detailed Data: View plots of 
time-series data for a selected location; down-
load time-series data corresponding to that 
location.

Generate Customized Reports for Pre-
vented Planting: Select a 16-month “insur-
ance period” and location; get an on-demand 
report analyzing precipitation patterns.

The Recent Conditions section allows us-
ers to view national maps similar to those in 
Figures 1-4 to gain an understanding of con-

ditions as they evolve, which may aid in iden-
tifying potential crop loss “hot spots.” One 
may expect an increase in claims from areas 
experiencing unusual temperature or mois-
ture conditions, for example. The Long-Term 
Averages section provides zoom-able PRISM 
maps of official USDA 1981-2010 monthly 
average temperature and precipitation. These 
are the baseline “normals” on which the 
anomaly maps in the Recent Conditions sec-
tion are based. Also provided are averages for 
the previous ten years, to show recent trends 
that may have occurred. 

The Summary Assessment, Detailed Data, 
and Custom Report sections have sophis-
ticated map servers that make it easy to lo-
cate the field in question. The user can enter 
a CLU (common land unit) identifier; PLSS 
township, range, section; latitude/longitude; 
or just click on the map. The Summary As-
sessment section provides a quick overview 
of temperature and precipitation conditions 
at a given location and time period, and eval-
uates how it stacks up against other years. 
Figure 5 shows summary assessment results 
obtained for the 2010 tobacco-growing sea-
son near Raleigh, North Carolina. It is im-
mediately obvious that overall the season 
was very warm, as indicated by the colored 

Figure 4. 1-22 September 2013 Mean Daily Temperature
       Departure from Normal
Daily Mean Temperature Anomaly: 01 September 2013-22 September 2013

Perion ending 7 AM EST 22 Sept. 2013
Base period: 1981-2010

(Map created 23 Sept. 2013)
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warmer than usual, with the northwestern plains averaging 7-10 degrees above normal.
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dials. The table below the dials presents the 
data in two ways: deviation from normal, 

and ranking over the 1981-2010 normal 
period (or over a variable number of recent 

years). In this example, temperatures aver-
aged 2-3 degrees above the 1981-2010 nor-
mal, but it is not until these temperatures are 
ranked among other years that we see how 
significant that 2-3-degree anomaly is. The 
right-hand side of the table ranks the 2010 
season as the warmest of all 30 years, ranking 
number 1 out of 30. It is assigned the cate-
gory “unusually warm,” which is reserved for 
the warmest 10 percent of the years (90th+ 
percentile). The 70th-90th percentiles are 
termed “warm,” 30th-70th are “typical,” 
10th-30th “cool,” and the lowest 10 percent 
“unusually cool.” A similar ranking scheme is 
used for precipitation, except that the terms 
“wet” and “dry” are used. These category 
names provide a way for the adjuster to de-
scribe an event or period in meaningful, but 
plainly understood, terms. 

The Detailed Data section allows the 
user to access the data underlying the sum-
mary assessment, or just peruse data for a 
location of interest. Upon entering a loca-
tion and time period, an interactive daily or 
monthly time series plot is returned. Figure 
7 shows a plot of daily maximum, mean, 
and minimum temperatures for the period 1 
March–18 June 2014 for a field in Brookings 
County, South Dakota. This kind of informa-
tion might be used to identify a late spring 
freeze; in this example, a hard freeze of 25°F 
occurred on 16 May, 20°F below the 30-year 
average of 45°F. Data values appear when the 
mouse is dragged over a line, and lines can 
be turned off and on. The data can also be 
downloaded directly to spreadsheet with the 
click of the mouse. 

The Custom Report section is very pop-
ular, and uses sophisticated computer algo-
rithms to produce full-text reports describing 
precipitation conditions during the 16-month 
“insurance period” leading up to a prevent-
ed planting claim. The user enters the field 
location and planting month and year, and 
the report generator does the rest. The report 
contains fully formatted text, tables, and fig-
ures describing the climatology of the field 
location, station data used in the assessment, 
monthly total and accumulated precipitation 
leading up to the planting month, and how 
each month is ranked and classified (as in the 
Summary Assessment section) when com-
pared to the 1981-2010 normals and the prior 
10 years. The report contains interactive ta-

Figure 5. PRISM/RMA Web Portal Summary of the 2010 Tobacco
       Growing Season Near Raleigh, North Carolina

Location: Lat: 35.8485 Lon: -78.4770 (North Carolina-Wake County
Elevation: 299 ft
Start Date: April 2010 Data for this date is unlikely to change [How data stability is calculated]
End Date: November 2010 Data for this date is unlikely to change [About PRISM estimates]
Assessment Basis: 30-year normals (1981-2010) [How comparison periods are calculated]
Plant Hardiness Zone: 7b: 5 to 10°F [What are the plant hardiness zones]

PRISM/RMA portal screen capture of temperature and precipitation conditions for the 2010 tobacco-growing season 
(April-November) near Raleigh, North Carolina. Large dials show that precipitation conditions were typical, but that tem-
peratures were unusually warm for this time of year. The terms” typical” and “unusually warm” are based on how 2010 
ranked among the 30 years 1981-2010. 2010 ranked as the warmest of these years (1/30).

Precipitation
(total inches)

Typical

Mean Temperature
(overall average °F)
Unusually Warm

Mazimum Temperature
(daytime highs °F)
Unusually Warm

Minimum Temperature
(daytime lows °F)
Unusually Warm

53.8       58.6

58.6
78.9       81.8

81.8
65.5       70.2

70.2
19.78       41.48

29.97

View Details

View Details

 Selected 1981-2010 Percent of Rank in Normal Period
 Period Normal 1981-2010 Normal & Assessment [How rank is used]

Precipitation (total) 29.97° 31.13° 96.3% 16/30-Typical

 Selected 1981-2010 Deviation from Rank in Normal Period
 Period Normal 1981-2010 Normal & Assessment [How rank is used]
Mean Temperature
(overall average) 70.2°F 67.6°F +2.6°F 1/30 = Unusually Warm

Maximum Temperature
(daytime highs) 81.8°F 79.0°F +2.8°F 1/30 = Unusually Warm

Minimum Temperature
(nighttime lows) 58.6°F 56.2°F +2.4°F 1/30 = Unusually Warm

Figure 6. Daily Temperature Data for 1 March-18 June 2014 in
       Brookings County, South Dakota

Location: Lat: 44.3697 Lon: -96.7905 (South Dakota-Brookings County); T111N R50W Sec 35
Elevation: 1,699 ft [About PRISM estimates]
Start Date: 1 March 2014 Data for this date is likely to change [How data stability is calculated]
End Date: 18 June 2014 Data for this date is preliminary [How daily averages are calculated]
Assessment Basis: Prior 30 years (1984-2013) [How comparison periods are calculated]
Plant Hardiness Zone: 4b: -25 to -20°F [What are the plant hardiness zones]

PRISM/RMA portal screen capture of daily temperature data (red: maximum, green: mean, and blue: minimum) for  
1 March–18 June 2014 in Brookings County, South Dakota. Long-term averages are plotted as smooth, dashed lines. Mouse 
is hovering over a hard freeze (25.2°F) on 16 May. Data can be downloaded directly to a spreadsheet for documentation 
or further analysis.
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 “Reset zoom” link restores full display
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bles and figures, but can also be downloaded 
as a static PDF document. 

In Figures 5 and 6, we see that the Plant 
Hardiness Zone is given for these field lo-
cations (upper left: 7b in Wake County, NC 
and 4b in Brookings County, SD). These val-
ues were taken directly from the official 2012 
USDA Plant Hardiness Zone Map, also devel-
oped by the PRISM Climate Group. 

Portal Adoption History
The PRISM/RMA portal went live in May 

2011, and was demonstrated through on-line 
webinars to a handful of early adopters at 
RMA regional and compliance offices. Over 
the next ten months, the portal was improved 
based on RMA feedback, and was used suc-
cessfully in several large claim arbitration 
hearings. In March 2012, it was opened to the 
AIPs, the portal’s main intended audience. 
After another round of demonstration webi-
nars, AIPs were allowed up to thirty user ac-
counts per company for testing and feedback, 
pushing the total number of accounts to about 
250 (Figure 7). Based on increased interest 
and positive feedback from the AIPs, the 
thirty-account limit was subsequently lifted, 
allowing the account total to rise gradually to 
over 600 by April 2014. And in May 2014, user 
accounts increased by an additional 1,300. To 
accommodate this substantial increase in us-
age, NACSE moved the portal to a faster set 
of servers and implemented other changes to 
increase performance (it was undesirable for a 
user to have to wait more than a few seconds 
to retrieve results). As of June 2014 there were 
1,800 active user accounts on the portal. The 

expectation and hope is that interest and us-
age will continue to grow throughout the crop 
insurance industry.

Public Portal
Based on RMA’s vision of benefiting the 

wider community, PRISM has opened a new, 
expanded portal that is open to the general 
public. Its intended audience is users of spa-
tial weather and climate data, and the em-
phasis is on providing datasets in the most 
efficient way possible. Both daily and monthly 
datasets are available, and are derived from 
the data used in the PRISM/RMA portal. For 
the more casual user who does not require 
actual data, many map images are provided 
to quickly illustrate what has been happening 
across the country recently, as well as in the 
more distant past. PRISM will shortly be add-
ing images of drought conditions to its map 
gallery. The public portal URL is http://prism.
oregonstate.edu.

What’s Next
PRISM’s relationship with RMA and the 

AIPs is expected to be a long-term one. Con-
sequently, the next steps for PRISM develop-
ment are numerous and wide-ranging. On 

the compliance side, plans for the web portal 
include adding: 1) information about Nation-
al Weather Service severe weather warnings, 
useful in assessing hail and wind damage 
claims; 2) a custom report section for drought 
claims; 3) accumulated degree-day data to 
help identify critical crop development stages; 
and 4) more map-based products to better as-
sess the spatial extent and patterns of unusual 
conditions. A large effort is also underway to 
develop the science needed to provide spatial 
data on humidity, solar radiation, and wind, 
which are needed to estimate water balance 
deficits and surpluses, important in determin-
ing crop stress conditions. 

PRISM is also working to support crop in-
surance underwriting activities. A new mod-
el, called PRISM-EM (PRISM Environmental 
Model) uses PRISM climate data and soils 
information to identify areas of high and low 
risk for traditional crops, as well as new crops 
currently grown on limited acreage in the 
U.S., such as bio-fuel feedstocks (switchgrass, 
energycane, etc.). Such information will be 
useful in setting rates and determining where 
crop insurance should be offered. 

Figure 7. Growth in the Number of PRISM/RMA
      Portal User Accounts
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Time history of the number of active PRISM/RMA portal user accounts from May 2012 to June 2014. The portal went 
online for “early adopter” testing in May 2011, and was opened to AIPs in March 2012. The number of accounts increased to 
about 250 by the summer of 2012, then grew gradually to about 650 by April 2014. In May 2014, Rain and Hail requested 
accounts for all of their 1,300 adjusters. As of June 2014, there were 1,800 registered users. 
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Each year NCIS sponsors research proj-
ects on a variety of crops. The purpose of the 
research varies from studying new crops or 
changes in crop varieties/practices, to verify-
ing accuracy of loss charts and procedures, or 
developing improved loss instructions. 

All research projects are conducted for a 
period of at least three years. If, for some rea-
son, results are not obtained for one or more 
years, the research project can be extended. 
University experiment stations and agricultur-
al colleges conduct the research, often at more 
than one location across the United States. 

The results of the 2013 research program 
are summarized below. It is important that 
these results are not used exclusively, but 
combined with the results from previous 
years’ research and any subsequent research 
in order to provide the best loss adjustment 
procedures for NCIS members. 

Alfalfa—Missouri
 Started in 2013, two methods were com-

pared for the most accurate appraisal of alfalfa 
yields. The two methods were: the use of the 
number of plants, and the number of stems 
of alfalfa. 

