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Chairman HUMPHREY. Gentlemen, I have a time problem this after-
noon, and will have to leave shortly. If it would be possible, I would
like to ask Dr. Abel to give us a summary of the OTA Food Advisory
Committee report. I would ask you gentlemen to bear with us for a
little while and permit us to ask you questions later. Dr. Abel, would
you please come forward.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARTIN ABEL, DIRECTOR, ECONOMIC DEVEL-
OPMENT CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA, MINNEAPOLIS,
MINN.

Dr. ABEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The chairman of the Food Advisory Committee, Dr. Clifton Whar-

ton regrets that he could not be here and has asked me to represent
the committee for him.

I would like to make a few comments on the report of the Food
Advisory Committee of the Office of Technology Assessment, Food,
Agriculture, and Nutrition Information Systems: Assessment and
Recommendations. While the views expressed are my own, I have con-
sulted with and benefited from the views of other members of the Food
Advisory Committee in the preparation of my remarks.

The Food Advisory Committee report contains 12 recommenda-
tions for improving food, agriculture!, and nutrition information sys-
tems. These recommendations deal with (a) ways by which the Con-
gress can strengthen its own capabilities to deal with ever-growing
amounts of information; (b) ways to eliminate obsolescence and im-
prove the timeliness and reliability of food and agricultural data:
(c) the need to improve information on fertilizer, a key agricultural
input; (G?) the need to strengthen information systems dealing with
current domestic and world food and agricultural situations; (e)
development of new technology for improving crop forecasts that
utilizes satellites; (f) improving nutrition information systems; and
(g) improving international food and agricultural information

systems.
The Technology Assessment Board has already heard from several

people who have commented on the Food Advisory Committee re-
port and its recommendations. The recommendations stand by them-
selves. I shall confine my remarks to actions the Congress might take
to implement in the near future some of the recommendations of the
report that appear to be of vital importance to our information sys-
tems, and to the status of further work being done by the Food
Advisory Committee on improving nutrition information.

The first two recommendations deal with how the Congress can
stengthen its own information and analytical capabilities through
(a) increasing the analytical capabilities of staffs of the agricultural
committees and the agricultural specialists in the Congressional Re-
search Service, and (b) making fuller use of the analytical capabili-
ties in the executive agencies and the land-grant universities. We
recommend that the Congress move quickly in Implementing these two
recommendations. Their implementation would provide valuable addi-
tional staff capacity to help the Congress implement the other recom-
mendations of the Food Advisory Committee report.

We recommend that congressional action to improve its own staff
capability not be limited to increasing the number of professional
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staff members. Attention should also be given to how to make the
professional staff resources more responsive to the needs of the
Congress.

Improved communication and coordination of activities among, the
Congressional Research Service, Office of Technology Assessment,
General Accounting office. Congressional Budget Office, and staffs
of the agricultural committees could eliminate unnecessary duplica-
tion of effort and achieve a sharper focus of the work of the various,
staffs on the important issues that confront the Congress.

These congressional organizations have the authority and resources
to draw on a wide range of expertise in the executive branch, in uni-
versities. and in the private sector. Coordinated use of these respect ii-e
authorities and resources could make more readily available to the
Congress a greater amount of information and expertise than is pres- 
ently the case.

The, Food Advisory Committee and the testimony by Howard W.
Hjort highlighted the need to improve the analytical capability and
objectivity of the Department of Agriculture in the preparation of
supply-demand estimates nationally and internationally. Mr. Hjort
outlined several weaknesses in the present system related to inade-
quate data collection. Inadequate analytical work, and the organiza-
tional structure responsible for the preparation of supply-demand
estimates with the USDA. Mr. Hjort made several recommendations
as to how the USDA could improve supply-demand estimation work
including reorganization of units of FAS and ERS within the USDA
to achieve better coordination of effort, improved analytical capac-
ity, and greater objectivity.

We recommend that either the Joint Economic Committee or the
agricultural committees hold hearings on what USDA is doing or
plans to do to improve the quality of its supply-demand estimates.
We also recommend that these hearings focus on the need to create
an economic intelligence unit within USDA as a way to improve the
reliability and objectivity of national and international supply-de-
mand estimates. We think it is important that this unit be independent
of the operating agencies of USDA, whose interests may impair the
reliability of the information generated.

With respect to obsolescence-of data. the Food Advisory Committee
recommends that either the Joint Economic Committee or one or both 
of the agriculture committees request the Secretary of Agriculture to
establish an agricultural statistical review committee to propose to the
Congress and appropriate executive agencies ways to modernize, coor-
dinate, and standardize data series on food and fiber.

The appropriate committees of the Congress might. early in 1976,
request the Secretary of Agriculture to act on the recommendation.
A report of the statistical review committee established by the Secre-
tary might. be made to the Congress within 6 to 9 months. Information
would then be available to the Congress and executive agencies for
action in 1977 on modernization of our food and fiber data series.

In a similar fashion. the congressional committees which have juris-
diction over the Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Census
data activities could in early 1976 request a study of a joint Depart-
ment of Agriculture-Bureau of Census committee on the feasibility of
integrating the staff and activities of the Agricultural Census into the
statistical reporting services of the Department of Agriculture. There
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could be a report to the Congress within 6 months on this matter. If
integration of functions is feasible and desirable, legislation to accom-
plish it could be proposed earl in 1977.

theOur committee feels that  present division of responsibility for
data collection seriously impairs the quality and quantity of data being
collected and required to run an effective ‘agricultural information
system. This unhappy situation needs to be resolved as quickly as pos-
sible. To date, no action has been taken to reconcile the differences
between the Department of Agriculture and the Agricultural Census.

In a paper prepared for the OTA Board, Dr. Harry Trelogan deals
with the issues and problems involved.1 For example, in the 1969 agri-
cultural census there was incomplete reporting of the magnitude of
17.6 percent and evidence indicates that the problem is as bad if not
worse in the 1974 census.

The inadequacy of data on Soviet food and agriculture continues
to be a problem. While the June 1973 agreement on agricultural coop-
eration with the Soviet Union has provided the United States with
additional data, as Assistant Secretary Richard E. Bell pointed out,
● bThere has been little progress in acquiring data to enable an improved
assessment of current production and foreign trade prospects. The
Soviets have not yet demonstrated a willingness to implement the for-
ward estimates provision of the Agreement." Yet these are the crucial
data needed to achieve orderly production planning and marketing by
the United States.

The recent long-term grains agreement between the United States
and the Soviet Union is an alternative way of obtaining some informa-
tion from the Soviets about trade prospects. However, this agreement
is only a partial answer to minimizing the erratic price movements in
grains caused by large changes in Soviet purchases. The Soviets are
free to buy grain from other countries which, like the United States,
do not have accurate and timely information on either Soviet grain
production or trade intentions. Thus, the Soviets can still influence
U . S .  m a r k e t s  t h r o u g h  t h e i r  t r a d e  b e h a v i o r  w i t h  o t h e r  g r a i n  e x p o r t i n g
countries.

It may be time for the agricultural committees to take another hard
look at just how far we have come in getting needed information from
the Soviet Union, why we are not getting more information, and what
can be done about it. It may be. as some have suggested, that the Soviet
information system does not produce timely information on produc-
tion and, therefore, trade prospects. If this is the case, it might be
worth considering ways by which the United States might help
improve the timing and reliability of Soviet data. If. on the other
hand, such collaboration is not possible or desirable, then continued
efforts will have to be made to find ways to keep the Soviet Union from
unduly disrupting world grain markets.

Additional recommendations of the report deal with ways by which
the United States can help other countries improve their agricultural
information systems. We recommend that the Congress request the
appropriate executive agencies to encourage and support development
of FAO's efforts to expand its global information and early warning
system on food and agriculture, consistent with resolution XVI of the
1974 World Food Conference.

1 See P. 326.
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Amen other things, strengthening of domestic food and agricul-
ftural in ormation in other countries will be required. The Statistical

Reporting Service has valuable experience and expertise for doing
this. Consideration might ’be given to the Statistical Reporting Service
playing a bigger role in assisting other countries to improve their food

d an  agricultural information systems. The United States might also
provide financial assistance to these nations for this purpose.

The Food Advisory Committee recommends that the Agency for
International Development be directed to place high priority in its
foreign assistance program on helping less developed countries im- .

rove their information s stems, including the use of advanced in-
Zformation technology. T e appropriate congressional committees

might in 1976 explore with AID how it can expand its technical as-
sistance efforts to improve national agricultural information systems.
This exploration could be part of the appropriation hearings for
the fiscal year 1977 budget.

One aspect of the report requires further comment. The Food Ad-
visory Committee indicated their ( plans to consult further with

kleading nutritional scientists and ma e recommendations for estab-
lishing a continuing nutritional status surveillance program.>> The
Food Advisory Committee report quoted the testimony of the Nutri-
tion and Special Groups Panel of the June 1974 national nutrition
policy study, in which concern was expressed that "recent studies
have added little to our knowledge and completely ignore questions
which we feel must be answered if the United States is to develop a
sane and equitable nutrition policy.))

The Food Advisory Committee report went on:
Nutrition scientists also are not fully agreed on the significance and reliabil-

ity of specific tests for nutrition deficiencies. Information on nutritional status
also involves consideration of nutritional-related public health issues, where
in many instances cause and effect relationships are not clearly established.
It is because of these problems that little progress has been made in establish-
ing a monitoring and surveillance program as recommended by the 1969 White
House Conference.

Since information on the nutritional status of target groups on a
timely and continuing basis is essential to the development of policies
and programs, it is essential that the Congress and other agencies of
government have accurate and timely information on the nutritional
status of target groups in order to develop and implement effective “
policies and programs.

Since other areas of nutritional concern are so dependent upon the
quantity and quality of information concerning the nutritional status 
of individuals and target population groups, the Food Advisory Com-
mittee plans to review national nutrition surveillance and related
programs and make recommendations on alternative ways to provide
the information required for developing and implementing nutrition
policies and programs.

I have a statement prepared by a subcommittee of the Food Advi-
sor-v Committee that goes into more detail concerning the plans
and activities of the Food Advisory Committee in the nutrition area
and I would like to submit that for the record.

Mr. BROWN. Without objection that will be inserted in the record.
[The above-referred-to statement of Dr. Nesheim follows:]
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STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT NESHEIM, CHAIRMAN , NUTRITION PANEL OF THE
FOOD ADVISORY COMMITTEE BARRINGTON, ILL.

In June 1975, the Food Advisory Committee (FAC) issued their preliminary
assessment and recommendations on food, agriculture, and nutrition informa-
tion systems. One of the assumptions underlying their recommendations is the
need for a national nutritional status surveillance program. The FAC indi-
cated their “plans to consult further with leading nutritional scientists and
make recommendations for establishing a continuing nutritional status sur-
veillance program.” The FAC report quoted the testimony of the Nutrition
and Special Groups Panel of the June 1974 National Nutrition Policy Study,

. in which concern was expressed that “recent studies have added little to our
knowledge and completely ignore questions which we feel must be answered
if the United States is to develop a sane and equitable nutrition policy.” The
FAC report went on:

"Nutrition scientists also are not fully agreed on the significance and reliabil-
ity of specific tests for nutritional deficiencies. Information on nutritional status
also involved consideration of nutritional-related public health issues, where
in many instances cause and effect relationships are not clearly established. It
is because of these problems that little progress has been made in establishing
a monitoring and surveillance program as recommended by the 1969 White
House Conference.”

Thus, one of the results of this report was the development of a nutrition
panel as a sub-group of the FAC, whose immediate goal is to assess the quantity
and quality of the nutritional information necessary and available to Con-
gress and the improvements that can be made in this regard.

The Panel is chaired by Dr. Robert Nesheim, Vice-President of Research and
Development, Quaker Oats Company. The other panel members are Mr. Arnold
Mayer, Legislative Representative, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher
Workmen of North America; and Mrs. Esther Peterson, President, National
Consumer League and consumer advisor to the president of Giant Food Incor-
porated.

Additionally, in September a nutrition conference workshop was held in con-
junction with the Community Nutrition Institute. The workshop report provides
a basis for exploring the impact of food technology on nutritional values of food
and also analyzes the effectiveness of the RDA as a nutritional standard. This
report will provide a sound background for present, proposed, and future assess-
ments.
Nutrition Information Assessment

Although Congress has passed dozens of bills affecting the nutritional status
of Americans, surprisingly little is known about the nutritional status of this
nation. In an effort to alleviate hunger and the manifold problems related to it,
numerous food delivery programs have been legislated and implemented. These
programs are aimed at providing food to the target populations believed to be
most in need of supplemental nutritional assistance. Thus these programs
attempt to provide a level of nutritional sufficiency to the target population.
This assumption raises many poignant questions relating to the quantity and
quality of the information which Congress received prior to making these deter-
minations. How is the target group selected? Who are the nutritionally deficient
in this nation? What are their deficiencies? Why do deficiencies exist in their
diets?

a. Inadequate purchasing power.
b. poor selection of food items from money available.
c. Cultural food habits.
d. Inadequate preparation facilities. etc.
What are the nutritional requirements of the population? Are these programs,

in fact, meeting their intended objectives?
Because of the serious implications these questions raise as to the adequacy

of channels of nutrition communication and the quality of information avail-
able, the nutrition panel will explore in depth the nature of available and neces-
sary nutrition information and examine how it might be used in Congress.

In an effort to assess the extent and adequacy of nutritional information, it is
essential to study the various components of the nutrition process and the infor-
mation flow related to it.
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Although several studies are presently being undertaken or considered which
involve analysis of various components that we will evaluate, it is important
to note from the outset that their thrust is not identical to ours.

The National Center for Health Statistics, HEW, is now administering
Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys (HANES) to obtain data
for use in national health program planning. Although the information is
being collected on a rather small scale, this will be among the information net-
works that our assessment will evaluate. Furthermore, the Administration is
considering the establishment of a multi-agency federal food consumption data
bank. It is anticipated that our assessment will be of assistance in establishing
and implementing such a system. It should also be pointed out that the Food and
Nutrition Board of the National Academy of Sciences will be updating the
Recommended Dietary Allowance (RDA) guidelines in the near future. Such
an effort, however, will not overlap or infringe upon the nutrition panels pro-
posed undertaking.

This assessment will, in fact, analyze the information input and utility of the 
RDA to the consumer and, if necessary, propose improvements. It is anticipated
that our assessment may utilize and analyze other studies being done, but it is
not expected to duplicate the research effort of these studies.

Before Congress makes any decisions regarding food delivery programs,
members should be aware of the nutritional state in this nation, Thus it is  im-
perative that a knowledge of the nutritional status of the population and its
various segments be obtained. Several attempts have been and are presently
being made to accomplish this formidable task.

Presently, there are government agencies gathering varied and often over-
lapping nutrition information. Both the USDA and HEW are involved in food
delivery programs and have to some extent gathered nutritional information
and statistics relating to the nation’s population. There is, however, no clear,
concise understanding of exactly what or how much information each agency
collects or distributes or whether the frequency of the surveys is adequate. Neither
has there been an analysis of the collection processes. If a national surveillance
System is to be implemented, an evaluation of the information presently being
collected would be a first step. This system should indicate the magnitude and
extent of nutritional deficiencies by geographical area, income level, age group,
ethnic group, and other identifiable characteristics. It would be necessary to
evaluate proposals for surveillance systems considering such questions as: How
should the sample to be monitored be drawn? Are there particular groups which
should be observed because of suspected nutritional problems? Should the infor-
mation be gathered by a government agency or through a contractual agreement
with a private firm?

How often should the information be reported? How shall it be collected?
Moreover, it would be necessary to consider the type of information which
might be collected: Should the monitoring be conducted on a random sample of
the population or merely on certain specified target groups? Should the existing
food delivery systems be monitored for effectiveness in their ability to reach
their target groups and/or for the nutritional quality of the food delivered?
Nutrition surveys tend to be expensive and time-consuming. Are there innovative -

approaches that can yield timely and useful information on a cost-effective basis ?
These are some of the most obvious questions, the answers to which would help

Congress determine if a survey and surveillance is feasible or even desirable.
our objective will be to explore the questions that would have to be addressed
in establishing a surveillance system, evaluate the information that we have pres- 9
ently and/or need to obtain, and outline the alternative surveillance options
available to Congress.
Food Consumption

Since people require nutrients but eat foods to obtain these nutrients, it is
important that we have sound information on what people eat. First, we must col-
lect and analyze the existing surveys of food consumption, most notably the
USDA’s Household Food Consumption Survey (HFCS). This should be evaluated
with regard to the adequacy of the survey’s consideration of differences between
the total household consumption and the consumption level of individual family
members as well as differences between consumption levels based on age, sex,
ethnic group. income. and geographical areas, Varying food consumption habits
result in deviations in nutrient intake.

Thus. it is essential to monitor food consumption habits to maintain informa-
tion on the nutritional status of key segments of the population and thus gain
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some insight into the nutritional status of the population. In this respect, we
should analyze the differences in quality and type of food consumption for each
group and the effect of these differences on the health of individuals within a
particular group. The end result will be to state the options available for imple-
menting a survey of food consumption with cost and feasibility alternatives.

We will, at the same time, attempt to synthesize the existing information
into a cohesive framework. In doing so, we will gain insight into the quantity
and quality of information that is currently available, how these sources of
information contrast with each other, and how they can be improved.
Food Composition

. Because people eat food but require nutrients, it is essential to determine the
nutrient. composition of specific foods, both processed and unprocessed. Many
recommendations have been made as to possible methods of analyzing food com-
position. It is important to determine what these theories are, how they relate
to each other, and where they differ Additionally. these must be assessed in terms
of their ability to be implemented in a continuous and consistent manner for
all foods.

The USDA has for years been determining and recording the composition
of a broad spectrum of the foods available for American consumption, Known
as Handbook 8, this volume has been relied upon by all segments of the food
delivery chain for ready reference on food composition. Thus one task before the
nutrition panel will be to examine Handbook S to determine if it provides
a comprehensive analysis in terms of food surveyed and nutrients enumerated
ability to remain current, validity of findings, and dissemination of information
t to the public in a comprehensible manner.

Consideration should also be given to the following:
Which nutrients are or should be included in the analysis?
Does the Handbook properly reflect the influence of processing and stor-

age on nutrient content of foods as delivered to the consumer?
Does the processing and storage technology differentially affect the

nutrient content of food? What are the trade-offs in terms of food avail-
ability, nutrient preservation and economic viability ?

Thus the assessment should evaluate whether it is in fact possible to validly
and in a meaningful manner analyze the nutrient content of foods in light of
tile technology applied in the food chain and to summarize it in a meaningful
way which can provide timely and useful information for use by the various users
of this data.
Nutrient Requirenments

Nutrition is intrinsically related to health. It is impossible, however, to recom-
mend nutrient intake levels of individuals without an evaluation of the nutrient
requirements of these individuals. Moreover, an assessment of nutrient require-
ments should evaluate the feasibility of considering the varied requirements
of different segments of the population based on age, sex. present state of health,
and environmental situation.

Any assessment of nutrient requirements should also examine the RDA-what
it is, what information it utilizes and provides, and how effective it is. Particular
attention should be given to the RAD and its users, since this is used extensively
in measuring adequacy of nutrient intakes. recommending diets. evaluating
nutritional needs, etc. Further, other suggestions for establishing nutrient require-
ments should be considered and analyzed with attention to ease of obtaining
information, cost, timeliness of obtaining results, and the validity of applying
the information to the target population.

What we must bear in mind in considering each of these components is that
this assessment will deal with information options rather than with policy
alternatives. By enumerating the nutritional components and evaluating the
available information in terms of quantity. quality, what information is needed
find how, or if, it can be obtained, we will have completed the first step towards
helping Congress to formulate a nutrition policy. If this is to be achieved. it is
only with quality information in sufficient quantity that responsible decisions
can be made.

OTA’s Board has approved a request by Congressman Tom Foley, chairman,
House Committee on Agriculture: Senator Herman Talmadge, chairman, Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry : Senator George McGovern, chair-
man, Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs; and Senator
Humphrey to develop and evaluate alternatives in U.S, food policy. This request



344

will initiate a number of OTA studies to be undertaken in the next year. Initially,
the staff and advisory panels will assess available nutrition information, nutri-
tion gaps, and research priorities. This overall assessment will provide us with
an opportunity to evaluate numerous aspects of nutrition in America and develop
alternatives to issues which will be useful to Congress when considering nutri-
tion policy alternatives.

This assessment is expected to be conducted simultaneously with the nutrition
information project, with which we are presently involved. By the year’s end
we believe we will have made a significant contribution to the nutrition informa-
tion needs of Congress, whether it be for individual legislation or comprehensive
nutrition policy formation.

Mr. BROWN. We want to express our appreciation. I know the Board
will pay close attention to the full report, particularly Senator Hum-
phrey who has played the leading role in encouraging the work of
your committee, and it will be included.

Would any of the other members of the Food Advisory Committee
like to add any comments of their own with regard to the report,
or their activities with regard to the committee?

Mrs. PETERSON. I would like to submit a statement for the record.
Mr. BROWN. Without objection it will be made a part of the record

at this point.

STATEMENT OF ESTHER PETERSON, VICE-PRESIDENT, CONSUMER PROGRAMS,
GIANT FOOD, INC., LANDOVER, MD.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Technology Assessment Board, I appreciate the
opportunity to present my views on the activities of the Food Advisory Com-
mittee of the Office of Technology Assessment from the consumer viewpoint.
I have served on many advisory committees, and I hope to continue to do so.
Few, however, have been more challenging or more elusive than the Food
Advisory Committee.

My perspective has developed through daily contacts with consumers in the
supermarket.

I work every day with customers who ask me for help about how to make wise
choices among the foods in our stores. (10,000-12,000 items) A growing number
want to know how to make their food purchases more meaningful to their diet
and health. Consumers want expert advice, and I have been trying to find
experts to provide that advice.

I can find experts who disagree with other experts;
I can find experts who tell me that consumers are expecting more than science

can deliver;
I can find experts who tell me that we need a lot more research and

information;
But it’s hard to find experts who can help consumers by providing reliable 

standards to deal with a food system where man’s technology may have more
influence on nutrition than Mother Nature.

I face many problems as a consumer advocate as I testified before the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology last September.

For Example:
1. We are told that on the average Americans eat twice as much protein as

they need. In our diet, protein sources are the largest single cost item. If we
need less protein, how do consumers adjust their food planning to this condition?
There is no official acknowledgement of this overconsumption rind, therefore, no
public resources are available to supply educational information and materials.
Instead, the Congress passed a bill from the Agriculture Committee which would
have Congress endorse a public policy to eat more meat. It is back in committee
now, I’m told, but not because the public is to be informed of the facts or told
of the dietary options they should consider. No, it’s only because the two Houses
cannot quite agree on the wording of the same fundamental policy to eat more
meat.

2. There are problems which arise because technology has gotten way ahead
of our understanding of nourishment. For thousands of years, nature has put
trace elements in our food. We have adapted to them. In less than 50 years,
however, man has put “trace elements” in our food supply as “additives”.
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Now some of our children seem to be telling us that technology’s trace ele-
ments, these additives, are having strange and harmful effects on their health. Dr.
Benjamin Feingold, a physician who has studied the effect of technology’s trace
elements in children, has evidence that seems to show that diet control can
reverse hyperkineses, or hyperactivity.

Some food technologists and some in the nutrition field argue that food addi-
tives are necessary and essential to sustain our food system. But a sharply ris-
ing cancer rate makes consumers question how much longer we can tolerate con-
tinuing changes in our environment which includes the foods we eat.

Scientists say we must conduct research and evaluate the data from these
conflicting viewpoints. But in the meantime, what is the consumer supposed to
do? Life is not a process of waiting for experts to agree on research topics.

3. What about nutrient changes in pre-plated and fully processed meals, in-
cluding those served in and outside of our homes and in some school lunch pro-
grams? A large part of our population eats at least one meal outside the home
every day. Here we find ourselves confronted with more technological innova-
tions in preservation and preparation, the effects of which are fundamentally
unknown. We are way beyond cooking and freezing as the consumer understands
it; using the stove and refrigerator freezer is as far as most o?’ us have pro-
gressed. Once again, we just don’t know what’s happening to the food we hope
is nourishing us. We don’t know the answer to the question, “Is it nourishing?”
To say nothing about taste!

4, Technology has made possible the growing and processing of fresh fruits
and vegetables for quantity production. Let us not forget that ultimately these
products must be eaten. Fresh fruits and vegetables are technologically ripened,
colored and processed to preserve freshness and to extend their handling time.
In some cases, these products carry pesticide residues, and they may be sprayed
with a waxy substance to seal them from the atmosphere; Experts set residue
limits and they tell us the coating substances are safe, but the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration proposed banning PVC (polyvinyl-chloride) coatings on citrus
fruits as a health hazard. Who should the consumer believe? What can I tell
consumers? I wish policy could be bent more toward the position of “when in
doubt, leave it out”.

5. Food grading illustrates where consumers’ buying needs are beyond agri-
culture’s thinking. We all are aware that the food grading systems follow no
uniform standard, and they are very confusing to consumers. I applaud the pro-
posed rationalization of these grades by the USDA, but still the basic intent is
not to serve the consumer’s need for nutritional information. Food grading is
cosmetic. It is a description of appearance.

Most of us have eyes. We may not judge appearance like the experts, but really
we can make an approximation suitable for our needs. What consumers don’t
know is nutritional value. What’s not talked about to the public is that grades,
as done now, are not signs of nutritional quality. In fact, I’m told that the nutri-
tional content of all the grades is quite similar. Where does this leave the con-
sumer? When we buy for quality we are paying more than necessary for
nourishment.

Consumers want and need this very basic information and yet we do not appear
to have the data to develop a nutritional grading system. Of course, it may be
that we will not need a nutritional grading system for some processed foods if
we develop such programs as percentage of ingredient labeling in conjunction
with nutritional labeling. The aim must be basic nutrition information for the
consumer.

6. Processing may reduce or eliminate nutrients from food. It also can re-
store nutrients and add others which were never an important part of the basic
food.

In a few instances, such as Vitamin “D” in milk, or iodized salt, the added
nutrient was placed there largely as a public health measure.

However, in typical fashion, some food processors have assumed that if some
is good, then more is even better. Now we find ourselves with highly fortified
cereals and snack foods, and the prospect of much more.

We are in the position of wanting a food supply that is nourishing, but we do
not know for certain what is happening to our health because of the nutrients
being lost, or why they are disappearing, and we are not prepared to say what
will happen to the nutrients we are adding to food products. We do not know if
there is a cumulative effect, nor do we know whether the loss of one nutrient will
cause harmful effects because it was necessary to the function of another nu-
trient, or if the adding of one will unleash harmful properties in still another.
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These are the implied questions in the consumer query: “What’s a good cereal
for my child?” It isn’t a simple question, and there is no easy answer.

It is from these day to day problems of consumers that I derive my perspective
on the Food Advisory Committee.

We were charged with advising Congress on the impact of technology on the
food system.

As I recall, we had some difficulty at the outset in defining the purpose of our
activity, and in identifying the particular goals we would hope to achieve. The
decision was to assess the agriculture information systems and to improve their
capability for agricultural policy planning. This was at a time when the very
structure of policy development in agriculture seemed to be disintegrating, when
the cost of food was rising very fast and its availability to U.S. consumers did not
appear to be a national priority.

I felt and tried to indicate, that we were starting at the wrong place. I tried
to say so, and thought no one was listening. It seemed to me that we had to
define the policy framework within which an information system would func-
tion. Otherwise, it seemed we were saying, in effect, that the breakdown in the 
food and agriculture policy could be corrected by simply improving some of the
internal data mechanism and evaluation procedures. We were chasing mosquitos
and ignoring the swamp.

I expressed these thoughts in three letters of dissent to the Food Advisory
Committee Report, one to Clif Wharton and one to Mim Daddario on June 10th.
1975, and a later letter of clarification to Clif Wharton on July 30th. I would
appreciate these letters being made part of the record. I ask this to illustrate
the difficulty that a lay person encounters while trying to bring policy matters
into focus for the benefit of the end user.

I am thankful, Senator Humphrey, to note that you held a hearing in Decem-
ber where three papers on the shape of a food-farm policy for the future was
presented. Two of those papers dealt with the substance of food-farm policy,
including one co-authored by my fellow committee member. Lauren Seth. The
third paper analyzed the administrative structure which has evolved within
the executive branch to deal with food policy issues. a structure which reflects
the absence of a food policy and the inability of Secretary Butz to recognize
the problem. I wish I could have heard the discussion at the time those papers
were presented, and I wish they had received greater public attention. But I
am pleased that OTA has now begun to set down a frame of reference in which
to consider food and farm policy issues.

I would like in this testimony to add a consumer dimension to the policy
structure which has been proposed, primarily to ensure that policy considera-
tions include both food and farm issues. The two are but one sphere, although
too often the food problems are treated as the dark side of the moon, never
visible.

For clarification purposes, I want to define food policy as a framework for
issues of concern to users of food, or consumers. Farm policy relates to issues
of concern to producers, and is production oriented.

Farm policy and food policy obviously have many common features; there
are more similarities than differences and the differences are often matters of 
emphasis. Food policy, because it deals with many areas of concern that pro-
duction issues do not touch, is broader.

The following outline of a national food policy will give you specific examples
of these general concepts. I think you will recognize many of the elements in
the nine-point consumer food policy. They are, in fact, the same as those in
the Cochrane and Soth paper presented at the December 10 hearings. We began
formulating our consumer policy papers with an earlier draft of a farm policy
statement prepared by Dr. Cochrane.

The first element of a food policy is a National Food Budget. It contains
four components:

1. Domestic commercial and food assistance requirements.
2. Commercial exports.
3. Foreign aid commitments.
4. Supplies required to maintain food reserves, once a domestic and world

reserve program is developed.
We would measure domestic requirements in terms of RDA’s, the Recommended
Dietary Allowances which state individual food needs in nutritional terms. This
not only will convey to the individual citizen that national food policy is com-
mitted to nutritional adequacy for each person, but also enable planners to
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include the needs of those at nutritional risk, such as the poor, the elderly,
pregnant women and infants. National policy should not only reflect production
goals, but also health and social goals.

At some point, domestic requirements would be converted into units of
bushels, pounds and acres, terms which have meaning to producers and which
are necessary to production planning by farmers. Domestic production needs
would be added to commercial and foreign aid expert goals and these production
{objectives would be expanded to include whatever reserve supplies are needed
for the year.

The second element is a food reserve.
The third is a production incentive program—price supports, incentive pay-

ments, loans-to enable farmers to meet the needs set forth in the national food
budget.

The fourth element is an export policy which would specify that the domestic
requirements in the national food budget are guaranteed. It also should include
a commitment to long-term foreign aid commitments.

The fifth component of a food policy would be a commitment to producers
that farm prices would be guaranteed at a level no lower than an average of
a specific period, such as the previous three years.

The sixth element is a research program in the technologies of producing,
processing and distributing food with two general goals: insuring adequate
nutrition and securing a food supply at a lower real cost.

The seventh objective of a national food policy should be to promote and
strengthen competition in the food growing processing and distribution sector.
The National Food Marketing Commission warned 10 years ago of the advancing
threat of economic concentration in some areas of the food industry. Our food
industry is a creature of technology, and, in the absence of any other force. the
cost of new technology could cause the food industry to become more concen-
trated with the passage of time.

The eighth component of a national food policy is a commitment to domestic
and foreign aid programs to prevent hunger and malnutrition at home and
abroad. We would suggest that nations which seek food assistance be expected
to make the same commitment to improving the nutritional status of their
citizens as is spelled out in a U.S. food policy.

The ninth element of a national food policy is an educational program based
on expanded research in human nutrition. Thus we will increase our knowledge
of the relationship of diet and health, improve the capacity of our health programs
to employ diet as a preventive measure to control disease and illness, and through
education translate such knowledge into lay practice.

The three major killers of the American people-heart disease, cancer and
diabetes-are related to the food we eat. Yet we know very little about the rela-
tionship of diet and health. We do not as yet have a research program specifi-
cally for that purpose, and we do not apply what little knowledge we do have
to any great extent.

I feel that any national food policy proposal must be able to demonstrate that
it will promote the consumers’ welfare and assure adequate nutrition, that it
will improve food productivity and maintain a stable food system, and that it
has the capacity to alleviate famine and malnutrition abroad while maintain-
ing our international economic position.

I believe that the consumer food policy proposal will help attain all these
goals. Let me emphasize, however, that there is much more left unsaid than
stated, and that much work remains to be done in specifying the structure and
process which will be necessary if the policy is to be implemented.

However, the first step is to describe the problem and outline an approach.
I am glad to see the Food Advisory Committee is now directing its attention

toward the areas of food policy and nutrition where I had originally hoped to
find it. I feel now that the direction is set, I hope I have made the contribution
I wanted to make.

With the recommendations for farm and food policy that have been presented
at these hearings, I feel that the committee has all that it requires to get on with
the task of helping develop a total food policy for this country.

Consumers will be watching closely. In a year’s time I trust we will be able
to review substantial progress toward our goal. By then I hope a blueprint will
be ready for the achievement of a comprehensive food policy for the United
States, one with broad enough scope to fulfill domestic and world needs, making
use of the many benefits that properly directed technology can provide.
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[The following information was referred to on page 346 of Mrs.
Peterson’s testimony:]

JUNE 10, 1975.
Mr. EMILIO Q. DADDABIO ,
Director, Office of Technology Assessment,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MIM: I cannot endorse this report.
To me it looks like the committee lost focus of our original charge of helping

to develop an improved information system in the food area. In so doing, I am
afraid that the issues have been dealt with in a narrow and superficial manner
and in some instances the report draws inaccurate conclusions. It would seem 
from this report that the committee has totally missed the point that the purpose
of agricultural production is good nutrition.

