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Key policy developments
1995-2008

The 1996 Farm Act - move from Blue to

Green Box (deficiency payments to direct
payments)

1999-2001 - “emergency measures’

2002 Farm Act

— Staying within (exploiting) the Total AMS binding
— Price-linked countercyclical payments (CCPs)
20087 Farm Act

— revenue-linked countercyclical payments (NPS?)
— elimination of dairy AMS?



Implications for notifications

Elimination of the Blue Box

Increase in number of covered
commodities

Expansion of PS and NPS AMS (or
elements of the de minimis) through
proliferation of measures and
emergency payments

Expansion of Green Box - direct
payments
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Billion dollars

Figure 1. U.S. Notified Domestic Support (totals)
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Figure 2. U.S. Notified Domestic Support
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Table 1. Summary of U.S. Domestic Support Notifications
1999 2000 2001
Billion dollars

Total AMS
De minimis
Blue

Green

Total support

Total AMS
De minimis
Blue

Green

Total support

URA TAMS Binding
Total AMS/Binding
Total AMS + de minimis
As percent of binding
De minimis/Total AMS
De minimis/Total amber

1995

6.21
1.64
7.03
46.04
60.93

10%
3%
12%
76%
100%

23.08
27%
7.85
34%
26%
21%

Total AMS+NPS inc. DPs (1)6.21

As percent of binding

27%

1996

5.90
1.15
0.00
51.83
58.88

10%
2%
0%

88%

100%

22.29
26%
7.05
32%
20%
16%
5.90
26%

1997

6.24
0.80
0.00
51.25
58.29

11%
1%
0%

88%

100%

21.49
29%
7.04
33%
13%
11%
6.24
29%

1998

10.39
4.74
0.00

49.82

64.95

16%
7%
0%

7%

100%

20.70
50%
15.13
73%
46%
31%
20.63
100%

16.86
7.43
0.00

49.75

74.05

16.80
7.34
0.00

50.06

74.20

14.41
7.04
0.00

50.67

72.13

2002

9.64
6.69
0.00
58.32
74.65

Share of total support

23%
10%
0%
67%
100%

19.90
85%
24.30
122%
44%
31%
29.74
149%

23%
10%
0%
67%
100%

19.10
88%
2414
126%
44%
30%
29.15
153%

20%
10%
0%
70%
100%

19.10
75%
21.46
112%
49%
33%
25.34
133%

13%
9%
0%

78%

100%

19.10
50%
16.33
85%
69%
41%
20.04
105%

2003

6.95
3.24
0.00
64.06
74.25

9%
4%
0%
86%
100%

19.10
36%
10.19
53%
47%
32%
6.95
36%

2004

11.63
6.46
0.00

67.43

85.51

14%
8%
0%

79%

100%

19.10
61%
18.09
95%
56%
36%
11.63
61%

200

12.9
5.94
0.0(

71.8

90.7

149
70
00

799

1009

19.1
689
18.9
999
469
329
24.9
1319




Table U.S. non product-specific support

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Billion dollars

Irrigation projects 0.380 0.380 0.349 0.349 0.316 0.316 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.269 0.269
Livestock grazing 0.045 0.050 0.051 0.051 0.055 0.051 0.065 0.047 0.041 0.047 0.039
Crop and revenue insurance 0.913 0.636 0.119 0.747 1514 1.396 1.770 2.889 1.862 1.123 0.756
Rio Grande water loss assistance 0.010
Tree assistance program (CA/NY) 0.002
Multi-year crop disaster payments 0.577
Crop market loss assistance payment 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.049
Emergency loans for seed producers 2811 5.468 5.463 4.640
State credit programs 0.003 0.049 0.049 0.049 0.049
Farm storage facility loans 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.002 o0.000
Countercyclical payments 1.804 0.544 4.288 4.749
Total 1.386 1.115 0.567 4.584 7.406 7.278 6.828 5.101 2.801 5.778 5.862
Table U.S. non product-specific support