Alfalfa was seeded in the spring of 2013 
with different seeding rates, percentages of 
Roundup Ready (RR) and Conventional al-
falfa to give a wide range of plants and stems 
within the treatments. The results showed that 
there was a very good correlation between the 
number of stems and the forage yield (R2 = 
0.88). 

The researchers took photos of each treat-
ment two weeks after harvest to determine 
whether it was possible to use computer soft-
ware to differentiate the amount of stems/
groundcover color and use this as an estimate 
of forage yield also. These preliminary results 
suggest that this may be possible. Forage 
yields will be determined over the next couple 
of years to follow this procedure through the 
various harvests.

Alfalfa—North Dakota
Research was conducted in North Dakota 

to study the potential use of stems as com-
pared to the number of plants for appraisals 
on forage yields. Three different trials were 
done in 2013: the first trial established a new 
stand of alfalfa by using six different seeding 
rates from one to 25 lbs of seed per acre; the 
second trial utilized a three-year-old stand of 
alfalfa of different Roundup Ready varieties 
with different levels of plant densities/stem 
densities; the third trial used a seven-year-old 
stand of alfalfa with different plant densities/
stem densities. 

The forage was harvested twice for the 
newly established alfalfa in trial one. The use 
of either plants or stems gave the same level 
of accuracy in predicting yield for the estab-
lishment year. The yields for the older alfalfa 
stands were better predicted by the use of the 

number of stems compared with the plant 
density. This research will continue in 2014.

Canola—Oklahoma
The current canola loss procedures were 

developed based on spring canola, as research 
has been focused on these types grown in 
Canada and the upper tier of the U.S. from the 
early 1980’s. Recent breeding has improved 
the winter survival of winter types of canola. 

Winter canola is produced in Oklaho-
ma and Kansas but the climate and growing 
season/conditions differ tremendously . The 
research being done in Oklahoma is focused 
on these new winter canola varieties to deter-
mine if the response to damage at the various 
growth stages differs from the observations 
made for spring canola types.

 Focusing on the influence of early defolia-
tion (8 to 10 leaf) and damage to the develop-
ing flower stem (bolt/early flower) on canola 
production, the plots were seeded in late Oc-
tober 2012 on a conventionally tilled seedbed. 
Harvest occurred in mid-May 2013. 

Defoliation treatments of 50 and 100 per-
cent were applied to 8 to 10 leaf canola in late 
February 2013. The 50 percent defoliation re-
sulted in a 20 percent loss, while the 100 per-
cent defoliation resulted in a 32 percent loss. 
Research on spring types has shown approxi-
mately a 30 percent loss with 100 percent de-
foliation of 10 leaf spring canola. Treatments 
of 50 and 100 percent defoliation were applied 
at early bolting – approximately six- to 10-
inch tall bolt (Mid-March) – which resulted 
in losses of 15 and 23 percent respectively. 

Other treatments were done in late March 
which involved the cutting off of various 
amounts (33, 66, and 100 percent) of the 

    2013
Research Review
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main flowering stem at early flower; cutting 
off of various amounts (33, 66, and 100 per-
cent of the main flowering stem at full flower; 
and main stem crimped at 33 or 66 percent 
of the flower stalk/podded area. The 33 and 
66 percent treatments at early flower showed 
little loss with the plants being able to produce 
new limbs/flowers to compensate. The 100 
percent treatments had 46 percent loss, still 
able to compensate but difficult to reinitiate 
the flowers. 

Canola—Saskatchewan
This research was done to reexamine the 

influence of defoliation during the early stages 
of hybrid spring canola growth and develop-
ment. The original research, conducted in the 
early 1980s, was focused on open pollinated 
varieties that have very different growth rates 

and plant vigor compared to the hybrid vari-
eties grown today. 

This trial was done at two locations just 
out of Saskatoon, Saskatchewan during the 
2013 growing season. The treatments were 
based on different leaf stages of 2, 4, 6, 8, and 
10 full leaves with defoliation levels of 0, 50, 
and 100 percent. 

Although there are differences between 
locations, certain trends have emerged. 
Canola has the ability to recover from sub-
stantial leaf defoliation and stem breakage. 
In 2013 complete defoliation of canola in the 
vegetative stage rarely resulted in a yield re-
duction loss greater than 30 Percent. Similar-
ly, cutting or completely removing the main 
stem at the bud stage only had a slight effect, 
reducing the yield by 15 percent. Partial leaf 
defoliation (50 percent) at stages earlier than 
the 8-leaf stage caused non-significant yield 
losses that were very low in magnitude (ca. 
five percent). Stem breakage also caused a 
minimal yield loss. 

Corn—Illinois and 
Minnesota

This is the second year of a corn research 
project that is focused on the accuracy of the 
second/multiple loss procedures for corn. 
This research looked at defoliation applied at 
the single (10-leaf), two (15-leaf), and three 
(tasseling) stages of growth. The levels of de-
foliation were 0, 50, and 100 percent defoliat-
ed. Yield differences were measured between 
the expected loss from current industry 
charts to the actual measured loss. Results are 
shown in Table 1.

Corn—Ohio, Kansas, 
Virginia, and North Dakota

Previous research suggested that the cur-
rent maturity line appraisal method may be 
underestimating the final yields when done 
at the early milk lines. To determine the ac-
curacy of the maturity line appraisal meth-
od for corn, this research has been done in 
a total of six states to determine the actual 
corn fill rates and if the current factors are 
adequate, or if different factors may be more 
appropriate. Data indicates that the current 
appraisal method does in fact underestimate 

Table 1.
 Leaf Stage Expected Loss (%) Measured Loss -MN Measured Loss -IL
 100% 15L 51 36* 31*
 50% Tassel 31 26 16*
 50% 10L + 50% 15L 16 22 13
 50% 10L + 50% Tassel 33 34 18*
 100% 10L + 50% 15L 18 29* 21
 100% 10L + 50% Tassel 36 33 21*
 50% 10L + 50% 15L + 50% Tassel 35 19* 18*
*Numbers are significantly different from the expected results.

Dr. Sam Wang counting nodes in Arizona.
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yield during the milk line stages. Howev-
er, the appraisal method estimated yield  
within five percent of the actual yield when 
the appraisal was done in the extended  
kernel stage.

Cotton—Arizona
This study was initiated to determine the 

effects of plant cut-offs in cotton, specifically 
for the growing conditions in Arizona. This 
research examined cut-offs during vegetative 
and reproductive stages of growth, see Table 
2. The treatments were cutoffs at node 2, 4, 
8, 12, 16, and 24 with the cutoff occurring at 
the top node, and then at 2 nodes and 4 nodes 
below the top node. An example would be 
at node 16, the cut-offs would occur at C16, 
C14, and C12. 

The growth stage at which the plant cut-

offs were removed had a significant effect on 
cotton yield. The loss percentages were con-
sistently lower than what the current charts 
would suggest. 

A second study looked at the defoliation 
of the cotton plant with and without the re-
moval of the terminal. Defoliation was done 
at N4, N10, N16, and N24 with either 50 or 
100 percent of the leaves being removed. The 
50 percent defoliation treatments removed 
the top 50 percent of the leaves. 

The removal of the terminal with any 
of the treatments resulted in an average of 
five percent more loss than the treatments 
where the terminal was not removed. The 
50 percent defoliation did not significantly 
affect the loss until the 24-node stage (a 44 
percent loss). The 100 percent defoliation 
treatment averaged 25 percent loss for the 

4-, 10- and 16-node stages, but had a loss of 
69 percent at the 24-node stage.

Cotton—South Carolina
To determine the effects of defoliation to 

cotton, specific to the growing conditions of 
South Carolina, the research was conducted 
under rain fed conditions and examines de-
foliation during vegetative and reproductive 
stages of growth. The treatments were 50 and 
100 percent defoliation at V4, R1, R8, and R12 
stages of growth with and without the termi-
nal being removed. 

The growth stage where the plant cut-offs 
were removed had a significant effect on cot-
ton yield: loss percentages were consistently 
lower than what the current charts would sug-
gest, and later stages of development actually 
experienced increased yields under irrigation 
from the removal of the upper most nodes. 
See Table 3.

Cotton—Texas
Specific to the growing conditions of the 

High Plains of Texas, this study analyzes the 

Table 2. 
 Node Cut 2 4 8 12 16 24

 Terminal 8% 4% 9% 6% 0% 5%
 Cut 2 Nodes 7% 14% 7% 7% 3% 5%
 Cut 4 Nodes  4% 5% 0% 0% 8%

Dr. Sam Wang discussing cotton research.
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effects of stand reductions in cotton. This tri-
al was conducted on dry land, and irrigated, 
conditions. During the vegetative stages of 
growth, the treatments of stand reductions 
were based on the number of seeds plant-
ed—20, 40, 60, 80, and 90 percent—for three 
different varieties.

The data presented are the averages over 
the three varieties (Table 4). Weather condi-
tions were difficult for growing cotton, but 
were better than those in 2012. The response 
to the treatments varied, and will be fur-
ther examined to determine their fit before 
any changes are incorporated into the loss 
procedures. 

The second trial, which was conducted at 
Lubbock, studied the effects of plant cutoffs 
on cotton production. The treatments were 
cutoffs at node 2, 4, 8, 12, 16, and 20 with the 
cutoff occurring at the top node, and then at 
two nodes and four nodes below the top node. 
An example would be at node 16, the cutoffs 
would occur at C16, C14, and C12. This was 
done under both dryland and irrigated condi-
tions. The resulting losses are shown in Table 5.

Dry Field Peas—North 
Dakota

2013 was the third year for this trial exam-
ining node removal or cut-offs in field peas. 

The current varieties used for dry pea 
production are almost exclusively semi-leaf-
less varieties that have little to no leaf area, 

but rather an enlarged stipule at the base of 
each node or branch. This eliminates the op-
tion of utilizing defoliation when determin-
ing losses, therefore cutoffs or node removal 

are the only methods available to determine 
losses from hail damage. Treatments con-
sisted of the plant having 0, 25, 50, 75, or 100 
percent of the above ground nodes removed 

Table 3. 
  LOSS
 Defoliation Term. Removed 4 Leaf R1 R8 R12

 50% No 6% 0% 14% 2%
 50% Yes 0% 2% 9% 19%
 100% No 11% 12% 77% 75%
 100% Yes 46% 47% 58% 71%

 LOSS
 Level of Strand Reduction Irrigated Dryland
 Control 0% 0%
 20% 0% 8%
 40% 18% 0%
 60% 27% -3%
 80% 45% 10%
 90% 67% 28%

Table 4. 

Table 5. 
 Node Cut 2 4 8 12 16 20
 Dryland

 Terminal 22% 18% 0% 11% 10% 0%
 Cut 2 Nodes  22% 17% 8% 8% -1%
 Cut 4 Nodes   19% 4% 16% -5%
 Irrigated

 Terminal 4% 12% 13% 25% -4% -15%
 Cut 2 Nodes  -5% 16% 22% 0% 9%
 Cut 4 Nodes   18% 21% 11% 0%

Dr. Shawn Casteel; Indiana Soybeans.

CROPINSURANCE TODAY®  13



at the 4, 8, 12, 16 node stages and at the sec-
ond flower bloom (approximately 20 nodes). 
See Table 6. 

Lentils—North Dakota
A study was initiated to evaluate damage to 

lentils during the vegetative and reproductive 

 LOSS
 Nodes Removed 25% 50% 75% 100%
 Losses at Stage V4 24% 35% 31% 47%
 Losses at Stage V8 0% 0% 18% 90%
 Losses at Stage V12 0% 0% 8% 90%
 Losses at Stage V16/R1 13% 32% 37% 99%

Table 6. 

