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he 2012 average corn
and soybean yields for
counties and districts

in Iowa were released in late
February 2013. This information
is collected by USDA’s National
Agricultural Statistics Service
(NASS) each year using the
December Agricultural Survey
and County Agricultural
Production Survey. Through the
Ag Decision Maker website, we
provide this data in Information
Files A1-12 and A1-13, Historical
Yields by County, which show
county averages from 2003

Handbook updates

For those of you subscribing to the
handbook, the following new updates
are included.

Federal Gift Taxes — C4-23 (2 pages)

Federal Estate Taxes — C4-24 (4
pages)

Farmland Value Survey - Realtors
Land Institute — C2-75 (2 pages)

Please add these files to your
handbook and remove the out-of-date
material.

continued on page 6

through 2012. This information
is helpful for seeing trends in
yields over the past 10 years.
Information File A1-14, Iowa
Corn and Soybean Yields, also
shows the 10-year average yield,
and the year and yield results
for the highest and lowest years
for each county in the past

10 years. This information is
helpful in developing corn and
soybean budgets, cash-flow
projections or other types of
analysis for producers in which
the actual production history is
not available. The crop yields are
reported in bushels per harvested
acre; some programs such as
Average Crop Revenue Election
(ACRE) use bushels per planted
acre.

NASS conducts the December
Agricultural Survey (DAS)

each year to establish state and
national estimates of row crops
such as corn and soybeans. The
County Agricultural Production
Survey is also conducted each
year to collect data that are

Collection of county yield data, how does NASS do it?

by Ann Johanns, extension program specialist, 641-732-5574, aholste@iastate.edu

combined with the DAS data and
used to establish the county level
yields. Each year, a combined
15,000 randomly selected
operators in lowa are interviewed
for these surveys. The operator
reports the whole farm’s planted
and harvested acreage, yield and
production for corn, soybeans
and hay. They also are asked to
report acres rented from someone
else. Other crops such as wheat
and oats are collected earlier in
the year.

The data are collected using
several methods: mail, telephone
interview, personal interview

or the operator can even report
electronically. Data collection
begins in late fall and continues

continued on page 2
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Collection of county yield data, how does NASS do it?, continued from page 1

through mid-January. Trained enumerators

or census takers collect the data. The same
enumerators are used to collect data for NASS year-
round. Strict guidelines are followed in all states to
ensure comparable results on a national level.

Several steps are taken to verify the accuracy of the
reports. The first step is a check for reasonableness,
and any questionable results are double-checked
with the operator. The results are then entered
into a secure computer system and checked again
for extreme yields and outliers in the data. At this
point, the data are ready to be analyzed. NASS uses
a system called Interactive Data Analysis System
or IDAS. With this program, they can graphically
look at all data that has been reported. It can be
broken down by district and county at this point
as well. During this phase, outliers are once again
identified but by district and county. These are
checked once more with the operator for accuracy.

515-294-6354, harl@iastate.edu

or well over 700 years, the legal system in
F the common-law world has been oriented

toward preventing the exploitation of land
resources by tenants. Initially, that orientation was
protective of the king with socage tenure assuring
tenants the opportunity to lessen the value of the
king’s land by waste or poor husbandry, but more
recently landlords of all types have been the ben-
eficiaries of that position of the law. That feature of
the common law is in accord with the public inter-
est inasmuch as the human family is dependent
upon the productivity of tillable land for survival.

In recent years, higher land values and higher cash
rents coupled with the economic stress of drought
and other weather adversities have combined to
underscore the importance of the law as one of the
major ways of assuring that land tracts are not mis-

The data are then summarized by district and
county (or point estimates) for acreage planted
and harvested, as well as yield. The summary
indications are compared against “administrative
data” from the Farm Service Agency (FSA) and
Risk Management Agency (RMA) at the county
level. Established estimates are reviewed by the
NASS Agricultural Statistics Board in Washington,
D.C. This board reviews lowa estimates as well

as other states to check for consistency and once
again for accuracy. After this final review, the
acreage and yield estimates are published and made
available online.