While there are sections with which I agree, and while I generally find the
material a useful summary of the information infra-structure in agriculture,
the section on nutrition is an absurdity. Accepting this report would not be “
fair to my colleagues who have worked with me these past eight years. I cannot
ask them to accept this report and my view of our joint effort. Nor could I
expect the members of the Congress to adopt the distorted view this report
gives of the advances in food and nutrition which occurred largely because of
Congressional initiative.

In addition, I find it difficult to accept the kind of logic which purports to
show that the Food and Agriculture Organization cannot justify its estimates
that 400 million persons in the world in 1970 were malnourished. The report
makes the same error which has characterized our food and nutrition policy
since the end of World War II by suggesting that the problem doesn’t exist since
we can’t count, test, or measure every individual case of malnutrition.

There is much that is simple carelessness in the report on nutrition. While
the food consumption surveys of 1945 and 1955 are used to justify a conclusion
that the nutritional status of Americans had improved in those years, there
is no mention of the 1965 survey which was the first hard evidence that the
nutritional status had begun to decline. This conclusion was reinforced by
the ten-State survey carried out by H.E.W. in the late 1900’s and by the HANES
survey completed only recently by H.E.W. Is a reader to assume that the
committee does not believe the food consumption surveys are valid, and cannot
be used to justify a finding of growing malnutrition?

The concept that nutrition planning must begin with blood tests of! each
individual is a preposterous strawman. The basic data required for adequate
nutrition policy planning can be provided through refinement.s in the presently
available Recommended Dietary Allowances, and the reliability of a planning
system based on these data can be improved through such monitoring techniques
as a statistically valid sampling of individual blood tests.

The recommendation that hearings be held to question the directors of
U.S.D.A.’S and H.E.W.’s surveys on nutritional status begs the real question.
The Administration has delayed the U. S.D.A.’s 1975 food consumption survey 
for two years, and still will only permit tests of proposed survey techniques.
Ask the Office of Management and Budget how it can justify delaying the
gathering of vital information.

The basic reason why I must decline to sign this report is that the treatment
of nutritional policy needs betrays a total inability of the Committee to accept
any conceptual basis for food and agricultural policy other than its economic
role. Nutrition and health are closely related, and health data is difficult to
obtain and even more difficult to apply in planning. Food, however, is more a
social than a health issue. I find the emphasis on blood tests—which are
objectionable to most people-is only a very polite way of telling the committee
members that politically the Congress can deal with food only as a production,
or economic issue.

As committee members, we were expected to provide new ideas and new
concepts. We are, however, recommending that the solution to Congress’ in-
ability to cope with the changes which technology imposes on laws and legisla-
tive policy is to do just a little bit more of the same. I do not believe this, and
have tried to express by concern with little apparent success.
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I request that my name be withheld as a signator to this report and that
this letter setting forth my reasons be affixed to the report.

sincerely,
ESTHER PETERSON.

June 10, 1975.
Dr. CLIFTON R. WHARTON, Jr.,
President, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, Mich.

DEAR CLIFF: I tried to reach you on the phone and find you are away till
Friday. On Friday I hope to be sitting on a mountaintop in Vermont, far away
from telephones, so excuse, please, having to receive a letter when a telephone
call would be far more pleasant.

First, I regret neglecting to answer your letter of May 23. It literally "fell
between the cracks”. I will respond to your request for suggestions of people
for future O.T.A. work in the food nutrition area. I will also give some time
to your request to identify a small set of key documents addressing the question
of food nutrition achievement.

The major purpose of this letter and what I had hoped to talk to you about
over the phone is to inform you that I cannot sign the Wilcox report. I am
sending you a copy of the letter that I am sending to Mim with the report,
which carries some marginal comments. I am sorry to have to do this, but I
do feel, in all good conscience, that I must.

I will leave for further discussion the question as to whether or not I should
resign. I do not want to do this without consulting with you, Therefore, I will
hold that decision a bit longer.

You know I have enjoyed working with you and I appreciate you leadership
through a very difficult, confusing and frustrating situation.

Sincerely,
ESTHER PETERSON.

JULY 30, 1975.
Dr. CLIFTON R. WHARTON, Jr.,
President, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, Mich.

DEAR CLIFF: I take no pleasure in withholding my signature from the Food
Advisory Committee report. I write this with deep and heavy regret. I accepted
the invitation to serve on the Committee with a sense of hope that many of the
problems and weaknesses of food information systems which previously have
been overlooked would be addressed in this technology assessment. I cannot help
but feel that I have failed my colleagues on the Committee, by failing to express
my concerns early enough or strongly enough to elicit an adequate response.

The draft report as presently revised is much improved in its rhetorical anal-
ysis of the present situation, but the recommendations on an improved informa-
tion system which led to my initial letter of concern on June 10 remain
unacceptable.

In my judgment the report remains narrow and superficial. It stops short of
any attempt to make an in-depth evaluation of the impact of modern technology
techniques on information systems or to consider how information systems might
be used for policy-making decisions in the Congress. Anyone reading this report
could conclude that somehow the difficult times of this decade could have been
avoided by doing a little bit more of what we have been doing for two genera-
tions and that the subject is just too cumbersome to consider in the first place. I
doubt that any legislator would be motivated to use this report as a basis for an
approach to future policy-making decisions.

The report still leaves the impression that there is only one goal as it relates
to “agriculture”-namely, production. The concept of nutrition being an integral
part of the food system seems to be anathema to the Committee. I once again will
reiterate my strong feelings that agricultural production should be considered in
the context of meeting the food needs of consumers. It seems to me that an in-
trinsic part of a technology assessment in any field is the realization that value
as well as volume must be the goal of the utilization of technology. Any analysis
of an information system should have taken this into account.
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My own feeling is that  the portion of the report which summarizes the govern-
ment information infra-structure in-agriculture should be appended to a more
substantive report which would meet the full charge of the Committee. My col-
league, Martin Abel, has pointed out that the private sector is responsible for a
good portion of the research done in agriculture today. The Committee has not
begun to take into account the impact of this change in control and orientation
of food research.

I am pleased with the decision to move ahead in the nutrition information area,
and I am hopeful that the recommendations that flow from this effort will meet
the purpose set forth by the Congress in establishing the O.T.A.

The basic function of O.T.A. “is to help legislative policy makers anticipate and’
plan for the consequences of technological changes and to examine the many ways, .
expected and unexpected, in which technology affects people’s lives. O.T.A. pro-
vides Congress independent and timely information about the potential effects
and side effects-both beneficial and harmful-of technological application.”

I do not feel that I can comply with this purpose and sign the draft report.
Sincerely,

ESTHER PETERSON.
Mr. BROWN. Thank you very much for your contribution.
Are there comments from any of the other members of the

committee ?
If not, I want to express my appreciation too to Dr. Abel for making

his report, and as I say, it will be considered in much greater detail by
both the staff and members of the Technology Assessment Board, and
I suspect we will want to follow up on that. 

Now, if I could get back for a moment to the panel. I think there
may be a few questions which we might raise here.

One of the questions which I would like to pose, because the point
was mentioned several times, was the degree of probability that we will
be able to continue with this remote sensing program. Apparently the
Landsat D is not committed. There are uncertainties about it.

I wonder, Mr. Matthews, if you could give us any indication of the
extent to which NASA's planning has made it possible to predict
whether we will go ahead with this program.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. chairman, there is no basis to say that the pro-
gram will continue at the present time because although we have a
satellite planned for launch in 1977, there are no specific requests in the
budget for anything to follow up on that activity.

I do want to point out, however, that we have under development
this new sensing instrument that I spoke of earlier which does imply
that a system will in fact be in existence in the future and hopefully 
in the near future.

The third Landsat which will be launched in September of 1977,
might last 2 or 3 or 4 years if we are very, very lucky, In that case,
I would think we would have a Treasonable chance of continuity par-
ticularly if it lasted 3 or 4 years.

Mr. BROWN. You don’t know if ‘budgetary commitments would give
any assurance beyond that period of time ?

Mr. MAT TEWS. That’s correct.
Mr. BROWN. Would this matter be affected by the degree to which

user programs were developed on a more significant basis among the
various departments, and is there something here that needs to be
given attention?  Can you speak to that point ?

I was interested in a comment made by one of the gentlemen about
the user committee that has been set up and the degree to which the
development and the identifying of high priorities for some of these
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uses might be an input into the budgetary process that would allow
us to make some commitments.

Mr. MATTHEWS. I really feel, Mr. Chairman, that the using com-
munities both at the Federal level and at the State level, as well as
the international using community, are very much behind this pro-
gram and have moved their activity level as rapidly as the technology
that is available to them has allowed. Indeed I think many of these
activities have very practical connotations right now.

. Perhaps you recall that in testimony before the House Committee
on Science and Technology, people in the geological area were talking
about actually finding minerals and peroleum. There are many more
examples like this.

So I think the using community is very much involved with the
program and is using it.

I do think that there is the concern in the using community relative
to the future and this is natural when a system is providing a valuable
capability.

Mr. BROWN. Well, I know that many of us on the House side are
concerned about a longer range of planning. I know Senator
Humphrey is very much intere.steel in this matter of long-range plan-
ning. And I am just trying to explore the degree to which we are able

f i tto make plans in advance or usable pro rams and make commitments
to them which will enhance their acceptability by a wide community of
people.

Mr. De Simone had a question also.
Mr. I)E SIMONE. Several times you spoke of new technologies. There

are several agencies in Government that are involved in this and you
represent the principal agencies.

Who is responsible for planning the research and development for
bringing these new technologies in? How is this planning -undertaken?
Dr. White referred in his testimony to an interagency committee of
the Federal Council for Science and Technology. Is this undertaken
them or at some other level?

Dr. WHITE. The methods of planning for various programs differs
as a function of the program. But as an example, in the case of
meteorological satellites, the planning is done by a joint board between
NASA and NOAA called the Meteorological Satellite Program Re-.
view Board. It plans the research and development effort that would
be required to support the operational applications of the meteoro-
logical satellite. Other agencies have requirements for such data work
with NOAA and we feed their requirements into this planning process.

In the Landsat case there is a different mechanism for doing it
which is a broader interagency mechanism.

I also mentioned ocean data buoys as a technology which is emerg-
ing and there is much research and development. In that case it is
done under the aegis of the Interagency Committee for Marine Science
and Engineering and there does exist a plan for a data buoy system
which involves the research and technology that would be required
as well as ‘the deployment of buoys to meet requirements of’ all the
agencies.

So I think it depends upon the particular kind of technology you
are dealing with. The mechanisms within the executive branch are
variable. But in most cases they do exist.
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While I have the microphone, I would like to comment upon Con-
gressman Brown's question with respect to continuity in the satellite
program.

1 would like to comment in the meteorological satellite program,
we do have continuity in the sense that it is planned through the
early 1980's as an evolving system.We know exactly how many satellites will be procured and how
many will be required based upon estimated lifetimes of the satel-
lites. So in that particular satellite situation, there is a planned 
continuity.

Mr. BROWN. If any of the rest of you would like to comment on
any of these questions, feel free to do so.

Mr. COR DA R O. Senator Humphrey asked me to follow up on some -
of these questions.

Some of these have to do with some excerpts we have made from
Dr. Park’s testimony. I would like members of the panel to com-
ment on these.

The first one is a statement in Dr. Park’s paper that says:
Even in the U.S. Department of Agriculture there has been a minimal interest

in the program and a minimum investment on the part of the Department in
this technology.

Dr. Hill, would you like to comment on this?
Dr. HI L L. I think you have to look at that judgment in perspective.

The Department is making a substantial effort now in the LACIE
program and I take it that is what the reference is about. And it
has, through the remote sensing task force, given considerable atten-
tion to future needs.

My point is that careful planning is being done and that invest-
ments might flow from these.

Mr. CORDARO . Dr. Hill, there is a followup question to that.
You mentioned the SIX agencies that had cooperated within the

Department on this particular program. Speculating that the LACIE
experiment is successful, one could recommend that the program con-
tinue on a permanent basis. Which agencies, do you think, would
have the most use for this type of information and what specific
improvements would this make in those programs?

Dr. HILL. The principal agencies in the Department that we =
identify now as user agencies are the Foreign Agriculture Service,
the Economic Research Service, the Statistical Reporting Service,
and the Agricultural Stabllization and Conservation Services. Also
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation has indicated an interest 
in participating m LACIE. So that would make another user agency.
The Agricultural Research. Service and the Soil Conservation Service
are participating in a scientific capacity.

I beg the question about where LACIE might best be done. but
tile kinds of uses that it best serves are in line with some of the mission
responsibilities of all of those agencies.

Mr. CORDARO. Let’s take the Foreign Agricultural Service. I wonder
whether under the LACIE experiment, USDA is verifying satellite
information with some of the attache reports. Would that be one
possibe use?

Dr. HILL. Actually I don’t view that as one of the direct activities
It might work out indirectly. But I would expect a LACIE-type
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system to produce crop estimates which would be assessed, possibly
including assessment by attaches in a country as well by commodity
experts in the United States.

Mr. CORDARO. I would like to ask Dr. White a question.
I know Senator Humphrey has a great deal of interest in climate

and weather. At the first OTA ‘hearings, we had a paper prepared by
Dr. Epstein in which he mentioned the national weather program.
You also mentioned this briefly. There is some question about whether
the national weather program should be expanded and extended.
Could you elaborate on what the implications of such a program would
be and also give us some idea of what the obstacles would be in ex-
panding that program.

Dr. White. As a bit of background, the Domestic Council requested
about a year and a half ago that a study be conducted on whether it
would be possible to improve our ability to anticipate climate changes
and asked the question: What kind of program would you have to
institute to do that? A study was conducted. A report was prepared
and has been delivered to the Council and it has been released to
Members of the Congress.

That report concludes: That our best scientific estimates are that
we can improve our ability to anticipate climate changes. It would
not be an easy job and we do not know the extent to which improve-
ment could be brought about. And that report recommends specific
things that could be done.

You asked the question, why such a program is not in motion, or
what are the obstacles to putting it in motion. They are financial.

Given the present stringency of the Federal budget, and given
judgments that have to be made with regard to programs that can
and cannot be supported, that program came down on the other side
of the priority line along with many other vital and important
programs.

That would be the principal obstacle.
Mr. CORDARO. I would like to ask one more question.
Dr. Pairk, you seem to be much more optimistic about the usability

of this technology today as opposed to waiting for more results.
Does that reflect your bias—the fact that you’re in the business of

selling the hardware--or does it perhaps reflect some of the biases or
● obstacles that need to be overcome in the bureaucracy, such as whether

the individual agencies represented here have made recommendations
to the office of Management and Budget for operationalizing the
program ?

Dr. PARK. I think it is a perfectly natural question concerning the
profit motive of any consultant in the business. I would be the first
to say however, that I don’t think there is anything basically dishonest
about the profit motive.

But I confess that my principal motivation is that hating partici-
pated in the development of the technology in the Government and
hopefully having contributed some small measure in spreading the
benefits of the program overseas in a private capacity, I am familiar
with the slings and arrows of the budget process and the defense of
that process.

And I think the answer lies in two parts. One of them deals with the
cost-benefit studies that have. been made and the requirement imposed
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upon those studies to show benefits for the technology employed in the
United States and only for the United States as opposed to the world.

And the second part of that is an imposition, I believe by statute,
on the restrictions that the Department of Agriculture has relative
to spending money outside of the United States. That the budget put
forth by the Department includes only requests for money spent
domestically with possibly one exception and I believe that is the
screwworm program in Mexico.

The development of technology has been a difficult one to defend
as the cost-benefit guidelines have imposed rather severe restrictions
on those studies.

I think the proper question is: What is the cost to the Government
of not having the data rather than the relative costs of acquiring it.

Mr. CORDARO. Thank you. *
Mr. BROWN. I have just one or two more additional comments.
Dr. Park, I was impressed by the comprehensiveness of your pres-

entation and I think it indicates a great deal of work. I haven't perused
it in sufficient detail to know whether or not you have included suffi-
cient economicc data with regard to the cost of implementing the com-
plete program that you have contemplated so that we could make a
judgment as to some of the budgetary aspects of it. I hope that we
can get further into it.

I think one Of the values of having someone in your position outside
of a particular agency environment examine these is that you can
pull together in a more comprehensive way a total program. And I
think your testimony is of particular value because of that.

I wanted to just get another bit of information and understanding
of the LACIE program. It is an experiment and it is moving into a
phase where it will involve activities outside the United States as I
understand it in the near future.

I am wondering about the foreign policy aspects of this. I note in
the testimony from Dr. Abel, he quoted, I think, Dr. Hill as saying
we are still not getting the cooperation from the Russians that we
needed in certain areas to develop the information we needed.

Is it possible that we may encounter resistance at the international
level from conducting programs which may have substantial possible
implications ? Could any of you comment on that ?

Mr. M AT T HE W S. Mr. Brown, I think there are two aspects of this 
that are important. First, in all the experience with satellite programs
by and large the acceptance generally has been truly very, very posi-
tive. I think that is because their potential for doing good for every-
one is so large.

Nevertheless there are occasions when this is not the case and they
relate to questions of sovereignty and so forth associated with satellite
observations or communications, either one.

Generally these questions have been discussed in the United Nations
in working groups, but they never have really reached a situation
where the have been raised to a higher level. I think this again
indicates that, in generalt as people discuss these things, the value of
them to the individual and to the individual nation is high enough
to prevent a serious concern,
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Now, that doesn’t say that as time goes on that there won% be
further discussions. But if I were to guess, I certainly would say
 I think the value judgments would prevail over some of these concerns.
I think it will also be a great benefit in more or less helping in some
way, to shape and form the internationalization of these activities.
We have seen this in the meteorological program and maybe Dr.
White might want to comment on that.

Mr. BROWN. Well, the climatology and the meteorological areas are
those areas in which we have the most international involvement.

Let me put it this way, in a more specific context. Last year in the
House Agriculture Committee we had briefings with regard to the
wheat crop prospects in the U.S.S.R, One set from the Department of
Agriculture and another from the CIA.

The estimates from the CIA were considerably more accurate and
it led to the conclusion based upon open knowledge that they have
access to satellite observation data with considerable more resolution
than most people have access to; and perhaps they were using data
of that sort from other sources. It is possible that that might cause
some problems with relation to this?

Would any of you care to comment on whether the CIA% role in
making crop estimates has any sufficient bearing on the discussion we
have had here?

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Brownj I won’t comment directly on that, but
I would say that the capabilities in place in the civil system described
by Dr. Park, and as the LACIE program now underway is indicating,
and particularly with the improvements in our new sensor, we should
have sufficient ability to produce the type of estimates that are needed.

Mr. BROWN . Well, I am not implying or suggesting even that the
CIA already has that capability. I have no way

[
of knowing. But

I was rather interested in the relative accuracy of the crop estimates
with regard to the U.S.S.R. and this is a matter of considerable
policy importance to the U.S.S.R.

I would like to merely make one additional point, that the House
Agriculture Committee is proposing hearings on the Department of
Agriculture’s research and development activities later on this month.
And I, personally, as a member of that committee, feel that much of
the contribution you have made here this afternoon has a great ideal

●

of pertinence to the object of those hearings.
And I would anticipate it would be very useful from that stand-

point. And we might fOllOW up even further in connection with those
hearings these aspects we have discussed here.

I have no further questions.
I would just like to conclude by expressing my very sincere appre-

ciation and I am sure I speak for Senator Humphrey in his apprecia-
tion to you. I know you are all very busy gentlemen and I am very
grateful that you have taken time to assist this Board in this matter.
Thank you very much.

[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]
[The following paper was requested from Dr. Trelogan by OTA

and is referred to on p. 339.]
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STATEMENT OF HARRY C. TRELOGAN, ARLINGTON, VA.

AN INTEGRATED AGRICULTURAL DATA SYSTEM

Two sets of developments have necessitated changes in methods of collecting
farm statistics. They are technogical advances in farming and simultaneous
progress in statistical technology.

Quality checks on the 1964 and 1969 Censuses of Agriculture indicated incom-
pleteness of 8 and 17.6 percent respectively. Typically, years rather than months
elapsed between the time of the collection of the data and the publication of the
reports. Census data no longer meet users’ needs with respect to accuracy and
timeliness.

A program of sample surveys is proposed to integrate the collection of agricul- &
tural data now performed annually or more frequently by the Statistical Re-
porting Service of the Department of Agriculture and quinquennially by the Bu-
reau of the Census in the Department of Commerce. The potential for gaining
efficiency of estimation, economies of scale, and improved employment conditions
are substantial through proper design of surveys to meet differing needs.

Methods for probability sampling to yield greater accuracy of estimates are
developed and in use for current crop and livestock estimates. They are funded
for expansion into the gathering of economic data heretofore made available
after serious delays by the Census of Agriculture.

A list sampling frame is being started in the SRS that will facilitate efficient
probability sampling for making all farm estimates. Since 1970, improved sam-
ples have been developed for hog and cattle estimates. With these developments
the stage is set for avoidance of considerable unnecessary duplication of work
through an integrated system of farm data collection.

The requests for additional timely and more accurate data relating to United
States food and fiber production are becoming more urgent, The burden on farm-
ers to supply data is testing their endurance, as evidenced by resistance to answer-
ing recent census inquiries. Integration of the present systems offers opportuni-
ties for alleviating these problems with no more expenditures for data collection
than are now projected.
Requisites Of Farm Statistics

Advances in farming have led inexorably to larger and more specialized units.
While this has resulted in fewer and more conspicuous farming operations and
seemingly easier work to estimate aggregate production, actually the job of estim-
ating has been made more difficult and expensive because long-established
earlier methods became obsolete. No longer can reliance be placed upon simply a
large sample of the farms to be representative of all farms in the country. In
contrast with 30 years ago, the size and specialization of farms has reached the
point where one Is unlikely to gain a valid impression of the agricultural produc- 
tion of a county by taking a random look at a few farms. A single farm may be
unique and also account for virtually all the production of particular crops or
livestock in a given area. It cannot be ignored in the estimating process. Conse-
quently, the procedure for making estimates calls for a sampling procedure that
will give due weight to these large, specialized farms as well as the prevalent
types.

Growth of individual farming units has also engendered demand for more
accurate estimates and forecasts of farm production aggregated by counties,
states, regions, and nationally. The operational units have reached such dimen-
sions that farm families can no longer finance the kinds of equipment or the vol-
ume of supplies and services needed without resort to commercial credit. Both the
farm management and creditors require reliable information on existing and pros-
pective supplies of farm produce before making the investments or assuming the
risks of putting together a viable farming operation in today’s agriculture in
the United States.

Added to this demand for dependable statistics is that of manifold businesses
supplying or servicing farms that must keep tab on farm production to intelli-
gently plan their operations. Assuming greater importance in recent years are the
needs of national and international planners and diplomats for protecting large
populations now dependent upon United States food supplies.
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Higher quality statistics are now required. The quality features most needed
are: (1) accuracy and dependability; (2) timeliness in terms of frequency of
reports, short time intervals between surveys, and promptness in getting out
results of surveys; and (3) adequacy in terms of sufficient detail to meet
the purposes, The latter requirement usually refers to geographical detail, number
of items or species reported, and indications of quality of products. Almost invari-
ably greater expense is incurred to obtain improvement in any of these quality
factors.
Steps Taken to Meet Requirement

Confronted with shortcomings in bases for sampling and more demanding
requirements for frequent, detailed, and especially accurate data, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) has devised feasible means for getting the informa-
tion. The first step is to collect authentic data from farms quickly and in a form
that can be readily transformed into estimates and forecasts useful to economic
analysts and business operators, including farmers.

Fortunately, the theory and practice of statistics has advanced along with
farming, so the problem is largely one of adapting new tools to the job. As with
farming, these new tools are far more expensive than the old tools. This is espe-
cially true of the current estimates of production made by the Statistical Report-
ing Service (SRS), where the notoriously inexpensive mail questionnaire system
had been perfected for over 100 years. [1] It performed well in this country,
where we had the advantages of a literate farmer population willing to give the
Government information, and so long as we had an inexpensive, reliable rural
mail service and a dependable five-year Census of Agriculture to periodically
true-up current estimates.

The inadequacy of the old tools came to public attention following a 10 percent
error in the cotton production estimate for 1952. Through research for new meth-
ods, instigated by this incident and directed by the House Agriculture Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, a probability sample was designed to replace the previous
system. Over a period of 14 years, an area probability sample was put into opera-
tion in the 48 contiguous states.1

The probability sampling method was initially adopted in the form of an area
sample based upon a complete sampling frame for the 48 conterminous states. [2]
[3] It was designed to provide national estimates annually with a 2 percent
standard error and has replaced the role of the Census of Agriculture in provid-
ing benchmarks.

Implementation of area probability sampling for the entire country laid the
cornerstone for restructuring the entire agricultural data system. This new
foundation, replacing the Census of Agriculture as the underpinning for crop and
livestock estimates by providing annual benchmarks. occurred none too soon. It,
being the only complete sampling frame available for American agriculture, is
useful for backstopping other parts of an agricultural statistical program.
Census Difficulties

The rapidity of change in farming had rendered the Census of Agriculture ob-
P solete. Typically, from three to seven years elapsed from the time an annual

estimate was made before a new benchmark was available for comparison. In
view of the fact that the number of farms raising dairy cattle, for instance,
dropped 40 percent between the 1954 and 1959 Censuses of Agriculture, the old
system would no longer suffice. Changes of similar magnitude have occurred
repeatedly, necessitating faster methods for getting such basic data as the number
of farms, land in cultivation, acreages of major crops, and livestock inventories.
These data furnish the undergirding for estimates and forecasts month by month
throughout the year.

As farms became larger, requiring huge investments, the structure of owner-
ship changed to accumulate enough capital. Many farms integrated horizontally,
causing the farm operations to be done as separated tracts sometimes transcending
political boundaries. [12] They also integrated vertically, with marketing firms
supplying factors of production or processing or distributing the farm output. AS
these developments occurred, the concept of a Census of Agriculture as originally

1 Eight years  of research and pilot operations preeeded  the initiation of enumerative aur-
veys to collect these data in 11 southern and 4 Midwestern states iQ 1961. Thereafter, it
was spread across the country as follows : 1982. 5 additional states; 1963, 4 states ; 1964,
F! states; 1965,  4 states : 196t$ 5 states ; and 1967,  7 states. New appropriations for the
48 states totalled $4,137,000.
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Conceived-i. e., a full count of independently owned family farms became an
anachronism.

Furthermore, the method of collection, using temporarily recruited canvassers
for a few weeks once every live years, became impractical. Qualified interviewers
became more difficult to find at the low rates paid, and the job become more diffi-
cult, involving more personal and intricate information about the ownership
relationships and sources of capital. To overcome some of these troubles, the
Bureau of Census began to collect the Census of Agriculture by mail.

Then they were confronted with two other major problems. One was to get a
satisfactory mailing list of the farms, This has never been adequately solved,
judging from the incompleteness of coverage that has evidently been growing in
successive censuses.

A quality check made by carefully and thoroughly recanvassing a subsample of
farms following the 1964 Census indicated 8 percent incompleteness. The quality
check for the 1969 Census made from data collected in the SRS enumerative sur-
veys using the area sampling frame showed 17.6 percent incompleteness. [4] This a
check method, by the way, was far less expensive, much more effective, and added
no burden to farm correspondents.

With incompleteness of the magnitudes experienced, the Census took on the
characteristics of a large but uncontrolled sample. As such, its accuracy could
not be measured with statistical precision. The sampling method adopted for the
1969 Census of taking one half of the small farms, construed to be those producing
less than $2,500 of sales, also suffered from being an uncontrolled sample. These
circumstances dictated considerable adjustment before crop estimators could
use the data. The problem was particularly onerous in the case of livestock be-
cause the surveys are taken for different seasons of the year, and in the case of
cattle, for instance, the 1969 estimated incompleteness was 8.5 million head
located on 298,000 farms. [4]

These limitations pertain also to economic data obtained by the Census of Agri-
culture. For 1974 the census definition of a farm has been changed, so that results
will probably be reported with less coverage. [5] As we will see later, a shift tO
SRS for use of the probability sampling frames to acquire economic data is well
underway.

The circumstances suggest that to continue taking a Census of Agriculture on
the present pattern is a waste of time, effort, and money.
Quest for Greater Accuracy at Less Cost

Before the new area probability sampling became fully operative in the SRS,
it became evident that the goal of a 2 percent standard error would not be ade-
quate. The results of the 1964 Census of Agriculture did not become available to
the Department of Agriculture for making revisions in its livestock estimates
until February 1967. Total cattle estimates had to be revised upward by 2 percent
to make the two series consistent. The revisions caused an uproar from cattle-
men, who pointed out that they had been misled into raising more cattle during
the years since 1959 when the estimating error was accumulating. Price analysts
judging from current estimates of cattle inventories and market news slaughter
data had concluded that the cattle cycle had turned downward and advised -

farmers that the price prospects were very favorable. As a consequence of the
revision, the price outlook was reversed, causing financial disaster for some and
consternation among growers generally.

Two conclusions drawn from this experience were: (1) The area probability
sample was more efficient for estimating crops than for livestock; and (2) The
former goal of achieving a 2 percent standard error would no longer suffice. TO
meet these problems, it was further concluded that the area sample needed to be
bolstered by less costly methods than simply expanding the existing sample, the
usual method for gaining accuracy.

A new method was devised by SRS based on theoretical research by Professor
H. O. Hartley of Texas A&M University, which indicated how results from two
sampling frames could be embodied into a single probability estimate. This
opened a new way for SRS to take advantage of the less expensive mail survey
to acquire additional data to bolster the estimates.2 The major requirement to
achieve the attributes of a probability sample was that the samples canvassed

*To gain the advantage of an expanded  probability  sample without incnrrlng  the verv
high costs of sending enumerators out to find the farms as In the area mmnkw,  the SRR
adopted a multi frame Bystem for different kinds of eutimates.  It condstwl  of the nr~a
frame, 8 probability list frame, md old mailing lists. The latter were used primarily for
state estimates.
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by mail be drawn from a list of all the farms growing the products being estimated
in the state or nation. Associated with the names and addresses, sufficient con-
trol information is needed to draw stratified samples. The farms in each stratum
have predetermined probabilities of being selected according to known charac-
teristics such as approximate size. The control data, therefore, include, in addi-
tion to location, the farm enterprises and some indication of the size of each. [6]
Search for Lists

inquiring into the possibilities of developing a suitable list led the SRS to
seek cooperation with the Bureau of the Census because it was obvious that a
similar list would be needed by them if the Census of Agriculture were to be
taken by mail. Furthermore, it was apparent that the compilation and mainte-
nance of such a list for the United States would be expensive-on the order of
$5 million a year. An early conclusion was that the public would not likely coun-
tenance two agencies of the Government incurring the expense and bothering  the
farmers to maintain independent lists. The best starting point for this pioneering
effort, which was going to involve the combining of lists from many sources, was
to get the list of taxpayers reporting income from farming to the Internal Reve-
nue Service (IRS). Inasmuch as the Bureau of the Census already had access to
this source, cooperation with the Bureau appeared promising, and SRS was en-
couraged by the Bureau that it might be worked out, although some hurdles had
to be overcome. One of these involved SRS getting approval to use IRS lists,
since the permission granted to the Census Bureau did not extend to the SRS.

The procedure was to get a Presidential order granting access to the lists. After
three years of negotiation, President Nixon issued such an order with the White
House determining the timing and the manner for publication of the order. When
the announcement was made, a furor ensued, resulting in congressional hearings
at which SRS was advised that $5 million was not to be regarded as too high
a cost to preserve the privacy of IRS records from another government agency for
statistical purposes. Other means had to be found for SRS to begin its compila-
tion of suitable lists.

Presumably, the list compiled for the previous census might serve as a starting -

point. The Census Bureau ruled out this source for SRS, pointing out that under
law it was not allowed to reveal such information. Since SRS had the same
restrictions imposed by regulation and since both agencies would benefit from
combining their lists, it was believed that a single farm register could be con-
tributed to and be used by both agencies. Several years of efforts were unsuc-
cessful in getting the Bureau of Census to contribute to such an arrangement..
Meanwhile, the viability of the census lists was deteriorating, being at least five
years out of date.

During this hiatus the SRS was conducting research on how to compile lists
useful for the purpose. As appropriations were made available, SRS began in
1970 to introduce the use of these on a limited scale, notably in estimating hogs
(ultimately in 23 states) and cattle (in 38 states).’ The experience with livestock
clearly demonstrated the practicability of the method and that substantial im-
provement in accuracy could be achieved. Both the research and the experience
support the belief that the most effective approach will be to compile list frames
on a state-by-state basis because useful sources of names vary so much between
States. Depending upon provisions for state farm censuses, the incidence of differ-
ent regulations such as brand registrations, the locations of markets with avail-
able records, and numerous other circumstance% the jobs are quite different from
state to state.

Conversely f no national source of names haS been identified that will yield a
list consistently by states that has the necessary attributes of being clean, cur-
rent, and complete. To be clean, a name must appear once and only once as the
authentic source of information about a farm operation. To be current, the in-
formation on ownership should be authentic for the current year, and to be
complete, all farm enterprises should be included. Unfortunately, the largest
known lists compiled by the Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service
are deficient in all of these qualities and are inconsistent by states.

a Hogs and pigs estimated from multiframe samples  Were introduced in five states in
1970 : five additional stntes  in ]971 : four states in 1973; and nine states in 1975. The
23 states  cover 96 percent of the hog population. Coincidentally, the @ttle multiframe
samples were introduced in 38 states  covering 96 percent of the population. $2,646,900 is
the present appropriation for these livestock estimates.
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Consequently, the SRS asked Congress for appropriations to compile and main-
tain general purpose farm lists, as is done on a restricted scale for livestock esti-
mating. In the budget for 1975,  SRS was granted an appropriation of $1,225,000
to begin compiling the names for a general purpose list frame suitable for multi-
frame probability sampling. When this job is completed, the SRS will be in posi-
tion to reduce the standard error for national estimates for major crop and
livestock species to 1 percent.