Table 7.
 LOSS
 Damage 33% 66% 100%
 Viceroy
 Flower 10 34 23
 Pod-Fill 52 47 74
 Pennell
 Flower 40 65 66
 Pod-Fill 21 45 60

stages to try to develop a better loss adjust-
ment procedure. Two different lentil varieties, 
Viceroy and Pennell, were treated at vegeta-
tive, first flower, and pod fill to determine the 
effect of simulated hail. Little loss occurred 
from damage during the vegetative stage, with 
a maximum of nine percent. Yet, damage that 
occurred during the flower and pod-fill stage 
resulted in greater amounts of loss (Table 7).

Potatoes—Michigan
This was the first year for this study and 

losses associated with simulated hail dam-
age to white potatoes were recorded. Two 
different varieties, Pike (a medium maturing 
variety) and Snowden (a late maturing vari-
ety) were grown. Simulated hail was applied 
at three growth stages: Tuber Initiation (TI), 
Early Bulking (EB) and Late Bulking (LB). 
Damage was applied at 0, 33, 66, and 95 per-
cent and then taken to harvest. 

Irrigated wheat; Washington.
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Table 8.
 Damage Tuber Initiation Early Bulking Late Bulking
 Medium-Pike
 33% -27% 17% 40%
 66% 10% 14% 14%
 95% 14% 19% 30%
 Late-Snowden
 33% 15% 21% 34%
 66% 15% 23% 16%
 95% 21% 32% 53%

Table 9.
 Damage Tuber Initiation Early Bulking Late Bulking
 Medium-Russet Norkotah TX Strain 278
 33% 8% 2% 15%
 66% 12% 20% 28%
 95% 26% 65% 33%
 Late-Ranger Russet
 33% 5% 2% 2%
 66% 20% 10% 16%
 95% 22% 27% 16%

Losses varied depending on the maturity 
of the potatoes as shown in Table 9. This is 
projected to be a three year trial. Conclusions 
will not be made until the end of these trials. 

Potatoes—Washington
Research was started in 2013 to look at the 

losses associated with simulated hail damage 
to white potatoes under the growing condi-
tions in Washington. Two different varieties, 
Russet Norkotah–TX Strain 278 (a medium 
maturing variety) and Ranger Russet (a late 
maturing variety) were grown. Simulated hail 
was applied to the potatoes at three growth 
stages: Tuber Initiation (TI), Early Bulking 
(EB) and Late Bulking (LB). Damage was 
applied at 0, 33, 66, and 99 percent and then 
taken to harvest. 

Losses varied depending on the maturity 
of the potatoes as shown in Table 9. This is the 
first year of a planned three trial, so that we 

Josh Bushong; winter canola, Oklahoma.
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need to wait until all years of the trail are done 
to make decisions.

Soybeans—Arkansas
A study began in 2013 to look at the de-

foliation charts for both indeterminant and 
determinant type soybeans in Arkansas. 
This area of the country has been historical-
ly grown more determinant soybeans but is 
now starting to grow an earlier maturing in-
determinant variety. We have seen in other 
research a trend of greater amounts of loss 
associated with defoliation damage occurring 
during the early to mid-reproductive stages 
(R1 and R3) of development and wanted to 
determine if this was true. 

Two different varieties were used, a MG 
4.7 indeterminant and a MG 5.4 determi-
nant variety were planted at Newport Arkan-
sas. Defoliation was applied at 0, 25, 50, 75, 
and 100 percent at either R1 or R3 stage of 
growth. The losses were significantly greater 
for the MG 5.4 variety at the higher levels of 
damage (75 and 100 percent than our current 
charts would suggest.

Soybeans—Indiana
Initiated in 2012, this trial looked at the 

 LOSS
 Defoliation 25% 50% 75% 100%
 MG 2.7 R1 0% 3% 3% 11%
 MG 3.7 R1 4% 11% 12% 22%
 MG 2.7 R3 7% 23% 36% 50%
 MG 3.7 R3 16% 27% 34% 55%

Table 10. 

impact of simulated hail defoliation on the 
yield and percent of loss of two different ma-
turity varieties of soybeans. A (MG) 2.7 and 
MG 3.7 soybean variety were grown at the 
Purdue Research Farm just west of Lafayette, 
IN. Defoliation treatments were applied at R1 
and R3 growth stages with defoliation levels 
of 25, 50, 75, and 100percent.The losses are 
shown in Table 10.

Wheat—Washington
This research was done to better under-

stand different factors which influence the 
yield of soft white winter wheat in the Pacific 
Northwest. The trial included four different 
seeding rates, for two different varieties, in 
four different climatic areas. 

The seeding rates were 50, 75, 100, and 125 
percent of “normal” for the different growing 
areas. Factors that were measured included, but 

not limited to, the number of plants established 
in the spring, the number of heads per plant, 
the kernels per head, the 1000 kernel weights, 
and yields. The four planting areas were an irri-
gated site near Central Ferry, a low rainfall area 
at Lind, the intermediate rainfall area at Daven-
port, and the high rainfall area at Pullman. 

The four sites had differing responses 
to the various seeding rates and varieties 
grown at each location. The general response 
to seeding rate was an increase in the num-
ber of plants established with higher seeding 
rates at each location, until you reached the 
100 and 125 percent of “normal” seeding rate. 
The number of tillers per plant was surpris-
ingly consistent across locations and tended 
to vary more by seeding rate than by variety. 
The average number of tillers per plant at har-
vest, averaged over all locations, was 3.6 tillers 
per plant. The lowest average yields were from 

Overview of reasearch; lentils in North Dakota.
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search has provided the science behind the in-
dustry loss adjustment procedures. This pro-
vides company adjusters with the knowledge 
they need to determine accurate losses, giving 

farmers peace of mind knowing that their loss 
has been adjusted accurately and fairly. We 
strive to continue providing this service to the 
crop insurance industry.

the low moisture site at Lind. Yields at the 
low rainfall site of Lind showed the greatest 
response to seeding rate with increased yields 
with increased seeding rates. The yields at the 
other locations tended to vary more by variety 
than by seeding rate. 

Summary & Conclusions
The results from all of these research trials 

show that there is still much to learn about 
how crops respond to damage. Current re-
search has shown that soybean plants appear 
to have more loss from defoliation than cur-
rent industry charts would suggest, but fur-
ther study is needed before conclusions can 
be made. 

Research needs to continue on cotton and 
the other crops listed above. If the current 
cotton research trials continue to produce 
similar results, there may be major impacts 
on how cotton losses are determined and the 
amount of those losses.

The NCIS research program could not 
happen without the support of NCIS member 
companies. For more than 90 years, the re-

Plant damage; potatoes in Washington.

Research on defoliation; cotton in South Carolina.
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On June 11 and 12, crop insurance loss su-
pervisors and loss adjusters from many levels 
of experience attended the 2014 NCIS Crop-

Hail Wheat and Corn School held in Co-
lumbia, Missouri. Through a combination of 
classroom and field work instructions, adjust-
ers learned basic procedures and participated 
in hands-on training on crops damaged by 
hail. Updates on recent loss adjustment policy 
changes were also presented at the school.

When asked what the goal of the school 
was, Missouri’s Regional/State Chairman, Jeff 
Dexter, Rain and Hail, explained: “To create 
an environment where new and seasoned 
adjusters can learn and follow procedures in 
loss adjustments. I think it is a responsibility 
of companies and seasoned adjusters to pass 
knowledge to the future leaders of our trade. 
In the end, we all have one common goal to 
reflect on—follow the procedures provided to 
us from the many years of research.”

During the time spent at the Crop-Hail 
School, there became a realization that crop 
insurance is unlike any other type of business 
found in the agricultural industry:
 •  The number of crop insurance companies in 

existence is small compared to the amount 

of land insured. 
 •  The relationship between adjusters is so 

fluid; there are times it is hard to remember 
who works for which company. 

 •  The ever-changing rules and regulations 
pertaining to crop insurance is a challenge 
these companies must continually face.
These are quite large assumptions to justi-

fy with only two days at a school; however, it 
is apparent these characteristics are at the core 
of an environment all its own.

It is a small world…
It does not take long to realize that the crop 

insurance industry is a small world. Crossing 
paths with someone is more likely to happen, 
rather than not. In fact, the hometown feel 
was eminent as soon as you walked into the 
doors of the Bradford Research and Exten-
sion Center at the University of Missouri. As 
attendees reunited with old and new faces, a 
crowd that formed around the registration ta-
ble was more interested in those around them, 
rather than finding their nametag.

First Day at School? 
A Word of Advice

CropInsurance TODAY

By Hannah Wiebelhaus, Hannah is 
NCIS’ summer communications intern.
She is a senior at Colorado State 
University, majoring in Agricultural 
Business.

Josh Fletchall, Jeff Dexter, and Larry Terry, all from Rain and Hail, 
prepare plots before field work begins at the Missouri Crop-Hail School.
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Nevertheless, the school had to go on 
as everyone corralled into the lecture hall. 
While sitting in the room of over 100 loss 
adjusters and supervisors, at times it seemed 
overwhelming to think one individual could 
know—truly know—every person in atten-
dance. Still the connections could be found 
everywhere in the room. With this, it takes 
only one handshake to lead to countless in-
troductions. Zachery Sage, who only started 
as an adjuster two days before the school said, 
“Being around all the knowledge that was at 
the school was very good for me.” 

There was certainly a lot to learn during 
the lectures, yet the Missouri Crop-Hail 
School involuntarily provided some of the 
most valuable learning through break times 
each day. Yes, the true purpose of a break ses-

sion is to provide relief; but this quick break 
continued to allow new adjusters to meet with 
those more seasoned. Skilled adjusters have 
taken on the responsibility to teach those 
who will become the future faces of crop in-
surance. This has helped the industry flourish 
and become extremely efficient at insuring 
the entire U.S. through only 19 companies. 

If Garret Terry, an intern with ADM, 
could give one piece of advice to those new 

to a school it would be to, “Pay attention to 
the experienced adjusters, because most like-
ly they have been through any situation you 
have questions over. If they can’t answer any 
questions you have, they will send you to 
someone who can.” So, take the break time 
to get to know those around you; you never 
know who you will meet and how they may 
help increase your skills and knowledge. 

It is about teamwork…
Take it from the team of experts. The Mis-

souri Regional/State Committee members 
have made it their top priority to help ad-
justers gain the most from their involvement 
while at the school. In fact, almost half of the 
field instructors (also known as plot leaders) 
were committee members as well.

Crop adjusters who have 

been in the industry for 

years are still learning 

new things every day.

Kathy Holmes, ARMtech Insurance Services, helps Trisha Cook, Great American Insurance Company, as they assess wheat for hail damage.
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Unlike grade schools today—where 
field trips become less and less as each 
grade passes—the Missouri Crop-Hail 
School has learned the importance of 
hands-on training. Breaking up into 
groups, approximately 10 people per in-
structor, allowed adjusters to ask ques-
tions, visualize the procedures, and at-
tempt the practices themselves. “Having 
no prior knowledge of crop hail, the com-
bination of classroom and in field training 
was very helpful,” explained Trisha Cook, 
Great American Insurance Company. “The 
lectures helped study the procedures and 
the field training helped practice what we 
covered in lectures.” 

Everyone has something to offer, and 
although you were the one to ask the ques-
tion, others in the group most likely have 
the same question. “By far, the best aspect 
about this school is the hands-on training,” 
says Colton Hibbs, Rain and Hail. While 
new to adjusting, Hibbs would advise 
those attending this school to, “Pay atten-
tion and ask all the questions you can.” 

It is a learning 
environment…

In the two days provided, Jim Bolles, 
Great American Insurance Company, and 
Jim Baldwin, Rural Community Insur-
ance Services, worked together to explain 
crop-hail loss adjustment procedures for 

wheat and corn. Being two of the top three 
commodities for crop insurance protection 
in 2013 for Missouri, crop adjusters recognize 
the importance of these presentations, as the 
information is crucial.