Summary information is available on the Ag
Decision Maker website. For other county
estimates, including other crops, livestock and
farm numbers, visit the NASS website for lowa at:
www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Iowa/index.

asp.

Conflicts between landlord and tenant*

by Neil Harl, Charles F. Curtiss Distinguished Professor in Agriculture and Emeritus
Professor of Economics, lowa State University, Ames, lowa, Member of the lowa Bar

managed for the short-term benefit of the tenant.
Disputes over the removal of corn stalks (referred
to as corn stover) from the rented land by a cash
rent tenant represent just one of the numerous
ways a tenant’s interest may be more in the short-
term benefits rather than in the long-term pro-
ductivity of the land. On the other hand, the law
has continually demonstrated that the restraints
imposed on tenants should not place a tenant in an
economic straitjacket, either.

Waste or substandard husbandry

A tenant’s obligation to preserve the leased prem-
ises includes the duty to refrain from commit-
ting waste or engaging in substandard husbandry
practices. That includes prohibiting the cutting
down of trees or destruction of buildings or other

continued on page 3
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Conflicts between landlord and tenant, continued from page 2

structures on the land. Procedurally, the landlord’s
remedy is to bring an action for waste. Courts
have long recognized that significant reductions in
productivity affect the landowner negatively and
reduce the value of the land in question. A remedy
is provided when that occurs or is threatened.

Under an agricultural lease, the law has long im-
plied a covenant by the tenant, if it is not expressly
so stated in the lease, to manage the land in accor-
dance with the rules of good husbandry. The courts
have tended to view favorably the generally ac-
cepted practices in the community and the duty of
the courts is to sanction those who fall short of that
standard but not to stand in the way of what is be-
lieved to be good practices as technologies and eco-
nomic incentives change. As an example, plowing
up areas that heretofore had not been the subject of
cultivation without owner approval has been con-
sidered by a trial court as substandard husbandry.
However, on appeal the appellate court held that,
in the absence of an express provision in the lease
limiting cultivation of the land in question, the
best husbandry was viewed as tilling the acreage in
question to grow corn. Courts have tended to view
acts and practices that deplete the soil or otherwise
diminish the owner’s reversionary interest in the
property as objectionable including overgrazing

of pasture lands, destroying fruit trees, removing
manure from the premises instead of spreading it
on the land, and overloading a barn intended to

be used for the storage of hay with grain, meal and
fertilizer, causing the collapse of the structure.

Violating wetlands rules

A 2012 appellate case in lowa has provided a mod-
ern-day view of how the courts view the shortcom-
ings of tenants. In that case, the tenant was one of

Viake: EXMCETI

four siblings who owned the land in question. The
tenant in 2008 planted 8.7 acres of corn in two dif-
ferent areas on the farm that had been designated
as wetlands by the United States Department of
Agriculture under a Congressionally-passed pro-
gram in the Food Security Act of 1985. The penalty
was the refund of $152,093.38 in 2008 government
farm program payments and the CCC loans he

had received as well as $385 in conservation re-
serve program payments. Later, the penalties were
rescinded for the three land owners who were not
tenants. The owners then proceeded to terminate
the lease with the tenant, which had until 2018 to
run. The tenant restored the wetlands for the 2009
Crop year.

The three landlords who were not tenants brought
an action to terminate the lease. The trial court and
appellate court agreed that the farm tenant cured
the material breach under the lease. which allowed
the multi-year lease to continue. The lease con-
tained a good husbandry clause and imposed other
stewardship duties on the tenant that were intend-
ed to protect the land. However, the tenant cured
the “material breach” by restoring the wetland
after one year and so avoided forfeiture of the lease
(which, the court noted, involved a “minimal” cash
rent of $85 per acre).

As the appellate court noted, there is a longstand-
ing principle that “equity abhors a forfeiture.”
Termination of the lease was not considered an
equitable remedy by the courts.