More importantly from the standpoint of this discussion, it will also be in
position to obtain through sampling methods almost any kind of data needed
from farms in the United States
Prospects for Additional Data Collection

A headstart has already been made toward the acquisition of economic statis-
tics now needed by the Government and the economy on a more current basis.
Three years ago the SRS started a transition to the annual collection of data
on farm expenditures for updating the weights used to compare the indexes
of prices received and prices paid by farmers. Heretofore the data were col-
lected in large national surveys intended to be taken about every ten years. [71
Owing to the large appropriations needed when they were scheduled, they were
actually taken less frequently, to the detriment of the indexes. It is anticipated
that the collection of these annual data may be coordinated with other economic
data collected especially if data are collected on a regularly scheduled basis. The
collection of such data is in prospect for the immediate future.

For many years SRS has collected economic information from farmers for the
Economic Research Service. Much of this has been done annually with little or
no compensation by adding questions to mail questionnaire surveys scheduled
in regular crop-reporting program Closer public scrutiny of economic analyses
and an accompanying demand for greater accuracy caused the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) to rule that data collected for them be put on a more
acceptable statistical footing. Consequently, SRS has adapted probability
sampling methods and expanded the scope of data collected to accommodate
these requirements with ERS financing the added costs.

SRS likewise has been called u n to supply farm data for nine other agen-
cies in the Department of Agriculture and seven federal agencies outside the
Department of Agriculture in the last five years.4 These special requests for
data usually involve economic data such as utilization of factors of production
and costs. In fiscal year 1975, for example, SRS received $&2 million for these
services for other agencies that needed current data, promptly reported. Two-
thirds of these data were obtained by utilizing the area probability sampling
frame.

In 1965 ERS was directed by Congress to analyze costs of production for
cotton. Collection of data for this and related studies was done by SRS. This
turned out to be the forerunner of similar studies in subsequent years. In 1974
and 1975 there has been a veritable eruption of needs for more current data on
farm costs and income. They have been instigated by several developments,
among them the imposition of price ceilings on farm products, revelation of -
defects in farm income estimates, and efforts to obtain better agricultural income
and expenditure statistics for use in the national economic accounts-a very
demanding system that has been developed in the Department of Commerce under
the guidance of the OMB and the Council of Economic Advisors.

To help meet the needs for additional and more accurate current economic 
data, the ERS was given $1,330.000 to make an annual economic survey in addi-
tion to farm cost analyses. In 1975 ERS was (appropriated $670,000 for wheat,
feed grains, and dairy costs studies that were called for by the Agriculture and
Consumer Production Act of 1973. It is anticipated that about $1.9 million will
be transferred to SRS to collect the data for these studies beginning next year.
Multiframe probability sampling surveys will be employed for the purpose.
Thus, SRS will be coordinating data collection surveys for several different pur-
poses that in years gone by might have been done with census data but that now
require up-to-date information from a fast-changing agricultural economy. The
ability and willingness of SRS to collect these data closely related to census data
is clearly demonstrated,
Respondent Fatigue

The proliferating demands for farm data causing repeated surveys of farmers
to supply them is taxing the patience and ability of farm respondents. Opera-

s GAO, NASA, AID, Departments of Commerce, Interior, Labor, and HUD.
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tors of sufficient size and scope to be included in every sample usually have
well-organized management records and professional accountants or book-
keepers to facilitate their response. Their burden can be weighed against the
public’s right to know of operations that significantly affect the food or fiber
supply of the state or nation. It can be regarded as one of the costs of being big
in our society. Less influential and specialized operators find the burden not
only onerous but more difficult to respond to, even though they may not be
included in every sample.

Respondent fatigue has been particularly noticeable in recent censuses as
resistance to reporting has grown. One can better understand this reaction
if he realizes that a small farmer is likely to receive a form containing about
200 questions to which he has to react in an intelligent manner, ascertaining
which questions apply in his case and giving the information. He is reminded
that the law requires his response. The large farmer is apt to receive in the
mail, with some 750 questions, a form designed for him to fill out and return
as required by law. [8]

Incompleteness of returns experienced in taking the Census of Agriculture
is partially attributable to deliberate refusals to reply and partially to inability
to contact the farm operators.

In the effort to reduce the latter problem, many more census forms were sent
out than there were people farming. For the 1974 census, 4.2 million question-
naire forms were mailed out. This compares with 2.7 million farms counted in the
previous census. Nevertheless, it appears probable that a substantial incom-
pleteness will occur again. Inasmuch as efforts are still underway to get 1974-
census returns, it is premature to judge the amount of the shortfall.

A proposal to alleviate problems of lack of contact and reduce overkill in mail-
outs is to conduct a precensus canvass to locate farmers and to obtain pre-
liminary information regarding their size and types of enterprises. This will
compound the fatigue problems, but it is hoped that the subsequent distribution
of the most appropriate questionnaire forms would be offsetting.

An important secondary benefit sought in sampling schemes adopted by SRS
was a reduction in the number of reports needed to get adequate data for esti-
mating national and state totals. With judicious use of control information, the
number of farms that need to be contacted are reduced on the order of 75 per-
cent compared with former methods for obtaining the same information. Off-
setting this advantage in part is the fact that it is necessary to get data by tele-
phone or personal visits when a respondent fails to reply to mail inquiries. The
most promising means to minimize respondent fatigue and still meet the rising de-
mands for data is to coordinate all the farm data requirements into a single sys-
tem of surveys, thereby reducing both contacts and duplication.
Other Deficiencies Needing Attention

A farm data collection system will need to be reasonably flexible to adjust
for the correction of some other arising problems. For about five years the Ameri-
can Farm Economic Association has called for a reconceptualization of the rela-
tionship of farms to the economic structure. The principal impetus is to obtain
better guidance on what data to collect in anticipation of how they are to be used
for analysis and decision making. As progress is made in updating the theoretical
framework, it is to be expected that changes will he needed in counting and
measuring farms and related phenomena.

One of the more important reasons for this will be to fulfill the needs of the na-
tional accounts system, which is preempting the economic statistical field. This
relatively recent development concentrated first on other parts of the economy,
adapting the agricultural data that were available to its needs. Now that the na-
tional accounts system is becoming more sophisticated and precise, it is call-
ing for changes in the agricultural data inputs, necessitating more precise data
applying to shorter time periods. The agricultural statistics system will be ex–
pected to accommodate these needs. An integrated system able to collect data at
appropriate times is most likely to do so.

Similar needs for data at particular times to compare with data from other
censuses and other sources are also likely to occur. The Census of Agriculture
has always been taken quite independently of other censuses, except at 10-year
intervals when the time of data collection is near to that for the population
census. Otherwise, the concepts, timing, and administration of the farm census are
quite separate and apart.

A problem may arise from the fact that in the origination and 100-year growth
of the crop and livestock estimates, the main focus of attention has been on
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facilitating decision making in the private sector. Crop and livestock estimating
is unique in that regard among public statistical services. The national accounts
have been tailored more to aid public policy makers and Government admin-
istrators. To meld data collection for these diversely motivated systems calls for
considerable reconciliation. [9] This problem was in the minds of the Agricultural
Economists' Committee, which had faith that new concepts could contribute
toward that end. They, more than the general economists and statisticians, are
conscious of the vital role federal agricultural statistical services have played in
guiding the myriads of independent business decisions affecting our food and
fiber supplies. The statistics have exercised the strongest cohesive force in the
agricultural economy because they provide a common fund of reliable informa-
tion on which all segments of American agriculture depends. Society can ill
afford to reduce their effectiveness if a competitive economy is to be preserved.

The OMB, sensing some of, these problems, began calling for a study of the
entire agricultural statistical complex in 1968. Under an OMB directive, the
USDA requested in the SRS budget for that fiscal year $50,000 to finance the
inquiry. The request was denied by Congress, but the idea arises in one form
or another periodically, usually provoked when additional funds are requested
to institute new methods. It is being advocated again at the present time, but
plans as yet have not clearly indicated how it is to be financed and performed.

SRS has recognized a need for reconciliation of differing objectives in deter-
mining the content and timing of farm data collection. It awaits directions from
OMB or some responsible source for overall policy guidance. Meanwhile, it has
proposed piecemeal improvements and solicits users’ reactions. Acceptable pro-
posals are adopted, Two events give evidence that OMB has institutional goals
uppermost in mind.

The proposed “Department Reorganization Plan” announced by President
Nixon in 1971 “called for concentrating the major statistical agencies of the
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor in one principal subdivision
of the proposed Department of Economic Affairs.” [10] In essence, this central-
ized statistics agency would be divided into two main functional units—a unified
data and planning office, and a centralized, service-oriented data collection and
processing center. A reorganization plan was instituted in existing departments
by the OMB so that the work organizations would be prepared for ready transfer
to the Department of Economic Affairs when the Departmental Reorganization
Plan was approved by Congress, which did not occur.

USDA had very little adjustment to make internally to adhere to the OMB
guidelines because it had for many years maintained a segregation between SRS,
mainly in collection and processing activities, and ERS, engaged primarily in
economic analysis. Presumably, placing the work of these agencies into a single
agency, which also contained the Bureau of the Census, would circumvent the
legal and regulatory requirements preventing the agencies from sharing data. It
may be noted that placing the Census of Agriculture and SRS data collection
activities together into one agency oriented to concentrate on agricultural sta-
tistics is quite consistent with this idea, but it avoids complete centralization
of all federal statistical services. SRS has already amply demonstrated its pos-
ture of service for other agencies concerned with analytical and administrative
work, so the arrangement is not entirely novel.

Nevertheless, from the standpoint of implementing a single agriculturally-
oriented statistical unit, the OMB itself becomes a problem. The standard answer
is that they want a thorough inquiry into farm statistical services.

The second event, initiated by OMB in furtherance of their objectives, was
establishment of a unified statistical budget for tile Government. Departments
were directed to submit to the Office of Statistical Policy (OSP) of OMB their
proposed budget requests for statistical activities. This office then proceeded to
amend the amounts that could be requested, specifying increases or cuts by
agency and activity for the stated purpose of improving federal statistics. In
the first year of operation of the unified statistical budget, OSP claimed respon-
sibility for a 16 percent increase in the statistical budget as a whole. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture, however, was told to curtail its statistical budget request
by $1 million, later reduced to $750,000. Evidently, the authorizations taken
from the USDA’s requests were distributed to other agencies. Two years later
when the Administration and the public were concerned about what was going
to happen to food prices, the Council of Economic Advisors launched an inquiry
into the lack of ability of ERS to forecast these prices during the months and

, years ahead. The inquiry, by an outside scholar, cited the relationships between
budget allowances and the capabilities to do such work, pointing out the status
given earlier to agricultural statistical priorities. [11]
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The desirability of a closer affinity between the farm census and the economic
censuses, especially in terms of the concept of business units, was advocated by
American Farm Economic Association’s Committee and called to the attention
of OSP. The response was the proposal that the Census of Agriculture be post-
poned and be taken at the same time as the Census of Manufacturers and other
economic censuses. This hardly dealt with the crux of the matter, but an inte-
grated system would be more able to accomplish the timing of farm data col-
lection to coincide with such needs than is the case at present. The Census
Bureau is asking for legislation to place them together in 1982 for the first time.
For years ending in “O” some state or national data wanted in conjunction with
the Census of Population could be added in an integrated program.

. Potential for Satellite Data
Before examining alternative means for acquiring farm data, we take a

moment to examine a source of data looming prominently on the horizon. Per-
haps the most frequently mentioned contribution of the Landsat (formerly
ERTS) satellite to civilian needs is information relating to food supplies, usually*
involving crop acreages and yields. Although considerable money is being  spent—
such as the Large Area Crop Inventory Experiment (LACIE)—to demonstrate
the possibilities, they must still be regarded as potentially possible. Crude infor-
mation about the earth’s resource inventories and kind uses is probably within
grasp, but many existing claims for detailed information are still to be classed
with unfinished research.

Evidently, the most practical use of the satellite for crop estimates with the
present state of the art is to make sampling more efficient. By relating informa-
tion from the satellite to ground truth, a computer can be trained to stratify
land for the purpose of improving the efficiency of collecting agricultural sta-
tistical samples.

Up to now, efforts to gain information on crop acreages and yields directly
from satellite data, by-passing the use of ground truth, have been fruitless. The
possibility sounds dramatic and exciting and has captured the imagination, but
it has also diverted attention away from practical ways of combining the two
sources of data to yield better results, The great desire for gaining intelligence
on crops without dependence upon information from those who own, control,
and till the soil is so great in international affairs today that it has led scien-
tists to exert strenuous efforts to find ways for the satellite to give the answers.
Hardware salesmen have fostered these efforts. But desire, no matter how in-
tense, and money, no matter how much, do not in themselves create the means.

No practical way has yet been devised to measure crop acreages by species,
to estimate yields, or to count livestock in the absence of ground truth informa-
tion to check satellite data. Without current data, estimates are likely to be
so far off as to be misleading for planning purposes.

Crop yields are of course affected by weather, but the measurement or predic-
tion of yields from only weather data collected by satellite is hazardous, except
for gross changes leading to disasters such as major droughts, floods, or freezes.
The combinations of moisture and temperature during stages of plant growth
are so varied in intensity and duration that these data alone cannot be relied
upon to predict yields within reasonably useful ranges of precision. Actually,
the measurement or prediction of crop yields from weather data obtained on
the ground has never proved reliable in practice for crop estimating.

SRS research indicates means by which satellite data can be useful to improve
the efficiency of sampling to obtain more accurate crop estimates. This pre-
liminary research has indicated that gains of up to 50 percent are possible. The
research suggests that the coefficient of variation or the standard error can
be reduced on the order of one half from their present size based on ground
survey data alone. Current satellite imagery, matched with samples of simul-
taneous ground truth such as is obtained regularly by SRS enumerative surveys,
gives correlations between crop identifications from the two sources that can
be applied to vastly larger areas supplied by satellite imagery. This method
for improving reliability of an estimate has yet to be proved in an operating
mode. If it works out, a smaller number of samples may suffice for probability
surveys.
Some Questions Posed and Answers Suggested

Any rationale for continuing the Census of Agriculture is that it will perform
different functions than other statistical services. Three functions that the
census has performed uniquely among statistical services are: (1) It has sup-
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plied demographic data about the farm population, especially in those years
ending in 5“ “ when the population census was not taken; (2) It has supplied
economic data about farms not included in the current estimates programs; (3)
It has supplied county data that can be aggregated into relatively small areas;
i.e., areas smaller than states; (4) One variant of this, other than geographic,
is that it supplied data in much greater detail than surveys for current esti-
mates. Each of these is discussed in turn below.

(1) At best, demographic data regarding the farm population obtained by
the Census of Agriculture was a by-product intended to fill a void. Its capacity
for doing this is now seriously circumscribed because of the radical changes
that have occurred in the farm structure which has largely separated farm
management and ownership from farm residence. [12]

The well-being of farm households could once be measured with data indicating 
the prosperity of farm enterprises, but correspondence between them has di-
minished to the point where it is no longer practical to continue such statistical
concepts.[6] Farm income data derived from tax sources reveal the degree of
noncorrespondence when they show that only 7 percent of the families living
on farms in 1971 relied solely on farm self-employment income for family
living. Of those relying solely on farm self-employment income, 14 percent re-
sided off the farm; and 31 percent of families residing on farms reported no farm
self-employment income. [13] [14] These circumstances suggest that the Census
of Population, possibly augmented by current population surveys and by tax
data, will be the source of farm demographic data in the future. [121

(2) Economic data, besides crop and livestock estimates, can be obtained from
probability samples, as the SRS has amply demonstrated through the extensive
use of the sampling frames for the purpose.

(3) The main difference in acquiring county farm data as contrasted with
state and national data is the size of the sample, which will also be influenced
by the degree of accuracy sought. In order to attain an accuracy level compar-
able with that obtained with the incomplete counts of the census, a well-designed
25 percent sample will probably  do.

(4) The size of survey designed to acquire county data can be expanded in
terms of questions asked as well as in sample number sufficient to get the addi-
tional detail wanted. Some detail now included in the census would not be
necessary, since surveys taken at other times to give state and national esti-
mates would not need to be repeated in county surveys.

An aspect of this fourth item is that the census provided much detail useful
for research. This is true especially for studies over time revealing trends, and
no doubt regular surveys of all types are a productive source of data for research.
But researchers emphasize that profile studies probing economic relationships in
depth for inquisition of knowledge require microdata with much more detail and
precision than is supplied for applications of knowledge through regular statis-
tical services. [16] In fact, the characteristics of data needed for such research
calls for special surveys specifically designed for each research project, [16]
For agriculture most of these types of surveys are conducted by researchers in
land grant universities. Occasionally, data are collected specially for research
studies as an adjunct to a regular SRS survey.

These exceptions notwithstanding, census data have been particularly useful -

for research analysts who could relate the data to other economic phenomena and
could trace the data back through previous Censuses of Agriculture to identify
and measure long-term trend changes. This advantage is held in low regard by
the Department of Commerce, which proposed to arbitrarily break the series of 
data by postponing scheduled censuses.

Purveyors, manufacturers, and producers of farm equipment, supplies, and
services also used the censuses to get detailed purchase, usage, and farm prac-
tice data indicative of the market for their products. The Censuses of Agriculture
had more requests for these kinds of data, useful to private industry—for exam-
ple, sales managers devising sales schemes--than it could accommodate given the
limits imposed by respondent fatigue in filling out questionnaires. An integrated
system could furnish these same kinds of data, subject to the same limitations.
Cooperation with State 0ffices

One big advantage accruing to the SRS system for collecting farm data is
derived from the use of 44 permanent state offices to decentralize the work of
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conducting inquiries and processing results for all states. In connection with the
operation of these offices for current data programs, cooperation with state
agencies is established in 48 states to obtain additional or more detailed farm
data needed for state programs. Through these voluntary arrangements, state and
federal agencies benefit (1) from cost savings by collecting the data for their
respective needs at the same time : (2) from reduced respondent burden by col-
lecting their data together, thus avoiding repetitive inquiries; and (3) from
assurance of compatible results so that reports issued by the two sets of agencies
are consistent with each other.

Unified support received from federal and state officials in urging farmer
cooperation is also a boon. Data collected to satisfy state needs are often valu-
able as check data that would not otherwise be available. Working together
improves understanding of the statistical programs and promotes fuller use of
data for carrying out the respective public responsibilities as well as by private
industry.

But of much greater significance for operating sample surveys, where extreme
care must be exercised to make sure all counts and measurements are recorded
accrately, is the better opportunity to clear up inconsistencies uncovered by
editing of schedules. Located closer to enumerators or respondents who originate
the data, inevitable mistakes owing to misunderstanding of questions or other
errors can be corrected more easily and promptly.

Probability sampling requires more voluntary cooperation from respondents
than the older mail surveys, in the sense that the data has to be obtained from
the persons or places selected, whereas before, replies coming from only those
willing to reply quickly and regularly were used. Local enumerators plus state
and federal officials working together are better able to elicit the cooperation and
get the information straight.

This mutually beneficial state-federal system of data collection is already in
place and has demonstrated its superiority. It has the capacity for expansion
to also collect data for the clientele usually served by the census. The total job
could be done much more expeditiously if the inquiries were spread out over a
five-year period rather than all collected in one fell swoop every live years. This
is true for a number of reasons, of which several will be briefly cited.
Fitting Samples to Quality Requirement

All farm data does not have to be collected in the same detail or with the
same standards of quality. Some data are needed only on national bases, some
only for state estimates. and still others on localized or county bases. In general,
the greater the aggregation of data, the smaller the samples needed to achieve a
given accuracy standard. Exceeding the quality necessary is a waste of money.
Over a five-year period agricultural statistical surveys could be classified by
quality requirements and scheduled by years accordingly. Where national data

. will suffice, surveys may be scheduled in given years, for state data surveys.
other years will be used, and only once every five years will it be necessary to
increase the size of sample to produce county data. Exceptions could be made
for those states and for those items for which particular state or federal agencies
are willing to bear the extra costs. It is likely that the county data would be
collected for years ending in "2" and “7" to facilitate comparisons with economic
censuses for the same years.

Through this type of scheduling all needed farm data could be collected over
each five-year period with the accuracy, frequency, and detail of items and
geographical coverage fitted to needs. Drawing of samples to spread out the
reporting load among respondents or to minimize the chances of one respondent
being included in every survey may be arranged. The work of enumeration proc-
essing, and publishing could also he spread out among years and within years to
reduce the peaking of workloads. With prospects of steady work more experienced
employees may be attracted. for whom more training can be afforded.

Data collection for current surveys could be made to coincide with some
collection made for longer term needs. Probability samples would be designed
to yield standard errors adjusted to the needs of each survey, and data col-
lected in one could be designed to supplement and reinforce the other. This
principal is now practiced in crop estimating: for example, planted acreages of’
crops are estimated only once for the year. When subsequent monthly surveys.

6 3 – 8 7 7 — 7 6 — 2 4
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of crop yields are made, a small subsample of acreages is checked to see whether
adjustments are needed in acreage estimates.
Possible Cost Savings

Assuming an integrated system of the type described, opportunities for cost
savings include:

Reducing the number of times individual farms need to be contacted to
collect data ;

Reducing the size of questionnaires or length of interviews for farm data
collection by at least 25 percent—more for items needing only national or
state estimates;

Eliminating the need for two agencies to compile and maintain lists of
farmers in the United States identified by size groups, enterprises, and 
locations;

Eliminating the printing and distribution of a million census forms that
are not used;

Eliminating the need for a precensus canvass in the effort to identify -
farms and verify control data;

Incorporating newly required data into an operating sampling scheme in
less time and at less cost;

Utilizing satellite data more quickly to improve the accuracy of sample
estimation. With success, this may be translated into smaller, less expensive
samples to get the same accuracy;
—Savings to the economy from greater accuracy. [17]

Savings involving appropriated funds will be offset in part by increased funds
needed to complete the compilation of a list sampling frame started in SRS. An
additional $3 million is required to make it operational for an integrated
program.
Estimated Cost

The main elements of the agricultural data system with which we are con-
cerned are: $9.1 million for the Census of Agriculture and $28.5 million for the
crop and livestock estimates, or a total of  $37.6 million annually.

The projected cost for an integrated program giving higher quality statistics
covering the same ground in a typical future year is $36 million.

These estimates make allowance for the cost increases and decreases dis-
cussed, except that they exclude statistics collected for state agencies and for
other federal agencies. They also exclude statistical research and clearance
activities presently assigned to SRS but not a part of the crop and livestock
estimates. None of these exclusions bear on the budget or appropriations for the
integrated services. None of these estimates make provisions for inflationary
Costs.
Administrative Alternatives .

Administration of an integrated system may be arranged in any of several
alternative ways, as the discussion has suggested. One would be through a gen-
eral reorganization of government statistical services to accumulate most or
all of them in a single administrative unit. An expressed hope of the American
Statistical Association and also of blue ribbon committees with a statistical -

orientation has involved a change of this character, with the head of the statis-
tical work reporting directly to the President. [18] A strong advantage would
be to get more balance and uniform quality in statistics throughout the Govern-
ment. A disadvantage would be the separation of statistics from the programs
they support; or rather, conversely, the support of statistics from the program
administrators, usually Cabinet officers, and their budgets. This proposal, of
particular concern in the case of agriculture, was denied along with most of the
Governmental Reorganization Plan of 1971.

Another possibility akin to the first would give the Department of Commerce
responsibility for the collection of current agricultural statistics along with
the Census of Agriculture. A change in this direction would favor a continuation
of the Census of Agriculture in its present form, but with years for collection
altered to eventually coincide with the economic censuses.

A third possibility, a reversal of the second, would place the integrated system
in the Department of Agriculture. This arrangement would be appropos if the
objective to convert the census to a sampling approach is adopted.

Every one of these alternatives would require legislative changes and would
involve the transfer of legislative and budgetary responsibility among con-
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.

gressional committees. Administrative responsibilities and appropriations would
accordingly be transferred between Cabinet officers pursuant to the legislation.
Agricultural statistics have fared well with legislative committees and admin-
istrative leadership interested in agricultural policy and have gained professional
respect for technical preeminence unequaled at any time or place.
Conclusion

Given the changes in agriculture and in methods of collection adopted by the
Census, it makes no sense to continue the Census of Agriculture. The Statistical
Reporting Service, facing the same problems of technological change, has taken
positive steps to solve them, thereby increasing the integrity of its public service
and reducing the need for the census by presenting a more viable alternative for
acquiring needed data. Thus the time has come to halt pandering with farm
statistics by assuring that only data released in time to be useful is collected
through an integrated system.
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WEST ;

Number of missed farm$----- 50,142 13,460 1,011 1,030 2, 2io 3,551
Land in farms -------------- 10, 544,;;;

5,658
7,492,221 1 , 6 2 0 2,159,761

36,682 5,546
1,632>604 1,266,641 795, 362 3,052, 042

25,193
489,13

5,943
1,072,042 1,490, 846

Average size of farm ----- 556
Corn For Grain:

2,096 738 356 42

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,486 1,041 162 242 445
AM*- - - - -  . : - - - - - - - - - - - 44,023 341 6 , ; ; 3, 992

65 380 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

S o r g h u m s  f o r  g r a i n :

3 8 , 9 4 0 21,060 7,034 5,083 65 5,018 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 242
Acres.-----------.---- - 20, 423 15,815 2, 760

357

Wheat:
3, 618 3 , 3 ; 4 , % 1, 710 4,608 3 , % 420 618

Farms-- - - . - - - - - - . - . - . - 2,986 2,125 297 443 528
7 , &

791
Acres ------------------ 172,877 158,488 55,707 20,992 42,824 31,425 14, 389

374

Soybeans:
3 , % 7,656 3 , %

 Farms
A c r e s - ~ ~ : : : : : : j : : : : : : : : : : j  : j : : : : : : : : : : : : j : : : : : I : : : : : : : : : : : j : : : : :- - - - - - - - - -  ‘ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ‘ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ‘ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

------ ---------- ---------- -------------- ---------- ---------- -------- ------------ ---------- ------------------ ---
Hay:
 - ’ - : : ; ? - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 16,666 5378 501

517,776
522 1,358

350,058
1,344

46,353
1,653 11,268

56,959
1,239 8,022 2,057

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cotton:

104,257 90,034 52,455 167,718 24,053 119,349 24,346

Farms ----------------- 537 318 108 219 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Acres ------------------ 18,935

Tobacco:
17,612 6,860 4,551 4,266 1,731 204 1,323 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,143 180

farms - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
A c r e s  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Cattle and calves:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 33,403 8,626 621 578 1,502 2,259

Number - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 932,284 724,168 172,546
3,692 24,751

126,325 175,834
3,125

116,862
17,941

Hogs and pigs:
132,861 207,856 34,291 130,088 43,467

Farms.~- . . . - - - - . - - - - - . 5,977 1,779 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Number . - - . - - - - - - - . - - - . 113,851 7,360

529 4,198
2 0 , % 35,474

7,217 2,585
80,514 -------------- 16,934 33,337 5,150 25,811 2,376

Hens and pullets:
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8,541 2,115 123 224

Number ---------------- 1,938
744 6,426

532,012 383,111 1,845 47,306 323,856
4,168

17,416
1,218

Total value of products sold:
18,166 138,901 94394 30,091

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 47,895 13,460 1,011 1,030 2,210 3,551 5658 34435 5,377 23,231Dollars(l,000)l --------- 215,500 191,771 85,897 3&155 30,673 24,568 20,358 23,715 5,827
5,188 14,450 4,077

IDatsdoes not add due to rounding. Wote:lncludeaan  estimated 314abnormal  farms. Figuraa  areeatimateabasedonaaample  aartare
* Does not include data forAlaska and Hawaii. sutdectto sampfing  errors.
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[The following paper was requested from the Bureau of the Cen-
sus by OTA :]

STATEMENT OF BUREAU OF THE CENSUS , U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
W ASHINGTON , D.C.,

This paper presents the views of the Bureau of the Census relative to recom-
mendation 4 of the OTA Food Advisory Committee (FAC) Report, Food, Agri-
culture and Nutrition information Systems: Assessment and Recommendations,
which proposes a study of the desirability and feasibility of integrating the
staff and activities of the agriculture census into the Statistical Reporting Serv-
ice (SRS).

This paper also addresses the Issues raised in the FAG report concerning the
quality, timeliness, and cost of the agriculture census program. Finally the
paper describes improvements introduced into the 1974 agricultural census pro-
gram and proposals for additional improvements in later agriculture census pro-
grams.

The Bureau’s views, presented in the more detailed sections of this paper, are
summarized below:
1. Transfer of Agriculture Census Responsbility to the Statistical Reporting

Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
The Bureau’s view is that consolidation and integration of the agriculture

census, now conducted by the Bureau of the Census, into the Statistical Report-
ing Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture would not result in the gains
in quality, timeliness, and reduction in costs to the Government described in the
FAC report. It should be noted that the FAC report does not document antici-
pated gains.

It is exceedingly important that an independent agency, such as the Bureau
of the Census, continue collecting benchmark data and that these data be ob-
tained from a complete census of agricultural enterprises. Thousands of indi-
viduals and organizations rely on the agricultural statistics published by the
Census Bureau as an independent source of data in using agricultural data from
other sources.

Apart from the distrust that will inevitably be aroused in the user commu-
nity by a merger of the independent data collection function with the data analy-
sis and policy making function-we feel that there will be a substantial rise
in cost (unless offset by serious cutbacks in the amount of data collected or
in the level of geographic detail published) coupled with a deterioration in qual-
ity and timeliness of the results if the merger is effected. We, therefore, strongly
recommend that responsibility for conducting the census of agriculture remain
with the Bureau of the Census.
2. Coverage and Coverage Improvement

The contention in the FAC report that “incompleteness in coverage of the agri-
culture census and technological advances by the Statistical Reporting Service
have resulted in the SRS providing the more dependable national estimates" is
an assertion not documented by fact. Nowhere in the report are the technological
advances by SRS described. The report says nothing about the reliability or cov-
erage of SRS data at the subnational level. In contrast to the Bureau of the
Census, which has provided measures of undercoverage in its censuses since
1945. SRS does not publish information on the degree of undercoverage in its
surveys. This definitely misleads the user about the quality of SRS data.

While the Bureau continues to be concerned with the socioeconomic character-
istics of farmers and farm families. this concern is not as closely related to a
census of agriculture as it was when the U.S. was an agrarian nation. To close
this major data gap in “statistics pertaining to rural people or households” cited
in the American Agribusiness Associates report, major household enumerative
surveys conducted by the Bureau of the Census can serve as a basis for a strength-
ened program of Information about people and households in rural areas. For
example, the Current Population Survey annually covers more than twice the
estimated number of households in rural areas covered by the enumerative sur-
veys of the Statistical Reporting Service.
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3. Timelines of Census Results ,,
The Food Advisory Committee (FAC) contention that a data series developed

by a non-using agency is given only second or third priority in its work schedule is
not true with regard to the Bureau of the Census. Collection and publication
of general-purpose data is the Bureau’s basic mission. The Bureau is not the
user of the Weekly Retail Sales report, the Housing Starts report, the Manu-
facturers’ Shipments, Inventories and Orders report or a host of other economic
indicators; yet these series are released by the Bureau on an extremely tight time
schedule. Moreover, the Bureau is constantly seeking to improve the timeliness
of its census benchmark reports.

It is important to note that USDA’s time schedule for its Proposed sample sur-
vey to be conducted in lieu of an agriculture census is inferior to that of any

recent agriculture census conducted by the Bureau. The plan proposed by USDA
requires 24-28 months from the reference period until the publication of results. 1

This proposal of USDA, coupled With the generally inferior utility of sample
estimates as compared with census results for small areas is a step backward. 
4. Mailout[Mailback

The problem of how to improve coverage in the agriculture census has concerned
the Bureau for some time. It was to correct this deficiency rather than (as claimed
in the FAC report) to reduce costs, that the Bureau changed in the 1969 census
from an enumerative field canvass to a mailout/mailback canvass. Thus, the prin-
cipal reasons for the change were to improve coverage of the large significant
farms; to improve the overall quality of results; and to reduce respondent burden.

‘This change in technique will have important short and long term benefits to the
agriculture census program.
5. Transfer of Mailing List to USDA

The proposal of Agribusiness Associates also recommended that a directory of
farms be established within the USDA through transfer of the agriculture census
mailing list from the Bureau of the Census to USDA. The directory would be
maintained by USDA and would be used primarily as a sample frame for the
surveys discussed above. This is not a viable proposal for under the strict con-
fidentiality proscriptions set forth in Title 13 of the U.S. Code, these records can-
not be made available to the Department of Agriculture In view of the current
climate, with regard to the need to maintain the confidentiality of information
reported to the Census Bureau, it is unlikely that existing legal restrictions will
be relaxed in order to release confidential information. These restrictions were
reinforced by the Privacy Act which identified the Census Bureau as the sole
agency to which identifiable records may be transferred for statistical purposes
without consent of the individual.
6. Improvements to the Census of Agriculture Program

a. Timeliness of Publication.—Because of changes introduced into the process-
ing of the agriculture census we are releasing the initial reports of the 1974 census
on a substantially better schedule than that achieved in 1969. Our publication
plans for the proposed 1978 Census of Agriculture (to be taken in 1979) call for a
further acceleration so that the publication of preliminary county reports would
start by October 1979 and be completed by March of 1980. These shifts in publica-
tion dates would provide results in a time period consistent with the dates cited
as desirable in the FAC report.

b. Processing Capacity.—The Bureau of the Census has already considerably
expanded its computer facilities for handling massive processing operations on
a concurrent basis. Additional expansions have been approved and will be in-
stalled over the next few years.