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Percent of total

Irrigation projects 27% 34% 61% 8% 4% 4% 4% 6% 11% 5% 5%
Livestock grazing 3% 5% 9% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Crop and revenue insurance 66% 57% 21% 16% 20% 19% 26% 57% 66% 19% 13%
Rio Grande water loss assistance 0%
Tree assistance program (CA/NY) 0%
Multi-year crop disaster payments 13%
Crop market loss assistance payment 4% 4% 9% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Emergency loans for seed producers 61% 74% 75% 68%
State credit programs 0% 1% 2% 1% 1%
Farm storage facility loans 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Countercyclical payments 35% 19% 74% 81%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%




Table Composition of notified AMS by type of measure
1995 1996 1997 1998
Type of measure

Market Price Support 6,213 5,919 5,816 5,776

Emergency payments 0 0 0 331
Price-linked subsidies 88 6 578 4,106
Other support 10 12 80 338
Type of measure

Market Price Support 98% 100% 90% 55%
Emergency payments 0% 0% 0% 3%
Price-linked subsidies 1% 0% 9% 39%
Other support 0% 0% 1% 3%

Major price-linked subsidies

Certificate exchange gains 0 0 0 6
Commodity loan forfeit 0 0 -2 6
Loan deficiency payments 0 0 3 2,723
Marketing loan gains/payments 0 0 161 1,092

1999 2000 2001
Million dollars

5,921 5,840 5,826
697 1,526
9,706 9,042 8,429

567

457

6

367

Percentage of total

35%
4%
57%
3%

35%
9%
54%
3%

40%
0%
58%
3%

Million dollars

175
642

6,062 6,192 5,588

1,830

619 1,975

20

813

20

615

2002 2003 2004
5,771 5,758 5,832
1,409 1 41
3,925 1,145 5,549
523 487 876
51% 78% 47%
13% 0% 0%
31% 15% 45%
5% 7% 7%
317 307 1,453
658 1 11
546 475 3,695
185 132 341

20043

5,904
85
6,61¢
447

459
1%
519
3%

1671
1,01(
4,801

269




Table AMS by commodity before the application of de minimis

Commodity

Apples

Apricots

Avocados

Barley

Beef and Veal

Blueberries, wild

Cattle and calves

Chickpeas

Corn

Cotton

Cranberries

Dairy

Dry peas

Grapes

Hogs and pigs

Honey

Lentils

Livestock

Lychee

Minor Oil Seeds:
Canola
Crambe
Flaxseed
Mustard Seed
Rapeseed
Safflower
Sesame
Sunflower

Mohair

Oats

Olives

Onions

Orchards & vineyards

Peaches

Peanuts

Pears

Pecan trees

Potatoes

Rice

Rye

Sheep and lamb

Sorghum

Soybeans

Sugar

Tobacco

Tomatoes

Wheat

Wool

All commodities

1995

32
32

4,655

415

12
0

0

16
1,091
-2

5
38
6,311

1996

4,691

299

5,937

1997

150
466

4,456

306

36

6,475

1998

84

1,634
935

4,560

123

21

20

340

21

63
1,275
1,055

-7

516

10,550

1999 2000 2001
Million dollars

99 175
2
40 70 16

2,554 2,757 1,270
2,353 1,050 2,810

4,660 5,070 4,483

0 29
39 82 23
1 2 0
11 25 12
1 0 0
0 0 0

2 3

0
143 161 55
2 2 0
31 45 4

10

7
349 438 305

3

14 26
435 624 763
13 10 22
154 84 6

2,856 3,606 3,610
1,207 1,477 1,061

924 519 -1
7

974 847 189
9 33

16,891 16,865 14,628

Note: no value means no notified support, 0 means less than $0.5 million

2002

4

0

136
0

187
1,187

6,305

o oo

66

712

23

4

52
1,328
70

22
8
11,227

2003

233
435

o -~0O0

[@RN]

—whO

21

1
503

17
25
1,250
19

107
7
7,386

2004

83

ON =N

o o

32
1
131

14
130
506

1,282

20

91
7
12,309

2005

4,490
1,621

5,149
37

14

89

133

140
69
1,199

29
7
13,055




Table AMS by commodity after the application of de minimis

1995

Commodity

Apples

Apricots

Avocados

Barley

Beef and Veal

Blueberries, wild

Cattle and calves

Chickpeas

Corn

Cotton

Cranberries

Dairy 4,655

Dry peas

Grapes

Hogs and pigs

Honey

Lentils

Livestock

Lychee

Minor Oil Seeds:
Canola
Crambe
Flaxseed
Mustard Seed
Rapeseed
Safflower
Sesame
Sunflower