Crop adjusters who have been in the in-
dustry for years are still learning new things 
every day. Whether it is a new policy, or a 
different type of adjusting, crop insurance is a 
complex, diverse, and sometimes tricky envi-

2014 Missouri School/Field Day  
Plot Leaders

The success of any NCIS school/field day cannot be realized without the 
help of experienced loss adjusters who serve as plot leaders. These men and 
women lead group discussions and teach the loss procedures to their small 
group. We would like to thank the individuals who served as plot leaders for 
the 2014 Missouri School/Field Day:

ADM Crop Risk Services—Maurice Glosemeyer and Joshua Siegel

Diversified Crop Insurance—Sam Farmer and Brad Guthrey

Farmers Mutual Hail Ins. Co. of Iowa—Jeff Harbert, Kenny Mason, Robby Shrum 

and Al Taylor

Great American Ins. Co.—Ray Banning, Bill Bergh and Grant Newton

Hudson Insurance Group—Rick Bunting, Lyle Garwood and Jerry Jackman

NAU Country—Michael Bryan and Mark Peck

ProAg—Jami Wells

Rain and Hail—Josh Fletchall and Larrie Terry

Rural Community Ins. Serv.—Jim Baldwin, Clay Manes and Craig Polson

Dennis Wilt, ADM & Rick Bunting, Hudson Insurance Group, catch 
up while adjusters continue to practice hands-on training.



ronment. Humility can be found throughout 
the crowd, since there is always more to be 
learned. Because of this, it is the responsibil-
ity of adjusters to share their knowledge with 
others. Passing down the foundation of pro-
cedures is critical for this industry to survive, 

but reassurance comes from James Peery III 
who is a crop adjuster from Nevada, Missouri, 
“No matter how confusing this is, just hang in 
there; it gets easier with time!” 

As inferred above, the mission can seem 
daunting, still the Missouri school ensures ad-

justers are able to utilize the new information 
at all times by providing hard copies of the lec-
ture material. There was even time at the end 
of each day to review the calculations made in 
the field, in order to further comprehension 
and ask more questions. This was also a bene-

Plot Leaders Robbie Shrum and Al Taylor, Farmers Mutual Hail, 
explain what to look for when analyzing the pith of a corn stalk.
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Thanks to Rain and Hail, settling a claim is not a long, drawn-out process. That’s 
because we equip our agents and adjusters with a full range of products and 
technological support they need to respond faster. For more than 90 years, 
our fair and honest approach has made the inevitable storms a little easier to 
weather. So, what are you waiting for?

800.776.4046  |  www.rainhail.com
Get the neighborly advice and trust you need. Call and partner with us today.

The calm before (and after) the storm.

The ACE Group of Companies
Rain and Hail Agricultural Insurance

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer.



ficial time to assess individual understanding 
of the process and procedures at hand. 

Confidence must be present when vis-
iting with insured farmers, yet don’t allow 
discouragement to overcome you at a crop 
adjusting school. Besides, adjusting is as 
equally challenging as it is rewarding! So al-
ways remember to take advantage of those 
around you, be a team player, and never  
stop learning.

Plan for 2015 Today!
As one of the 13 NCIS schools available 

in 2014, the Missouri Crop-Hail Wheat and 
Corn was the second of the season, as well 
as only one of two schools that emphasized 
wheat and corn hail loss adjustment. Schools 
take place across the United States and spe-
cialize in a range of crops including apples, 
cotton, soybeans, canola, and of course wheat 
and corn. As a valuable tool for NCIS mem-
bers and their adjusters, these schools and 
field days ensure loss adjusters are given the 
most up-to-date procedures and provide 
hands-on learning situations where new and 
experienced adjusters work together and 
learn from each other.

A crowd gathers in the parking lot, as plot leader Larrie Terry, Rain and Hail, explains the 
importance of leaf damage.

Al Taylor, Farmers Mutual Hail, reviews paperwork with the class.
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After almost four years of hearings, negotiations and Congressio-
nal votes, the Agricultural Act of 2014 was finally signed into law by 
President Obama on February 7, 2014. 

Just shy of 1,000 pages, the law makes major changes in commod-
ity programs, adds new crop insurance options, streamlines conser-
vation programs, modifies some provisions of the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and expands programs for 
specialty crops, organic farmers, bioenergy, rural development and 
beginning farmers and ranchers.

Crop Insurance Enhancements
The 2014 Farm Bill accelerates the evolution from traditional 

farm price and income support to risk management, solidifying crop 

insurance as the primary tool for farmers in dealing with production 
and price risk.

“This farm bill includes things like crop insurance so that when a 
disaster like the record drought we’re seeing across much of the West 
hits our farmers, they don’t lose everything they’ve worked so hard to 
build,” said President Barack Obama during the signing ceremony in 
Michigan.

The 2008 Farm Bill’s direct and countercyclical payment pro-
grams and the state-based revenue program known as ACRE (Av-
erage Crop Revenue Enhancement Program) were eliminated. In 
their place, a farmer may choose one of two new farm programs 
that commence with the 2015 crop year: 1) Price Loss Coverage, 
a program that makes a payment to a producer when the market 

Finally a Farm Bill…
So What’s Next?

A few of the more than 300 attendees at the July Train the Trainer Conference held in Overland Park, Kansas.
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The 2014 Farm Bill  

substantially strengthens 

crop insurance by adding 

several new products  

and requiring a number  

of program revisions to 

strengthen crop insurance’s 

role as the primary compo-

nent of the farm safety net.

price for a covered crop is below a fixed 
reference price or, 2) Agriculture Risk Cov-
erage (ARC), a program that makes a pay-
ment when either the farm’s revenue from all 
crops or the county’s revenue for a crop (the 
farmer may choose which alternative) is be-
low 86 percent of a predetermined or bench-
mark level of revenue. These two programs 
are designed to supplement crop insurance 
by providing support in periods of multi-
year price declines and helping producers 
cover the crop insurance policy’s deductible. 
Together these two farm programs are pro-
jected to spend substantially less than the 
programs they replaced.

In addition to these two new farm pro-
grams, the 2014 Farm Bill substantially 
strengthens crop insurance by adding several 
new products and requiring a number of pro-
gram revisions to strengthen crop insurance’s 
role as the primary component of the farm 
safety net. The major enhancement to crop 
insurance is the addition of two supplemental 
policies—which will be available for the 2015 
crop year—that will help producers expand 
their protection against losses due to natural 
disasters or price declines.

The first program, the Stacked Income 
Protection Plan, or STAX, is for upland cot-
ton acreage only, as cotton producers are not 
eligible for ARC or PLC. STAX is an addi-
tional area revenue plan that a cotton pro-

ducer may use alone or in combination with 
an underlying policy or plan of insurance. 
STAX is similar in design to the existing area 
plan called Area Revenue Protection (ARP) 
and will be available in all counties with 
cotton production or in larger geographical 
areas for counties that lack sufficient data. 
STAX covers revenue losses of not less than 
10 percent and not more than 30 percent of 
expected county revenue. An indemnity will 
be paid based on the amount that expected 
county revenue exceeds actual county reve-
nue as applied to the individual coverage of 
the producer, except that indemnities may 
not include or overlap the producer’s selected 

deductible. Producers will receive a premium 
discount equal to 80 percent of the STAX pre-
mium, and on behalf of the producer, an ad-
ministrative and operating expense payment 
of 12 percent of premium is paid to the par-
ticipating crop insurance companies to com-
pensate for a portion of delivery expenses.

The second program, the Supplemental 
Coverage Option, or SCO, will provide all 
crop producers with the option to purchase 
area coverage in combination with an under-
lying individual policy or plan of insurance 
that would allow indemnities to be equal 
to a part of the deductible on the underly-
ing policy or plan of insurance. SCO will be 
available on a county-wide level or on the 
basis of a larger area in counties that lack 
sufficient data. SCO indemnities will be trig-
gered if losses in the area exceed 14 percent 
of expected levels, with SCO coverage not 
to exceed the difference between 86 percent 
and the coverage level selected by the pro-
ducer for the underlying policy. SCO cover-
age is not available for crops enrolled in ARC 
as well as acreage that is enrolled in STAX. 
Producers will receive a premium discount 
equal to 65 percent of the SCO premium, 
and on behalf of the producer, an adminis-
trative and operating expense payment of 
12 percent of premium is made to the crop 
insurance companies to compensate for a 
portion of delivery expenses.

RMA’s Griffin Schnitzler (at the podium), Chris Aulbur and Ben Thiel, presented information on the new STAX program at the NCIS 2015 
Fall Train the Trainer Conference in mid-July.
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Read, Analyze, Meet, 
Repeat

Crop insurance is only a small part—
less than ten percent—of overall Farm Bill 
spending. However the combination of the 
elimination of other traditional farm sup-
port programs, combined with new enhance-
ments made crop insurance the central risk 
management tool for America’s farmers and 
ranchers. Once the bill was signed, the chal-
lenges for writing this legislation were over 
and Congress moved on to other tasks, the 
work for USDA and its agencies was only just 
beginning. 

NCIS and the Risk Management Agen-
cy (RMA) began meeting in early March as 
USDA introduced its implementation sched-
ule, all while programs were prioritized and 
timelines were planned. Implementing the 
STAX and SCO were at the top of the list, 
along with Whole Farm Revenue Protection. 
RMA deemed this the “design-development 
phase” of implementation.

RMA drafted the new policy and proce-
dure language, planned what needed to be 
done on the processing side and provided 

these important pieces to the industry for 
comment. As each component was received, 
NCIS and industry staff spent countless hours 
reading, analyzing, discussing and providing 
comments to RMA. RMA would carefully 
consider these comments and provide feed-
back to the industy. 

Shortly thereafter, the second draft would 
arrive and the process would repeat. As the 
months went on, RMA released addition-
al procedural drafts on beginning farmer/
rancher coverage benefits, native sod, con-
servation compliance, and others. Just like 

before, the inboxes quickly filled as drafts and 
comments would be shared throughout the 
industry and RMA to ensure the documents 
were both clear and concise.

On June 30, RMA filed an interim rule 
with the Federal Register allowing USDA to 
move forward with changes to crop insurance 
provisions and incorporating many of the 
components mandated by the 2014 Farm Bill. 
In a statement released by USDA announc-
ing the interim rule, Secretary of Agriculture, 
Tom Vilsack noted, “Crop insurance is critical 
to the ongoing success of today’s farmers and 
ranchers and our agriculture economy. These 
improvements provide additional flexibility 
to ensure families do not lose everything due 
to events beyond their control.”

Farm Bill Economic 
Analysis

As part of NCIS’ ongoing economic and 
policy analysis functions, Drs. Harun Bulut 
and Keith Collins, submitted a paper titled 
“Designing Farm Supplemental Revenue 
Coverage Options on Top of Crop Insurance 
Coverage” to Agricultural Finance Review. 

RMA drafted the new policy 

and procedure language, 

planned what needed to 

be done on the processing 

side and provided these 

important pieces to the 

industry for comment. 
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The paper was accepted for publication in 
an upcoming issue of this peer-reviewed ac-
ademic journal and will also be featured in a 
subsequent issue of TODAY® magazine.

The purpose of the paper was to simulate 
and assess farmer choices between crop in-
surance and supplemental revenue options 
as proposed during development of the 
Farm Bill. Their findings showed that farm 
program supplemental revenue programs 
generally have no effect on crop insurance 
choices. The study also showed that ARC 
(county or individual), PLC, STAX and SCO, 
used with various levels of crop insurance 
coverage, all had different effects on differ-
ent crops in different regions of the country. 
For example, their assessment of Texas cot-
ton, where farm and county yield correlation 
is fairly low, shows that area plan STAX pro-
vides a large increase in farm valuation over 
crop insurance alone. For corn in Illinois or 
Texas, soybeans in Iowa and wheat in Mon-

tana, ARC appreciably increases farm rev-
enue, which is reflected in increases in the 
farmer’s value of the programs over a wide 
range of crop insurance coverage levels.