A shift in the reference year for the next two censuses of agriculture has been
proposed. By 1982 the agriculture and the economic censuses would have the same
reference period. This would lead not only to the development of better lists and
improved coverage but should also lead to better classification of agricultural
activities. It will also permit compiling data on agricultural activities related to
other economic enterprises.

c. Data Improvements.--In addition to the above the Bureau is proposing a
program to link agriculture data and economic census data. This program will
match and link suppliers and services for the agriculture sector with the actual
agriculture production and in turn, the production with the processing and

1 See Hearings  Before the committee on Post Ofllce and Civil  Service, U.S. Senate, SJ Re%
95, May 23, 1973.
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marketing of agricultural commodities. These data are essential to a better under-
standing of how changing economic structures affect traditional agricultural
production patterns. Linkages are proposed to both the other economic censuses
and to the Bureau’s annual Company Organization Survey. Such important link-
ages to economic census information could not be undertaken if another agency
collected the agriculture census data, because of confidentiality provisions under
which the Census Bureau operates.

d. Evaluation of Results.--The agriculture census evaluation program-which
we have conducted for every agriculture census since 1945--will be expanded
to develop a better understanding of the coverage of marginal and nonresident
operators.

One should keep in mind that errors are inherent in all censuses and all sur-
veys. Therefore, a combination of a census and a superimposed independent
sample survey can provide estimates based on more complete coverage than a
census itself. This paired approach has been used by the Bureau of the Census
to evaluate its censuses of agriculture. This has permitted us to inform users
of agriculture census data as to the quality and has provided us with informa-
tion for improving future censuses.

A detailed presentation of the views of the Bureau of the Census is found on
the pages following.

DETAILED PRESENTATION OF BUREAU OF THE CENSUS VIEWS

Introductory
The Bureau of the Census, as the Government’s principal general-purpose

statistical agency, welcomes the efforts to improve agricultural statistics. Our
interest in agriculture activity dates back to 1840 when we undertook the first
U.S. census of agriculture. During the intervening 135 years, the Census Bureau
has conducted 19 nationwide enumerations of U.S. agriculture.

A1though our responsibility relates primarily to providing the periodic bench-
mark data derived from the censuses of agriculture, our interest and attention
far exceeds that basic function. Over the years we have become conversant with
both agriculture data users and ‘agriculture data providers. We have also main-
tained and benefited from a close liaison with the professional statisticians
in the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). We have been gratified that the
improved techniques in the fields of sampling, collection, processing, etc., de-
veloped at the Bureau have been adopted by other agencies.

We are acutely aware of how U.S. agriculture has changed during the last
five decades, with the increasing application of technology and science to agri-
culture production. Although the number of farms has declined over the years,
there has been an accompanying substantial increase in the size and complexity
of agricultural enterprises.

The need for improved measures in the agriculture sector has never been
greater. We have directed our efforts to this end and fully endorse all serious
efforts to provide improved agriculture statistics whether they be interim meas-
ures of current activity or important periodic benchmarks of an agriculture
census.

Alternatives to the existing data system, however, should be developed without
sacrificing the important benefits deriving from the census of agriculture, which
include major benchmarking of agricultural activities every 5 years. This census
is the only source of agriculture data at the county level on a nationwide uniform
basis.
Proposal to Transfer Agriculture Benchmark Statistics to the U.& Department

of Agriculture (USDA)
The contention of the American Agribusiness Associates cited in the Food

Advisory Committee (FAC) report that more timely and accurate benchmark
data could be provided by the USDA Statistical Reporting Service at the same
or lower cost than by the continuation of the 5-year agriculture censuses con-
ducted by the Census Bureau is neither documented by facts nor supportable.
The FAC report also contends that “other users” of agriculture census data be-
lieve that both the reliability and timeliness of such data could be improved
at less cost if the responsibility for providing such data were transferred to
the Statistical Reporting Service. Unfortunately the FAC report does not identify
the users who hold these views nor does it describe the basis for their beliefs.
It is safe to say that contrary views are widely held.2

~ See footnote 1, Page 374,
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The American Agribusiness Associates report reflects a failure to understand’
the decentralized Federal statistical system. Under the present Federal statis-
tical syst.em the responsibility for periodic data collection has been maintained
functionally separate from data analysis and policy formulation. The Bureau
of the Census is responsible for providing general-purpose data concerning the
American economy. Other agencies analyze the data for purposes of policy for-
mulation. Transferring the agriculture census or benchmarking to USDA, which
is also responsible for agriculture programs and policy, would merge these
functions within a single organization.

To have the same agency collect by survey what would purport to be benchmark
statistics and also collect and publish annual estimates could lead to conflicts
of interest. A department responsible for crop estimates, other projections re-
lating both to production, domestic use, and potential exports, and the admin-

.

istration of programs bearing directly on the final outcome of many of those
estimates would be subject to great pressures to publish statistics that would
reflect favorably on its handling of program responsibilities, or at least would
be perceived to be so subject. Such actions could deteriorate further the public’s
confidence in Federal statistic.

It is exceedingly important that an independent agency, such as the Bureau
of the Census, continue collecting benchmark data and that these data be ob-
tained from a complete census of agricultural enterprises. The agriculture
census information also is the basis for many Federal, state and local programs.
Thousands of individuals and organizations rely on the agricultural statistics
published by the Census Bureau as an independent yardstick in using agri-
cultural data from other sources.

According to the proposed plan of American Agribusiness Associates, the an-
ticipated improvement in timing and reduction in cost of the program, if trans-
ferred to the Agriculture Department, would come about by discontinuance of
the agriculture census program currently conducted by the Bureau of the
Census and substituting a variety of rotating sample surveys. This proposal in
essence, would reduce the cost of the program by reducing the amount as well
as the quality of data produced.

Leaving aside the legalities involved in discontinuing the census, the census
of agriculture provides the only complete series of agricultural data available
at the county level.

In order to provide county data, now collected on a systematic standardized
basis throughout the U.S. only in the agriculture census program. It was pro-
posed that a once-in-five years expansion of the sample be undertaken. It was
felt that the expanded sample would be adequate to provide the required county
data. The adequacy of the proposed sample derived data for the wide range of
local area data users, the size of the sample that would be need@ and its level
of reliability are not documented in the Agribusiness report.

The plan suggests that a moderate infusion (not quantified) of Federal funds
into the state agriculture programs would provide additional county data. if
needed. It is unlikely that the kind of data produced by the states would be
suitable for aggregation to national totals. States are interested primarily in
agricultural activities important to their economy and are much less likely to 
collect information of general interest.

This means that measures of the total market activity would be difficult, if not
impossible, to develop. Even in instances where the measurement of a common
set of activities would be acceptable to each participant state, information from
organizations whose activities cross state lines would be difficult to come by let
alone to assess once obtained.

The level of statistical expertise varies widely among states and this may
impact seriously on the quality of the aggregated data. Another problem would be
timing. Will all the state produced data be available in time to meet publication
requirements? If not, the anticipated gains in timing would vanish. Finally. what
about the cost of the program? The cost to support the statistical staffs and
overheads of the 45 to 50 states participating in a data program is certain to be
much higher than the coat of supporting a single staff collecting the same data by
mail. This would result in a substantial increase over current costs rather than
a decrease.

The proposal of Agribusiness ASSOCiates also recommends that a directory of
farms be established within the USDA through transfer of the agriculture census
mailing list from the Bureau of the Census to USDA. The directory would be
maintained by USDA and would be used primarily as a sample frame for the
surveys discussed above. This is not a viable proposal for under the strict con-
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fidentiality proscriptions set forth in Title 13 of the U.S. Code, these records
cannot be made available to the Department of Agriculture. In view of the cur-
rent climate, with regard to the need to maintain the confidentiality of infor-
mation reported to the Census Bureau, it is unlikely that existing legal restric-
tions will be relaxed in order to release confidential information.
Timeliness of Census Results

The FAC contention that a data series developed by a non-using agency is
given only second or third priority in its work schedule is not true with regard
to the Bureau of the Census. Collection and publication of general-purpose data
is the Bureau’s bade mission. The Bureau is not the user of the Weekly Retail

* Sales report, the Housing Starts report, the Manufacturers’ Shipments, Inven-
tories and Orders report or a host of other economic indicators; yet these series
are released by the Bureau on an extremely tight time schedule. Moreover, the
Bureau is constantly seeking to improve the timeliness of its census benchmark
reports.

It is important to note that USDA’s time schedule for its proposed sample sur-
vey to be conducted, in lieu of an agriculture census is inferior to that realised
by any recent agriculture census conducted by the Bureau. The plan proposed
by USDA requires 24-28 months from the reference period until the publication
of results.3 This proposal of USDA, coupled with the generally inferior utility
of sample estimates as compared with census results for small areas, is a step
backward.

The Committee’s observation that recent agriculture censuses have not been
released as promptly as those of earlier years does not give proper recognition
to a number of factors that should be considered when comparing census release
dates over time. One must not compare apples and oranges. For example, in the
earlier censuses, the content of the preliminary reports was more restricted than
that of the reports issued in the later census years. The 1939 preliminary county
reports consisted of roughly 3,000 pages, whereas the 1969 county census reports
consisted of about 24,500 pages. In addition, the 1989 census reports incIuded
basically final, rather than preliminary data.

Because of changes being introduced here at the Bureau, we are releasing the
initial reports of the 1874 Census of Agriculture on a substantially better sched-
ule than achieved in 1989. The release of the flint preliminary report from the
1974 census bettered, by several months, the 1969 schedule. More Significant, how-
ever, is that the reports should be released on a schedule fully comparable to
that achieved in the earlier censuses which issued more abbreviated preliminary
reports.

Our publication plans for the proposed 1978 Census of Agriculture call for a
further acceleration so that the initial publication of county reports would start
by October 1979 and be completed by March 1980. These publication dates would
provide results in a time period consistent with dates cited as desirable in the
FAC report.
Coverage and Coverage Improvement

The contention by FAC that “incompleteness in coverage by the agriculture
census and technological advances by the Statistical Reporting Service have
resulted in the SRS providing the more dependable national estimates” is an
assertion not documented by facts. Nowhere in the report are the technological
advances described. The report says nothing about the reliability of (SRS data
at the subnational level. Furthermore the report does not describe the degree
of undercoverage in the SRS surveys. In contrast to the Bureau of the Census,
which has provided measures of undercoverage in its censuses since 1945, SRS
does not publish information on the degree of undercoverage in its surveys, nor
on the sampling errors of its estimates. This definitely misleads the user about the
quality of SRS data.

If the universe to be covered by a census or survey can simply be defined as a
list of “known” units, (whether the list resulted from field canvasses or from
administrative records ) the coverage of the census or survey can be made as
complete as respondent cooperation makes possible. This would be the case, for
example, if the universe of a census or sample survey of agriculture were defined
to be those units listed in a farm directory. This is not presently the case in
agriculture surveys nor censuses! Rather, the universe is defined in terms of
all units which meet a combination of criteria based on acreage and value of

3 See footnote 1, page 374.
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sales. Coverage thus depends upon identifying all units potentially within the
scope of the census or survey and obtaining correctly for each unit the information,
needed” to determine whether or not the unit satisfies the definition of a farm.
Since all censuses and surveys are subject to error on the part of enumerators
and respondents, complete coverage of the intended universe cannot be attained
with this kind of definition even with full respondent cooperation.

Despite the error inherent in all censuses and surveys, a combination of a
census and a superimposed independent sample survey can provide estimates
based on more complete coverage than the census itself even if the coverage of
the sample survey is inferior to that of the census. The combination of a check
survey with the census makes it possible to provide estimates of coverage with
sampling errors small enough to detect undercoverage of just a few percentage .
points in the census. However, the evaluation must be based on matching and”
comparison of data from individual farms in the check survey and the census.
It cannot be carried out merely by comparing aggregate statistics from the two
sources.

As indicated earlier, since the 1945 Census of Agriculture of the Bureau of the
Census has used this technique to evaluate the completeness of coverage of its
agriculture censuses with regard to the number of farms and land in farms and—
since 1964-also the value of sales. These evaluations have been carried out so
that Census Bureau can inform users of its data as to their quality, and to
provide the Bureau with information for improving future censuses. In future
censuses the agricultural census evaluation program will be expanded to develop
a better understanding of the coverage of marginal and non-resident operators.
Coverage Experience in Prior Censuses of Agriculture

Estimates from the evaluation study of the 1969 census indicate that there was.
a substantial increase in the number of small marginal economically insignificant
farms mimed compared to earlier censuses. These farms, although they account
for more than one-third of the total number of farms, account for only about
two percent of the total value of farm products sold. In fact, because of the gen-
erally poor quality of their records only a limited amount of data are published
for the small farms. Moreover, such farms cannot be realistically classified by
principal agricultural activity. Although the results of the 1974 census are not
yet available, it is felt that with better coverage of the larger, economically sig-
nificant farms the coverage of farm production has been improved.

Differences between alternative survey and/or census approaches are to be
found primarily in the treatment of smaller and marginal farms. The allocation
of resources which should optimally be devoted to the coverage of smaller farms.
should be justified and determined on the basis of the data objectives of the
survey or census. Such decisions would differ for data about agribusiness and for
data about people and households in rural areas. While efforts are being made
to improve coverage of the small farms it is felt that the Bureau’s agriculture
census resources would be more effectively utilized by directing them toward
improved coverage of economically significant enterprises. Substantial improve-
ment in the coverage of smaller and marginal farms can only be obtained through
a household survey approach.

The problem of how to improve coverage in the agriculture census has con-
cerned the Bureau for some time. It was to correct this deficiency, rather than
to reduce costs, as claimed in the FAC report that the Bureau changed in the
1969 census from an enumerative field canvass to a mailout/mailback canvass.
Thus, the principal reasons for the change were to improve coverage of the large
significant farms; to improve the overall quality of results; and to reduce re-
spondent burden. This change in technique will have important short and long
term benefits to the agriculture census program,

Censuses of agriculture, up through the census of 1964 had been taken by a
field canvass using personal visits by census enumerators. Past experience indi-
cated that this methodology had a number of shortcomings, of which an increas-
ingly significant one was caused by the increasing number of farms operated by
persons who do not live on the farms. This made it difficult for enumerators to
find nonresident farm operators during door-to-door enumeration and resulted in
farms being omitted from the census.

Another major complication that was expected to become more troublesome
was the large and growing number of agricultural establishments that are com-
prised of non-contiguous tracts of land. In many instances, separate tracts lie in
two or more enumeration districts, counties or even states. This caused enumera-
tor assignment problems, and created uncertainty as to the land and agricultural
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operations that should have been included. The result was that some land areas
were counted twice while others were omitted during the field operations and
in the data tabulations.

In addition, experience showed that enumerators tended to miss part of the
farms in their assigned districts, usually by failure to identify all the separately
operated tracts or by failure to cover all back roads and trails.

Other problems were the increasing scarcity of qualified enumerators, the
disappearance of clearly recognizable differences between suburban and rural
farm areas, and the increasing mobility of farm people, making it more difficult
for the enumerator to find the farmer at home. In addition, the increased diver-
sity and complexity of enterprises engaged in agriculture activities coupled with
a rise in “nonrecognizable” agricultural businesses, such as agricultural services,
posed potentially serious problems in coverage of large farms. In 1966, when
systematic planning for the 1969 Census of Agriculture started, it was clear that
a basic change in data collection procedures-from an enumerative to a mail
approach-deserved serious consideration.
Use of Mailout/Mailback Procedures in Other Censuses

For the censuses of manufactures and mineral industries, retail and wholesale
trade, and service industries, the change to a mail census had been made success-
fully over a decade earlier, in 1948 for the Census of Manufactures and in 1954
for the Census of Business. For these censuses, a mailing list of establishments
having employees was prepared from IRS records of firms subject to payments
of Federal Insurance Contributions Act (FICA) taxes, and census reports were
then collected by mail. In the Census of Business, in addition, data for “non-
employers” or zero-employee establishments were obtained directly from data
extracted from tax returns.

This change in economic census procedures, in addition to reducing the costs of
data collection and the burden on small respondents, resulted in coverage as good
as that resulting from an enumerator canvass. Coverage was probably improved
for certain types of “nonrecognizable” businesses, i.e., those operated from homes
or on an itinerant basis, and for businesses not in operation at the time of
enumeration.

‘In subsequent economic censuses, costs and reporting burden were further re-
duced by using administrative records to furnish data for the smaller employers.

In a roughly parallel fashion, self-enumeration had been used with satisfactory
results for a substantial part of the country in the 1960 Census of Population and
Housing, and the Census Bureau was already committed, based on extensive
research and testing of procedures, to use a mailout/mailback procedure for more
than half of the population in the 1970 census. Research in the 1950 and 1960
censuses had demonstrated that, in addition to reducing collection costs, self-
enumeration could be expected to improve the quality of census data for small
areas by minimizing the influence of enumerators on the results. In the 1964 Agri-
culture Census, advance distribution of questionnaires, to be filled out and held
for the Census enumerator, had demonstrated that at least a substantial propor-
tion of farm operators were capable of completing the questionnaires themselves.
Information About Persons and Households in Rural Areas

While we shall continue to be concerned with the socioeconomic characteristics
of farmers and farm families, this concern is not as closely related to a census of
agriculture as it was when the U.S. was an agrarian nation. The American Agri-
business Associates report cites the lack of information about rural people or
households as “the biggest single gap in the existing statistical system.” To close
this gap, the major household enumerative surveys conducted by the Bureau of
the Census best serve as a basis for a strengthened program of information about
people and households in rural areas.

For example, the Current Population Survey annually covers more than twice
the estimated number of households in rural areas than is covered by the enumera-
tive surveys of the Statistical Reporting Service. The Census Bureau conducts
other large scale national enumerative sample surveys which also provide infor-
mation about people and housing in rural areas, and could be utilized to provide
additional information not now collected if it were of interest to do so. An example
is the 250,000 household Survey of Income and Education to be conducted in the
spring of 1976. We believe it would be in the public interest, and efficient to the
Federal Government, for the Department of Agriculture to utilize Bureau of the
Census capabilities for conducting household surveys to obtain information about
rural households needed by the Department.
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Mailing Ltst Development
Although mail enumeration should be less expensive (and more appropriate in

view of the changed nature of the agricultural enterprises) than the personal
interview technique, the mail method requires extensive mailing list  development
and maintenance work in order to achieve full coverage without  duplication.

We expect to improve coverage and accuracy by ezpanding  our efforts %~tain
better mailing lists;  by construct% a more preise  mailfng regtster tl.mough
using administrative sources more eff-vely; by Ilnproting Unduplleatlon  tech-
niques; by address Ilnkage  with the other economiccensusea;  and @using a short
~recanvass  form to hientify  the type of operation of each tirm, which  in turn will
reduce the respondent burden tlmm@ the subsequent  use of specialized data
collection forms which pertain directly to the respondent’s  type of agriculture
production. .

Other Proposals to Improve Coverage and Data
A shift in the reference year for the census of agriculture has been  proposed.

l’his should lead to better classification and coverage of agriculture operations 4
of agribusiness firms and the establishment of a base for compiling data on the
integration of agricultural operations tith other economic enterprises. Addi-
tional benefits would include improvements to me accumcy of the Cknnmerce
Department’s GNP estimates. Much of the data obtained in the ensus  of agri-
culture is economic in nature and these data are used In eornpiling  the national
accounts.

If the data for the agriculture census are collected  for the sa!ne reference year
as that of the economic censuses, there will  be a universe  list, which will  permit
the transfer from one census to another of enterprises changtng their princfpal
activity subsequent to the preparation of the mailing list.

The result will be a complete and unduplieated,  coor~nated,  simultaneous and
consistent treatment of all major economic sectors of the United States economy
and will permit the unified planning and execution of the various census programs.

To accomplish the change over in an orderly manner, Iegbdation has been pr-
epared  proposing that the next two censuses of agriculture ,be taken on a 4-year
cycle. The 1978 agriculture census year would be 1 year later than the economic
censuses scheduled for 1977. The economic and agriculture censuses would be
for the same reference year in 1982 and thereafter. Thus, certain priority con-
flicts with the decennial census that occurred during  the processing of the M189
Agricultural Census will be avoided.

In the event the proposal is not approved, priority conflicts with the 1980
demographic census wlll still be minimized for the Bureau has considerably
expanded its computer facilities for handling massive processing operations on a
concurrent baats.
Pr0p08ed  Data  Mvpansion

The increase of the corporate type fa~ in today’~  agriculture sector has
become a significant influence upon our agricultural activities.

/@or the 1974 census the Bureau requested increased funds to provide statistics
that are more descriptive of the activities of these corporatiorw  These would pro-
vide a measure of the agricultural activity in which such firms are engaged, with-
out consideration of other economic activities of the corporations. The tabulatloqs --
and publications would be developed from limited data collected in the 1974 census
precanvass  matched to the general census data. An expansion of this program is
planned for the proposed 1978 census which would provide composite statistics
about these corporation% including other economic activities in which they are
engaged. 4

In addition to the above, the Bureau is proposing a program to link agriculture
and econmnic  census data. This program will match and link suppllers  and serv-
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ices for the agricultural sector with the actual agriculture production, and, in
turn, the production with the processing and marketing of agricultural com-
modities. These data are essential to a better understanding of how changing
economic structures affect traditional agricultural production patterns. Link-
ages are proposed to both the other economic censuses and to the Bureau’s annual
Company Organization Survey. Such important linkages to economic census in-
formation could not be undertaken if another agency collected the agriculture
census data, because of confidentiality provisions under which the Census Bureau
operates.
The Census Bureau's Program of Fertilizer Statistics

Although not directly related to the agriculture census program discussed
above, the report of the Food Advisory Committee criticized the timeliness of
fertilizer data and recommended that studies be conducted and hearings held “to
determine ways, means, and costs of improving fertilizer information systems. ”

Monthly estimates of United States production and stocks of nitric acid, sul-
furic acid, and ammonia and phosphatic fertilizer materials are published by the
Bureau of the Census about 30 working days following the close of the reference
month, Benchmark data for these products were published in the 1972 Census
of Manufactures. Product class data are published annually in the Annual Sur-
vey of Manufactures.

We believe the quality of the monthly fertilizer production data to be good.
Comparisons of the value of shipments estimates developed from the current
survey with the 1972 census results show a difference ranging from one to three
percent.

The monthly survey is continually monitored for coverage. The annual data
published on number of production establishments by state, is reviewed by in-
dustry which notifies us of any potential short-fall in coverage, Industry also
provides the Bureau with lists of all known producers. The chemical industry
also participates in an advisory capacity in the development of data categories.

The Bureau of the Census participated in the Fertilizer Task Force meeting in
August 1975, which was organized by the Economic Policy Board. In the course
of this meeting, possible improvements of Census fertilizer data were discussed,
including expanding manufacturing data, upgrading import and export product
content to include products collected in the monthly survey, and the possibility
of a retail stock survey to be conducted in the spring and the fall of each year.

While the Bureau of the Census is only one of many organizations that pro-
vide fertilizer data, it is actively seeking ways to improve its program.
Conclusion

The evidence is that the consolidation and integration of the quinquennial
censuses of agriculture, now conducted by the Bureau of the Census, into the
Statistical Reporting Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture would not
result in the gains in quality, timeliness, and reduction in costs to Government as
stated in the report. To the contrary—apart from the distrust that will inevi-
tably be aroused in the user community by a merger of the independent data col-

U lection function with the data analysis and policy making function—there will
be a substantial rise in cost (unless offset by serious cutbacks in the amount of
data collected or in the level of geographic detail published) coupled with a de-
terioration in quality and timeliness of the results. We, therefore, strongly recom-
mend that responsibility for conducting the census of agriculture remain with
the Bureau of the Census.

We also urge that the Department of Agriculture utilize ongoing Census Bu-
reau surveys, and the Bureau’s capabilities for conducting large-scale household
surveys, to obtain needed information about people and households in rural
areas.

68–877 O—7&------25



Mr. J. R. Cordaro
Food Program Manager
Off ice  of  Technology Assessment
Congress of  the Uni ted States
Washington,  D.  C.  20510

Dear Mr. Cordaro:

This is in reply to your letter of November 19 regarding the census of
agriculture program.

1. Total expected cost of the 1974 Census of Agriculture

It is necessary to establish the background to the 1974 census in order
to relate costs. Although the 1974 census followed essentially the same
procedures as used for the 1969 census, it was much more limited in scope.
The usual pretesting of new procedures and methodologies that precede a
census were not conducted. The 1974 census appropriation was for a period
15 months shorter than normal, the associated censuses of irrigation and
drainage were not included since they were conducted in 1969 and are
conducted only every 10 years, and follow-on surveys on farm finances,
horticulture, etc., were omitted. This abridgement occurred because of
the delay in receipt of the census appropriation and the limitations
placed on total expenditures. Taking the foregoing into consideration,
the cost of the 1974 census is expected to approximate $23 million
(exclusive of the October 1975 Pay Act and the December 1975 postage
increase). There have been no significant differences between the appro-
priations for FY 1974 and 1975 and actual obligations.

2. Costs for the proposed 1978 and 1982 Censuses of Agriculture

The cost of the proposed 1978 census is expected to be higher than the
1974, since the 1974 census was significantly abridged in timing and
scope. Since neither authority nor funding has been approved for staff
to begin planning the 1978 census, detailed plans and cost estimates are
not available at this time. Preliminary estimates indicate that the 1978
census, with the censuses of irrigation and drainage and the follow-on
surveys as included in the 1969 census, should be comparable to the
updated costs of the 1969 census. The 1969 census costs updated to current
postage, salary, etc., would approximate $35 million.
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This  would include cont inued act iv i ty  d i rected toward expanding the
analytical information provided in the census by relating statistics on
agricultural production to other economic activities. The two primary
objectives in this expansion are: 1) to provide a measure of agribusiness
through tracing the vertical flow from those supplying materials and
supplies to the agricultural sector through the processing and marketing
of the agriculture connodities ; and 2) to expand a report being developed
for the first time for the 1974 census which will provide statistics on
corporate activity in agricultural production. In addition, the Bureau
will be evaluating new methods for collecting and processing the census,
exploring improved uses of administrative records available from other
agencies in order to reduce the reporting burden on the public and
improve timeliness of the data, and expanding the evaluation and
coverage programs for the census for use in planning improved systems
for future censuses. It is too early to develop any cost estimates for
the 1982 Census of Agriculture.

3. Status of collecting the 1974 data and issuing reports

The Bureau’s schedule calls for releasing preliminary county data reports
for all 3,100 counties between December 1975 and April 1976. We are
pleased to announce that the first reports have been sent to the printer
and should be available within the next several weeks. The complete
State reports are scheduled to be released beginning in April 1976.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

Director
Bureau of the Census

[The following paper was requested from the Statistical Reporting
Service. U.S. Department of Agriculture by OTA:]

The Statistical Reporting Service appreciates this opportunity to comment for
the record of the Technology Assessment Board. National and worldwide eco-
nomic and agricultural developments since 1972 have probably generated more
attention to and interest in the estimates and forecasts of the Statistical Report-
ing Service than at any time inthe102-vear history of agricultural estimates by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The Statistical Reporting Service is the
primary fact -collecting and fact-reporting organization of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture and is responsible for National and State crop and livestock esti-
mates and related statistical data and the coordination and improvement of the
U..S. Department of Agriculture’s statistical program.

One of the principal purposesof SRS is to present a picture of the current and
near-future supplies of agricultural products. For crops, the annual cycle of re-
ports begins with farmers’ intentions to plant, followed by forecasts of planted
acreages. acreages intended for harvest, probable yields, and forecasted produc-
tion. Estimates of acreages harvested, actual yields, and production are made at
the end of the season. Subsequently, reports on utilization, disposition, and value
are issued.

Livestock inventory numbers are published annually or semiannually. Seasonal
details on hog production, cattle on feed, and production of eggs, milk, and meat
are issued during the year in monthly and quarterly reports. Reports on breed-
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ing intentions, farrowing, hatching, chick
provide indications of prospective market
dairy products and cold storage holdings
published on a regular basis.

—

placements, and calf and lamb crops
supplies. Estimates of manufactured
of agricultural commodities are also

Numerous associated statistics series are also reported: fertilizer use, number
and size of farms, farm labor and wages, prices received and paid by farmers,
grain stocks, honey, mink, mushrooms, naval stores, and weekly weather ‘and
crop bulletins.

In addition, an activity that has received an unusual amount of attention dur-
ing the past three seasons is the Weekly Weather and Crop Bulletin, which
includes estimates of relative progress of crop planting, development and harvest.
These reports have provided weekly monitoring of unusual situations such as 
the planting progress during the extremely wet late planting season of 1973 and
crop development during the short-term drought conditions of 1974 and 1975.

An important condition for virtually the entire statistical output of the Agency
is that all estimates are based on current sample surveys and are not projections
or estimates based simply on an evaluation of history, trends, or non-surveyed
current developments. A unique feature of the Statistical Reporting Service
among the primary Federal statistical agencies is that virtually its entire output
of crop, livestock, and agricultural price statistics is released on a firm time
schedule. Time and date of each release is published in “Crop Reporting Board
Reports—Issuance Dates and Contents” which is distributed each December
preceding the calendar year to which it refers. Moreover, its current estimates
and forecasts during the growing season are typically released within 10 to 15
days after the collection of survey data.

Most of the major estimates and forecasts of the Statistical Reporting Service
are subject at completion of the marketing year to comprehensive data on sales,
marketing, movement and commodity usage which make it possible to rather
precisely measure the estimating and forecasting performance of the Agency.

The world food and economic situation in 1973, with substantially increased
demands for U.S. grain, contributed to abnormal economic stresses on the U.S.
livestock industry, primarily related to increased feed prices. As a result, there
was substantial speculation among the public and the livestock industry relating
to reductions in sizes and numbers of cattle on feed. The higher feed costs re-
sulted in shifting practices for the feeding of grains and concentrates so that
long-standing relationships of cattle and hog inventories with disappearance and
slaughter data would not hold. As a result, the inventory estimates of the Statisti-
cal Reporting Service on hogs, cattle on feed, and cattle were subject to unusually
great scrutiny and question due to the general speculation that economic condi-
tions should be forcing reductions of inventories. Speculation continued as the
relatively large estimated inventories were not subsequently followed by usual
patterns of livestock slaughter and disappearance. The record on slaughter and
marketing now confirms the probability sample based estimates of the Statisti-
cal Reporting Service and would tend to confirm the estimates of heavier weights
for cattle on feed, increasing cattle inventories, and greater reliance on roughage
for gains, with the gains extended over a longer period of time. This series of
events and conditions provided an unusual test of the estimating system of this 
Agency. Without the sampling surveys and techniques employed by the Statisti-
cal Reporting Service to estimate cattle on feed and cattle and hog inventories,
the information available from utilizing common analytical procedures would
have misled the public substantially regarding livestock inventories.

.
-

The Crops Estimates Program of the Statistical Reporting Service also has
been subject to greater and more critical public interest and scrutiny than at any
time in the past. The program starts each year with a December forecast of the
following year’s winter wheat crop acreage and production, then moves through .
farmers’ intentions to plant major crop acreages as of January 1 and March 1.

Estimates of acreage planted to major crops are made as of July 1, Fore-
casts of yield per acre and production for major field crops are prepared through-
out the growing season, starting with the December forecast of winter wheat
production. The forecasting schedule is heaviest June through October but con-
tinues for the later field crops and ends with December forecasts for cotton and
burley tobacco. Forecasts for cotton, corn, soybeans and winter and spring wheat
utilize objective yield surveys. These are probability samples of very small plots
randomly chosen and systematically placed in fields. The plots are visited
throughout the growing season with counts of plants and fruits and other ob-
servations made for characteristics which possess usable relationships to mature
yield.
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The Statistical Reporting Service also prepares estimates quarterly of grain
stocks stored on farm and off-farm. Stocks on farms are measured by mailed
sample surveys and stocks off farms are the result of mailed surveys combined
with enumeration of important storage facilities. The resulting sample cover-
age for off-farm stocks ranges from 80 to 90 percent of the total. Stocks estimates
have been prepared quarterly as of July 1, October 1, January 1, and April 1 for
wheat, barley, oats, rye, flaxseed, corn, and soybeans, except that a September
estimate is prepared for soybeans which then are not included in the estimates
for October 1.

A description of recent achievements of the Statistical Reporting Service must
be prefaced by a review of major developments and achievements over the past
15 years. During this period, the methods, facilities and staffing of the Statisti-
cal Reporting Service have undergone revolutionary change and modernization
as the Agency was successful in obtaining resources and direction to proceed with
modern sampling techniques. In the early 1900’s, the Agency completed construc-
tion of an area sampling frame, stratified by land use and has relied substantially
on sample surveys from this frame each June and December to provide the
principal inputs into estimates of major crop acreages and livestock inventories.
The area sample frame provides an exhaustive record of all the land in the 48
States, classified by agricultural land use, and permits the selection of proba-
bility samples which totally assure that every acre of farm land and every
farm has a chance of selection in each sample. Its greatest value lies in the fact
that it is totally complete and that on the other hand, no elements in the popula-
tion may be sampled more than once. This represents a substantial breakthrough
in the sample survey process which is not possible by the exclusive use of lists,
since it is impossible to evaluate lists to assure that no farm or operation is
included more than once. Additionally, it is well-known that no totally complete
list exists. Area samples have been most effective for producing precise estimates
for the major crop acreages. The system also produces estimates of livestock
numbers, but with sampling errors larger than for crop acreages. In 1970, the
Statistical Reporting Service was authorized to develop survey procedures which
would increase precision in its livestock inventory estimates. This project imple-
mented what is known as multiple frame sampling. The procedure involves
enumeration of large samples drawn from lists of livestock operations, accom-
panied by enumerated samples from the area frame. Since no list is totally
complete, the area sample has been used to estimate for the incompleteness of
the list population sampled, thus assuring complete coverage for the survey
and an efficient information collection procedure. The coverage for multiple frame
livestock surveys done in June and December has gradually been increased over
the U.S. and in December 1975, the sample multiple frame estimates will cover
about 95 percent of the total U.S. inventories of cattle and hogs. Livestock in-
ventory estimates for the residual States with inventories too small to war-
rant multiple frame surveys and representing about 5 percent of total inventories.
will utilize the December area sample survey. The mailed surveys long employed
for livestock estimates have been discontinued. This has permitted the Agency to
discontinue for livestock the old procedure of mailing inquires to large numbers
of livestock operators and utilizing response from those who voluntarily respond
in time to meet survey deadlines. The response to the enumerative surveys re-
placing these mailed surveys is much higher than for a mailed inquiry, and
approaches 100 percent.