Mohair 15

Oats

Olives

Onions

Orchards & vineyards

Peaches

Peanuts 415

Pears

Pecan trees

Potatoes

Rice

Rye

Sheep and lamb

Sorghum

Soybeans

Sugar 1,091

Tobacco

Tomatoes

Wheat

Wool 38

All commodities 6,214

o oo

1996 1997
466

4,691 4,456
0 0

0 0

0 0

299 306
908 1,011
5,898 6,238

1998

84

1,534
935

4,560

20

340

63
1,275
1,055

516

10,392

1999 2000
Million dollars

929 175

2

40 70

2,554 2,757

2,353 1,050

20

4,660 5,070

29

39 82

1 2

11 25

1 0

0 0

3

0

143 161

2 2

31 45

349 438

435 624

154 84

2,856 3,606

1,207 1,177

924 519

974 847

9 33

16,862 16,803

2001

1,270
2,810

4,483

23

12

55

305

763
22

3,610
1,061

14,413

Note: no value means no notified support, 0 means less than $0.5 million

2002

1,187

6,305

66

712

23

1,328

9,637

2003

435

4,737

503

1,250

6,950

2004

83

3,059
2,238

4,663
32

131

130

1,282

7
11,629

2005

46

4,490
1,621

5,149
37

11

14

89

133

140

1,199

7
12,938




Table Composition of AMS by commodity after the application of de minimis

1995

Commodity
Apples
Apricots
Avocados
Barley
Beef and Veal
Blueberries, wild
Cattle and calves
Chickpeas
Corn
Cotton
Cranberries
Dairy 74.9%
Dry peas
Grapes
Hogs and pigs
Honey
Lentils
Livestock
Lychee
Minor Oil Seeds:
Canola
Crambe
Flaxseed
Mustard Seed 0.0%
Rapeseed 0.0%
Safflower 0.0%
Sesame
Sunflower
Mohair 0.2%
Oats
Olives
Onions
Orchards & vineyards
Peaches
Peanuts 6.7%
Pears
Pecan trees
Potatoes
Rice
Rye
Sheep and lamb
Sorghum
Soybeans
Sugar 17.6%
Tobacco
Tomatoes
Wheat
Wool 0.6%
All commodities 100%

1996

79.5%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

51%

15.4%

100%

1997

7.5%

71.4%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

4.9%

16.2%

100%

Note: no value means no notified support

1998

0.8%

14.8%
9.0%

43.9%

0.1%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%

0.2%

3.3%

0.6%
12.3%
10.2%

5.0%

100%

1999

0.6%

0.2%

15.1%
14.0%

0.1%
27.6%

0.2%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%

0.8%
0.0%
0.2%

21%

2.6%

0.9%
16.9%
7.2%
5.5%

5.8%
0.1%
100%

2000

1.0%
0.0%

0.4%

16.4%
6.2%

30.2%

0.2%

0.5%
0.0%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
1.0%
0.0%
0.3%

2.6%

3.7%

0.5%
21.5%
7.0%
3.1%

5.0%
0.2%
100%

2001

8.8%
19.5%

31.1%

0.2%
0.0%
0.1%

0.0%

0.4%

21%

5.3%

0.2%

25.0%
7.4%

100%

2002

12.3%

65.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.1%

0.7%

7.4%

0.2%

13.8%

0.1%
100%

2003

0.0%

6.3%

68.2%
0.2%

0.1%

7.2%

18.0%

0.1%
100%

2004

0.7%

0.0%
26.3%
19.2%

40.1%
0.3%

0.0%

0.0%

1.1%

1.1%

11.0%

0.1%
100%

2005

0.4%

0.0%
34.7%)
12.5%

39.8%
0.3%

0.1%

0.1%

0.0%

0.7%

1.0%

1.1%

9.3%)