The paper continues with several policy 
implications for farmers, taxpayers and the 
crop insurance industry. Do supplemental 
coverage options set farmers up for “buy-
er’s remorse?” And if so, could that lead to 
pressure on the political system to provide 

more financial help? Taxpayer costs and 
financial stability for the crop insurance 
industry are two other policy implications 
that need to be considered when evaluating 
the Farm Bill.

The Training Begins
The complexity of choices available makes 

it imperative that information and deci-
sion-making tools are available for farmers 
and their advisors. It is especially important 
that crop insurance agents are adequately 
trained on how each new program interacts 
with the farmer’s underlying crop insurance 
policy.

In June and July, the industry and RMA 
met together to begin the training process 
and RMA provided the first look at SCO and 
the Whole Farm Revenue program. The NCIS 
July “Train-the-Trainer Conference” was de-
voted almost entirely to discussion of the pro-
grams introduced in the Farm Bill. For a day 
and a half, almost 300 company underwriters, 
trainers, and others listened to NCIS presen-
tations explaining STAX, beginning farmers 
and rancher provisions, conservation compli-
ance and native sod. Patrick Westhoff, from 
the Missouri Department of Agriculture and 
Applied Economics, provided a Farm Service 
Agency (FSA) perspective of the Farm Bill 
and NCIS’s Dr. Harun Bulut provided some 
payout examples on SCO/STAX and under-
lying policies that were developed during the 
research with Dr. Keith Collins and submit-
ted to Agricultural Finance Review. Data Pro-
cessing issues, cover crop statement, written 
agreement handbook and a session on actuar-
ials rounded out the training session.

Training 15,000 agents across the country 
is not an easy task, but it’s one that the indus-
try does effectively and efficiently every year. 
After the conference adjourned, company 
trainers got to work finalizing their materi-
als and presentations to use at their individ-
ual company agent training sessions. Agents 
are eager to learn as much as they can about 
the new programs as they, in turn, conduct 
farmer meetings to inform their clients of the 
changes and provide them with the informa-
tion they need to make informed decisions.

What’s Next?
The 2014 Farm Bill may result in a num-

ber of new crop insurance products coming 

During the NCIS 2015 Fall Train the Trainer Conference, Patrick Westhoff, Director of 
the Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute (FAPRI) at the University of Missouri-
Columbia, talked about Price Loss Coverage (PLC) and Agriculture Risk Coverage (ARC) 
and the choices farmers will need to make.

Training 15,000 agents 

across the country is not 

an easy task, but it’s one 

that the industry does 

effectively and efficiently 

every year.
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Errors and Omission Insurance
For Your Agency

Full lines of coverage including MPCI Crop Insurance

We will work diligently to offer you quotes with 
reputable companies at competitive prices

To obtain a quote for your agency call 1-800-769-6015

American Insurance Services, LLC.
Premium financing is available

We have over 35 years experience in  
all lines of insurance

w w w. t o m s t a n l e y i n s u r a n c e . c o m

to market. One new authorized product for 
commodities is margin protection, which 
would protect the difference between price 
or revenue and some measure of production 
expenses. Research and development of rice 
and catfish margin insurance products is 
specifically required. New product priorities 
are placed on policies that increase partici-
pation by producers of underserved agricul-
tural commodities, including sweet sorghum, 
biomass sorghum, rice, peanuts, sugarcane, 
alfalfa, pennycress, dedicated energy crops, 
and specialty crops. Insurance products spe-
cifically identified for approval for sale, or 
research and development, include peanut 
revenue, alfalfa, and biomass sorghum and 
sweet sorghum for use in renewable energy 
and bioproducts. 

The Farm Bill also requires several studies 
of the feasibility of insuring selected risks, in-
cluding swine producers from a catastrophic 
event, commercial poultry producers against 
business interruption caused by integrator 
bankruptcy, and specialty crops from impacts 
of food safety and contamination issues such 
as recalls or advisories. Feasibility studies 
usually precede research and development of 
a marketable insurance product and identify 
any statutory changes that would need to be 
made to authorize such products. In addition, 
the Farm Bill authorizes premium support 
for up to two small pilot programs to provide 

producers of underserved specialty crops 
and livestock commodities with index-based 
weather insurance.

While implementation of the 2014 Farm 
Bill is only just beginning, the industry looks 

forward to continuing its partnership with 
USDA/RMA as we work in partnership to 
provide and deliver the best possible risk 
management tools possible for America’s 
farmers and ranchers.

Dave Hall, NCIS, made a presentation on cover crops during the 2015 Fall Train the Trainer Conference.
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Why did I become involved in the agricultural industry? I remem-
ber the times when I yearned to leave the suburbs of Denver for the 
vacation days spent at our family’s old farm place. Yet what I am re-
minded of most is the fact that when given the chance to be remotely 
close to agriculture, I want to be in the middle of it all. And while 
I was also reminded of long days, dreadful weather, and unforeseen 
problems, I am—and always will be—infatuated with agriculture. 

I wanted to become involved in the agricultural industry for the 
values I have gained, for the generations I proceed, and for the role I 
believe agriculture plays.

Why am I telling you all of this? Although every answer to this 
question is different, we all have a reason for serving agriculture. I am 
not alone when I profess my devotion; and I know I am not alone as I 
set out to fulfill my life purpose of promoting agriculture. Being only 

AFA’s Value 
to Students and Agriculture
By Hannah Wiebelhaus, NCIS Intern VisitWebsite

ag-risk.org
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22 years old, I can be sure of all this, as I have 
stood beside those who will become the next 
leaders in agriculture. These leaders stand out 
among the crowd not simply because of their 
GPA, but because of their earnest, sought-af-
ter temperament.

It is not every day that you run into these 
leaders I speak of, but you will find many 
of them involved with Agriculture Future 
of America. Agriculture Future of America 
(AFA) is a non-profit organization whose 
mission is to, “create partnerships that iden-
tify, encourage, and support outstanding col-
lege men and women preparing for careers in 
the agriculture and food industry.” Through 
leadership development, internships, and 
scholarships, AFA has been serving the agri-
cultural industry for nearly 20 years. Students 
who become involved with Agriculture Fu-
ture of America are passionate, committed, 
and talented.

Agriculture Future of America is well 
known for their Leaders Conference, because 
the agenda always includes a dynamic rela-
tionship between academics, leadership, and 
work experience. This conference is separated 
into four experience levels, catering to differ-
ent abilities and skill sets. Not stopping there, 
AFA hosts an alumni program and confer-
ence called the Alliance. The Alliance is for 
young professionals who are already working 
full-time careers in the agriculture industry 
and wish to continue improving their abilities 
as leaders, while working together to solve in-
dustry issues.

But AFA does more than host a confer-
ence. They grow leaders. Collaborating with 
institutions across the industry, more than 
$8 million has been poured into leadership 
and academic scholarships. With over 90 
corporations, organizations, and associations 
involved in AFA’s Opportunity Fair, students 

are given a chance to network. Providing 
these experiences to college students enables 
them to practice and establish professional 
aptitudes before they even start to consider 

Agriculture Future of  

America is well known for 

their Leaders Conference,  

because the agenda always  

includes a dynamic  

relationship between  

academics, leadership,  

and work experience. 
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what their career aspirations might look like. 
Having participated in AFA’s annual con-

ference, I was touched by the inspiring stories, 
and moved by those who have stepped up to 
become leaders. Through a strange mixture of 
being choked up and pumped up, Agriculture 
Future of America made me realize that there 
were two passions in my life: being a leader 
and serving agriculture. 

Even though it has been almost four years 
since I attended an AFA Leaders Conference, 
the impacts of those four days continue to 
influence the choices I make. From a drastic 
switch in my major, to subtle changes in my 
dinner etiquette, AFA provided me with tools 
to better myself. In fact, if it was not for AFA 
and their partnership with NCIS, I would not 
be writing to you today. Thanks to my aca-
demic advisor at Colorado State University, 
Kelly Moyer, I met Laurie. (Laurie is the Vice 
President of Public Relations for NCIS and 
the editor of this magazine.) Kelly is an AFA 
alumnus who served as the 2010 NCIS Intern. 
It is my great honor that I follow her footsteps.

From these personal experiences, I would 
commend any agricultural contributor will-

ing to advocate for AFA. Keeping my word, I 
would like to thank NCIS for all that they have 
done for the Agriculture Future of America. 
Their actions, such as publicizing AFA in 
the Crop Insurance TODAY® magazine, have 
spurred a handful of agencies to start com-
munity scholarship programs. Since 2000, 
NCIS has provided financial support towards 
program development and the annual Lead-
ers Conference. Each year NCIS attends the 
Opportunity Fair, giving students the chance 
to learn about this industry.

Backing Agriculture Future of America 
will certainly help prospective students, but 
organizations also benefit from this relation-
ship. Groups like NCIS benefit from their al-
liance with AFA directly and indirectly. The 
interns hired, the increased awareness of the 
crop insurance industry, and a stronger tie to 
the future of the agricultural sector are just a 
few perks. Organizations can endorse AFA 
through participating in the Opportunity 
Fair, providing an internship program, spon-
soring a student/students to attend, donating 
to AFA, or developing a scholarship program. 

Coming a long way from the little girl I 
was, I am motivated to continue supporting 
AFA for the future students who still yearn to 
“be in the middle of it all.” Considering that 
Agriculture Future of America and its part-
ners can directly impact college students and 
young professionals, it is hard not to join in! 

So I am asking you to please: get involved, 
spread the word, and help carry on the AFA 
mission. By continuing to cultivate well-pre-
pared leaders, together we can ensure a pros-
perous future for the one love we all share: 
Agriculture!

Since 2000, NCIS has provided 

financial support towards 

program development  

and the annual Leaders 

Conference. Each year NCIS 

attends the Opportunity Fair, 

giving students the chance  

to learn about this industry.
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If It’s Heartland Crop Insurance, Inc.,  
Have the peace of mind knowing your company is . . .?

Heartland Crop Insurance, Inc.

For information visit 
www.HeartlandCropInsurance.com

Heartland Crop Insurance, Inc. is an equal opportunity provider.
1 - 8 8 8 - 7 8 9 - 5 5 6 6

Gain the Advantage 
a member of the Everest Re Group, Ltd.

n Leading the way in technology and agriculture mapping
n Founded on providing superior service
n Proven to be there when it counts
n Supported by the strength and stability of the Everest Re Group—Rated A+XV A.M. Best

An IMPORTANT Question!
Who Stands Behind Your Crop Insurance Protection?
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2013 US CROP-HAIL LOSS RATIO BY STATE
All Crops • All Losses • All Policies

TOP 20 
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Data Source: NCIS 6-B Adjusted Verified Totals as of 07/10/2014.

© National Crop Insurance Services 07/2014.