A 1973 development of the Statistical Reporting Service was the establishment
* of a system for rapid review, and August 1 revision if necessary, of the July 1

estimates of acreages planted to major crops. The procedure is based on a
July update survey, a following subsample of the June Enumerative area sample
survey, This permits a letter indication of the outcome of plantings which were
reported for the June survey but may have still been intentions or not completed
at the time of the June survey. The update survey was especially important in
1973 for providing badly needed update information following the very wet plant.
ing season.

A significant development for the Statistical Reporting Service occurred in
1973, following enactment of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973. The Act directed the Secretary to report weekly export sales outstanding
of major agricultural commodities and this responsibility was assigned to the
Statistical Reporting Service. The task was substantially one of logistics, requir-
ing prompt reporting by exporters, rapid review of reported data, and a high
performance system for data processing, and rapid development and release of
weekly results. A highly automated review and processing system employing an

*

r
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interactive input-output system to a large computer was developed by the Agency
and employed operationally starting in October 1973. The Agency operated and
further improved this reporting system until it was recognized as a function of
the Foreign Agricultural Service and transferred to that Agency in December
1974.

Since 1970, an important continuing process of the Statistical Reporting Service
has been formal program evaluation in which the statistical output of the Agency
is examined for its relevance to current agricultural and economic needs and its
effectiveness in terms of quality of output. The Agency first examined its program
of crop estimates and as a result discontinued some crop estimates and forecasts
in some minor States and the frequency of forecasting for crops in States of
limited National importance. Subsequently, the Agency has reviewed the live- 
stock estimates program and has made modifications similar to those for crops,
that is, the discontinuance of least needed programs of estimates and elimination
of estimates for some items in some States where the data possesses only minute
importance in the National picture. Since then, the Agency has also modified its 
program for fruit and vegetable estimates and is in the process of examining its
program of prices received and prices paid by farmers.

The final part of these comments will relate to discussions of some of the
Agency’s current needs.

One of the needs of the Statistical Reporting Service relates to greater pro-
tection of confidentiality for the data voluntarily supplied by the respondents
to its many mailed and enumerative surveys. The Agency has never in its history
of data collection committed a breach of confidence, and has been able to effec-
tively guard these records with provisions of the regulations of the Department
of Agriculture. Nevertheless, new developments create the need for explicit
statutory protection of data from virtually all access except the use intended
by its collection. New legislation such as the Freedom of Information and Privacy
Acts and other laws which may be enacted in the future tend to focus public
attention on confidentiality. The promise of complete protection, including pro-
tection from subpoena by the courts not now provided by the Privacy Act, may
be necessary to achieve a high rate of voluntary response to surveys. In addition
such protection, which is already present in the law. Title 13, under which the
Bureau of the Census operates, would permit the Statistical Reporting Service the
potential of greater efficiency of operation by access to administrative records of
other Federal agencies. For example, the Statistical Reporting Service is barred
from even limited access to IRS records which would greatly enhance its efficiency
of sampling-yet the Census Bureau is granted such access for precisely the
same statistical purposes. The Statistical Reporting Service is currently proceed-
ing within the Department of Agriculture to draft proposed legislation to seek
full statutory protection of survey data, and is hopeful that it will be quickly
introduced and enacted by Congress.

The Statistical Reporting Service, in its role as the primary Federal statistical
agency in the Department of Agriculture, provides reimbursable services to other
agencies in the Department of Agriculture for survey design and operation. These
activities are limited to what the Agency may undertake within its manpower
resources, There is general feeling that some of the statistical survey activities 
by other Department of Agriculture agencies would be more effective if the
Statistical Reporting Service could perform the design and data collection for
them. The Agency’s current limitation on the amount of these survey activities
which it may accept is dictated primarily by manpower ceilings. To be more effec-
tive in providing agricultural survey services to other government agencies, the
Agency would require permanent provisions for adding and developing profes-
sional staff.

Finally, the rapid schedule of release for the agricultural statistics of the Statis-
tical Reporting Service is not matched by a program of similar scope anywhere
else in the Government, but there nevertheless is tremendous pressure upon the
Agency to shorten the time periods from data collection to release of estimates.
It must be recognized that shortening the time periods for data collection and
several subsequent survey and estimating procedures would be too costly economi-
cally or would promote deterioration of a quality output. An area to which the
Agency attributes substantial potential for reducing time to release is in rapid
data transmission and an optimum system and facility for data processing.
Although the Agency has progressed substantially in equipping for and imple-
menting these activities, it is in the process of seeking funds to proceed with a
nationwide adaptation to a common data processing system and network.
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.

This completes the statement for the Statistical Reporting Service and we
again thank you for the opportunity to be included in the record of these hearings.

— .

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

Raleigh, N.C., December 5,1975.
Mr. EMILIO Q. DADDARIO,
Director, Office of Technology Assessment,
Congress of the United States, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. DADDAR IO: I wish to report to you on the resolution passed by the
National Association of State Departments of Agriculture No. MT-15 on “Agri-
cultural Data Systems” a copy of which, I understand, has been submitted to
your committee.

This resolution, which calls for the integration of agricultural statistics into a
single system, is of great importance to farmers because of the burden that is
being placed upon them to give reports to both the Department of Agriculture’s
Statistical Reporting Service and to the Bureau of Census. Evidence of this
showed up in our State these past months as a reaction against the U.S. Census
of Agriculture.

In addition and possibly of even greater importance is the fact that the U.S.
Census of Agriculture is now obsolete in view of the new methods of getting
farms and agricultural statistics through a sampling process which is employed
by the Statistical Reporting Service.

The size, specialization and ownership of farms has changed to the point where
it is no longer feasible to endeavor to make a canvass of all the farms in the
United States to get the information. Therefore, a new system such as that sug-
gested by the American Agri-Business Association needs to be put into effect.

There are two other advantages that I would like to stress. First, the informa-
tion will become available much more promptly when it is needed than has been
true with the Census for a long time. Second, when the data is collected in
cooperation with the State Departments of Agriculture, as is done by the Sta-
tistical Reporting Service, it is most advantageous and efficient from the stand-
point of the time, work, and expense that is incurred.

I urge your committee to give favorable consideration and support to this reso-
lution.

Cordially,
JAMES A. GRA H A M , Commissioner.

A GRICULTURAL D ATA S Y S T E M

The complexities and rapid changes of modern agriculture have a great impact
on farmers, the agri-business industry, and consumers. Effective planning and
management of all phases of agriculture require statistical information with
great detail, timeliness and accuracy. State Departments of Agriculture in
cooperation with the Statistical Reporting Service have demonstrated that joint
use of resources and personnel can minimize duplication and maximize efficiency
of State and Federal agricultural statistics programs. Some overlap in the agri-
cultural data programs of the Statistical Reporting Service and the Bureau of
Census is resulting in inefficiencies and duplication of statistical services that
adversely affect the quality of the total agricultural data system. A detailed
report entitled “New Agricultural Data System Needed” has been developed by
American Agri-business Association. The report reviews the total agricultural
statistics program including the agricultural census and makes specific recom-
mendations for improving agricultural data at the local, state and national levels.

RESOLVED, that the National Association of State Departments of Agricul-
ture in convention at Charleston, West Virginia, October 9, 1975, endorses and
pledges to work with the United States Department of Agriculture, Congress and
the Executive Branch of the United States Government to implement the recom-
mendations of the American Agri-business Associates as a means of effectively
improving agricultural data through the implementation of a combined Federal
statistical system built upon the existing Federal-State cooperative programs,
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THE STATE OF FL OR IDA,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Tallahassee, Fla., January 2, 1976.

O FFICE OF TECHNOLOGY A SSESSMENT ,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C. 90510,
(Attention Mr. J. B. Cordaro, Food Program Manager).

GENTLEMEN : I am writing to you on behalf of a resolution passed by the Na-
tional Association of State Departments of Agriculture (NASDA) at Its annual
convention in Charleston, West Virginia last fall relative to the agricultural
census system.

I have enclosed a copy of this resolution entitled Agricultural Data System ‘
(MT-15). You will note in the resolution that NASDA is very much interested in
developing an effective system of securing accurate agricultural statistical in-
formation based on existing Federal-State cooperative programing.

For many years complaints have been received from our farmers on the volume
of work that had to be done regarding agricultural census and the fact that such
census programs took so much time, that some of the statistics were useless, and
that it took so long to get the facts and figures the census was supposed to
acquire.

The NASDA office and its many allied state members have had a very success-
ful relationship with the Statistical Reporting Service. Our past programs with
that office have indicated that we were able to get out more useful information
faster and much more accurately. The probability sampling approach has been
perfected and is far superior as it relates to accuracy and timeliness than any
other system of census taking used in the past.

We feel that the advantages of working with State Departments of Agricul-
ture through our Washington office will enable the United States Government to
get the census of all agricultural activities in greater detail, in speedier time,
and on a more truthful level.

We endorse the concept proposed by the NASDA resolution and offer our com-
plete support in pursuing and reaching the goals of the most effective agricul-
tural data reporting system possible.

With warm personal regards, I am,
Sincerely.

DOYLE CONNER Commissioner.

A GRICULTURAL D ATA S Y S T E M

The complexities and rapid changes of modern agriculture have a great
impact on farmers, the agri-business industry, and consumers. Effective plan-
ning and management of all phases of agriculture require statistical informa-
tion with great detail, timeliness and accuracy. State Departments of Agriculture
in cooperation with the Statistical Reporting Service have demonstrated that
joint use of resources and personnel can minimize duplication and maximize
efficiency of State and Federal agricultural statistics programs. Some overlap . 
in the agricultural data programs of the Statistical Reporting Service and
the Bureau of Census is resulting in inefficiencies and duplication of statistical
services that adversely affect the quality of the total agricultural data system.
A detailed report entitled “New Agricultural Data System Needed” has been
developed by American Agri-business Association. The report reviews the
total agricultural statistics program including the agricultural census and makes
specific recommendations for improving agricultural data at the local, state and
national levels.

RESOLVED, that the National Association of State Departments of Agricul-
ture in convention at Charleston, West Virginia, October 9, 1975, endorses and
pledges to work with the United States Department of Agriculture, Congress
and the Executive Branch of the United States Government to implement the
recommendations of the American Agri-business Associates as a means of
effectively improving agricultural data through the implementation of a combined
Federal statistical system built upon the existing Federal-State cooperative
programs.
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FEBRUARY 18, 1876.
Mr. DOYLE C ONNE R ,
Commissioner, Department of Agriculture, The State of Florida,
Tallahassee, Fla.

DEAR COMMISSIONER CONNER : I appreciate very much your sending me a copy
of the resolution passed by the National Association of State Departments of
Agriculture at its annual convention in Charleston, West Virginia.

I know that you would be interested in some of the work we are doing on
our food information systems project. For this reason, I send you a copy of two
papers that we have had prepared for this assessment to help us in judging the
options that we will be presenting to the Congress on the issue related to
whether the Bureau of Census’ agriculture activities should be incorporated
into the Department of Agriculture. The papers were prepared by Dr. Harry
Trelogan and the Bureau of Census.

Again, my thanks and appreciation.
Sincerely,

J. B. CORDARO,
Food Program Manager.

[The following paper was requested from Mr. Frazier by OTA:]

STATEMENT OF F RANK F RAZIER PRESIDENT , AMERICAN A G R IBUSINESS A SSOCIATES ,
INC., McLEAN, VA.

INFORMATION SYSTEMS : FOOD, AGRICULTUBE, AND NUTRITION

The Office of Technology Assessment has rendered an invaluable service in
pointing the way toward improved information systems for food, agriculture,
and nutrition, by developing the twelve recommendations in the June 1975
report to their Food Advisory Committee.

This view is strengthened by comments on the report in papers presented by
Dr. Don Paarlberg, Director of Economics for the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture; Dr. Harry C. Trelogan, until recently the Administrator of USDA’s
Statistical Reporting Service; and by the Bureau of Census of the Department
of Commerce.

However, a review of the papers presented by Dr. Trelogan, and by the Bu-
reau of Census, reveals a sharp difference of opinion as to the type of adminis-
trative structure needed for improving current information systems. Both agree
new statistical tools are now being used that upgrade the accuracy of agri-
cultural data. The Bureau of Census uses some in current sampling techniques
to replace the enumerative field canvas used prior to 1$69.’ And the Statistical
Reporting Service uses recently developed multiple frame sampling techniques
to reduce the standard error for @rep and livestock estimates from two to one
percent.’

Congress has recognized the need to expand the utilization and implementation
of these new statistical ‘tools, and included $1,225,000 in USDA’s 1975 appropria-
tion to be used in compiling a list of names essential for multi-frame probability
samplings

Significantly, the effect of the implementation of improved probability sam-
pling methods, is crop and livestock statistics that surpass the quality of census
data.’ No longer, therefore, is census data needed to true up the accuracy of
USDA’s crop and livestock estimates. This gives rise to the charge that a con-
tinuation of the Census of Agriculture on the present pattern is a waste of
time, effort, and money:

Since new statistical tools have already made data systems of former years
archaic, information systems should now be updated to today’s data needs,
utilizing the economy and efficiency resulting from the improved statistical
techniques which have proven effective.

Such a system could result from combining into a single administrative unit,
a program of sample surveys that would integrate the present data being col-
lected by SRS and the Bureau of Census.’ This approach should more ade-

1 Census, p. 12.
 Trelogan, p. 11.
s Trelogan, p. 11.
f Paarlberg, p. 4.
5 Trelogan, p. 7.
6 Trelogan, p. 1.



—

390

quately meet the needs of public and private decision makers, and also save
$1,600,000 annually in federal funds.’ Logically, the new system should ‘be
located in the Statistical Reporting Service, to which Congress has appropriated
over 75 percent of current budget for agricultural data.8 This agency has been
out in front in developing and using improved statistical techniques. It com-
petes for resources only with other agricultural services, rather than with all
other statistical programs of the entire federal government.

Even so, the Bureau of Census anticipates that the integration of agricultural
data systems, as proposed, would lead to a number of difficulties.

The Bureau claims to be an “independent agency,” and for this reason should
continue collecting “benchmark data.”9 The validity of such a claim is question-
able. In USDA the collection of data in SRS is separated from the analysis of
data by ERS. And why have “benchmark data” from Census, if they are using
USDA surveys to help assure its accuracy?10

The Bureau claims failure to accept their views on the organization struc-
ture for data collection will lead to user “distrust,” a substantial rise in data
cost, and a deterioration of data quality and timeliness.11 While a full scale
feasibility study has not been made to either document or refute these charges,
certain realities should not be overlooked. No agency in government has achieved
a better reputation for safeguarding the confidentiality of data than SRS. Their
officials go through “lockup” procedures several times a year. In the absence
of the proof of any wrong doing, for any agency that releases agricultural
data only once in the years to imply SRS officials are not to be trusted is both
invalid and irresponsible.

The Bureau’s claim that an integrated data system would result in a sub-
stantial rise in data cost not only is not documented, but it seems to com-
pletely discount the extensive experience of SRS with budgets involving multi-
ple frame sampling . . . the technique now used for hog estimates in 23 states
covering 96 percent of the population, and for cattle estimates in 38 states cover-
ing 96 percent of the population.12 SRS claims the integrated system will result
in a substantial saving , . .$36 million in contrast to $37.6 million annually
for USDA crop and livestock estimates and the Census of Agriculture.13

The Bureau claims timeliness would be adversely affected by an integrated
data collection system.” Such a claim can hardly be accepted at face value when
SRS announces a year in advance the date and the hour reports are to be
released giving data collected, only a few days previously, and then meets
the deadline. On the other hand, the Bureau of Census released reports on the
1969 agricultural census two to three years after the data was gathered. True,
after the 1873 hearings on S.J. Res, 95, before the Senate Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, the Bureau of Census promised to mend its ways.

The Bureau claims the FAC Report indicating SRS provides more dependable
national statistics are not documented.15 However, Dr. Trelogan cites the research
of Professor H. O. Hartley, Texas A & M University, as the basis for improved
statistical accuracy through the application of two sampling frames.16 Dr. Tre-
logan indicated SRS, by increasing to a 25 percent sample, could obtain county
data comparable in accuracy to that of the agricultural census.17

The Bureau claims Title 13 of the U.S. Code prohibits sharing the agricultural -
census mailing list with SRS.18 If it is proper to protect the confidentiality of
information in this way, then the law should be broadened to restrict access of
one federal agency to the classified information of another. However, in many
instances it may well be in the public interest for agencies to share such informa-
tion and, therefore, perhaps Congress should modify the unique privilege re-
stricted to the Bureau of Census.

The Bureau makes reference to a considerable expansion of computer facili-
ties for handling massive processing operations on a concurrent basis.19 Since
many agencies now share computer facilities, there is no reason to believe ade-
quate computer services could not be made available or transferred to SRS.

T Trelogan,  p. 28,
8 Trelogan,  p. 28.
0 CensuR.  D. 1.
10 Paarlberg, ~. 4.
11 Census, P. 2.
~ Trelogan,  p. 10.
la Trelogan, p. 28.
14 Census, p. 2.
15 Census, p. 2.
~ Trelogan, p. &
17 Treloean. p. 23.
~ Census, p. 3.
10 Census, p. 4.
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The Bureau is to be commended for suggesting a proposed program for link-
ing agriculture data with economic data, as well as with other censuses and
their Company Organizations Survey.20 But this undertaking should be ap-
proached with great care, because of the structural changes emphasized by both
SRS and the Bureau of Census. No longer is a system of food production located
in its entirety on a farm. For example, since the late nineteen forties, SRS has
obtained information from hatcheries (an off farm source) as to the number of
meat type chickens grown on farms. Nor are food production scheduling decisions
necessarily made by farmers. In the broiler industry, they are geared to the
financial resources of integrators, who contract with growers. Congress should
not permit legal technicalities, or out of date laws to prevent the coordination
among federal agencies that is essential to updating services to conform to the
changing needs of users of their services.

In summary, recommendation number four in the FAC Report, calling for
Congressional study of the transfer of the agricultural census into the Statistical
Reporting Service, merits prompt implementation to determine the legislation
needed to bring about such an integration of agricultural data systems. Paradoxi-
cally, SRS by utilizing new statistical tools has improved data quality to the
point that “benchmark data” from the agricultural census is no longer needed.
This progress should be applauded and enthusiastically supported. But instead,
it seems to be overshadowed by an unfortunate jurisdictional rivalry that may
thwart the adoption of the improved system recommended, which is so urgently
needed by both public and private data users.

Beyond the question of who is to administer agricultural data systems, is the
data needed to guide decisions, public and private, affecting food production
and consumption. The twelve recommendations in the FAC Report all merit the
careful and continued consideration by the Congress. Information system
failures, such as experienced in 1972–73 with feed grains and many other com-
modities, illustrate emphatically the political pressures that are triggered by
economic pressures growing out of decisions based on inadequate information.

In the future, to guard against compounding difficulties caused by the lack of
such information, the Office of Technology Assessment has a unique and chal-
lenging opportunity to give real leadership. Significantly, the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment is the only point in the nation’s government to which American
agriculture can turn, that transcends jurisdictional boundaries of both Con-
gressional Committees and federal agencies.

[The following paper was requested from Dr. Epstein by OTA:]

S TATEMENT OF D R E DWARD S. EP S T E I N, ASSOCIATE A D M I N I S T R A T O R, EN V I R O N-
MENTAL M ONITORING AND P REDICTION , NATIONAL O CEANIC AND A T M O S P H E R I C

A DMINISTRATION . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF C O M M E R C E

WEATHER INFORMATION FOR ASSESSING CROP PROGRESS

v Agricultural productivity has always been sensitive to fluctuations in local
weather and regional climate. As global food reserves have decreased, and
demand rises, natural weather and climate variability plays an increasingly
important role in agricultural production and planning. Since 1972, the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has taken several steps to
improve its daily weather advisories to farmers, its weather-yield modeling re-
search, and the content of its data publications. This report emphasizes sum-
marization and publication of weather data that relate to crop progress during
the growing season. It also gives a brief introduction to N0AA’s new weather-
yield modeling research.

The principal relevant NOAA periodical is the “Weekly Weather and Crop Bulle-
tin”, coedited and published by NOAA’s National Weather Service and the De-
partment of Agriculture's Statistical Reporting Service.21 The NOAA office is

W Census. p. 4.z publication of u-s, weather data rela~n to Crop  progress  can be traced back to 1872.
when a general 2-vage “Weekly Weather ~hronicle”  was s t a r t e d  by the Army Signal
Service. In 18$?7, the newly named Signal Corps began publishing a “Weather and CroP
Bulletin” weekly during the growing season  and monthly during the rest of the year.
In 1924.  the current title. “Weekly Weather and C!roD  Bulletin”, was adopted by the
I)eDartment  of Agriculture which included the Weather Bureau. Wlwn the Weather
Bureau was transferred to the Department of Commerce in 1940. the publication became a
cooperative effort jointly supported by funds appropriated to each Department.
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located in Room 1137, South Agriculture Building. In addition to its editorial
duties, the NOAA office monitors cumulative weather developments, provides
monthly briefings for Department of Agriculture officials, and provides data and
consultation to Agriculture agencies for planning and operating national pro-
grams dealing with the production of food and fiber. As an example, in early 1973,
cumulative weather analysis showed that much soybean planting would be signif-
icantly delayed due to very wet fields. Accordingly, Agricultural officials increased
acreages allowed for soybeans and a record harvest was realized.

The Weekly Weather and Crop Bulletin is released each Tuesday noon through-
out the year. Each issue contains precipitation and temperature data and narra-
tive weather and crop summaries for each state and the nation. Circulation has
nearly doubled since 1972 and is now about 5,300 copies. In response to the grow-
ing concern about the global food situation, NOAA began in February 1874 to
prepare world maps of precipitation and temperature. These maps are published
in the Bulletin—usually the third issue of each month. The maps show the dis-
tribution of the past month’s average monthly temperature and total precipita-
tion and departure from normal for the major agricultural areas of the world.
Accompanying the maps is a narrative World Agricultural Weather Summary
written by a specialist in the Foreign Agricultural Service. A recent issue of the
Bulletin, including the world maps and summary, is appended to this report.

The Bulletin’s monthly summaries permit only a general and somewhat delayed
assessment of global crop situations. To achieve more timely information, NOAA
specialists recently have written and are now refining complex computer programs
that produce cumulative weekly statistics from conventional 6-hourly coded
weather observations. Previously these data, long exchanged internationally, were
discarded once used in preparing the next sequence of forecasts. This activity is
taking time because of variations in coding practices and limitations of telecom-
munications facilities in some parts of the world. However, with the cooperation
of the World Meteorological Organization, we are making progress in overcoming
the difficulties and are already producing preliminary computer printouts of
weekly global weather data for two to three thousand stations for use by Agri-
culture and NOAA specialists. If current progress is maintained, we may be able
to realize accurate data consistently enough to justify publication of weekly data
for selected foreign areas beginning during the spring of 1976.

We have also made progress in estimating accumulated precipitation from
daily NOAA satellite imagery. Such satellite interpretation has been used to help
analyze the extent of drought conditions in Haiti and the Dominican Republic
during the first half of 1975 for the Department of State (AID). Satellite im-
agery is also an important source for information NOAA has been furnishing
weekly this year to Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) headquarters in
Rome on monsoon rains over the Asian subcontinent. This information is being
furnished at the request of FAO and is responsive to a resolution of last Novem-
ber’s World Food Conference which called for establishment of a Global Informa-
tion and Early-Warning System on Food and Agriculture.

NOAA, along with NASA and the Department of Agriculture, is participating
in the Large Area Crop Inventory Experiment (LACIE). The Experiment uses
satellite data (LANDSAT and eventually NOAA environmental satellites) and
surface meteorological data in a coordinated manner to explore new ways of esti-
mating wheat production. Initial systems development and test is on North Ameri-
can winter and spring wheat crops. A major part of the current NOAA-LACIE
effort is to develop weather-wheat yield models. Where the data are reliable, yield
estimates derived from these models are already comparable to official USDA
wheat yield estimates produced by conventional methods, when areas as large as
several states are considered. In October of this year, LACIE is scheduled to begin
tests to determine the capabilities to go global in scope. Wheat production (acre-
age and yield ) will be determined in sample areas in several wheat producing
countries. At each stage of the experiment, NOAA results are provided to Depart-
ment of Agriculture and NASA for study and evaluation.

The yield modeling research is being led by NOAA’s new Center for Climatic
and Environmental Assessment, established in November 1974. The Center is
rapidly developing two important applied climatological capabilities: (1 ) assess-
ing impact of weather events on major crop areas as a particular growing season
proceeds, and (2) interpreting long-term impacts of growing season weather in
terms of variability of future yields. Most of the Center’s applied research is
being carried on in Columbia, Missouri, while a room for providing briefings on
current crop-weather situations has been set up in a NOAA facility in the George-
town section of Washington, D.C.
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DEPARTURE OF AVERAGE TEMPERATURE FROM NORMAL (“F)

through the Plains and upper Mississippi Valley C a l i f o r n i a . S t r o n g e s t  a c t  i \ .  i  t y  ,  h o w e v e r ,  f o c u s e d
t o u c h e d  o f f  s t o r m s , m o s t l y  i n  u p p e r  M i c h i g a n o n  t h e  N o r t h e a s t  ,  S o u t h e a s t  ,  a n d  c e n t r a  1  p a r t s
through southern Wisconsin and northern Illinols o f  t h e  N a t i o n .

7
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NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL SUMMARY
F o r  t h e  W e e k  o f  A u g u s t  1 1 - 1 7

H i g h l i g h t s  : B e n e f i c i a l  r a i n  w a s  r e c e i v e d  o v e r
m u c h  o f  t h e  C o r n  B e l t  a i d i n g  r o w  c r o p  develop-
ment, h o w e v e r  m o i s t u r e  s h o r t a g e s  a r e  s t i l l  caus-
i  ng  s t r e s s  1n  n o r t h e r n  p o r t  i  ins o f  tlle N o r t h  C e n -
t r a l  a r e a . Corn  a n d  s o }  bean~  c o n t i n u e  t o  p r o g r e s s
a h e a d  o f  b o t h  1 9 7 4  a n d  norma 1  I n mo~  t  S t  a t e s
Sprlnc wheat h a r v e s t  m a d e  e x c e l l e n t  p r o g r e s s  a~
combl n ing  passed t h e  o n e -  th 1 rd m a r k

SILALL GR~lliS  : H a r v e s t  o f  s m a l l  g r a i n s  c o n t i n u e d
t o  m a k e  Kood p r o g r e s s ,  b u t  b e h i n d  l a s t  year’s
e x c e l l e n t  p a c e  i n  n e a r l y  a l l  a r e a s .

W i n t e r  ~heat  c o m b i n i n g  e d g e d  c l o s e r  to%ard
windup a s  f a v o r a b l e  c o n d i t i o n s  p r e v a i l e d  i n  tbe
n o r t h e r n  S t a t e s , t h e  o n l y  a r e a s  w i t h  a c r e a g e  n o t
y e t  h a r v e s t e d . AS  o :  August 17tb, 91?  o f  t h e
c r o p  w a s  h a r v e s t e d , m u c h  b e  b i n d  l a s t  y e a r ’ s
e x c e l  l e n t  p r o g r e s s  . R a i n s  i n t e r r u p t e d  c o m b i n i n g
i n  M o n t a n a .

Spl.  ing w h e a t  h a r v e s t  a d v a n c e d  r a p i d l y  in m o s t
major  S t a t e s  a n d  b y  A u g u s t  1 7 t h ,  3 5 ?  of t h e  1 9 7 5
c r o p  was h a r v e s t e d  , much  b e h i n d  1 9 7 4  leve 1 .
C o m b i n i n g  w a s  neari  n~  cmnple tl o n  i n  S o u t h  D a k o t a ,
4!37 done i n  Ni  “nesota ,  24%  1n  NoI.  t h  Dakota ,  a n d
57  i  n  Montana .

Oat h a r v e s t  cOnt 1nucd t o  move n o r t h w a r d  WI t b
807 o f  t h e  W i s c o n s i n  c r o p  h a r v e s t e d .  7 5 7  1n  b o t h
\!ich~  gan a n d  ![1  nnesota , a n d  36? z n  N o r t h  D a k o t a  .

Prcparat  lon of  f  ie 1  ds f o r  s e e d i n g  t h  IS  f  a  1 1  ‘ s
w h e a t  was a h e a d  0 1  u s u a l  i n  I  llino I s  a n d  fndiana  ,
b u t  behx  nd  s c h e d u l e  I n  O h i o .

CDRN : R a i n s  e a s e d  stress  i n  m a n y  p a r t s  o f  t h e
C o r n  B e l t  d u r i n g  t h e  week, b u t  a b o v e  n o r m a l
t e m p e r a  tures kept t  op~oi 1  m o i s t u r e  5U  P P 1  les
Sbort i  01. 31UC  h  o f  ttlc a 1  ea .

1  n  t h e  North  Centra  1 S  L a  t e s ,  c o r n  d e  vc  1 opmcnt
c e n t  i n u e d  t o  progre a t  a  steady.  p a c e  a h e a d  o f
1  ast year a n d  n o r m a l  i  n  near]  y  a  11 States . C o r n
was i  n  most  1  ~.  g o o d  t o  e x c e  1  l e n t  condi  t i o n  I n
11 llnols , whl le growin K  condi  t  i o n s  1n  1  o%a  we re
onl  y f a ir . I n  I l l i n o i s  , 5 3<

<  o f  t h e  c r o p  *as I n
t h e  d e n t  stage  v e r s u s  only  5% i n  1 9 7 4  a n d  19?
avc rage . 1  a a  c o r n  w a s  307 i n  tbc d e n t  1ng  s t a g e  ,
d o u b l e  t h e  1 9 7 4  rate 3w, o f  I n d i a n a  crop I$as
a  Isc) den t e d  o r  b e y o n d  , whl Ie 20C  o f  O h i o  corn
h a d  r e a c h e d  t  bls s Cage  . C o r n  o n  1  I gh  t soi 1s
1 n  hiscons  i n  w a s  s t  111  under  s e v e r e  stress anc!
d r y  w e a t h e r  1n  lllnncsota c e n t  1nucd  t<> dimlni  S5
p r o s p e c t  s  .

Corn  ttcvel OP .  n t  I n 1.(  ntuc)  v I <,,1a 1 197,!  and
was S1  I #ht 1  y  ahead of  average  ,  w h i l e  i n  T e n n e s s e e
de \,e 1 opmcnt has a h e a d  of 1 9 7 4  a n d  b e h i n d  a ve  rage  .

cOTTON : C o t  t o n  c e n t  1  nuc~  t o  m a k e  f a v o r a b l e
progress  I n  NO?  t  ma I  or S t a t e s  ,  howcve r  i n s e c t s
a  rc h e a  v y  i  n  m a n y  a 1 ea~ a n d  a r c  c a u s i n g  damage.

C o t  t o n  i n  t h e  T e x a s  B l a c k  l a n d s  and S o u t h  C e n -
t  r a l  was r a p i d l y  r e a c h i n g  naturi t y . H a r v e s t
w a s  d e  layed  i n  the Coasta 1 Bvnd  and L o v e  I. RIO
Grande  V a l  Iey, b u t  lw~u?ed b y  the weekend  .  1  n
Miss Issi ppi  ,  cotton  wa~  LI> f  a  1  r  cond  I t Ion  a n d
93? of t  hr C1. Op  b a d  SC t  bol 1 s  . I[cavy  11 u I t 1nx
c’on t I nued  i n trkansas  , bu  t I?ost f 1<1  ti5  uc w
pa5 t peak . TIIc  Oklafio, m  crop ua~ 5J!<, sc t  t  IIIK
bol 1 s , S8,,  I n Tc”,,c,  +<<,<, 9 !’,  In 1 laha(ta and 95<;
111 L<>u  1s L nna  .

C o t  t o n  uas i n  f  al r  conti I t  10!)  III hcu W A I LU anb
,)111 \, n S-lal 1 p{ ,  l .  L,rllta  JL, uf t,l{ h[,l 1 s  w e r e ,  ope  n-
IIIK . C., 1  I 101  nla  ‘s  la  tc c r o p  uas bl oomlnq a n d
5( tt 1,,  < 1><> 115 .

~LlrTS  ,iND  N u T S  : P e a c h  h a  rvcs t I ng  ua+  art I v e
I n sc VQ t a  1 NO  I  t h e  rn S t a t e s  a n d  neari  nc complv  -

t  10n  i n  most s o u  t h e m  a r e a s . EaI.1 y  a  pplcs were
s i  z i n g  w e  1 1  a n d  h a r v e s t  g a  I ned  mumen  tun . Cl t rus
t r e e s  i  n  Texas  benef i t t e d  f  ro!n  r e c e n t  r a  i n f a  1 1
a n d  g r o v e s  *erc z n  excc  1  l e n t  condlt  i  on  in  F1 orida .
P e c a n s  w e r e  i  n  f a i r  t o  g o o d  condl  tl o n  i n  Gcorgla
b u t  y e  1  low a p b  Ids a n d  we bwornls %e re caus  I ng
p r o b l e m s  I n Rol llng  P l a  i n s  ,  T e x a s . Almond ha  r-
v e s t  w a s underuas. in  Ca 1 I fern la . 1  n O r e g o n ,
t h e  w a l n u t  a n d  f i l b e r t  c r o p s  l o o k  g o n d  .