*Reprinted with permission from the Feb. 15, 2013, issue of
Agricultural Law Digest, Agricultural Law Press Publications,
Kelso, Washington. Footnotes not included.
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insurance bushels

Maker
Consider spring and summer price rallies for selling

by Steven D. Johnson, farm & ag business management field specialist, lowa State University

Extension and Outreach, 515-957-5790, sdjohns@iastate.edu

uncertainty that influences new crop futures

price focuses back on the Northern Hemi-
sphere. That's where the majority of the world’s
corn and nearly one-half the soybeans are pro-
duced. Futures prices tend to become more volatile
than those witnessed during the winter months.

In most years during March and April, weather

Besides weather for early planting, attention will
be on the USDA Prospective Planting Intentions
report to be released on March 28, 2013. This will
be the first glimpse of farmers’ planting intentions
drawn using scientific sampling methods. The final
Acreage Report will not be released until June 28,
2013.

A rally in the new crop December corn futures
price happens nearly every year in March and
April. The December futures contract tends to
move higher, and remains relatively high until at
least mid-June when more is known about the
planted acreage and yield prospects. New crop No-
vember soybean prices often rally in the late spring
or early summer months. These higher new crop
futures prices during the spring and early summer
months are referred to as the Seasonals.

of February for the average December corn futures
and November soybean futures. These prices are
used to determine the revenue guarantee for each
insured crop as well as the premium to be paid in
the fall. The key to RP is that if the harvest price
increases (October average for those same futures
contracts) the revenue guarantee reflects the higher
of these two prices. That’s a real advantage if there’s
a shortfall of contracted insurance bushels because
that higher harvest price will be reflected in the
final indemnity payment.

Look at the line graph below that features 12 years
(2001 to 2012) of historical corn price data. The
darker colored line is the projected price and the
lighter colored line is the harvest price. Only five of
those 12 years, and in each of the last three years,
is the harvest price higher than the projected price.

Overlaying these lines are diamonds with prices
representing the December corn futures contract
high each of those 12 years from March until
September. This period of time is referred to as the
spring/summer high price or the seasonal highs.
Note that for all 12 years the December corn

§9.00

Determining your insurance

Corn Insurance Prices vs. Seasonal Highs

bushels
Because most Corn Belt farmers take

$8.00

§7.00

emgus Projected Price (February)
Harvest Price (October)

# Spring/Summer High Price (Mar. thru Sept.)

$7.99 L

Revenue Protection (RP) crop insurance,
they have the ability to tie pre-harvest
marketing of their insurance bushels for
delivery. That's because RP guarantees a

§6.00 -

§5.00

farm’s Actual Production History (APH) | **
times the level of coverage elected (65%, | sso0 sz
70%, 75%, 80% and 85%). - ‘:*
These insurance bushels are guaranteed | $.o-

at the higher of two prices: the pro- 4000 |
jected price determined in the month s

S * )
~ ~ )
§ 0§ 8

continued on page 5
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Consider spring and summer price rallies for selling insurance bushels, continued from page 4

futures price high was above the projected price.
Only the years of 2006 and 2010 did this high not
exceed the harvest price.

The conclusion might be that new crop December
futures price highs in the seven-month period of
March to September provides an opportunity to
make some sales of a portion of these insurance
bushels. The highest December corn futures prices
on the chart occurred on June 27, 2008, August 29,
2011, and August 10, 2012. In most years prior to
2008, this seasonal high for corn occurred in the
months from March until June.

New crop pricing opportunities
Remember, with the use of Revenue Protection
(RP) crop insurance both yield times price or
revenue is guaranteed. These insurance bush-

els are guaranteed at the higher of two different
futures price: the projected price or the harvest
price. Combine this understanding of RP annually
with the sale of guaranteed insurance bushels after
March 1 and before harvest. March 1 is the date
that projected prices are known, thus a pre-harvest
sales objective could be established.

Since most years, new crop December corn and

November soybean futures prices tend to rally in
the spring and summer months, the ability exists
with RP crop insurance to sell for delivery all or a

contracts require the delivery of a specific quality
and quantity of bushels. The forward cash contract
fixes both the futures price and the basis when the
contract is initiated, thus the cash price for deliv-
ered bushels is known.