STATE PREMIUMS LOSSES LOSS RATIO %

Nebraska 185,585,875.00 117,877,049.00 63.52
Iowa 118,890,779.00 49,693,650.00 41.80
Minnesota 99,444,442.00 105,742,717.00 106.33
North Dakota 89,529,154.00 54,084,426.00 60.41
Illinois 83,932,348.00 24,130,521.00 28.75
Kansas 59,310,172.00 23,690,669.00 39.94
South Dakota 56,642,843.00 48,002,804.00 84.75
Texas 38,716,387.00 44,582,250.00 115.15
Montana 35,235,169.00 73,222,660.00 207.81
Indiana 25,038,261.00 9,494,352.00 37.92
Missouri 21,447,881.00 5,579,048.00 26.01
Arkansas 16,020,320.00 6,511,950.00 40.65
Wisconsin 15,447,725.00 4,331,889.00 28.04
Idaho 15,219,458.00 9,451,467.00 62.10
Washington 14,499,021.00 20,331,591.00 140.23
Colorado 13,009,208.00 7,562,694.00 58.13
Ohio 11,694,389.00 5,982,981.00 51.16
Oklahoma 9,803,662.00 8,381,841.00 85.50
North Carolina 9,638,888.00 1,132,510.00 11.75
Michigan 7,188,156.00 4,055,985.00 56.43
All State Totals 955,351,612.00 653,735,819.00 68.43
Data Source:  NCIS 6-B Adjusted Verified Totals as of 07/10/2014.
© National Crop Insurance Services 07/2014.
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2013 US MPCI LOSS RATIO BY STATE
All Crops • All Losses • All Policies

Data Source:  RMA Summary of Business as of 06/17/2013.
Prepared by National Crop Insurance Services 06/2013.
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Alaska 3
Hawaii 0

TOP 20 
STATES 
FROM MPCI

STATE PREMIUMS LOSSES LOSS RATIO %

North Dakota 1,105,296,707 1,113,410,000 100.73
Texas 1,073,849,175 1,536,934,094 143.12
Iowa 946,702,684 2,038,385,429 215.31
Kansas 851,784,002 956,451,866 112.29
Minnesota 826,048,028 1,325,722,044 160.49
Illinois 824,259,279 664,657,802 80.64
South Dakota 823,130,052 406,656,267 49.40
Nebraska 729,901,858 539,522,928 73.92
Indiana 468,662,863 180,772,935 38.57
Missouri 424,891,303 433,282,560 101.97
Ohio 325,391,191 90,373,695 27.77
California 288,765,386 127,390,734 44.12
Wisconsin 283,106,477 460,040,794 162.50
Oklahoma 254,326,737 321,747,382 126.51
Colorado 243,324,874 402,890,988 165.58
Montana 214,530,610 113,137,972 52.74
Michigan 196,437,986 101,472,533 51.66
North Carolina 165,077,484 155,356,532 79.64
Kentucky 165,952,781 61,801,927 37.24
Georgia 150,788,457 112,785,496 74.80
All State Totals 11,795,691,191 12,027,632,643 101.97
Data Source:  RMA Summary of Business as of 07/07/2014.
Prepared by National Crop Insurance Services 07/2014.
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Act in 1938. Under the Act, the Federal gov-
ernment began to provide multiple peril crop 
insurance to farmers. While the government 
covered delivery expenses, no premium sub-
sidies were provided then. For the early years, 
participation in the Federal program was quite 
low. Low participation, coupled with a series 
of crop disasters during the 1960s and 1970s 
resulted in the Federal government providing 
farmers with costly disaster payments that 
were 100 percent subsidized, that is, taxpayer 
funded. The succession of disaster programs 
ultimately generated Congressional interest in 
improving crop insurance to replace costly, un-
predictable, and off-budget disaster payments. 
This gave rise to the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act of 1980, which created the public-private 
partnership that we know today, with private 
companies delivering the program and the 
Federal government providing oversight and 
reinsurance capacity. Premium support for 
farmers was introduced with the 1980 Act, in 
hopes of increasing farmer participation. Be-
ginning with 1981, producer premium was 
subsidized at 30 percent for coverage up to 65 
percent of expected yield. No support was pro-
vided for premium for the portion of coverage 
above 65 percent of expected yield. 

With the introduction of Federally provid-
ed premium support, crop insurance partici-
pation increased but remained low, primarily 
because of the presence of other government 
programs, available at no cost to farmers. At 
the time, traditional farm programs, coupled 
with disaster payments, were providing ad-
equate farm income support. However, new 
legislation in 1994, 2000 and 2008 provided for 
increased levels of premium support, setting 
the stage to make crop insurance the primary 
risk management tool that farmers would de-
pend upon. During this time frame, the scale 
and scope of disaster programs and traditional 
farm programs were gradually reduced. Today 
premium support or subsidy—referred to here 
as the premium discount—differs by the type 
of unit insured, coverage level and plan of in-
surance. For example, discount schedules are 
different for individual farm yield and revenue 
plans of insurance, area plans of insurance and 
livestock plans of insurance. Compared to tra-
ditional farm income support, with crop insur-
ance, farmers do not receive a direct cash sub-
sidy. Farmer premium is discounted and then 
farmers only receive a payment in the event of 
a verifiable crop indemnity.

Affordability in Perspective
Premium discounts, as a share of produc-

ers’ income, vary by crop, region and insur-
ance coverage level. To put this into context, 
it is useful to provide some estimates by crop 
and country-wide. For corn, the crop with 
the highest insured value, premium discounts 
totaled $2.83 billion in 2013. Gross income, 
or production value, of the 2013 corn crop is 
now estimated at about $62 billion, thus crop 
insurance premium discounts were equal to 4.6 
percent of the crop value. For wheat, premium 
discounts totaled $1.25 billion in 2013 and the 
gross value of production was $14.63 billion, 
so premium discounts equaled 8.5 percent of 
production value. For all U.S. crops, premium 
discounts totaled $7.29 billion in 2013, and 
gross income for farmers (total cash receipts 
from market sales) is estimated at $216 billion. 
Thus, crop insurance discounts accounted for 
only 3.4 percent of overall gross income from 
all U.S. crops in 2013. Taking this a step further, 
farm support is less than two cents per meal 
and accounts for less than one quarter of one 
percent (approximately 0.19%) of the Feder-
al budget. In perspective, premium discounts 
represent only a small relative share of the val-
ue of agricultural production or farm program 
outlays. Discounted crop insurance premiums 
are a good investment to help stabilize farm 
and rural economies. 

Delivery Expense and 
Affordability

An important and often misunderstood 

element of crop insurance affordability is the 
Administrative and Operating (A&O) pay-
ment. A&O payments are made to companies 
on behalf of the farmer to cover servicing and 
delivering the policy. These payments made to 
the Approved Insurance Providers (AIPs) have 
been oftentimes misrepresented as subsidy or 
profit to the industry when, in fact, the A&O 
payment is a key component of affordability. 
The payments go toward delivery expenses that 
the farmer would otherwise be required to pay. 
As financial pressure has increased in recent 
SRA negotiations and Farm Bills, A&O pay-
ments have been substantially reduced. Suffice 
it to say, reductions in A&O aimed at the deliv-
ery system could ultimately affect affordability 
in the long run vis-à-vis service levels provided 
by the industry. Not the subject of today’s con-
versation, but in next issue of TODAY®, we will 
deal with private sector viability and the issue 
of A&O.

The Case for Affordability
The fundamental purpose of the premium 

discount and A&O payments is to make crop 
insurance affordable for farmers so that cov-
erage is widespread and the need for disaster 
payments is eliminated. Government provides 
this support to farmers to increase their par-
ticipation. Affordable premiums result in more 
widespread coverage, which reduces financial 
risk for farmers and taxpayers and contributes 
to the financial stability of the food produc-
tion sector. With more widespread coverage, 
the pool of insured farmers is larger and more 
diverse. This allows for efficient spread of risk 
and keeps premiums lower in the long run.

Contrary to the critics, there is strong 
U.S. support for crop insurance premium 
discounts. How do we know this? First, since 
the 1980 Act, Congress has steadily increased 
the level of the farmer discount to achieve the 
policy objective of improving the level of crop 
insurance affordability enabling more farmers 
to purchase adequate coverage and thereby re-
ducing the political demand for ad hoc disaster 
assistance. In February 2014, a new Farm Bill 
was enacted that will govern farm programs for 
the next five years. Deliberation over the bill in-
cluded a healthy debate of the issue of premium 
support. Upon final passage of the bill, Con-
gress maintained current premium support 
levels and provided new programs with addi-
tional premium support. This sustained level of 
Congressional assistance would not have been 
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After 175 years of better equipment,  
we’ve set our sights on better crop insurance.

Innovation is at the heart of John Deere Insurance Company. The financial stability 
of John Deere helps us invest in agent training and simplified business processes. 
Advances in technology help lower your operating costs so your business can 
grow faster. All of it adds up to more profits for you and your customers.  
 
What Color Is Your Crop Insurance? 
 
To become a John Deere crop insurance agent today,  
call 877-853-4749 or visit  www.WhatColorIsYourCropInsurance.com/Agent

CR0811015 Litho in U.S.A. (13-12) 

John Deere Insurance Company of Johnston, Iowa, issues crop insurance products through its Managing General Agent and affiliate, John Deere Risk Protection, Inc. (DBA in California as JDRP Crop Insurance Services). 
John Deere Insurance Company and John Deere Risk Protection are equal opportunity providers. Coverage is subject to availability, terms and conditions. John Deere Insurance Company is not licensed or does not do 
any insurance business in AK, CT, D.C., HI, MA, ME, NH, NV, NY, RI, and VT. John Deere Financial is not an insurance company.  

Agent_Crop Insur_JP2_JDRP3074.indd   1 12/16/13   9:56 AM
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At ADM Crop Risk Services, we’re constantly investing 
in new, leading-edge technology to help you work 
faster and smarter, with innovations like:

• Mobile crop insurance quotes—available
online and off.

• Stronger, better infrastructure for faster
(up to 10x) claims processing.

• New streamlined frames for consistent,
effi cient batch printing of mapping booklets.

And so much more. 

At ADM CRS, we’re not just committed to technology. 
We’re committed to your bottom line. 

To learn more about the benefi ts of working with 
ADM CRS, visit admcrs.com today.

Cutting-edge 
technology.
Designed for your bottom line.

The products and services described here are written by ADM Insurance Company (not licensed in AK, CA, CO, FL, HI, ID, MN, NH, NM, NY, RI, VT, WA or WY) Home Offi ces 
Princeton, NJ and reinsured to Agrinational Insurance Company. The insurance products described here are subject to availability and qualifi cations. Other terms, conditions and 
exclusions may apply. Not all products are available in all states. This does not constitute an offer of any product in any jurisdiction.

ADM Crop Risk Services

888-5ADMCRS  |  www.admcrs.com
© 2014 Archer Daniels Midland Company
ADM Crop Risk Services is an Equal Opportunity Employer.

adm004539 CRS Agent Ads.indd   1 1/9/14   1:53 PM



CropInsurance TODAY

With “tweet this” and “app that” it is hard 
not to get caught up in the excitement of all 
of the new technological options. Thinking it 
might be time to slow down, we decided to 
spend a brief moment bragging about one of 
our favorite advancements—the digital Crop 
Insurance TODAY® magazine. 

This digital magazine is an online version 
of the printed publication of the TODAY® mag-
azine. As simple as this sounds, the electronic 
version of the magazine provides much more 
than that. This version of TODAY® magazine in-
cludes a combination of convenience, personal-
ized capabilities, interactive features and the lat-
est information, providing you with an efficient, 
more informative way to read the magazine. 

Accessibility
Technology has increased one’s ability to 

access anything, at any time, and anywhere, 
and the electronic magazine is no exception. 
If you have access to the Internet, you have 
access to the magazine. By visiting www.crop-
insuranceinamerica.org or www.ag-risk.org, 
the TODAY® magazine is at your fingertips.

Anything. The website hosts not only the 
most current edition of TODAY®, but five years’ 
worth of archived magazines. No longer need-
ing to store the publication yourself, the digital 
magazine refreshes your memory for you.

Any time. Once you are connected to 
www.cropinsuranceinamerica.org, go to the 

Headlines & Media Page. Click on the TO-
DAY® MAGAZINE tab. Choose the magazine 
edition you want, and start reading. 

Anywhere. Going somewhere with no 
Internet access? No problem! The electronic 

magazine allows you to download any edition 
onto a laptop or tablet so that you will never 
have to go without a great read!

TIP: Save the magazine’s home 
page to your favorites folder or 

The Future  
of TODAY®

By Hannah Wiebelhaus, NCIS Intern
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download the files to your computer 
for quicker access.

Customized
The best part about this digital magazine 

is that accessibility is only one of its count-
less benefits. The capabilities of the elec-
tronic magazine allow you to read TODAY®  
magazine in tailored ways, unlike the hard-
copy magazine. 