VEGETABLES : S w e e t  c o r n  a n d  s n a p  b e a n  h a r v e s t s
c e n t  1nue  i n  Ncw  Y o r k . Torlat  o  h a r v e s t  uas h e a v y
i n  Maryland  , Pcnnsyl  vanla  , \’ I rgi n l a  a n d  \llchigan.
I  n  \$ashington  ,  b r o c c o l i  ,  b u s h  b e a n ,  caul  i f 1 ouer ,
cucumbe  r , mel  on , suee t  c o r n  a n d  tona t  o  h a r v e s t s
c o n t i n u e d . Canta  loup h a r v e s t  w a s  i  n  ful  1 ?wing
in  Cal  1  f ern  ia , b u t  h a r v e s t  o f  broccol  I , caul  i -
f  l o w e r  ,  c a r r o t s  , a n d  le t  tuce  was S1  owe r . C a r -
r o t s , c u c u m b e r s  , canta 10UPS  ,  o n i o n s  ,  peas ,  a n d
wa te rme  i o n s  w e r e  b c  I ng  h a r v e s t e d  i  n  T e x a s  .
L a n d  prcparatl  o n  uas act I ve  i n  F1 ori da  for Sep-
tcmbe r  p lant  ings  .

PASTURES AND LIVESTOCK . Pastu  r<s a n d  ranges
c e n t  inued  t o  de t<, r  I ornte  t  broughout  much  o f  the
Xa  t 1on  e x c e p t  tlle S o u t h  C c  nt ra 1  wht  r<>  a b o v e
no)  ma 1 prec I PI tat Ion C e n t  I nues t u a 1 d IIC>U K1o  N th .
S t o c k  wa tcr IS yet  t  I ng  s h o r t  I n  s e  vc  i a  1  areas oi
Ar 170na  , Ca 1 i f  o] nla  ,  a n d  U t a h ,  u h i  1< I  I rr dangc:
IS lnc r6as1  ng ln sc vera  1 of t he  Westc rn S t a  t e s  .
Cat t le c e n t  lnue I n  m o s t  1  y  good  condl  t lon t h r o u g h -
o u t  m o s t  o f  t h e  N a t  lon a n d  s u p p l e  mcnta 1 fecdi nfz
was nlnlmal  .

SOYBEi  NS :  P r o s p e c t s  f o r  thls year ‘ s  soybea ”
crop  are  more  enc Ouraglng  as ra~ n tel 1 os cr
m u c h  o f  t h e  ma.1 or  Krov  lng a r e a  d u r i n g  the p a s t
ueek . DCVC lopment  o f  t h e  c r o p  c e n t  lnucs  atlead
o f  1974 a n d  nor,nal  i  n  m o s t  S t a  tes .

I  n  tbc Norti)  Ccntra  1  S t a t e s  ,  s o i  1  nolsture  i s
s  t  111  r a t e d  s h o r t  ln , (any  a  reas , hot$evc  r , rece ”t
ra lns wi 1 1  ald ln p o d  i  111  lng  . P o d  s e  ttlng  ln
b o t h  1 1 1  i  nols a n d  I  oma  r e a c h e d  922 ; 1 W. o f  t h e
c r o p  h a d  leaves turnl  n g  y e  11  ow ln 1 1 1  i nols a n d
87  I n  I o w a  ; a 1 1  s t a g e s  were Tuch a h e a d  of b o t h
1 9 7 4  a n d  a v e r a g e  . E  lscwhc re I n  tile R e g i o n  ,  pod
set tlng ranged from 60? I n !IISSOUI.  I t C>  95’. in
\llnncsota .

S o y b e a n s  ir,lpl,  oved  I n K e n t u c k y  and were ~ood
to C,(CC  11 c  nt  1 n  Tcnncsscc  . 1 1 1  Wissl S>l  ppl  , <5’<
of the c r o p  was p  ,ddl  n~  a n d  i  n  Arkansas  early
beans were b l o o m i n g  and sc t  t  Inc  p o d s  ,  wh I lC
l a t e  kans r,ere bloomln K

OTHIR  C R O P S : Sorgbum  :Iarvcs t  i n  Texas  a t  4P%
c e n t  inued  a h e a d  o f  hotll  1 9 7 4  and avc,  raE .
Deve  1 o p m e n t  01 t  hj ~ year  ‘s c r o p  %a5  ahead o f
normal a n d  1 9 7 4  i  n  mos t ma,]or S t  a ! c? .

FI ur-cured  t  obacco  wa, 951 ha,  vcs tcc, ,n
Ge 01, RIa  , 8S’. 1 n South Ca I ,,1 I “a . 54<, I 3> ho, t:>
La  101  I na  a n d  2  i’, I n  t’1  i,gi ma . R a ,  na  a Idcd
t h{,  c rop in KC n tucky,  u ,e rt,  33’ uf t,:<  BU  1 lc,},
<t  op lab  becnt  t  oppco . Tobacco  hill, V< ‘ t \ t., I tcti
I n TC nncssce  , b u t  Ullcb,  rll :1 “v t 1 w 1 1 1  5 1 “ u
pl.  of!ll >9.

P<)t.1  t  ,)<,  S  ill A , 0 0 5  t  ook C,,unt  y  ,  \la in<  al,c gl ou-
1]1:  S1OW1  Y and sub~t  ant  la 1 i aII15 WI 1 1  b<,
11<  cd< d <1) a 1 d > 1 ( 1 d+ l)< f <>,  < [hit 1 vest . III I d a h o ,
2 0 ’ ,  of t Ihe 1  IC, 1  ds Wc,le  turnln  K  col 01.  ,  much
bchl n d  la%  t vear  ‘ s  40’, .

,,\hi t c  m{,l  d I+ { a“s~”g  crm{ or!, t [1 p< 31111  t
crower?  111  --v  \<, ,.a  1 Sta t~+ . Thv  c r o p  con t  znuc,~
I n m o s t  1  ) g,,od condi  t I on  ln n e s t  a r t ,  a s  .
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Temmrature attd Frsx itation Data for the Week End& Mid ght, ld.tw Aug. 17, 1975
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:
1.

Tz
.5

2, 1

,;
.4

T
.3
.5

1 ,2
.6
.7

1,2
2 3

.2
T

;
.1
6

.5

.3
1,6

::
4
4

1.2
2.s

o

.!
0

T
3

,1
1,5

.1

.s
1.4

.1
T
T

.:

.1
T

2::
.2

1 .0
1,5
- - -

:;
,2
.1
0

.1
2 . 5
3 5
3.3
2 . 0
1 .3

T
.5
.3
.1
.3
.1
,2

55

:<
IA  .Sato. R o u s e .  . 82

Lake Chmrle8  . 83
New Orleans .  .  . 82
S h r e v e p o r t .  .  .  . 82

SA1N2  .Caribou  .  .  . 68
Portland . . . . 70

KD. aaltinore.  .  . 79
MASS .So8ton . . . 75

Chatham . . . . . 70
MICH  .Alp8na  . . . . 68

~troit . . . . . 73
Flint . . . . . 71
0,.”4 Rapids  .  .  . 71
ISourbton  Lake  .  . 67
Lansing  . . . . . 89
Marquette . . . 69
Huakegon.  . . . . 71
S. ste. Marie  . . 66

. . .

. . .

+1.5
-, 1
+1.5
- ,2

0
● .3

1
+ ,1
+4
+ ,2
- ,1

0
+ .3
)1.6
- .5
- .9
.1..s
-1.3
- .8
b ,1

0
., 1
+1.0

.3
,4
. .4

.3
, .8
,2.1
.5
.1.3
. 4

.7

. 2
0

. 4

. 5

.9
1

1 0
2
5

- .7
.4
,4
.3
.2

1:;
.1,2
,2

.5
- - -

,:
0
0

.1
0

:,:
2.5
1.2

.7

.7
1

:3
0

.1
0

1.:

ALA:~;;~~nCham  .
. . . .

Mmtconery.
ALASKA, Anchorage.

Sar!’ou.  . .
Fair b.nks  .
JUne.u  . . .
Kodiak. , .
Nrne , . . . . .

AISIZ  .Flagstaff  .
Phoentx  . . . .
Tucson. . . .
Wi”slm . .

80
83
83

. - -
- -
60

: 55
. - -
, 54

63
: 90

84
. 74

91
80
81

: 85
54
76

: 71
. 77

69
: 61

73
. 68
. 74
. 74
. 76
. 74
. B1
. 62

81
W34

0
+1
+ 2
- - -
- - -
+ 4

0
- - -
. 4
- 1
+1

0
- 2
- 2
- 2

0
+3
- 3
- 2
- 3
- 3

3
2
2
4
2
1

+ 3
3

+
;
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
0

-1
+1

1
0

+ 1
0

- 1

- 1
0

+3
- 1

0
+ 2
+ 1
+ 1

2
+ 3

1
1

+ 3
2
1

+ 9

- i
1

;
2

:
4

1.3
,5
T

- - -

Youngstown. .
OKLA.dkla  .  City

Tul=a  . .
OREG.  Astorl* . .

Sums . . . .
Medford  . . .
Peudletam  .  .
P o r t l a n d .  .  .
Salem  . , . .

P A  .Allentown. .
Erie. . . . .
Ifarriab.  rg. .
Ph11ade19hia  .
P i t t s b u r g h  .
S c r a n t o n .  .  .

R. [ . Providence
S.C. Char leston

Colurnbla.  .
G r e e n v i l l e .

S.D. Aberdeen .
Huron . . . .

---
.3
4---

.2
,5
T

0
T

.5

.2
,1

T
3
0

2,6
,5
0

.4
0
0
2
0

77
. 74
. 72
. 74
. 81
. 81
. 80
. 69
. 70
. 66
. 70
. 78
. 79
. 63
. 80
. 82
. 75
. 84
. 8S
. 83
. 64

+2
+3
+1
+3
+1

0
+2
- 3
- 3
- 7
- 3

0
+1
+2
+1
- 2
- 3
- 1

0
- 1
- 1

Y“-. . . . .
Ass ,Fort B9ith .

L i  ttle Rock . .
CALIF  .IUkersf  ield

E“reka. . . .
Fres”o. .
Los AnEeles  .  .

.3

.6

.2

.:
1
4

.;

l:;
.7

1.1
.5
.6

Red Bliff . . .
San  Diego  . .
San  Franc  imco .
S t o c k t o n  .  .

COLO.  D e n v e r  .  .
Grand Junct ion.

Miniwapolis
Rc.cbester .
St . Cl Gad .

MI SS.Jack80”.
Ueridlan. .

MO. Colombia .
Kansns  C i ty
St  .  Louis  .
S p r i n g f i e l d

NDWT.  Billi Wm
GlamEow .  .

Rapid Cit Y . . .
S 1O U X  F.lls . .

T2sw.Chattanooga.
SnOxvil  Xe  . . .
Memphi.  . . . .
Nashville . .

T S X  .Abilene . . .
A.artllo. . .
Austin. . .

T . . .

1
7

. . . 2

. , . 2

. . . 7

. . . 0

. . . 1

. . . 7 8

.,.

. . . :

. . . 4

. . 5

0
1.7

.1
Pueblo. . . . .

CONY .Bridgeport  .
Hartford  . . .

D. C. Washington. .
~ .Apalachicola.

Devt.  na Seach

1,s
,4
.1

1.1
4
3
9

2,0
.4

5,1
1.9

6
.9
,8
,5

9
3
1
T

.2

.8

B8mu90nt  . . . .
13rownmville  .  .
corpus  Chrlsti  .Ft”, M“.,,

Jacksmvil le.
Key West . . . ,
Lakeland.  .
Miami  .
Orlando  . . . .
T a l l a h a s s e e  .
Tampa . . . . ,
W.  Palm Seach .

GA .Atlanta . . .
A“t?usta  . . . .
Macon  .
Sav.  n”ah  . . .

SAhAI1  .Hilo . .
Hc.  nolul  ”. . .
Kahului  . .
Lih”e  . . . .

lDAHO. Boiee  .
Le. ist’xl . . .
Pc.catellrJ  . .

lLL. Cai  FO . . . .
Chicago  . . . .
!401  ine  . , . . .
Peoria . . . .
Rock ford. . . .
sPrl IU3field .

l N D . E v a n s v i l l e .  .
Ft  Wayne . .
I n d i a n a p o l i s .  .
South Send,

10wA .B”rl inst,
D+.  Motnes.
Oubuque .
Sioux  c i t y ’ .  .

KANS  .Co”cor’di8.
Dodge
G’
ToDeka . . .

. bo
. B5

62
S3

. S2

: ::
. 81

79
. 81

81
. 82
. 76
. 80

Helena. . . . .
Kllimpcll .  .  .
Miles c i t y .  .  .
!41S*OU1S  . . . .

WSBR. Grand Inland
Lincoln . . . .
Norfolk . . . .
N. Platte. . .
-ahm . . . .
Vslentine  .  .  .

Wsv .Sly . . . .
Las  Vegas  . .
Reno.  . . . . .
Winnemucca  .  .  .

N. H. Concord . . .
P .J  .Atlmntic C i ty

. 2

. 6

. 66
66

. 71

. 77
73
71

. 78
7D

. 65

. 87

. 68
. 73
. 70
. 75
. 76
. 75
. 77
. 71
. 66
. 72
. 76
. 69

70
. 74
.60

5
, 3

8
2
6
0
2
3

+ 3
4
1
1
1
5
2

:,
2

:
o
3

, 1
1
0

+ 1
h 2

ml Rio  . . . . . 84 - 3
El  Paso  . . . . . 80 - 1
Fort Worth. . . . 2s +1
Galveston . . . . 85 + 2
Rouston  . . . . . 82 - 2
Lubbock . . . . . 79 0
Midland . . . . 80 - 2
San  AnSelo.  . . . 81 - 4
San  Antonio . . . S3 - 2
Victoria. . . , . 85 0
Waco. . . , , , . Sg
W i c h i t a  ialls . . S3 -:

UTAH.8Land1nE  .  .  . 68 -3
Salt Lake  C i t y .  . 7!3 +1

V T .  brlington . . . 71 + 3
V A  .Lynchburg.  . . 77 +2

Uc.rfolk  . . . . . 82 +5
Richmond. . . . . al +4
Roanoke  . . . , . 77 +2

W A S S  .C01V1119  . . - - - - -
Gmmk . . . . . . . 7(J +1
Qlilllyute  .  .  .  . 59 0
Seattle-Tacoma.  . 67 + 3
Spokane . . . , . 6s -1
W,lla  Walla  . , . 75 +1
Yakima.  . . . , . 71 +2

1.Va  .Eeckley  .  .  ,  , 72 + 3
C h a r l e s t o n .  .  .  . 74
Huntington.  .  .  . 80 ,;
pnrkersburg  .  . 77 +3

HIS  .Gree  ” B.y  . . . 69 +1
La CT OE=S* . . , . 71 - 1
tsadiwon  . . . . . 71 +1
Milwaukee . . . . 72 + 2

STO.  C**per.  . . . . 66 -5
Cheyenne . . . . . 63 -5
Lander. . . . , . 64 -6
Sheridan. . . . . 64 -6

P. R.  San Ju.  n.  .  . Fj2 ,1

.2
,6
.1
.5
.0
,7

.:

.2
T
o
T
T
T

.5
,7
.7

T
.6
.2

1.0
1.5

T

:;
T
T

3,0
.3
.7

2,3

[

7 6
. 73
. 7 5
.9
.0
. 76
. 7 5
7 5
.74
. 7 6
. 7 8
.73
.7
. 4
. 4
. 7
.72
.3
.79
. 0
.2
.0
.0
.9
. 0

Trenton . . . i
N .SSX  .Albuquerque

Romvall  . . .
N. T. Al b8ny,  . . .

Bingilam
Suft
New York. . . .

,7
.1
.7
.6
,6

.:
,3
.9
,8

.tal. . ,
fnlo . . . .

Rochester  .  .  .
Syracume.  .  .  .

N .C. Asheville . .
Charlotte  .  .  .

.6
4

2.3
1.S
L,4
[.s
1.9
.5

2
1.3
1.4

1
:3
.0
,2

3
‘6!, 1

Greensboro. . . . I
IIntterss. . . . . I
Raleigh . . . . . 0
Wilminstcm  .  .  .  .

N  .DAK  .Blamarck. . . 4
Fargo  . . . . . . 7
Willlston . . . . 1

OHIO. Akron-Cnnton  4
Cincinnati . . . 8
C1evelsnd  . . . 3
Columbus . . . 7
Otyton. . . . . . 5
Toledo. . . . . 2

I 4
3
3

-;
3

1-

9
3
3
2
4
1
1

on .
.4
.1

,:
.2 ,5

l-l

T ,4
8 .2

1 1 .5
.9

1.2 ::
1,5 9

.8 .1

, cl t>.. .
oodland.  .

hi; hita .
K Y .  L e x i n g t o n .  .

L o u i s v i l l e  .

Based  on 1 9 4 1 - 7 0  Nor~als
TM,* .s9 s. error i“ thw July  m o n t h l y  table for MS  Noines  ,  lo-a It ●  h o u l d  h8v. resd  T for pr.cipitntim,
d e p a r t u r e  ‘ 3  3  This  e..or appe.red i. t h e  Aug”st  1 2 .  volume  6 2  No 32 .  .  precl p i t .  t  i o n  4,  depnrt.  re  ‘ 2 . 9 -.

?-!
T h e  W e e k l y  W e a t h e r  a n d  C r o p  B u l l e t i n p r e p a r e d  b y  D r .  R i c h a r d  E .  Felch,

I Ser~ice,  N o A A ,  and s t a t i s t i c a l  l t e p o r t -
1 s  ubl i  s h e d  b y  t h e  Na t i  ona  1 W e a t h e r a g r i c u l t u r a l  c l i m a t o l o g i s t  ,  L y l e  M . I

Dsnny  , Orus W  .  B y r d ,  m e t e o r o l o g i s t s  ,
i ng .%rvice  , U S D A  .

I -l

DsLon  B r o w n  ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  s t a t i s t i c i a n ,
S t a n d a r d  c o p y  f o r  t h e  B u l l e t i n  i s a n d  S u s a n  E  .  A t k i n s ,  edl tor .

—
., . . .
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STATE SUMMARIES OF WEATHER AND AGRICULTURE

T h e s e  s u m m a r i e s  p r o v i d e  b r i e  !  descrl pt  i  ons of crop a n d  wea  t h e r  condi  t  i o n s  i m p o r t a n t  o n  z
n a t i o n a l  s c a l e  . \lore d e t a i l e d  d a t a  a r e  ava  i lahlc  I n  Wea the r and  C] up  B u  1  le t Ins publ i  s h e d
e a c h  Mmtda  y  by  SPS  Sta te o { f ices i n coopera  t I on  wi th t h e  ?ia t i ona  1  W e a t h e r  S e r v i c e  ,  N O A A  .

ALA BA!!A Sca  t tc red shoners  a n d  t h u n d e r s  howc  rs

t  hrou  ghfm  t R I t h  mos t  nume  rous  amount % concen  t ra tea
over  nu, t  h GI ea tes t  2  l - h o u r  I a ln fa 1 1  t o t a l
2.35 I n a t Lou I svk 1 IQ . Tempe  la tu res  wa lmc r t #lan
p a s  t  s c  vc  r a  1  w e e k s  w i t h  w e e k l y  ave r a g e  1°  above
nol  mal

Sll Ower act i VI t  y  d e c r e a s e d  ,  making u o r k i  ng  con-
d  I t Ions  f a vora ble i  n  m o s t  a r e a s  . Sol 1  Iois tu re~
a d e q u a t e C o r n  condi  t lon gOOd  t o exce 1  l e n t
757  de  !tted  , s a m e  as 1 9 7 4 . C o t  t o n  condi  t ion f a i r
t  o good  94q s e t  t  I ng  b o l  1s ,  1 0 0 ’ 7  1 9 7 4 . I n s e c t
contl 01 u n c l e  rway S o y b e a n  cmtd I t i on good  w I t h
841 bl oominz  a n d  517 s e t  t  I ng  p o d s P e a n u t  condl.
t Ion s t  i  1 1  g o o d , !Ju  t  d i s e a s e s  a  re s t i 11  presc,  nt .
Ra J, ha rves t i ng I n i u 11 sw I nK as wea  tbc r perm i ts
Pa~  t u r e  c  ond i  t  i on  re. na i ns good

ALASKA  : Taua na  V a  1 le y  ses t ha  1 i wa I m a n d  re la-
t 1 VQ 1 \ d: y , e a~  t ha 1 i uc t w i th nc. al 1101 :Ia 1 tem -
pc r a  tul *S Kc na  1 Pe  n I n~ula n< a  I nol  na  1  tcvpe I a-
t u  rcs c oab  t< , a ho  .W nol  ma 1 i n land . Kod I ak Ra ln -
fa 1 1  was tw Ice t h e  sea~ona  1  noma  1 ,  t< Ipe  I a turc  ~
w e r e  b e  1  cm nnrnal  .

H a y  h a  Ives t  c o n t i n u e d  a  t  a S1  OM p a c e  w i  th  the
fr e q u e n t  ra ln shOMe  rs H a y  q u a  1  I t y i ron Ianv
f  i e  1  ds bave b e e n  ~ c duccd Gra Ln f ie Ids a r e  most 1 y
i n  t h e  dtmqh stage  oi de  vc 1 upme  n t w I th  seve  I a 1
t u r n  i  ng  c 01  or . H a r v e s t  of gra I n  IS  e  xpectect t o
beKl  n short 1 y I n the Fa L I banks a rra bu  t la tc,  r I n
re,na 1 ncte I ot Ra I lbe 1 t . G r o u n d  mols turc  s u p p l y
c e n t  lnued  adcqua  te .

AR I ZC:iA Tempe r~  t ure~ n e a r  nnt’ma  1 m o s t  re~ ,on~ ,
abOLt ~’ be: c  A n  ,rrr~  !  G r a n d  Can!<>n  area spot  t  \
t hundc, r~ho!$f?  t’s *-.. I r 1 ! week L’ I rr UJ 11 } nc, r.i I n
a ft. r 13t L

Cot  1 on  m<  ● t 1 \ Fa  ) r tc Kood c[)nd I t 1(,  n Cra  ln
> < ,  rA. h u m  F 1 .ir, t I n~  c ( m~, lete. Ear  1 \ p 1 an t I ng+ read!
f o r  ha  ri e. t S:1 f f 1 os<t.r  ha  r\ est cc I-P 1 ete cock; ! 5P
C o u n t  1 % f J 11 beet. g,,  od cnnd>  t Ion .! 1 f ci ! f a hay
se<t~(>nal pr -  gre~. Land preparat  : (n. fa 1 1  p  1 a n t  -
In,:.  C* nl ra: <c ,2[  h,,  e  >t s o u t h  ea~t F’t 1 I c a n t  a-
:(>Ups  +Jt  1 5 ! :i’t 01. } !’u!r,  d S h  ipmer.  t s ,,fh I te Kr,ipe -
frul t ‘tar I cclpa  C o u n t  I FI Ult ?171ng uel 1 snuth  -
Ne<t Fe% mI res , o r e  i$l cd b u r n  un dr}. t  rees
Range+  !  a  1 r  t  o Urod cond lt Inn  hl gh  r e g  ] ons  ,  fair
10M er e 1 ex a t 10n5 Ra:  n  n e e d e d  soon s o  Ltheas t
Cat  t 1 e ros t l\  fd I r , stock mater  gett  ing short

ARK4x  S\S Tempe  ra tui e~  n e a r  norma 1 De pa r tu I es
ran?ed  f  : on) . 3  to .2” Extreme v : 1 0 1 ”  a t
Gi 1 be I t t o 61” a t GI  1 be I t . P1.  e C1  PI  tat  lon ua=
w idesp~  cad  u I t  h  b  i ghc$  t  o v e r  n o r t h  hal  f . G:.ea t-
e s  t  a m  Ounts were 3 . 7 5  I n  .  a  t  Faye  t  te VI  1 lC  a n d
3 . 7 4  i n .  a t  E v e n i n g  Sbade .  O v e r  1 . 0 0  I n  a  t  ,  !OS t
s ta ti ons .

bca t tered s,lo!ht!  I act i VI  t  y  i m p r o v e d  _OI  1 r ,ois -
ture SUPP1  v sol 1  ,Ioi s t  uri’ ,0s tl y  zlti<. qlla te Al 1
c,,ops  : n -., ,,d  , o,,{,  I t , o“ Fit 1 d% <)1 k 5 1 dzl\.+
SU 1  ta bl<, Cut  t c]n ! I u I t I nl:  hex  v I 1 y , mo<  t f 1< 1 d-
pa ‘, t P< ak i 6 M (>p’  ,, !)(>1 1s H I c F [ rCJp  la tu i I n<
rap  lit  1 (, tla 1 b. . t 5 ta 1 t’ d <>1>  < a , 1 y b a ,, t t ,,,,
Fn ,.1 \ +ovb{, n  I,< t,]  <).,v  I I]K ,  L<,  t  t ] n<  p<)d< 12 t c 11{  ,111.
1)1  ,,$,  ~ n~  , n<. < <1 (11  5  tut L i [)1 1  !1<  1< a - c  u v.,  gc, to t 1 Vc
K1 UN t c1 . COI n  .  I laKC  De I n,;  h a t  ve5 te<  . C[ll  11 f 01
k , J 1 !1 Ilefl  1 ,il tul 1 t y . La I 1  y  XI a  III S[,IK31U  , bc I I)K
ha  > \ < s, te(, . Pas t  urcs  *UPP1  Y1 nK acx qua t{ 101  a I,<,  ,
I>e<  b 1 .11 !1 I a 11 i (,1 1<,  gl  on  t ,1 .

c.AL I FORh  IA 1$ 1[,  t 1 y s{ a t 1 c 1 <,< t lIUI1lA(  15  blow< 1< 1 I t 1
un not t h and cc ot i a 1 , ot-hc  r.+ 1 s<, I a I ) S1 lg lt
c u[)l  ] J]i. [’u] I ]]: U( { k . !11  : 1< 1 n 1 !1 t 1.11 ) 11 r , ,,,rc ,

1 00” be?i nni n< week . COa Sta ] h ighs  50  ‘S  nort ;1
t O 70 ‘ S SOU th . A v e r a g e s  S1  I ght  1 y be low nor,na 1
coast  a  1 , s  1 i Kht  1 v  a b o v e  nortbeas  t  and  nea  r  norma 1
Othel. areas

S m a  1 1  gI  a  i n  h a r v e s t  n e a r l y  complc  ted . R i c e  flood
p r o g r e s s ,  headl  ng  o u t  . Cot t on  b] oomi ng,  ● e t t i ng
bol 1s ,  late . Sugarbec  t digql nq  c e n t  i nue< . Dry
bean maturing ra pi dl y, thrashing  be~ttn . 41fa  l~a
cu t t i nK -ont inues . Sorle  ar-~,wot I da  ,aye . i 1 i a 11 a
s e e d  harvc>st  Kai nlng  , I,IC  ld c ,  o w n Sa ff 1 owe  r IZ3 I -
ve~ t ga  1n LIIg  . Pea r , Gravens te ln a p p l e  hal v e s t s
undc rwa},  nor th coa~  t C a  I 01 vn, JUI>FC  rman pt. ache=
be  1 nK Iha  rves ted  . Prune , almunu  lal VC5 t> c tal t( d
!+ o“dl a !1<$ , othe r a I cas t II  1s Meek . La t<  f 1P sh ta ] -
ke t ncc tarines  , Pluns  b e  I ng  har{  es  ted . sot 1. n 1 t<, ,
husk 11 y pl.  oblcm$ u a 1 llU  ts . Thompson ,  Ca rdl na  1,
Exot lC  ,  Q u e e n  \,ir r IL t v KI a P Cs be I ng  PLC  kc d  ,  qua 1 I t y
Cood k 1  nc grapes L ena In  week be:1  i  nd  , Vzt lencl  it
,na ] vt, ct c c)nt  lnues c1  C,W  ,  qual  I t  v decl I ni n% . Nave 1
CI op val  IV<  bv  arcd ,  5ca  lC  Y),OW I nl;  u p . cool
ut at h{  ,  l)uld~,,  g  l)ac k  Ic, mon  c (,l,]r PVU1  a Vo<adc)
SC,  t  S a n t a  Ba, baI  it B] O<  CO1 I and < aul I 11 ()%c, 1 ,
cal  r o t s  a n d  le t tuc.  c 1 lKht Sa 1  I nas  . Can  tal  oups
f  u  11  -WI  ng  Mes  ts Idc  . Cc  le I.Y m o d e  rate cent ra 1
c o a s t  , !ton~  ydeu  ‘s  cent  I n u e  S a n  Joaqu i n Va 1 lC  y .
O n  I ons a n d  p[,  ta toe5 g od <vow  t h , ear 1 y  p o t a t o  Iha r-
VQS  t be g I n  n e x t  w e e k  S h a s  ta \’a 1 le y . CanninK  tOma  -
toc Y proK1. ess i ng  San  J  oaqu  I n, beglnnl  ng  Sacramen t < >  .
ha  terme 1  on  con  t  i  nut s cent  ra 1 San  Joaqu  In . LI t<e -
s  t  ock rema  ins good  , Yupplc  ~c, ntal f ecdln~:  5 t a r t  i n , :
W a t e r  suppl Les < n ~ ltl,a~  ,

CUU3R.AD3  T e m p e r a t u r e s  s  1 ight  1 Y b e  10M  I1OI  la 1.
H ig,l  S 80 ‘ s t o 90  ‘ s . C o l d  f  rOnt  12  t  !I  and 1 3 t h
1  out?red  te npela ture<  1‘) t o  2 5 ”  . H i g h  tem~raturc
was 1 00° a  t  La JUI1  ta . Showc rs a n d  t h u n d e r s  ,  or~s
‘,ounta ins a n d  ln e a s t  . H e a v i e s t  t o t a l s  2 . 0 5  ln .
.It Ft .  Co]] lnS. P]  c c i  p i  tat 1 o n  avera  KC  d  o v e r  1.00
111. east  .

Col.  n ake ra ge he  L ght  75  1 n . , tasse led  957, 961
avermgc,  , 987  19i  1, s  I lke Q o4c* , 93[. 1 9 7 4 .  D r y  b e a n s
1 i owe  red , V<  , ?33’.  19; .: . Sol  E,IU~I .]@adCd 502, .! i<
197 i . buKa  rh~e  ts late w 1 t  h  cood KI.0*  t , )  ,  Stm,le ,Iai  1
dama  xecl  . A  11 row  CI  ops g o o d  conul  t  Lon  . Second
cu t t I ng  a 1 fa 1 i a S7;< couple  te . R a n g e s  a n d  p a s  tures
1‘:prove d , but rela III c’I.>  s o u t  ‘ l e a s t  ,  Ios t  1S  quo<:
elseu lere . LI  ves tock g o o d  cr>nc  I t Ion .

FLORIDA ‘r\, r I c a 1 -umtnert  lme  bieather n e a r  nci-r$a  1
temperature. H 1 gh\  in low 90  S Scattered  a f-

te rnooc tkunder~houers ent I re S t  a t e ,  amoan  t s  a3.er  -
aglng  1  .00 to 3 . 0 0  Ln

So  I 1  mo 1s  t ure a d e q u a t e  to s u r p l u s FIood  i ng
c e n t  I n u e s  P a n h a n d l e CrOP  cond  1 [ i o n ?  x,ar  I ab  le ,
con~ I de  rabl e danage  I n  P a n h a n d l e rt h e r  a r e a s
mc st 1  I guod F  I e 1 d cc,rn har- e~  t cc, nt i nue? Pea-
n(.  t ● hard h I t hi.  whi t P no 1 d. FI  ue- cured t  nbaccc,
h a  t-t est comp 1 et v 11,, \  I n~ lnt<.  rrupt ed h~ ~1..oucr<
s,, >  b(>a”.  uamagvd  P,tnh  and  1 ? good  . nd I t I i,n e 1 +e  -
Mhcr? . . ug.arcaae  L.or, d  (  f ind I t I t!n Px5  t u t-e+  r.x,~ r 1 v
X,,,  a .. . nd I: i r C  I t t 1  +.  and cn 1  ! e~  g(md  r(>nd  i t Ion  ,

1 I t rLs  K r,)x  e , ,nd  I t I c n PXCP  I 1 f.nl r,en  P I  a 1 t-o  i n~
c nt  I nu( +, mv ,* rea,. VXCC.5.  11 c>  mo:  \ t  u  r e Abund.tnce

, ! r>~.v ! r, 1 I ik, r nt+.  ( r ,  !, f  ru ] 1 I1rC  k-ress I rig .  c 1 1
L < * I d I r *SII.I  r.lt I, n JC t I L.- 1 (,r S[.]t embf.  r p 1 ant i ng.

11 .n III  IJ( in+ I- Jl)l  :, K,, +ueet c.< t - n < ucurnber.
.r{u,  !\P. P  1 : *  nt I nK c c  er\, (,KRS  1 ant pepper tnnl21-
t $,CS  und,  r,% it ~ :, r) ~, ~ !  ,,nt I nK pt-<>grv~+  I ng  UC, 1 1
<)” J : 1 , 1.[ , .

G E O R G I A a , (,,,  < 1 ), \$t a the 1 “V<, 1 1>01 t 1 c116c1A  I lduc,  ck
anu  <)11  1  y I 501  a t< d a [ te i 110011 t hunc,  c rsil owe  i 5 ‘t 11
t le 1 c a 1 t< 1.. !+{ < t c t n t I a 1, ca ~ t <en t ! a 1 , and L <m  t >-
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eas t a~e rnueci ove  r 1  . 0 0  I n.  ,  n o r t h e r n  t  h i r d
ave ra~e d near  O .75  1n  . c e n  tl. a l  uas t h e  d r y  s p o t
w  i  Ch onl y  O  . 2 5  i n .  o r  l e s s . I s o l a t e d  t h u n d e r -
s h o w e r s  o v e r  ueekend  .