However the HTA contract leaves the basis open,
but fixes the futures price. If a farmer thinks that
the basis might improve prior to delivery, then an
HTA contract is preferred. The farmer will still
want to pay attention to the basis being offered for
that delivery period. The basis should be set well in
advance of delivery of these bushels. This involves
discussing with your grain merchandiser plans for
setting that basis on HTA contracts and the specif-
ics for delivery of those bushels and cash settle-
ment.

The line graph below features those same 12 years
of historical soybean data. The darker colored line
is the projected price each year since 2001. The
lighter colored line is the harvest price for those
same years. In six of those 12 years, and in three
of the past five years, the harvest price is actually
higher than the projected price.

Diamonds with prices overlay these lines and rep-
resent the November soybean futures contract high
each of those 12 years from March until September.
Note that for all 12 years the November soybean

portion of your insurance bushels.
The goal in 2013 might be to sell

Soybean Insurance Prices vs. Seasonal Highs

$18.00 .
some guaranteed bushels when T A 31:37 $17.89
futures prices are at least above il i e e s
these projected prices, which are ' 4

$14.00 -

# Spring/Summer High Price (Mar. thru Sept.)

$5.65/bu. for corn and $12.87/bu

for soybeans. $12.00 -
$10.00 -
For corn and soybeans in 2013,
many missed the opportunity to $8.00
sell new crop bushels last August 6500
or September at high prices. A '
new goal might now be to sell a $4.00
portion of your guaranteed insur- 6200

ance bushels in the spring and

summer months. Cash sales can be
. Lt &N

made using forward cash or hedge- s 5

~ I T F T
§f & § & & 5 & § § $§

to-arrive (HTA) contracts. Both

continued on page 6
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Consider spring and summer price rallies for selling insurance bushels, continued from page 5

futures price high was above the project-
ed price. Only in the years of 2003 and 2010 did
this seasonal high not exceed the harvest price.

Conclusion

The decision to take Revenue Protection (RP) crop
insurance in 2013 now provides the ability to pre-
harvest sell for delivery a portion of your guaran-
teed new crop corn or soybean bushels.

Selling these insurance bushels between March and
September is often complimented by the seasonal
highs occurring in those months. A goal in 2013
might be to sell some of these guaranteed bushels
when futures prices are above the projected prices,
which are $5.65/bu. for corn and $12.87/bu for
soybeans.

Updates, continued from page 1

Internet Updates

Current Profitability

Corn Profitability — A1-85

Soybean Profitability — A1-86

lowa Cash Corn and Soybean Prices — A2-11
Season Average Price Calculator — A2-15
Ethanol Profitability — D1-10

The following decision tool has been updated on www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm.
Financing Stages for Start-up Businesses — C5-91 (2 pages)
Types and Sources of Financing for Start-up Businesses — C5-92 (4 pages)

The following files and tools have been updated on www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/info/outlook.html.

Biodiesel Profitability — D1-15
Returns for Farrow-to-Finish — B1-30
Returns for Weaned Pigs — B1-33
Returns for Steer Calves — B1-35
Returns for Yearling Steers — B1-35

... and justice for all

Permission to copy

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimina-
tion in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color,
national origin, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs,
sexual orientation, and marital or family status. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Many materials can be made avail-
able in alternative formats for ADA clients. To file a complaint of
discrimination, write USDA, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W,

Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington,
DC 20250-9410 or call 202-720-5964.

Issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, Acts of May 8
and November 30, 1914, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Cathann A. Kress, director, Cooperative Extension Ser-
vice, lowa State University of Science and Technology, Ames, lowa.

Permission is given to reprint ISU Extension and
Outreach materials contained in this publication via
copy machine or other copy technology, so long as
the source (Ag Decision Maker lowa State University
Extension and Outreach) is clearly identifiable and the
appropriate author is properly credited.