If you are looking for a leisurely read, flip 
through the pages manually and review one 
or two pages at a time. If you are looking for a 
specific page, use the page tracker located in 
the top left corner of the screen and quickly 
cut down your search time. 

For a broad overview, the online edition 
also breaks up the magazine based upon its 
layout. When reading the magazine for the 
first time, the table of contents lists each sto-
ry with their corresponding page number, 
along with an image of the page layout. This 
gives you a great understanding as to what 
is included in the magazine, and where you 
can find it. 

For a detailed look at the magazine, use 
the search engine to find key words and/or 
phrases. The search engine also has the abil-
ity to search one edition, or the entire publi-
cation of the magazine. This is a great way to 
research a specific topic!

Furthermore, the online program allows 

you to make personal comments, or flag pag-
es, on any page of the magazine. Better yet, 
rest assured knowing all of your personalized 
edits will be saved to the device you used. The 
combination of these three features makes for 
a great refresher for your memory, and a sim-
ple way of saving your spot. 

TIP: Reading an article that 
continues later on in the magazine? No 
more shuffling, simply click continue!

Interactive
You are able to learn more about certain 

items in the magazine, because you are al-
ready connected to the internet. The internet 
is a great source of information and the digital 
magazine takes advantage of this.

Hyperlinks have been made throughout 
the online magazine edition to company lo-
gos, website addresses, and certain words. 
Hyperlinked is a quick way of saying that by 
clicking on whatever has been linked (usually 
shows up in blue), it will send you to a corre-
sponding webpage.

Currently the magazine includes links 
to advertisements, specific website address-
es, images, and certain words. So next time 
you want to know more about a company, 
you are only a click away from finding out 
more. This is convenient for any reader, 
but also great news for those who want to 
advertise! 

The hyperlinks greatly increase the likeli-
hood that a reader will interact with the ad-
vertisements located in the digital TODAY® 
magazine. Furthermore, the paperless edition 
allows for more room for special ads, includ-
ing, but not limited to, band cards—an adver-
tisement that essentially covers a portion of 
the front-page of the magazine. 

TIP: In the top right corner of your 
screen are icons, which allow you 
to share pages with others through 
email or social media sites.

Dynamic
A convenient feature is that the soft-

ware used to develop the digital magazine is  
compatible with all Internet browsers. No 
matter which browser you use, the magazine 
will look and function flawlessly. This is also  
reassuring to know when sharing the source 
with others. 

The only requirement when using the 
electronic magazine is Adobe Flash Player. 
This is only necessary when saving the mag-
azine onto your computer—meaning there is 
no need for lengthy downloads of a program 
you have never heard of before.

As stress-free as the software, the mag-
azine is maintained and updated even after 
being published. Different from the printed 
version of the TODAY® magazine, the online 
version provides the most current news on 
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every story at all times. The electronic version 
will never be out of date; another reason to 
read the online magazine. 

TIP: Ditch the glasses! Use the 
zoom button to get an up-close 
and personal experience with your 
magazine TODAY®!

It is easy to start listing all of the bene-
fits provided to you by the digital TODAY® 
magazine: quicker read, latest news, links to 
more information, etc. But there are some 
things you might miss. Switching over to 
the digital magazine will mean that there 
won’t be pages for you to scribble on with 
your pen, there will be less mail for you 

to anxiously await, and there won’t be as 
much clutter on your desk. Besides these  
losses, we encourage you to test out the  
online magazine. 

How do I find the magazine online?
 1. Go to: www.cropinsuranceinameri-

ca.org
 2. At the top of your screen, click on 

Headlines & Media
 3. You will find the TODAY® Magazine Tab
 4. Once on the page, have your pick at 

which magazine you would like to read! 

How do I use the magazine features?
All tools and features are located 

at the top of your screen. 

Click on the Facebook icon 
if you want to “like” a page. 

Simply log into your Facebook account 
and the magazine will do the rest!

Linkedin allows you to share 
an update, send a page to an 

individual, or post to twitter all at  
one time. 

After logging into your Twitter 
account, tweet your thoughts 

on the magazine. The link to the page 
will automatically be posted with your 
message.

The Table of Contents breaks 
down the magazine with a list 

of each story along with an image of 
each page.

This icon will direct you to 
a new page with a link to 

download the entire magazine. The 
application requires Adobe AIR, which 
can be installed at the same time. 

Printing options include page 
ranges or individual pages. 

Select which pages you want by 
entering the page number, or click on 
the page image.

Having troubles? Lists 
of answers are available 

regarding each tool and keyboard 
shortcuts. FAQs are provided by the 
software company, who you can also 
contact through their product support 
services. 

Inside the toolbox you will 
find six options: search the 

publication for keywords; flag and 
add notes to a page; change your 
settings; view the magazine one 
page at a time; share a direct link to 
the magazine through email or social 
media; access archived magazines.

To get a better look at the 
magazine, use the Fullscreen 

mode; when you are finished reading, 
use the escape button to resume 
back to your regular window.

“TUTORIALS”: 

ViewMagazineOnline
www.cropinsuranceinamerica.org
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RP HPE is similar to RP, however RP
HPE coverage provides protection
against loss of revenue caused by price
decrease, low yields or a combination
of both.  Unlike RP, the revenue protec-
tion guarantee for RP HPE is based on
the projected price only and it does not
increase based on a harvest price.
Crops covered under this plan include
barley (includes malting type),
canola/rapeseed, corn, cotton, grain
sorghum, rice, soybeans, sunflowers,
and wheat.

YP provides protection against a loss
in yield due to unavoidable, naturally
occurring events.  For most crops, that
includes adverse weather, fire, insects,
plant disease, wildlife, earthquake, vol-
canic eruption, and failure of the irriga-
tion water supply due to a naturally
occurring event.  Like the APH (Actual
Production History) plan of insurance,
YP guarantees a production yield
based on the individual producer’s
APH.  Unlike the APH plan of insur-
ance, a price for YP is established ac-
cording to the crop’s applicable
commodity board of trade/exchange
as defined in the Commodity Ex-
change Price Provisions (CEPP).  The
projected price is used to determine
the yield protection guarantee, pre-
mium, any replant payment or pre-
vented planting payment, and to value
the production to count.  The cover-
age and exclusions of YP are similar to
those for the APH plan of insurance.
An indemnity is due when the value of
the production to count is less than the
yield protection guarantee.  The main
crops covered under this plan include
barley (includes malting type),
canola/rapeseed, corn, cotton, grain
sorghum, rice, soybeans, sunflowers,
and wheat.

Revenue protection provides protec-
tion against a loss of revenue caused
by price increase or decrease, low
yields or a combination of both (for
corn silage and rapeseed, protection is
only provided for production losses).
This coverage guarantees an amount
based on the individual producer’s
APH and the greater of the projected
price or harvest price.  Both the pro-
jected price and harvest price are es-
tablished according to the crop’s
applicable commodity board of
trade/exchange as defined in the Com-
modity Exchange Price Provisions
(CEPP).  While the revenue protection
guarantee may increase, the premium
will not.  The projected price is used to
calculate the premium and replant
payment or prevented planting pay-
ment.  An indemnity is due when the
calculated revenue (production to
count x harvest price) is less than the
revenue protection guarantee for the
crop acreage.  Crops covered under
this plan include barley (includes malt-
ing type), canola/rapeseed, corn, cot-
ton, grain sorghum, rice, soybeans,
sunflowers, and wheat. (Please note
the “Maximum Price Movement” for
rapeseed and corn silage on the fol-
lowing page.)

Abbreviation – Code YP – Plan 01 RP – Plan 02 RP HPE – Plan 03

Yield Protection Revenue Protection RP with the Harvest
Price Exclusion

CropInsurance TODAY

Crop Insurance    Plan Comparison
The NCIS Crop Insurance Plan Comparison (CIPC) has been updated for the 2013 crop year and is current as of July 1, 2014. This popular 

NCIS product is designed for use as a quick reference job aid for crop insurance company personnel, crop insurance agents and producers alike.
The CIPC is a thorough, yet compact list of major crop insurance plans of coverage. It includes a general overview and a side-by-side  

comparison of the available insurance products which are available on a national or almost-national basis.
Please note that the products and product topics summarized in this chart are NOT all-encompassing and do NOT substitute for the policy 
provisions. Please refer to the policy provisions and/or contact your company for a complete description of the available coverages and their 

terms and conditions.
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GRP coverage is based on the ex-
perience of the county rather than
individual farms, so while main-
taining the insured’s actual produc-
tion history is encouraged in the
event individual coverage is pur-
chased in a subsequent year(s), it
is not required for this program.
GRP indemnifies the insured in the
event the payment yield falls
below the insured’s trigger yield.
The Federal Crop Insurance Corpo-
ration (FCIC) will issue the payment
yield in the calendar year following
the crop year insured.  Since this
plan is based on county yields and
not individual yields, the insured
may have a low yield on their farm
and not receive payment under
GRP.

Like GRP, GRIP is based on the ex-
perience of the county rather than
individual farms, so while main-
taining the insured’s actual pro-
duction history is encouraged in
the event individual coverage is
purchased in a subsequent
year(s), it is not required for this
program.  A GRIP policy includes
coverage against potential loss of
revenue resulting from a signifi-
cant reduction in the county yield
or commodity price of a specific
crop.  When the county yield esti-
mates are released, the county
revenues will be calculated.  An
indemnity is due under GRIP
when the county revenue pub-
lished by FCIC is less than the
trigger revenue.  Since this plan is
based on county revenue and not
individual revenue, the insured
may have a loss in revenue on
their farm and not receive pay-
ment under GRIP.   The Harvest
Revenue Option (HRO) Endorse-
ment is available for GRIP (see
below). 

GRIP HRO is GRIP but with an
added Harvest Revenue Option.
For additional premium, this op-
tion offers “upside” harvest price
protection by valuing lost bushels
at the harvest price in addition to
the coverage offered under GRIP.
GRIP HRO will pay a loss when
the county revenue is less than
the HRO trigger revenue which is
calculated using the higher of the
projected price or harvest price.

APH is the oldest insurance product
listed on this comparison.  The APH
plan of insurance provides protection
against a loss in yield due to nearly all
natural disasters.  For most crops, that
includes drought, excess moisture,
cold and frost, wind, flood and un-
avoidable damage from insects and
disease.  Like YP, the APH plan of in-
surance guarantees a yield based on
the individual producer’s actual pro-
duction history.  Unlike YP, the avail-
able price elections are established by
the Risk Management Agency.  An in-
demnity is due when the value of the
production to count is less than the lia-
bility.  Of the small grain crops, only
oats, rye, flax, and buckwheat remain
covered under the APH plan of insur-
ance for the 2013 crop year. 