S O  I  1  m u  i s  ture m o s t l y  a d e q u a t e  to s u r p l u s  . Field-
uork  vorv act 1ve ,  4 d a y s  SUI  t a b l e  . Corn  most 1 y
good  t u cxce  1  l e n t  . S1  lage h a r v e s t  a c t i v e  . P e a n u t s
rlos t 1 y good  , M lhI t e  lnnl  d a  maJ o r  conce rn . C o t t o n
f  a  I r t o !nos  t  1  y  g o o d ,  h i g h  i n s e c t  popula t i o n s  ,
i ns<-c t tc Ittc a p p l  ica t i ons c e n t  I n u e d  act ive . soj.-
b e a n s  MOS t 1 y good  to  cxce  1  lent  ,  Insects  b e c o m i n g
a  p r o b l e m  . T o b a c c o  95Z  h a r v e s t e d  ,  a v e r a g e  96$,
1 9 7 4  94s . W a t e r m e l o n s  977 h a r v e s t e d P a s t u r e s ,

cat t le , h o g s  good  . H a y i n g  v e  r:.’  act ive . P e c a n s

fair tu good  , spra vi n~  act i ve  .

BAW*I I : S3ene f I cia 1  I* i n s  f e  1 1  1n  s e c t i o n s  o f
Ha\*a  i I and Kaua  i . Kc> re 11ef i n  t  >e dry  Hamakua
C o a s t  of Hau  a i i .

Grow i ng  con<]  i t ion- 1 a  vorable  t c,r  crop  g r o w t h  .
SpIa  \.i nC f rcquo  nt  t  c, c u r b  lnscc t i nfc,. ta t i  on .
b’cf?<% t abl  c 5U pp~ it-i ndcqun  tc,  . uc  1 on p r o d u c t i o n
1 i Kht . fhnanm  SUPP1  iv> I v ma in Iodera  tc t  o  ‘,]eav~ .
P.I  paya  ha  I VC<  t I n~  1  uc  tua  t ing . PI  nra  pplc  la tc c ) u p
111  1 1 1 1  1 Ilarvcst Sug:l  1, hn 1 v{  ‘+ t  1 llK steady .

I  0!110 TV 1P( 1 a tul ()+ IIC:l  I ,,(>1 ,,, a 1 C3 , 1 y ucck . bc 1 ou
II(]1 )n 1 cnd <)1 uc, ck . Scn t tc red S:IOWC  1.s  la t te I Da I t
01 u<, ck .

lln I best I n;:  OPC  I* t  I o n s  hiKhl  lulltcd  m e e k  act I \ ,  I -
t 1, . . lt i  ntcr wlleit  t  25’:  harves tcd ,  60’: 19?  4.
P[>ta  t[> Cll)p 2G’,  f  ic lds “. ,] i  IIK  CO1 UI ,  ‘ OZ 19, 4,
,.1  t ,1 1 j~, v i n e s  d y i n g . Spl,  I IIC  w(lea t 1)21, vc5  t
+t.a) tln h,, 3W<  h a  rvcs ted 1 9 7  1. Barlc  y  23’, l)m.-
\f{ s tu(;  , 3s’{ 1 9 7 4 . RanKc  ana 1 1  ~cstock Kood con-
d  1 t Ion

ILLINOIS : T( IIIPC 1 n tu 1 c’i 1“ k 1  cm nor!,t.  tl west ,  1  to
“’” n i l  ”,,, 11,,, . , , . 1 1  e I ~c,,,h( , <~ .. Precl pl tat l,, n O .33 to
0 7.5 111 1101,  t 11, Sllouc 1+  u p  t  c) 3 . 0 0  i n  .  SC>lI  t h .
<,>> t> >(>st  1 y  Go[><i  t  o <~Ycc.  1 lent c in\di  t  ion d[>uyh  S8”,  ,

;’5: 1 9 7 ’ 4  ,  51’ a vrla  !:t’  :  dell  t  530,  ,  57  I 974, ~“~,.a <~
.,nybenn< ,nost 1  v ;OOCI  to cxcc 1  l e n t SC t t 1 I>K

pod+ 92’/ ,  4 ( V 1 9 7 4 ,  Nvcl  age  62’. 1  O ?  turninq  vc11  CYA  ,
O’ 197  I n i< , ,1,:,,  1’ . \ 1 I al t n ha ~,  must  1 b t n I r to
,r,,  [,(j 3<1 c 1,  )p 28’ < u t , 22, 1971,  ave,.ag~ 1 ‘3” .
N I n t< ! ,! Ilcfi  t pl C>W  4 ,1): c ,,nplc  tc 46, 1974,  a ve I-axe
!4, . Pa? tu i ( 11,,>- L 1 v 141 i , to ~t)oti  . Soi  1 ,1101  s tu  Ie
“2’ *IIU I t , XL’  .Itfeq N:I  tr , .j’ s“ L plus . FIC  1 du  c)rk :
:, <,rl ,,s .11 1 1.,1>1< .

I\rII  \\\ ]!tl,,l 1<1 !,:11 1 )$([k u i t ,1 nLl,,lC  , <>11S  S!l[)WC1,S  .
pa ~1,1  ~] 1 m,,,,,,,,<,  (1 t r(,m 1 .10 I M sou t hcast t o 1 30
111 . 11[),  ::IU<  ,. t rc  IIIIW  , J t u i ~,Y I a I)<CO I I OIN 54 tc>  9J” .
\ 1,.,11 s ,,, a , ,, ? 11,, ;1U4  t 1 [, . ‘Ill  lll,,lU  ) t<, ]pc  1 a tull- s and

11:  1 J <’ 1 1 { . 1,%1 I I .111  ,5, ( IIIJ,  ml
F ] (, 1,  ~ [,]  k a\ ( .1 .( (, .’, d.ty> . Tc>p>oI  1  and !s11  bS1ll  1

1(,15 til, , ,,, s L I } m’,<,qllatc . Cui r) 93’,  +1 lk< d , 19“/  1
~, , L(,  I 1> 0 J’ 111 <,c)u~t, $,, 1X y<,,,<  , 3(Y, C:C ,1 t’ ( all<.
.-,’  ,1.1 t 11 ) ( . ., ,1! ‘1[  .111+  so”< .< t t 1 11< poc,.  , 1 9: ~ !3 .

1 1$ .11 1 .111’1  20’ pl il!$~ , . i 9, ! 23’,  , !’. ‘Ive  lZI,;  C .
\ PPl t > 2(Y PI c kc <;  . P,  .!< I>c,%  50’<  ])l<k< d . \ 11 a 1 i a
\l.1  ,  90’ < 11( .< , t>,, d ( , !’  . Pn\ t 1,, l,Y  pc)<)l. t o  ,,(,. t  1  )
1.1,  1 .

Io\\ \ T( 1,>,,, ,  .1 ((!) ( 7“  al), >v<, )1,,,  l,, ! , 1 x{ < pt 11,  .1,
11!)1 ,1 1 ~ ,,1, ( 1! .1 , ( . 1“ .,,, I,,Y.  ,,,,, ,0 1 ,1,,, t,,,,, ., ( .
I L , > t ,1 )C>t ( 1,, ) cl 1 .I , l) , ,1 11 \ III< ,, JtI,,  , 1 11 ,1 11.111<,
, i ,> , 11,,  , t ,!$,  L L t,) .,<>u  1 ), :1~  1 .1< 1 ,,5s S [ ,1 t<, . \Ial, \f

.1,,, ,)1111 t , cI\ ( ‘ 1 . ()(] 111. 14 ‘$ ;1 1)1111< ~ .00 111. \$, L t ,-
!,,  , t . -.(,u  L ,( .,. ( , (), 1 c , . ( <)nt 1 IILI<  ( < L I< 1< 111 .

>< .I t L, I << i .I , I,.- L,),  ZLI,.,  I(>U t ‘i< < h lx  ])< 1 IL  I a 1 tu
.<>,C)< .11, + .Il,  d 1 .\ t, < ,), 1, . s, VL, L< 1$1 ,1 tl,~>  , ,c,*(I  1 t< u
1 1! !1.1 1 I .111[1 w 1 11(. (4.17.1.1%<,  . SIJ1  1< 101 II c1 I c 11 [ IIl)ppe[l  ,
,11 t I (1, . 1 1 .1 -,( . c,), ,, ()’ 111 <I[alxll ●  t a : <  ,  34’ 197  ,
(:2’ n !,< , .1<<  , .:0’ 111 [1,,!,  L \ la,:<  , 1 .-)’ 1 q, } , 20’
.l\(  , .1 :< ‘: I 11!’  1 !11: 1. [)11[,  1 t 1 ()!1  ,11!).  t 1 \ 1.1 , 1 K.1 111s  w 111
a 1,1 1 1 I I L ,1,. (!1 +,),,  I)C n,,  ,> !){,< 92,, +,,  t t 1 ,,~, ,x,,,+ ,  ;:,,.

1 9 7 4 , 812 a v e r a g e ,  82 leaves turnl  ng, w e  1 1  ahead
o f  1974 a n d  a v e r a g e  ,  gron  i n g  condx  t  ion  f  a i r to g o o d .
Thll.d  cut a  1  fal fa 11%  h a r v e s t e d  a n d  c o n s i d e r e d
Sbol. t . S e c o n d  c u t  r e d  clover  b a y  70< h a r v e s t e d  .
P a s  tures  p o o r ,  but e x p e c t e d  t o  g r e e n  u  p  % I t h  ra ins.
Topsoi  1  m o i s t u r e  857 s h o r t ,  157  a d e q u a t e  . Subsoi 1
mois ture 867 s h o r t  ,  147 a d e q u a t e  . F i e l d w o r k  a v e r a g e d
5 . 6  d a  ys su i  table .

KANSAS : T e m p e r a  tures a$,e  r a g e d  n e a r  n o r m a l . Bene -
i  IC  Ia 1  t o  s u b s  tant iitl r a i n s  o c c u r r e d  o v e r  m o s t  o f
t h e  dry  areas o f  t h e  nortb  a n d  e a s t  o n  1 3 t h .
S c a t  tered s h o w e r s  a n d  t h u n d e r s t o r m s  m a n y  a r e a s  last
ita  1 f  of  week . S o u t h w e s t  a n d  s o u  t b  c e n t  r a l  s t  i l l
dl \ w i tb g e n e r a l  1  y  l e s s  t h a n  0 . 5 0  1n  .  r a i n  .

G o o d  rains n o r t h w e s t  ,  n o r t h  centra  1  a n d  c a s t e  r n
t h i r d  i m p r o v e d  s o y b e a n  a n d  s o r g h u m  p r o s p e c t s  .
Corn ;5’, i n  doug,~ s t a g e  ,  s a m e  a s  1 9 7 4  70? a v e r a g e  :
30’,  in d e n t  ,  357 1 9 7 4  and a v e r a g e  . s o r g h u m  557
headed  , s a n e  as a v e r a g e  ,  457 1 9 7 4 . S o y b e a n s  s e t -
t  i  ng  ports GOZ,  5W.  1 9 7 4 ,  557  avc  rage  . All  alfa
t h  I I d cut t lng, 557, s a m e  a s  1974,  6ffc  ave laKe .

KENTUCKY : W a r m  and  humid  wea  thel’ M I t h da  i 1 Y SCa  t-
te I C C  I  ttlundershowers p r e v a i l e d  t  tlrougbout  . Tem-
~  I J  tulws a v e r a g e d  s l i g h t l y  abuve no]mal  . Rain-

t a l l  avc  iaged  O  . 7 5  ln. w I t h  i s o l a t e d  a m o u n t s  around
2 .~~ ,:, .

Fa  1.mc,  1 + husy c1 I PPI  ng  pas tul@s ,  b a y i n g ,  spra Y i  ng
a IId t c)pp  L  n<; tobacco  ~nd  ‘:c t t I ng  r e a c h  incry read},
i 01 ha  1. VL’S  t . O v e r  5 da  KS f  xvorable  i icldm o] k
(l< ● pl  t<, sho\$c  1,s . So i  1  muis tltl,e  ?!OS t  1  y  adequate ,
sorm SIIOI taf:cs central  cOuntles  . C o r n  %“, dough
0 1  dent , same  a s  1 9 7 4  nnd S1  i g h t  1 y  aheitci of avel. agc  .
.5uvhc  ans XFIPI,  OVIIIZ,  36”,  pocfdl ng  ,  4 5 ” ;  19i  4, 46’.
avc!  age Tobacco  grcclllng a n d  Krom  ing  aga  i n .
Bu  ),lcv 33’ t  opped, compa red 53’, 1 9 7 4 ,  GIY,  average  .
Ikt lk t ).pc s h a  1  t topped . Bu  i lC Y cut t ing t!x  pec t i nK
t[> ●  tai t I]<,x t week . ThI  rtl  CL!  t t LIII!  a 1 i a 11 a  58,,
1 I n lshed . Pas LU1 C*  I m p r o v e d  .

LOUIS IAN1  : Te  lpC 1 a turcs  2“ be 1 ow nolvna  1  north ,
Ileil  1 nol,ma  1 Sou th . S c a t  tclcd  t ‘bundc rshowc  rs
TOllt  hca5 t , !mcasurable  rn  i  n  2  t , )  5 d a y s  . lso-
l a  t{ d  tbuntlc Ishowe r+ c lscwhe I t , rempera tul  c
[,x t  1,cmc7 98” Alexandr  la 1 2 t b  t h r o u g h  15tn , j  ;“

\.  110 lltl 11 t ,1. G r e a t e s t  l-da j 1  it i nf al 1  2 . 0 5  i n .  ,
])<2QLI  i  11(JY  1 ;  th .

>011 IIC)15 tlil c SU1 plUS 5“u tbeas t , adc. q”a tc e 1 Se-
n,).  , c, . ~’ lc ld~ 01 k pOSS  1 bl(, 1.1 dayS . \la i n  a c t  I-
~  1 t Lc,  s c-ul  t 1 va  t lng l a t e >  s o y b e a n s  ,  I Ic.c,  a n d  swec, t-
po tn  to h a  I be< t , I nsect con  t],,l , and h a  yin[; . soy-
k J115  f a i r t u good: insect IL  ldc a!id  1 UIIg IC  I uc
a PP1 I ca 11011  I neITascd ; ea>  1 y  b c a  ns SC, t  t  I“X pods ;
I&CL  1><  a115  I]lct)lll[lq . cot toll lilt , , 95”.  se tt 111,:
1,,,115 1 1)s’ c 1 < 0,,1, $1 1,,. , , .I$WCI  . \><, ’.v  i 1s a “d
t OI1:IC co Ibudw 01.,$1  ,[11[, llU ,c~ ,“115 . RICC  : \ost  1 Y
.0[)(! , 3,!’,  :1.11  vc.s t e d  ,  5.!”,  1974  , 2,!’, aV{,l.ti~L,  ,
k lC  lds sood : la t<, r>  cc ;lt. adl nK . Corn  good  ,  1  I ght
,1.1  1 kc, , t . bvl,gbum  ,,tc)s  tl y  1 ai I : 1 nsect  i cIctcv  a  ppl  I -
[ a 1 I 011 in’,,,cnscd . .SUgilt  can<,  ,Aoo[i  , :1 m,  I n:;  iapidly,
“1[)1 1 1 1111< Sta t 1,,11 ,[><, C,l .1 f < t <> I)c,  a L \ . Fa 11 OU pl ON -
1 11A  >$ IIC 1 L poh+ 1 111(  . *WCC  t pota  10(, + 1 a 11 t <, g“o’. ,
l:, .lal UC, % tc<’  . [1.ly ,}arv~ s t In !U  11 +W  III};. P a s -
t  u  I c xve rade  . Cat t lC rto$) t 1 y  good  .

,,! fr/\  I ]., [) f.,1)  [Ii. ] ,\h,\p[ 7 c.mper:i r urc~  :1  I <.ralt,c>d  nul-
m<i 1 1: i Lb , 111 ,I~i,r MI 5 anLI Ioa> uppt, r GO +. Pre-
, , I) ] t J t I < ,n I 11 ! < ,rm C, I [ hun<l,,t..,l]<,)$<~r.  orcurrt. d
n Lct[ tar I<,lt

(’, , rn  r 1 . t~d  k <), ,[1 t o c,xce 1 I t,n  t I,(IY 1 n  d < ,  ugh  .t J <?
, Ild )1 1 n doll 1 .t. .LKe , 6.5’  2($”  1974 \<,,  1,<.’ 1”,

(,:,  ’ 1, 1!$( )“,. (I 31 IW  ,dded , 7 Y 27’ 197 ! 1< IIlacc<>
11., I.\ t . + 1 5’ < $ ,n,l) i f’t F 5( mm 1 1 6 . 1  d., I a Le  a n d  pI,or
<[ (2.1 I , ! \ 11. > rd < UT t 1 nK .( I f J 1 fu  O :{’;  <.<  )mplet e.
s,~,  e D* , b 1 1 1 n, ) <,! et. ,tnd  , 1 C,L  F, I r I xt  ure5 b57  c(Ir,  -
1 1,1, ( I n t :1 1 C,\II  s %)’ bJ  I.1 1,. f (d ,,:, t*rmelo  ”5 ?5~ ,

1,,  } I ~ I . Q,{]’ ( >1 CWII  t  c ,ma t{ 1.,, r, ,  ..t <,[,mp  lete ,  r[>d

r-
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G r a s s h o p p e r  damage to  c r o p s  a n d  r a n g e s  mostl}
l i g h t  t o  m o d e r a t e , s o m e  h e a v y  d a m a g e  s o u t h  c e n t  ral
S t o c k  w a t e r  and  r a n g e  f e e d  SUPPI  I e~ genera  11  y ade.
q u a t e Ranges norma 1  tc, ab<,~  ? norma 1

NEBRAsKA FI rst day o f per 1od t emperat ure~ abu\,  e
normal , otherwl  se , cool t emperat ure., pre\ al 1 ed

Topso 11 mo Lsture supfrl i e s  5tl~ s h o r t  ,  421 ade -
qudtc, Sub+()  i  1  m o i s t u r e  suppl 1es 741 s h o r t  ,  262
.tdequat e, A  y e a r  ago topso i 1 64%  sbort , subso I 1
837 ~hilrt I rr igatetf corn condlt  ion most 1 Y good
r u excel  1 ent D r y  1  a n d  c(~rn cond 1  t  1on  fa) r to g o o d
C o r n  70% i n the d o u g h  s t  a g e . S o r g h u m  c o n d  I t I oc
f  a  I r  to gu<)d o v e r  90? h e a d e d ,  757 1 9 7 4 S o y b e a n
eond 1 t  1on  mos t  1  }. g o o d  ,  ober 80~  p o d d e d  ,  70; 1974
A 1 f:i 1 fa ha} most ly 1 a I r , over  402 [ h I rd cut  t , n~
h.ir\,  e>ted Sugarbeets  a n d  dr} beans  c o n  t  I nue to
look good P a s t u r e  and r a n g e  f e e d  SUPPI  le~ G?r
\hort  a n d  335  ,adequa te

NE L’ADA T e m p e r a  t u r e s  n e a r  norma 1. L i g h t n i n g
f rum  thundvr5t(>rms  n o r t h  s t a r t e d  n u m e r o u s  brush
f I re+ South  r e m a i n e d  hot a n d  dusty Ext reme>
1 0 7 [’ Logand:i 1 e , .JJo  fjat  ~ ,  ~ ~ount ~ ~ “

S m a l  1  gra I n  bar\est  wel  1 a  long  north G<I  rl 1 c
harx<est  n e a r  lnc complet  1t)n S e c o n d  c u t  t ittg  e 1-
!  a 1 f a *e 1 I a long  Xorthern  Va 1 1  e ) ,  s L1\estock
mo~t  1  y  go[ld cond  1 t  lon

NL\i  ENGLAND R. in fal  1 1 i ght . s c a t t e r e d  thunde’r–
s h o w e r s . !+’arm w e a r  h e r  a l  1 w e e k .

Har\,est e a r l y  a p p l e s , p e a c h e s  ,  p  l u r e s  u n d e r w a y
1n h’eu  E n g l a n d . A roost  ouk, Me. Pot  a  to  crop
grou  1ng  s 1<)* 1 \ FI nal > 1el d~  d e p e n d  subst ant  1 al
ra I n  before  har\.est S  11 age corn b e t t e r  t h a n  nnr  -
mal Secc, nd  a n d  th I rd  cut  t  1  ng  ha}, act  1  ve

NEW  JERSLY T e m p e r a  t  ures a v e r a g e d  2° abo\,e  n, r-
mal Cxt  reme< 5 2[)  a  t  Canoe  B r o o k  on 1 2 t h  a n d
92’) a t  Rrl dgcton  on  1 4 t h Week 1 y ra 1 n f al 1 aver-
a g e d  O  4 5  i n .  north , 1 . 2 4  In c e n t r a l  a n d  1  3F,
In, s o u t h , llea\  lest 2 4 - h o u r  tot a  1  was 3 . 0 2  I n .
at Gl  a s s  boro <>n  1 5 t h  t o  1 6 t b Eat  Imated sol 1
mo IS  t ure, I P p e r c e n t  of f Iel  d  capac I t>  a > ,  eraged
631 n o r t h  ,  697 c e n t  ra 1  a n d  67?  south

S o  i  1  mols t ure a d e q u a t e  MI  th a  feu a r e a s  1 n  n e e d
<)f rain Smal 1 gru  I n  harve~  t VI r t  ua l  1  y c o m p l e t e
H a \  m a k  1 n~  p r o g r e s s e d  wel  1. \’eget ab  1 e and I r I sh

[,<,  t  dto har~eyt I n  fu 1 1  su , “g H,lr\  est o f  s u m m e r
\  ar I et) app 1  e~  near  I ntz c(>mp  1 *,* 1<>n Peacb  har\est

Ab<>ut 50’,  comp 1  et e Efl  uvbe rr\ h.+  r \  v. t \ I rtu,i  11 !,
comp Iete.

vi w MEXICO T h u n d e r s h o w e r +  some%here a 1 mos t da  11 }
. I t  h  g r e a t e s t  r a i n  ta 1 1 tota ls n o r t h e r n  m o u n t  i t  Ins.
T e m p e r a  tures  a \ ;  era\:ed near  t  (, ab[!ut  3° C(XI 1 er
t  h a n  norma 1

!!o  1 s t  u r e  s h o r t  ,  r a n g e s  fa I r , 1 i k,estock g o o d .
rot t <In fa 1 r , bol 1s sett lng, sma  1 1  p e r c e n t a g e  open-
ing [MO fieek~ l a t e A 1 fa 1 fa fa I r to good  ~t  art
3 d  c u t  n o r t h , nel 1  atl\  ztnced 4 t h  c u t  s o u t h G r a i n
?orgtlum most 1 v go(>d  , we  1 1  ad\  anc(~d  heed I !tC, Inl  -

t I a 1 grecnbug  con r i-o  : 5 I ne f f ec t 1 \ e I n 3 count I e-
c(~rn good  , ne~ r c(,ml, 1 et I t)n t .Ls3~>  1 I ng  , wme :% re<t~
I n dough  ~ tage Land p  reparcit  ~<,n  for w I nt c>  r
tihea t

NF W YORfi Temperttt  u r e s  1  t ( >  3° ahr,  \e  norma 1  ex -
crpt  St 1 an rence k’a 1 : e\ at 70  ab(>!  e S p o t  t  v ral n-
fa 1 1  a \  eraged  ab(,  ut O  50  ] n b e  1 C>U  nnrma  1 mo+t
areils but Ru f  {a 10  a n d  fll nghatnton  h a d  1.00 I n
above

Second  cut  t  1 ng  a  1  fa 1  fa 73T  comp 1  et e , 3d  cut  t  I nr
10’: Oats neo  r 1 ), 50r  ha  r~ (,s t e d W h e a t  harve~  c
nea r 1 \ comj, 1 ( te C o r n  C o ,  )d  t (, exce  11 ~nt c<, nd  I t Ion
~,,mt> in drr) t  .st  axe Pa.  turv~ fa I r c<)nd I t ,,)n
hrau  t t, ‘tkb.ipv h,{ IX Y. t uncle r,,,1  \ 5W ml c c rn ,IKII
~n.ii)  b<8J n h,t r! t \ L c,, n t I nu(., I a r I \ Vc 1 n t r,+h  11.I r-

v e s t  underwa), Grapes  i “  g o o d  condi t  i o n  ,  a h e a d
o f  n o r m a l  matur I t y

NORTI{ CAROLINA N e a r  n o r m a l  t e m p e r a t u r e s f o r
ueek , b u t  belov  norma 1 prec I p i  tat  ion . Tempera-
t ures brgan  be 1 vw normal but by m 1 dueek were we 11
abc,~  e norr. a 1 and c(,  nt lnued I nto ueekend. Prec I I,-
I tat Inn uas 1 1 ght but scattered thunder sh<)wers
late (,n 17th brought needed ra 1 ns t<> much of
State

Da} \ SUI table f Ie ldwork 5.0. S O I Is became (’r ler ,
16C f erj  s h o r t  ,  !97  short ,  a n d  357  a d e q u a t e . G e n -
e r a l  ra I n~ n e e d  t.t atew I d e O!era 11 cond  i  t  Ion  o f
crop5  u n c h a n g e d ! 1 ue-cured  a n d  b u r l e y  t o b a c c o
fal r to good F  1  U C- cured hartest 547 c o m p l e t e  ,
1 9 7 4  55<, ave’ralxe  ‘t 87 C<)t to” i m p r o v e d ,  m o s t  1}.
good (’ortt, hav tnd I  r  I -h p o t a t o e s  s  1 ight  ly
down, fa I r  t  ( ,  m<)~t 1  ) g,x)d P e a n u t s  , so}beans  ,
sueet p o t a t o e s  , a n d  aPP  1 eS  !70s  t  1 I good L i m i t e d
sueetpot atu  dl R$ ~ng P a s t u r e s  n e e d  ra 1n ,  m o s t  IY
fa I r  to good

NORTH [) AKf)TA Temperat  ure~ n e a r  norma 1 Ext  remes
~~11  a t  “at f o r d  C ,  t} ,  .  490 a  t pemb] na Precl  PI  t a -
t  1on  belou norma 1 . Wo~t  prec i PI ta t Ion  for %eek
0 . 7 6  In.  at f30wntan W e e k e n d  “ e a r  norma I da\, t I me
t e m p e r a  t  ures a n d  cool ni !?hts wj  t h scat t e r e d  s h o w e r s

Ilar\  e<r  1ng  ~mal  1 Era 1  n s  p r o g r e s s e d  Mel 1 u I th
24:’  h a r d  sprl n~ wheat harve+ted,  31?  1!37  I 2i<
n o r m a l burur, ,wB’+ 1 ~’. c o m b  1 tted ,  equa 1 1  ). 1 9 7 4  and
n o r m a l flats .f >’, anl,  .3’, bar  1 e !  c o m b  I n e d R}  t,
a n d  u i n t e r  wbetit  n e a r  I ng  complet  Ion. S c a t  tvrv>d
● houf?rs ga  \,r 1 I t t 1 e re 1 I e f to row  crops and sna 1 I
gra In< L I \ e>  t<>ck  Kene ra 11> Rood  cond  I t ion u 1 t h
pas ture~  n<. ed I ng  r,i I n

ON1O A b o v e  norma 1 t emperat  ure~ e a r l \ .  ueek t h e n
cool 1 ng  I n  nc>rt  h e m  a reas 1 5 t h  a n d  1 6 t h Temper-
.+t u r e  e x t  remes 95 a n d  5 9 ” . Shouers and thunder-
, t o rms  t h ruuuhout  tieek Great  est  ra I n fa 11 =x, ut h-
e a s t  3 . 6 2  I n

IIa  r~ es t comp let  ed P o t  a toes 257  ,  25’ 1974 and
nc)rma  1 , a 1 f a 1 f a ha!. 3d  cut t I nr 20r  , 10$  1974 and
“<, rmal  , c  l o \  er - t 1moth\  2 d  cut t I ng  , 85; , 80?  1 9 7 4
.ind 7(M  norma 1 C<jrn  80” , I n  clouch s t a g e ,  Wr
1974 a n d  55: norma 1, 207  d e n t e d ,  b u t  n o t  h a r d ,
1 2“ 1 9 7 1  a n d  n<>rma 1 S o y b e a n s  50” pod< set , 257
1974 a n d  4 0 ’  n o r m a l Fa  1 1  p  1 ow I ng  1  <)r uheat  255,
20% 1 9 7 4  ana .10?  n<)rmal Tohacc(l  25r  topped :)5c
1 9 7 4  a n d  norma 1 \fo I  sturc. suppl I es 19C, short ,
7(Ir  adequa t e 1  IT s u r p  1  u s  . Oker 4  dztj.  s  fa\,[)rab le
‘<, r f Ielduof-k

OKLAHOtM,l 7 ernperat  ures al e r a g e d  f  ror 2U belom
n($rma  1 t<, 2[)  abo$. e  n o r m a l Prec I p I tat Ion  a t e r a g e d
f r o m  () 1  i  I n s o u t h  c e n t  ra, 1 to 2 . 1 6  I n  n o r t h e a s t
l\p~kend \er$  uarm N 11 b  ra I n  mo~t a r e a %

F  I v Id crop cottd I t  Ions  most  1 y  K<>od  to fa I r
Ra I n  f  a l  1 n e e d e d  1 o r  uheat  seedbed preparat  I on  ,  225
com~)  1 ete S u r f  a c e  so 11 ma i sture  4 3 %  s h o r t  ,  49<
adc’q uate 8% surpl  u s Subsoi 1 mo >s  tu re 32? sbort ,
6bg a d e q u a t e COrn  707 dented, 101  mat  u r-e, 46’7
1!174 2 0 ”  d \,erJge. S(,  r~hum~  86?  h e a d e d  ,  53[”
d o u g h  st age 7’7 m a t u r e  fir  1 9 7 4 . Cot  t o n  acr~ace
100’” <qua red , 547  set t  lng bol 1s, 777 1 9 7 4 , Pea-
nut~  good  , 63r spI k e d ,  70?  1 9 7 4 . S o y b e a n s  k.1 rt ua  1–
1  \ C<ITP  1 e t  e d  f  lns~r  I ng  T t:ige 395 p o d d i n g  ,  345
1 9 7 . ~ A 1  fa 1  fa 3d  c u t  t  I ng  775  cump  1 e t  e  ,  s e e d  pro-
~pect ~ m u s t  1 v  fa 1 r  d u e  to heav>  r a  I n s . R a n g e  a n d
PA>l  ure condl  t  1<>n~ most 1 ). K(,od ,  c e n t  I n u e d  to de-
. 1  > ne  +t  a t es ]de

O R E G O N  :  T e m p e r a t u r e s  near  normal . t.lax imums
8 0  a n d  9 0  i n t e r i o r  , 6 0 s  and low i’O along
coas t . MI  n  LI Iums  In  4 0  a n d  5 0 . PIeci  PI t a t  i o n
N< s t 0.01 1 II . u,  ICS’. . xn pl  Cc  1 pl l a t 1 0 1 1  e a s t  .

Fa  1 1  K1 .1111 lla I v<<> t  7.5<. c O1llplC  tc ,  yll, 1 ds  gu[)d .
SC>< ond and t  II  I I d < u  t  t  1nK bay  co!]  t  I nu Inx  . !11 ,, t
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Il”ps good . GIa~s sc cd 1)x1 btih  1 I)<  al 1  k i I III s h e d  .
rftl L t 1P t t p< al hill  Vest ilbou t t<l  bc gill , good Clop .
Chc  1 L y harvest almos 1 complc ted . Pc a c h e s  bc  Ing
plckccf . Nal 1lU ts , t 11 be  1 ts Good  . Lvc 1 grcc n
bl ac. kbcl 1i<,S bc I I:G picked  . C8U1 1 i 1 Ouel , Sweet
<.01.11  , b].oc <,<)1 ; , bcc ts , KI cc u beans , cucu IbC r+
1>1,  lng ha 1$,<,5  t<’ d . !105  t p(, ta t oc.  KC,od c xce  pt 1 n
K 1 xna  t h Coun  t y whc J c sc a t t< I <d f rec~c  dxma Kc
(,c cU1 rcd , a , 1 ic , . LOMC 1 , mlcf<  lc. vat 1 <Ill  1 nngcs
<11 \, . 1{1 KIIC. I c l<,Vilt10115 1 n Gllclc!  .011111 t 1 on .
c ii t t 1< and i a I VC, \ in good  sha  p< . F{ < d , Iallcc,
ua tc, 1 adcqllri  t<, . FI ) c danxt I Inc. I,( a% 1 !lK .

Pi h“SSYI.\’4h’I  \ : i.a,w, and  ,,( ,,y I,[I,V,  ICI ,,,, )st of wc ck .
h< c kl } tc.1  LPC la tuiw~  abc iagc,d 2 t u 1“ above norma 1
.C)ut  h and  Mcst , ,,(, al Il[)lnlal  ( 15<, \\hc 1x, . Ex t 1 c m<>s :
91 and .t!l”  . Sh(n$t!  1.s and t !11111[1[  rshu~c 1,s t :11  OU~h -
out u[, ( k pl.  UdU( ( d 1 ] [) 0.50 111 . ritinfal  1 north
t o mol ( than 2.50 Iv. p a  1  ts sol! thwcst and -,Ilu  th
, < 11 trill  . L lSVU  :]c I [8 !Io_  tl y  O  . 7 5  L<] 1 . 2 5  I n .

c 1  up PI  c1 > WC  t 5 lvlpi  L i v e d  l ) \  lx 111 \la )01  ac  t  1 -
i I t  lcs combl n I ng o a t s  and bal  lttg s t  raw  ,  hnrvc+t i nK
<,al,l v potot [X,5 , ~PPlv5  > pcac,ll<,  s , pc, nl.  s , plums
t Imla to(, 5, -M,(?C  t Col.1:  , t[, bacc,  ) and  f al 1 pl o!! i!IK .
P! ( pa ra t 1 <,n,. f 01 % 110 i 111 I nK undc  Iway  . oat-
7 ,-)’ < (>lllhltl<,  d , t[>bil[.  <.o Y [u t , I><)t~  t OC- 20”,  dug  .
( <II  n t 01 KI a I n 16’  ~ 11 kc d . .42’,  dough  , 3<: d<nte>d.
I  11511a  W ( [>1.11  1 1’ !la  1.Vi, % tcd . ,11 f al t a tlay 2 [ 1  [lit
>;  “ Collplc  t,, , 3 ( 1  Lu t 21’ , c l  ( ) - ’  ”1111  2[1 Cut  5 1’:
1 a 1 1  P I  OWL  nc 12<. cm )Pl c tc, . Pas turc, s PI OVI  ctin~
a \ C, r a g e  to be 1  ow av(  raI:i,  i ( cd . Grap<>  crop  1 ook -
ll)g Gclod  . Appl(.  = s I / I nK wc 11 , Ihn I V( st of < aI 1 y
\,Zl  1. le t 1( s Und(  Pway  , P( a c h llxl.  v< St 1 n fu 11 9U ing .
Cabba g< hal,\fCS  t undr 1  wa Y i n R  ill!: to$$ n \,a 1  IC y
alca . tjua 1 L tl nl]d quan t I t } ,i 5WC c t corn and
t <>n,a  toes f o, f rcsh ma rk(, t g [K)(I .

1’[ 1 R’ro  R Ico Is . and J I r raxc  ra I n fa 1 1 2 29 I n
H 1 ghe<t  Neek 1 ! t at a 1 6, 17 I n a: P I co Oe 1 kst P-
1 Uqu  111 [+ H I Nhesc  2 l–hour t )t a 1 3 7( I I n. a t BII.-
: n I u?n a 1 i-p, r t Tt.m,>erd  t ur’f>.  J , c raced U I on

*5 t . ,ind 75C)  I ntpr l,>r I ht I cmc., 93 and  58”
! ,~, I it 1 t ,S t .*1 1,,. I I r d, , I 1,1111 5 t ~ ! .,u  K., rcanf>

I 8 t n. k,~( II , -. ul II . d. L I 1 d rf I. ,it I r< . r I
I , I rl. II( i Ji L! i * rI IS 1 - I I , I , Y I nc . 1 . ! t -< v
I 1 en, I n<,. ( I ,.L I , r , . 1 .’ ,,. n ,.. , ! : , ,,, [k -
\, .s , - ?,11, ‘ 1,, ,,!1 h (. III] I , ‘.,3 i. r, . , III r t I n-
.!1 ,,4  , 1, , 4 k, \ r L 1, I ~1 L I n . 1 , : d I I ) n 1 11-
r It i< . l\ It i ,, 1 :>’ 1 1, t .,,  :,,. t I t )1 I,CI1  ,C 1 1
1,1 I . r u r< $., - .i[!< I,U  , [ * I r , r, , .1 r t t 1 :, I  .’  t.dl><,  d .

P, . 1, i I i 1 I n f ; ‘+ . 1 1,, , . r, 1 , d , t , J. ,! ‘, ,’. I 1 Inl
It , :4 L 1 .$ 1 n.n $< t r. I 1 L r I . I r + I c <.. n. f ,I\ I.–
.,~  $ 1, I , n. n, I , rl I , ., I IL III(I  , d I 1 1 I ,* t I I II nI<L  I n
‘i . ~, ) r 1 ( .

5 0  LITII  ( \Rol  I  \ i ( [)(>1 I 1 t Ilall  !1111  118A I c a 1 1 y 1151 11!:
t [1 a I][lk 1 !1[11 !,1.1 1 1.3 t< M<  ( h !+I)[ I>  <(>, )< [, 1 t <1( l<lttc  St
w, a 11,,  , ,,1 .Uvln,  c 1 c,<  , L1 , , < <! . Ra 1 n f a 11 mo- t 1 v
b< I <)M [101 ,,,.11 Shln!c 1. < a 1 1 Y , $+ Id<, 1 y Scat tr 1 [ d
511,)%, 1 ~ , , 1 .1 1111!1 1 1> ! U< < k . N< a u 1 c 5 t t Ilulldc  , -
.I, ”u< , . HI’>5 L 1 y 1!1 boulll

G) ,N lng c reps a ) c. I !> nc $ (! <>1 I a ID 1 a 11 , t JI tu I <
c ,  u p s  ale in K< od .l,l. tfl  t 11)11 . Tohacc, > Stl(,  !Ia , -
ves ted , 90’,  1974, 8, a I c I a 6:<  . Cc>t t[lll t a 11 t 1)
,:oud Condl t 1 0!1 1 !>1 c.5 ta t I on (,f hul  lU VI ,1s an~
ncc,  vl 15 .Icau),  , 95, .,< L t 1 ,,g  1>, )1 15 6’< Upt  !1 1)1,1 1 5 .
Sob i,<  .1115 xu(, d c C,,, L 1 t 1 $1!1 , , ‘ 1>1 ()<,, ,1 llK  , 39’<  ‘,< t-
11  Ilg ,1[)<1. . C(,II:  c und  I t I [),,  KC, <,d , 55’ m.t tu I ( \ 1 Acc

w
P( a< 111  .  9(7 Ila  , ,,{ . t{ d 97’ 1 P7 1, 93’ avc,  raKc

SDUTII L14t(OT\ : Tc,  npt x n tu  I c \ a \ c I ab,c d 1 t o i“
t)< 1 ( )), 111)1.,la  1 . I At  11 III<  5 9 7 ” G: c K(,  ] Y and ,. h I t{
1 a h( 11 t 11,  3:+”  Ra 1 p , 13  t , . PI << 1 pl t ‘i t 1,)11 13 llKC  d
i , 1)1 0. n I 1 xl w< ‘, t Lu 1 .1 s 1 !1 . c ’35 c P) [ < 1 pl ta-
t  1,)1) (1( I)x,  tll  1< 1> <VI , 11<) l.,l, a 1 i I )1 t h< z) I),A 1111, 5< asi)ll
1 .111 ,C . 1 1 c, 1 ‘1 b -~ 1 1, . h I 11, 1.1 )1 .11 111)1 t ,>< a . t t cl
:; , ‘ 111 , Jl]c)k(  )1111 1.11  .

1 I .1\ ) 1 lx !“(,  h.1  I b c . t < c< , 1 V“ 1 ‘C, , l)ol  r la 1

6 6 - 8 7 7 0 - 7 6 - - - 2 7
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and oats 1 4 %  h a r v e s t e d . S e c o n d  c r o p  a l f a l f a  h a y
6 5 %  h a r v e s t e d ,  m e a d o w  h a y  8 0 % . L a t e  s p r i n g  p l a n t -
e d  c r o p s  g o o d  c o n d i t i o n ,  b u t  n e e d  a  l a t e  f r o s t  t o
m a t u r e . Livestock  in good condi t ion . Range feed
plentiful but dry. Fire warnings posted.

VIRGINIA: Hot, humid ehnwere,  thundermtorme
with rain averaging 0.60 in. Temperature
averaged normal.Extremes: 95 and 52°.
Fieldwork: 5.2 days euitable.Topsoil mois-

ture: 58% adequate, 40% short, 2% surplue,
Corn silage harveet increasing. Field crops in
good to excellent condition.Soybean ineect
scouting programs organized, snme spraying neces-
sary. Tobacco harvest progrees:Flue-cured
27%, 1S74 24Z.Fire-cured 6%, 1S74 S%. Burley,
sun-cured less than 3% harvested.Peanuts
received chemicals for diseaae, ineect, weed
controls. Hay quality good. pasture, hay con-
dition still  gnod to excellent. Grazing supple-
mented with hay etill  needed  in southwest.
Cabbage harveet  ❑ tarted. Potato, tmmato har-
vest continuee.

WASHINGTON: West: Temperatures near normal.
Wlow  normal ~ipitation.

Nsepberry  picking almost complete.Blue-
berry, blackberry harvest continued.Cucumber,
broccoli, bumh beanand vegetable harveet pro-
gressing. cauliflower harvest under way. Hay-
ing continued. East:Temperatures near normal.
No precipitation -

Peach harvest continued.Third cutting alfalfa
hay begun. Potato, mweet cOrn, t~ato and melon
harveets  continuing.Wheat harvest continued
full swing.Lentil, dry psa harveet progressing.
Grass seed harvest cemplete, yialds belnw normal.

WEST V I R G I N I A :  T e m p e r a t u r e s  a b o v e  n o r m a l . P r e -
cipitation above normal with mnst in northwest
and north central.
Favorable workdays 3,8. Soil molature 31$ short,

55% adequate and 14% surplus.Main activities:

Haying, clipping pasturee  and cutting weeds and
brush. Second cutting of hay 44% cnmplete.Oats
85% and wheat 95% harveeted.Corn in fair to
good condition with 18% pre-silked,  44% silked
and 3S% dough stage.Much needed rain helped pas-
tures and hay. Liveetock  generally in good con-
dition.
WYOMING: Another very dry, cool week.Tempera-
tures all areas below seasonal normals,Precip-
itation very spotty, mostly below normal.
Small grain harvest continued.Percent harvest-

ed: Winter wheat 88%, barley 41%, epring wheat
34%, oats 21%.Second cutting alfalfa 42% cut,
other hay 70%.R o w  c r o p  p r o s p e c t e  nmstly g o o d .
C o r n  81% taseeled, 57% silked.Dry beans 9W in
bloom, 66% setting pods, cutting expected to be-
gin about September lst.Potatoes 93% in bloom,
Soil moisture supplies short several areas.Ma-
jor activities:Combining, haying, irrigating,
care of livestock.
WISCONSIN: Warm tempcraturee prevailed on llth
and 12th, also partly cloudy skies.Snme ehowers
and thunderstorms on llth, more widespread across
north on 12th. Cmoler on 13th through l?th.
Highs 70’s and low 60’s.Scattered rain 15th
and 16th generally light.
Oat harveat made rapid progress, SO% combined,

1 9 7 4  5 0 S ,  n o r m a l  6 5 % . M a n y  f a r m e r s  f i n i s h e d
combining, now baling straw.Corn crop 35%
dnugh stage, 1974 20%, normal 25%.Still under
mevere moisture stresm on light soils.Early
corn on heavier soils ❑ uch ahead of 1S74.Weather
favorable for development of European corn borer
and rootworms.  Second crop hay 70S harveated,
1974 65%, normal 60%. Soybeans need rain for
pod set. Paetures  have little feed value left.
Sweetcorn  yields lewered  by lack of rain. Ear
size and shape deteriorating.Snap beans improved
by showers. Commercial cherry harvest near com-
pletion. Tobacco being top~d. Late plsnted
tobacco needs rain.Soil ❑ oisture 93% short,
7% adequate,
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WORLD AGRICULTURE WEATHER SUMMARY

HIGHLIGHTS : Drought and  1ecord  h i gh tempc ra turcs v, 1 t 11OU t Scvc 1 c 1 Osses .
i n  J u  1  y  a n d  ca I IY  August  spread  thl.  oughou  t m o s t

O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  ,  t h i s
unusua 1 wca  thel r e d u c e d  p r o d u c t i o n  p r o s p e c t s  f o r

o f  wes  t e r n  E u r o p e  a n d  c r o p s  d c  te rlo].a ted . fkll - c o r n  a n d  l a t e  s e e d e d  snal 1 gra ins . In the U S S R
e  rous ra Ins b o o s t e d  c r o p  pi ospec ts I n  m u c h  o f good  I a Ins s  k n e e  l a t e  J u l y  uest  oi t h e  V o l g a
European USSR , b u t  a  l a r g e  p a r t  o f  t h e  New Lands we 1,c too  1 ate  t o sa\.e some corn and smal 1 grains
recc 1 ved 11  t tle rain  and crops cent I nucd to decl 1nc . 11)  tbe sou t h e  a s  t e  I-n Ukrai  ne  a n d  \“ol  Ca IX?CI ons .
I n northern parts of European USSR and west
S i b e r i a  c o o l  uca t h e  r  a n d  sune 1 ros t  1n  AUKUS t
thrca  telled crops and dc layc  d  gro~  t  h  . I n c r e a s e d
shove  r  a c  ti L I t  v  I n  mld-A1lgust  tended t o  e a s e
d r o u g h t  1n  b o t h  East  a n d  l%es t  Europe  a n d  I r tbc
USSR .

Summer monsoons i n Asia arc,  pc rio] ming we 11
but causl nK s o m e  1 1  oudl  ng  . L a  tc J u l y  a n d  cal 1 Y

A u g u s t  ra I ns br i ghtcned t h e  p r o d u c t  I o n  o u t  l o o k  I n
C a n a d a  ‘  T Ma I I t Imc a n d  Pra i rIc PI OVI  ncxs  .

\VEATHER  : Record tlca t  a c c o m p a n i e d  b y  d r o u g h t
tornw ntcd c r o p s  1n  w c s  t e  ,n ELI,  ope  , M he  1 c , cxcc  p t
fol b r i e f  perz  o d s  01 nol !Ia 1  condl  t  1 ons ,  t h i s
summe  r ‘s uea the r has bee n mol e 11ke that 1n tbc
!Icdl tc rranean reg Lon than 1n the No, th Sca ‘and
Bal t IC areas. Sucdcn c t,c n 1 e PO> tc d tempc I a tures
In the 100. Tempera tul es mode 1 a ted In mld-
August , Ilowe  ve 1 , and ral nf  a 11 I ncl,casc  d.

E a s t e r n  Eu,  . PC cxpe rlenced  Imorc  m o d e r a t e
wea t h e  r--a f avorable  t u r n  f  rom  cal 1 ie r f I o o d s
i n  t h e  D a n u b e  Bas 1 II a n d  d r o u g h t  in parts of  t  ,Ic
USSR . D r o u g h t  PC I SIs t c d ,  I!ovr%c  I , 1 n  t h e  U S S R
d r y  southel  n UYa  1s a n d  Tul.  ga\  P l a t e a u  o f  K a z a k -
h s t a n  . S o m e  crops 1 n  t h e  s o u t h e r n  a n d  e a s t e r n
U k r a i n e  aren  ‘  t  e x p e c t e d  t o  mature f o r  gra  1n  o r
oi 1 see d s  a n d  a  rc be I ng  grazed  o r  c u t  f o r  s  I lagc  .

I n  N o r t h  A m .  r  Ica  1,ains i  n  late  July  a n d  ea I 1  y
A u g u s t  re 11eved  hot , clry  condl  t Ions f  o r  c r o p s  i  n
C a n a d a  !Iari t ime  a n d  PI a I I Ie PI e v i n c e s  . Nexico
p i  e k e d  u p  v a l u a b l e  1ains, es  p+?clal  1 y I n  tllc
p r e v i o u s l y  dry. nol. theast . Scat tc I eu I a  i n s  a  1 s 0
e a s e d  t h e  prol ong;ed  d r o u g h t  1n  t h e  C a r i b b e a n  a n d
Cell  t ra 1 Amez  i ca , a 1 t hough dry spots I er]a 1 n,
espec Ial 1 y 1n Nondul  as , NI cal, ahwa  , and Gua  temala  .

Ra  I n  vas  M idespre a d  I n  J a p a n  t h e  1 I I s t  w e e k  0 1
A u g u s t  al te  r  sc  \c  ra 1  uccks o !  dl y  NC  at  Ivc  I ,  a n d
T y p h o o n  PhYll i  s  added s t 111  f!ol  c at [ ! 1d[  )011  t  ,1.
N o r t h  a n d  corthca 5 t  C h i n a  a n d  I n n e r  \longol  i a gut
h e a v y  r a i n s  i n  l a t e  July  a n d  c> arl y  /Au&!us t a t  t h e
e x p e n s e  of f 1 c odi  ng  . Some ! 1 oodl ng also occurred
i n  Sou  t,l ChI  na  . ‘,lonsoon rai ns c e n t  inut?d t o  a  Id
s u m m e r  crops  i n  P a k i  S t a n ,  I n d i a  ,  B a n g l a d e s h ,  and
m o s t  s o u t h e a s t  A s i a n  coun tr 1es .

Af r xca “summe  r we t “ c o u n t  rles l.e  cc  I ved a d e -
q u a t e  rain for t h e  m o s t  pa: t  ,  e s p e c i a l  1  y  ‘Aes  t
Af 1.lca . Nouakcbot  t  i n  \laul.  I ta n  la h a d  Its f I I st
s u b s  tant la 1 ra i  n i n 5 ),ea I s .

July  u a s  Ye lat I ve 1  y  dry  In Argent  I na  a n d  B1,  azl  1
e x c e p t  f  o r  t o r r e n t i a l  ra in+’  i  n  n o r t h e a s t  Braz I  1 ,
nhe re f loods  d a m a g e d  c r o p s . s u b s  tant Ia 1  r a i n s
fe 11 i n mi  d -August  in  sou the  rn Braz 11 , ?lrug, d Y ,
a n d  n o r  tbern A r g e n t i n a  . C e n t r a l  a n d  southe 1-n
Chl  le a l s o  r e c e i v e d  b e n e f i c i a l  r a i n s  . Preclpi -
t a t  i o n  w a s  g o o d  i n  coasta 1  a r e a s  o f  AUS tra 1  ia
b u t  sparce  i n  m u c h  o f  t h e  i n l a n d  whaat-producing
a r e a s  o !  t h e  s o u t h e a s t  .

E a r l  y  s e e d e d - e a r l y  m a t u r i n g  g r a i n s  i n
E u r o p e ’  ueat h e  I cd t h e  dl y ,  b o t  sunmer

But 1.alns he  1 pcd sp; i  n g  w h e a t  i n  no;. t h e  I ~ and
caste rn Kazakhs tan and ues  t Siberia . Elsenhc  re
In I astern Lu1 ope midsummc 1 weatbel  was gene L all y
favurable  .

Ralnf a 11 imp: oved  I n much of Central America
but d r y  s p o t s  rcma 1n  a n d  c o r n  a n d  pastul e s  arc

e  rl,at IC In Nondul,as  ,  G u a t e m a l a  ,  a n d  Nical.  ag”a .
1 n Canada  , the PIaI  I IC PI ovlnccs  c e n t  inued  t o
I ecc 1  ve  mulstu  rc a t  t  b e  r i g h t  t  1mcs a n d  sma  1 1
gra  I n  PI osprc ts t here  are g o o d  . llolstul  c condl  -
t  1  ons  a) c a  1s0 good  1 0 1  cot n  a n d  1 i  cc III Asia
w i t h  s o m e  m o n s o o n  i 1 oodlng  as usua 1 . From J u n e  1
tbruUKh  AU&USt  6, areas t Iha t  p r o d u c e  8 4  pc rcent
o f  I ndla  ‘ s  summel  c e r e a l  gl.alns  rece I vecl  nol.ma  1
o r  above  norma 1 prcc I PI  ta t 1on c o m p a r e d  t  o  4 3  pe r-
c e n t  1  n  1 9 7 4 . F l o o d i n g  i n  C h l  na,  h o w e  vcr,  COU1 d
b e  nore =,eve  re .

N i ntc  i. whca t IS d o i n g  we 1 1  I n w e s t e r n  a n d  p a r t s
of caste rn Austra 1 ia , b u t  i n f  1equcnt i,altts  caumd
p r o b l e m s  f  0 1  sou t h e m  pa] ts o f  t h e  c a s t e  1n  be 1 t .
Excc  p t  f o r  s o m e  f  ree.zc  losses Pa  ,and u 1lltc  I w h e a t
In Braz I 1 bas b a d  m o s t  1  y  f a v o r a b l e  wcathel .
G o o d  !Jea  t he  1 a  Iso f a v o r e d  u 1l~tc r  w h e a t  I n LIx. ”-
guay  a n d  Argc  nt i na  , b u t  1 n t  bese  aI  eas mol  c whca t
is do] m a n  t  t h a n  usuit 1. B1, azl  1  1  o s t  s o m e  c o r n
a n d  rice in t h e  n o r t h e a s t  ,  .+  he  re  up to 2 0  i n c h e s
o f  1.aln  f  e 1 1  In a  ! e% dajs 1n  early  J u l y  .

Condi t  i o n s  are g e n e r a  1 1 ; ’  f a v o r a b l e  f o r  s e e d i n g
w i n t e r  gra i n s  i n  t h e  U S S R  ,

OILSEEDS : J u  1 y-Augus  t  r a i n s  g a v e  sunf I  owe  s a
blg  b o o s t  i n  t h e  U S S R  , b u t  s o m e  a c r e a g e  w a s  s t 1 1 1
10s t , DrOU  Kh t hurt 01 l~ced  crops I n v“c., > 01
Ues te L n Eul  opc . I n  Niger la e x t e n s i v e  ,x?plant  ing
o f  pc’anu ts f  01  lowed IIISCC  t  d a m a g e  ,  ~ai nf a  11  was
generous b u t  good  y i e l d s  !$ 111  d e  p e n a l  on  I a  IIIS
c e n t  i  1lu  I IIK  w e  1 1  i n t o  Oct obc r  a n d  t h a t  w o u l d  be
ullusual  . 01 lseeds  arc Kc?nc  ral 1  }. d o i n g  nlccl  y  I n
Nortn  Al)cllca and I n d i a  but  COLI1  d  h a v e  b e e n  h u r t
by  scx]e  f loo(fing i n  C h i n a  .

OTHER : I n  Braz I  1  the  July  1 7 - 1 9  f r e e z e  d a m a g e d
sugarcane  , p a s  tures , vege tables ,  b a n a n a s  ,  a n d
c o f  f  ee  i n  tbe sou tll , uhI  IC f loods  d a m a g e d  t o b a c c o ,
manl Oc  , l.lce , corn , b e a n s ,  a n d  c o t t o n  i n  t h e
nortbeast  . H e a v y  s u m m e r  ra i n s  i n c r e a s e d  i n c i d e n c e
o f  c o f f e e  b e r r y  d i s e a s e  1 n  K e n y a  . P r o l o n g e d
d r o u g h t  i n  m u c h  o f  w e s t e r n  Lurope  c a u s e d  ,lL  lk
p r o d u c t  1on, p a s t u r e s  ,  sugarbce  ts , f rul ts ancf
v e g e t a b l e s  t o  d e  terlol. n te  ,  ho%ever,  rainf  all
p i c k e d  u p  i n  mfd-August . P o t a t o  a n d  o n i o n  y i e l d s
a r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  d e c l i n e  . S u m m e r  ral ns i n  C u b a
i m p r o v e d  eugarcane a n d  o t h e r  c r o p  p r o s p e c t s  .
A  U S S R  w e a t h e r  a n d  c r o p  r e p o r t  i n d i c a t e d  g o o d
c o t t o n  g r o w i n g  condl  tlons  i n  c e n t r a l  A s i a  .
T h u n d e r s t o r m s  1n  S p a i n  L e o n  P:,  e v i n c e  o n
A u g u s t  3  c a u s e d  severe  c r o p  d a m a g e  t h a t  c o u l d
i n c l u d e  t h e  1  oss o f  m o l e  t h a n  bal f  o f  S p a i n
h o p  C1.  Op .
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AVERAGE MONTHLY WEATHER OUTLOOK

AGRICULTURAL IMPLICATIONSContinued above nor- soil moisture is al ready short .I  n  a r e a s  w h e r e
m a l  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  a n d  b e  l o w  n o r m a l  t e m p e r a t u r e s s o i l  m o i s t u r e  i s  a m p l e  a n d  c o r n  a n d  b e a n s  a r e
i n  t h e  S o u t h e a s t  c o m e  a t  a  t i m e  w h e n  c o t  t o n  n e e d s ahead o  f  normal  , crops will likely survive a dry
l o t s  0  f  w a r m , s u n n y  w e a t h e r  t o  p r o d u c e  a  g o o d p e r i o d  b e t t e r , especially with the predicted nor-

quality crop. I n s e c t  c o n t r o l  i s  m o r e  d i f f i c u l t m a  1  t e m p e r a t u r e s .
i n  w e t  w e a t h e r . 1 n New England above normal precipitation and

In  corn  and  soybean areas, below normal  precip - t e m p e r a t u r e s  w i l l  h e  1 P  M a i n e  p o t  a  t o e s
I tation will deter formation of dry matter in P a s t u r e s  I n  t h e  G r e a t  P l a i n s  w i l l  d e t e r i o r a t e
crops and result in lighter weights i n areas where f u r t h e r  w i t h  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  b e l o w  n o r m a l  r a i n f a l l .

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
I NOAA - NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE

I U S DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE I
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The  map  above give6 & Ceneral  pfcture of  ho.  Wet o r 8re8s  dried last .eek. T h e  c e n t e r s  of wet  or  dry  srbaay  <ho  nat  ton  was  last .eek T h e  lines shcw t h e  .crop- ●  r e  marked.  W for  Wet,  D  for  dry.imt. re  $1 tuatlon a c c o r d i n g  to  . . index  c o m p u t e d  fr.m Ume the legend  to
i n t e r p r e t .

IIJ.X  of  temperature  and prec ip i ta t ion by ● reas . Previous Local  v a r i a t i o n s  caused  by iac.lated rain or bl soil
ekly contp. tatio ”s of soil moisture account  for the affect difference!+ a r e  n o t  s h o r n .  Any  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  must

prior  weather.
Shaded  ....s are those where  precipitation %“creased consider the type of Agriculture .nd  the ~tsge  of  crop

development .e i n d e x  last Week or  wIIere  soils d i d  “ot  dry. Unshad &

rSIIADED  A R E A S . INDEX D E C R E A S E D SlL4CED ARSA:  INDEX I N C R E A S E D  O R  DID  IWr  C31ASCB

law 3,0 sOuE  DRYING Bm  STILL  Excess ive ly  XET AROVE
!.0 to 3.0 UORE  DRT NZATHER  NEEDED, WORK DELAYED

3,0 EXCESSIVELY SST RD= ?3ELDS  TWOCNZCI

1.0 to
2 . 0  to 3  ,D TOO  N E T ,  SDl~  STAWDING  WATSR

2 . 0  FAVORABLE , E%CE$T  ST I L L  ‘tW3 WET  I N  SPDT9 1 . 0  %0 2.0 PNDSPECTS A B o V E  NoRKAL,  SOMS  HELOS  TV3 W
0  to I.0 F4C,0RABLE  mR  NOBNAL  GRDW-TH AN D  F3ELDWONX 0 to
0 t. ‘1 .0 TOPSOIL WI STURE SHORT, GERUINATION SUJW

1,0 KIISTURE  A D E Q u A T E  P3R PSSSENT  SSSM

1.0  ta
0 to

-2.0 ,4 Bh0RU4LLY  DRY,  PROSPECTS DfXER1ORATIffi
‘ 1 . 0  PRDSPECTS I~ROVED  B U T  SAIN STILL  fUIDSD

!.0 to
- 1 . 0  t o

‘3.0 IQ(3 DRY, Yl&LD PROSPECTS R2DUCED
-2.0  302z  IlfPROV?JkZNT  sUT ST ILL  3t70  O S Y

-2.0 to -3.0 D~UGIfT  E A S E D  BUT  STILL  SIRIOOS
1.0  to ‘4.0 PDTEYTIAL  YIELD3  S E V E R E L Y  C(JT  BY D14CXJ2RT - 3 . 0  t o - 4 . 0  DRDUGNT  CONTIW~S  RAIII  UW3SFTLY  NUDSD
mow ‘ 4 . 0  EXTREXIZLY  DRY ,  lk13.T  CBOPE  RuINSD rlsww ‘4.  o  POT SNOffiH SAIN ST13J  sXTU=LY  D S T
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Total Annual Subscriptions: $5.00 in U.S. and
possessions, $6,50 Including domestic airmail, $11.26
including foreign aimail. For December through
March issues only, $1,50, $2.00 with domestic alr-
mall, $3.5O wlth foreign airmail. Make checks pay -
able to Department of Commerce, NOAA.

Publlcation of this bulletin begin in 1872 as the
Weekly  Weather  Chronic le .  I t  is  now issued under
general authority contained in the Act of January 12,
1895 (44 uSC 219), 53d Cong. , III. Sess. Quotation

or reproduction of this material Is encouraged.
Please give credit to this publication and, in case of
speical articles, to ● uthors.

Please send subscriptions and any questions or
comments to the Editor at above address.
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[The following paper was requested from AID by OTA:]

AGRICULTURAL INFOR MATION SYSTEM OF AID
The Agency for International Development (AID) does not operate an

Agricultural Information System in the context which concerns the Office of
Technology Assessment (OTA) and the Congress. As we understand this latter
interest, it relates primarily to information systems which provide data and
assessments to the Executive Branch of the U.S. Government and to the Congress
on prospective and actual harvest yields and food supply availabilities in foreign
countries, particularly for those in which the food production level can have a
significant impact on the worldwide demand for or the supply of a particular
crop or crops.

Food and nutrition problems in AID-assisted developing countries have the
highest priority in AID program policy, reflecting both our judgment of de-
velopmental priorities and the predominant emphasis accorded this program area
in the Foreign Assistance Act. AID accordingly gives major attention to the
status of agriculture and to general food and nutrition matters in the countries

* in which it has programs, making available to its own field personnel and to
host country authorities and institutions a broad array of advice and guidance
on food production, storage and distribution, AID could be said to operate
agricultural information systems of two kinds. We study and analyze the food
and nutrition status in cooperating countries, in the process of making pro-
gramming decisions on the amount and nature of assistance that is desirable and
possible for the agricultural sector. This involves the preparation of sector
assessments and analyses which, along with comparable studies by the I.B.R.D.,
probably constitute the most exhaustive and reliable sources of information on
agriculture in developing countries. Secondly, we develop and compile relevant
technological data for use by ourselves and our contractors/grantees in providing
advice and assistance for agricultural improvement in LDC’s.

However, AID does not make any independent effort to accumulate informa-
tion on anticipated or actual crop yields in cooperating countries. We use data
made available by host country governments, international organizations, and
the U.S. Department of Agriculture as the basis for our judgments as to the
relative importance of assistance to individual LDC’s or to the developing coun-
tries generally on the production, storage and marketing of a specific crop or of
food products generally. We are concerned with production information as it
affects planning for assistance in the agricultural sector. This requires that in
individual countries we have some judgment as to the adequacy of national food
production data and that we concern ourselves with the availability to host
government of timely and accurate food production and other statistics as they
may be required for policy formulation and program management.

In this regard, we have been engaged in extensive technical cooperation with
the Ministry of Agriculture in almost every country with which we have had a
bilateral assistance program. AID agriculture program planners and project
designers in the natural course of their interaction with host country agricultural
authorities have identified crop reporting, agriculture census methods, and other
improved agricultural statistics as areas for technical assistance activity when
they seemed important to achievement of overall agricultural program goals and

f: objectives. A substantial but undeterminable number of LDC personnel haveb come to the U.S. during the last twenty years from many of the cooperating
countries for orientation on the crop reporting function or for training in the

/ techniques used in operating a crop reporting system or an agricultural census.1

Further, the training in agricultural sciences provided to thousands of LDC
personnel who have attended U.S. universities under AID agricultural projects
has in many cases included some coverage of crop reporting systems and tech-
niques.

AID has not given special policy emphasis to technical assistance for the
establishment or strengthening of crop reporting systems. The judgment as to
the priority of this specific aspect of agricultural development has been left to
the assessment of those engaged in the analysis of agriculture sector situations
and the design of programs and projects. The significance of adequate crop
reporting systems in other countries for policy development and program formu-

1 In fiscal year 1975, approximately 130 AID-tlnanced trainees from LDCS were assigned
for varying periods to the Department of Agriculture% StatlsticaI Reporting Service for
study of crop reporting systems.
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lation by the U.S. Government, the governments of other food exporting countries,
and international organizations, as discussed in the OTA documents, has not to
date influenced AID’s policy or programming. While the latter must be respon-
sive to domestic considerations in many ways, the fundamental determinant of
program content has been and remains the host country situation and its devel-
opment objectives and requirements. We could increase the policy priority of
crop reporting in our technical assistance programs, but the actual planning and
implementation of training and technical advice for the improvement of LDC
crop reporting systems would depend in each country upon the interest of the
local government.

AID personnel have been involved peripherally in and have made contribu-
tions to the international crop reporting system of the Department of Agri-
culture, which depends upon reports received from Agricultural Attaches in
U.S. Embassies abroad. Agricultural Attaches often have used their contacts
with AID direct-hire and contract agricultural technicians, frequently dis- “
persed over the host country, to supplement and reinforce their own observations
as to progress with planting, the effect of rainfall and other climatic conditions
on germination and growth of crops+ and estimates of probable yields as harvest
approaches. This has not been a systematically organized cooperation but has
been found both natural and convenient for Agricultural Attaches in many in-
stances, depending upon the desire of the particular individual to make use in
this way of personnel in the country under the AID program.

AID further has contributed in recent years to the possible improvement of
international crop reporting quality and timeliness by its technical assistance
to cooperating countries in the utilization of data made available by U.S. remote
sensing satellites. Many LDC’s have requested ERTS data for agriculture-related
purposes. These in some cases have significance for more accurate and more
timely crop reporting, providing, for example, improved knowledge of acreage
planted in the aggregate and to specific crops, early knowledge of disease out-
breaks, and indications of crop maturation and yield. AID has assisted de-
veloping countries to prepare for exploitation of ERTS data, providing technical
training and consulting advice to help integrate the information from this source
into the countries’ own systems for assembling information to support agri-
cultural planning and program management.

In summary, AID: (a) has made many technical assistance efforts over the
years to improve LDC crop reporting information systems; (b) stands ready
to continue such assistance; and (c) could increase the attention given to this
aspect of agricultural development assistance where warranted by country
analysis of priorities necessary to raise agricultural production. AID does
assemble substantial amounts of information on LDC agricultural situations and
conducts an extensive system to collect and disseminate technological informa-
tion for assistance to cooperating countries.

The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to

call of the Chair.]
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