GRP – Plan 04 GRIP – Plan 06 GRIP HRO – Plan 05 APH – Plan 90

Group Risk
Plan 

Group Risk
Income Protection

GRIP with the 
Harvest Revenue

Option
Actual Production

History

Crop Insurance    Plan Comparison
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CROP INSURANCE PLAN COMPARISON
YP RP RP HPE

Plan Code 01 02 03

Coverage individual yield individual revenue individual revenue

Insures Against production loss revenue loss due to increase or decrease revenue loss due to decrease in price, low
in price, low yield, or combination of these yield, or combination of these

Administrative Fee $30 - $300 CAT $30 - no CAT available $30 - no CAT available

Available Unit Structure basic, optional, enterprise, 1whole-farm basic, optional, enterprise, 1whole-farm basic, optional, enterprise, 1whole-farm

Applicable Price(s)/ percentage elected by insured of projected price and harvest price projected price and harvest price
Price Election(s) projected price defined by CEPP defined by CEPP defined by CEPP

Maximum Price not applicable harvest price not to exceed projected price harvest price not to exceed projected price
Movement x 2.00 (except for corn silage and rapeseed x 2.00 (except for corn silage and rapeseed

for which the harvest price=projected price) for which the harvest price=projected price)

Coverage Level Percent 50%, 55%, 60%, 65%, 70%, 50%, 55%, 60%, 65%, 70%, 50%, 55%, 60%, 65%, 70%,
Available 75%, 180%, 185% 75%, 180%, 185% 75%, 180%, 185%

APH required required required

Acreage Report required required required

Written Agreement available Available, but cannot establish Available, but cannot establish
revenue protection when coverage revenue protection when coverage
for crop is not provided in the state for crop is not provided in the state

Guarantee yield protection guarantee = APH revenue protection guarantee = APH revenue protection guarantee = APH
approved yield x coverage level x approved yield x coverage level x greater approved yield x coverage level

projected price of projected price or harvest price x projected price

Rating continuous individual yield rated continuous individual yield rated continuous individual yield rated

Premium (1) rate x liability x applicable (1) rate x liability x applicable (1) rate x liability x applicable
adjustment percentage factor(s), adjustment percentage factor(s), adjustment percentage factor(s),

(2) result of 1 x subsidy, (3) result of 1-2 (2) result of 1 x subsidy, (3) result of 1-2 (2) result of 1 x subsidy, (3) result of 1-2

Subsidy Amount CAT=1.00; basic & optional units @ 50% basic & optional units @ 50% coverage basic & optional units @ 50% coverage 
coverage level=.67; 55-60%=.64; 65-70% level=.67; 55-60%=.64; 65-70%=.59; level=.67; 55-60%=.64; 65-70%=.59; 
=.59; 75%=.55; 80%=.48; 85%=.38; for 75%=.55; 80%=.48; 85%=.38; for 75%=.55; 80%=.48; 85%=.38; for 
enterprise units @ 50-70% coverage level enterprise units @ 50-70% coverage level enterprise units @ 50-70% coverage level

=.80; 75%=.77; 80%=.68; 85%=.53; =.80; 75%=.77; 80%=.68; 85%=.53; for =.80; 75%=.77; 80%=.68; 85%=.53; for
*whole-farm unit whole-farm units @ 50-75% coverage whole-farm units @ 50-75% coverage

level=.80; 80%=.71; 85%=.56 level=.80; 80%=.71; 85%=.56

High-Risk Land eligible for coverage eligible for coverage eligible for coverage

High-Risk Land Exclusion available available available

Hail and Fire Exclusion available; however, restricted available; however, restricted available; however, restricted
for a whole-farm unit for a whole-farm unit for a whole-farm unit

Replanting Requirements applicable applicable applicable

Replanting Payments available available available

Late Planting Provisions applicable applicable applicable

Prevented Planting Provisions applicable applicable applicable

Notice of Loss required required required

Loss Adjustment Procedure yes yes yes
Required

Indemnity If the production to count x projected price the production to count x harvest price is the production to count x harvest price is
is less than the yield protection guarantee less than the revenue protection guarantee less than the revenue protection guarantee 

x insured acres x insured acres x insured acres

1See the County Actuarial information to determine availability.
*Currently there are no commodities filed and insured under this insurance plan for which coverage is offered based on whole-farm units, so no subsidy factors are filed as of the date shown.
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GRP GRIP GRIP HRO APH
04 06 05 90

area yield area revenue area revenue individual yield

county-wide production loss county-wide revenue loss county-wide revenue loss production loss

$30 - $300 CAT $30 - no CAT available $30 - no CAT available $30 - $300 CAT

one unit per county one unit per county one unit per county basic, optional, 1enterprise, 1whole-farm

45% (CAT), or 60%-100% of 60%-100% of maximum dollar 60%-100% of maximum dollar amount percentage elected by insured of
maximum dollar amount of pro- amount of protection based of protection based on  higher of price election determined by the
tection based on expected price on expected price expected and harvest price Risk Management Agency

not applicable downward: no limit upward:  harvest downward: no limit upward:  harvest not applicable
price limited to 200% of expected price limited to 200% of expected

price (per Special Provisions) price (per Special Provisions)

65% (CAT), 70%, 75%, 80%, 85%, 90% 70%, 75%, 80%, 85%, 90% 50%, 55%, 60%, 65%, 70%,
70%, 75%, 80%, 85%, 90% 75%, 180%, 185%

not required not required not required required

required required required required

available available available available

policy protection = dollar policy protection = dollar policy protection = dollar amount of production guarantee = APH
amount of protection per acre amount of protection per acre protection per acre x net acres x HRO approved yield x coverage level

x net acres x net acres policy protection adjustment factor

area yield rated area yield rated area yield rated continuous individual yield rated

(policy protection x rate x (policy protection x rate x (policy protection x rate x (1) rate x liability x applicable
0.01) - subsidy 0.01) - subsidy 0.01) - subsidy adjustment percentage factor(s),

(2) result of 1 x subsidy, (3) result of 1-2

CAT=1.00; @ 70-75% coverage @ 70% coverage level=.59; @ 70% coverage level=.59; CAT=1.00; basic & optional units @ 50% 
level =.59; 80-85%=.55; 90%=.51 75-80%=.55; 85%=.49; 90%=.44 75-80%=.55; 85%=.49; 90%=.44 coverage level=.67; 55-60%=.64; 65-70%

=.59; 75%=.55; 80%=.48; 85%=.38; for
enterprise units @ 50-70% coverage level

=.80; 75%=.77; 80%=.68; 85%=.53;
*whole-farm unit

eligible for coverage eligible for coverage eligible for coverage eligible for coverage

not available not available not available available

not available not available not available available; however, restricted
for a whole-farm unit

not applicable not applicable not applicable applicable

not available not available not available available

not applicable not applicable not applicable applicable

not applicable not applicable not applicable applicable

not required not required not required required

no no no yes

the payment yield is less than the the county revenue is less than the the county revenue is less than the the production to count x price election is
trigger yield (expected county yield trigger revenue (expected county yield HRO trigger revenue (expected county less than the value of the production

x coverage level) x expected price x coverage level) yield x the greater of expected or guarantee x insured acres
harvest price x coverage level)

Current as of March 21, 2013 © 2014 National Crop Insurance ServicesCurrent as of July 1, 2014

CROPINSURANCE TODAY®  47



Expands INDUSTRY AWARDS
NCIS VisitWebsite

ag-risk.org

The NCIS industry awards were established in 2001 to honor 
those individuals who provide exemplary service to the industry as 
a whole and/or to producers. The award criteria has been changed 
slightly and a new award category has been added. 

Outstanding Service Award
This award is presented to a crop insurance agent or individual 

outside of the industry who provides exceptional service indus-
try-wide and outstanding outreach efforts to all farmers, especially 
limited-resource and/or socially disadvantaged farmers.

Industry Leadership Award
This award, targeted primarily to members of the NCIS region-

al/state cop insurance and/or NCIS standing committees recognizes 
individuals who are directly involved in the crop insurance industry 
and who consistently serve the industry by providing outstanding 
leadership. One award may be given to a member of a regional/state 
crop insurance committee and/or a member of a standing committee.

Lifetime Achievement Award
This new category of award will be given to those people who have 

served or are currently serving in leadership capacities within the in-
dustry who exhibit(ed) outstanding leadership, guidance and knowl-
edge to and of the crop insurance industry.

Criteria for all awards are:
 1. Unyielding personal and business ethics.
 2. Demonstrated service above and beyond the crop insurance 

industry.
 3. Represents themselves, their company and the crop insurance in-

dustry well.
The winners will be presented with their awards at the crop insur-

ance industry annual convention held in February of each year.
All nominations must be submitted in writing to NCIS by October 

15, 2014, for awards to be presented at the 2015 Annual Convention. 
For nomination information and forms to be submitted, please visit 
the NCIS website at www.ag-risk.org to download. If you have any 
questions regarding the criteria or whom is eligible for the awards, 
please contact Laurie Langstraat at NCIS at lauriel@ag-risk.org or 
913-685-2767.

Continued from page 38

possible without overall public support. The 
new Farm Bill did reduce the funding for tra-
ditional price and income support programs, 
which more than offset the costs of the new 
crop insurance provisions. 

In late March, after people had time to con-
sider the new Farm Bill and what it offers, NCIS 
conducted a national opinion poll to assess the 
public’s attitudes about agriculture and farm 
policy. The poll showed that the general public 
has a very favorable view of farmers and cur-
rent farm policy. A majority of Americans sup-
port the use of crop insurance to manage farm 
risk, with farmers paying a portion of the cost 
and the government paying part, as opposed to 
traditional farm programs. Lastly, and inter-
estingly enough, economic theory sheds some 
light on this issue. Ongoing economic analysis 
conducted at NCIS indicates that the use of 
subsidized crop insurance is socially preferable 
(optimal) from the government’s perspective 
when compared to after-the-fact (ex-post) ad 
hoc disaster payments. [“Political Economy of 
Crop Insurance Risk Subsidies Under Imper-
fect Information,” Drs. Harun Bulut and Keith 
Collins, presented paper at the Agricultural and 

Applied Economics Association meeting, August 
4-6, 2013, Washington, D.C.] In essence, eco-
nomic theory further substantiates that dis-
counting farmers’ use of crop insurance has a 
public benefit. 

Where to Now?
Unfortunately, no sooner than the ink 

was dry on the new Farm Bill, critics attacked 
crop insurance in the appropriations process, 
including a proposal to cut an additional $23 
billion from crop insurance on top of the over-
all cuts for production agriculture contained in 
the 2014 Farm Bill. Crop insurance affordabil-
ity will be greatly influenced by the continuing 
efforts to reduce Federal budget deficits. These 
efforts will also be a continuing source of de-
bate over the appropriate level and structure 
of premium discounts and how farmers will 
be eligible to receive them. Supporters of crop 
insurance and industry stakeholders must be 
ever vigilant to ensure that crop insurance re-
mains affordable in order to promote a finan-
cially healthy farm sector.

In closing, crop insurance has come a long 
way and is now the essential element of the 
farm safety net. Availability and affordability 

must remain key to continued success of the 
crop insurance program. In our next issue we 
will discuss the importance of private sector 
viability.

With that, we hope you enjoy this issue of 
TODAY® that contains the second article in a 
two-part series on PRISM, a detailed climate 
and weather system developed by Oregon State 
University and used by several crop insurance 
companies for verification of crop losses. The 
2013 NCIS agronomic research results are 
summarized and there is an in-depth look at 
the NCIS Crop-Hail Wheat and Corn School 
written by NCIS’ summer intern, Hannah Wie-
belhaus. We also provide a look at how the in-
dustry is working with RMA to implement the 
2014 Farm Bill and there is a summary of the 
2013 MPCI and Crop-Hail premium and loss 
ratio data. Just shy of 50 pages, the August issue 
is packed with great information for everyone. 

(I am indebted (as always) to Dr. Keith 
Collins for providing much of the background 
material for this piece. In addition, apprecia-
tion goes to Linda Kovelan, Laurie Langstraat, 
and Phillip Hayes for suggestions and editorial 
support. Any remaining errors are the sole re-
sponsibility of the author.)
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Never underestimate the power of 
 flexibility. 

Scientific evidence suggests that flexibility 
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about PriceflexTM, a crop insurance product that 
allows greater flexibility in marketing crops by 
providing added protection from fluctuating prices. 
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Thanks to Rain and Hail, settling a claim is not a long, drawn-out process. That’s because 
we equip our agents and adjusters with a full range of products and technological support 
they need to respond faster. For more than 90 years, our fair and honest approach has 
made the inevitable storms a little easier to weather. So, what are you waiting for?

800.776.4046  |  www.rainhail.com
Get the neighborly advice and trust you need. Call and partner with us today.

The calm before (and after) the storm.

The ACE Group of Companies
Rain and Hail Agricultural Insurance

This institution is an equal opportunity provider and employer.