0.1%
100%




Table US Green Box Notifications (billion $)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General services 6.42 6.55 6.80 7.23 7.69 8.55 9.21 1026 1094 11.20 11.35
Public stockholding/food security 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Domestic food aid 3747 3783 3596 3349 33.05 3238 3392 38.01 4238 4586 50.67
Decoupled income support 0 5.19 6.29 5.66 547 5.07 4.10 5.30 6.49 5.27 6.16
Income insurance/safety nets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Disaster relief 0.10 0.16 0.16 1.41 1.64 2.14 1.42 212 1.69 1.96 0.17
Producer retirement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Resource retirement 1.73 1.73 1.69 1.69 1.43 1.48 1.62 0 0 0 0
Investment aids 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.08
Environmental payments 0.23 0.28 0.27 0.26 0.33 0.31 0.29 2.51 2.45 3.04 3.40
Regional assistance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 46.04 51.83 5125 4982 4975 50.06 50.67 5832 64.06 6743 71.83
Table Composition of US Green Box Support

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General services 14% 13% 13% 15% 15% 17% 18% 18% 17% 17% 16%
Public stockholding/food sec.
Domestic food aid 81% 73% 70% 67% 66% 65% 67% 65% 66% 68% 71%
Decoupled income support 10% 12% 11% 11% 10% 8% 9% 10% 8% 9%
Income insurance/safety nets
Disaster relief 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 4% 3% 4% 3% 3% 0%
Producer retirement
Resource retirement 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Investment aids 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Environmental payments 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 4% 4% 5% 5%
Regional assistance
Other
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%




What we shall cover

Evolution of US policy over the
notifications period - key aspects

What the notifications reveal

Projected notifications - the draft
modalities

Assessment of the possibilities for
deriving shadow notifications
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Table 7. Domestic Support Modalities for the United States

Item Initial Values Reduction
OTDS Final Bound Total AMS + Reduction of either 66% or 73% in six
15% of the average value of steps over five years
domestic production (VOP) for
1995-2000
Total AMS | Final bound URA value Total reduction of 60%. Initial reduction
of 25% with remaining amount in equal
steps over 5 years
Product- Derived by applying PS Implemented in full on first day of
specific averages for 1995-2004 to total | implementation period, except when PS
AMS PS average for 1995-2000 AMS in two most recent years is higher.
Then limits implemented in three equal
installments with starting point being the
lower of the two year average or 130% of
the scheduled limit
De minimis | Current allowance of 5% of Reduction of 50% or 60% in allowance
current VOP either immediate or phased in over 5
years. Additional reduction if necessary
to satisfy OTDS binding
Total Blue | CCPs would qualify.
Box Overall limit = 2.5% of

average VOP for 1995-2000




Total Blue | CCPs would qualify.
Box Overall limit = 2.5% of
average VOP for 1995-2000
Product- 110 or 120% of amounts Scheduled limit can be increased with
specific derived from applying corresponding decrease in PS AMS (2 to
Blue Box proportionately legislated 1) ratio for cotton
maximum permissible Limit can be increased during
expenditure under 2002 Farm | implementation period subject to overall
Act to 2.5% average VOP for | Blue Box limit being respected
1995-2000
Additional A. When PS Blue Box support is in
product- excess of the scheduled limit the entire
specific amount to be included in the Current
Blue Box Total AMS, providing that product-
proposals specific AMS and Total AMS limit are
not exceeded
B. When overall Blue Box support is in
excess of the limit, regardless of whether
PS limits are exceeded, that entire
support to be included in Current Total
AMS provided that PS AMS and Total
AMS limits are not exceeded
Additional AMS reduction of 82.22% over 2 years
Cotton PS Blue Box limit one third of that

provisions

otherwise applying




The support modalities
Summary of key U.S. provisions

Special provision for calculation of product-specific
(PS) AMS limits

Expansion of the Blue Box criteria to include counter-
cyclical (price-linked) payments

Special provision for the calculation of PS Blue Box
limits

Larger reduction in the AMS limit for cotton than for

other commodities, and an accelerated reduction
schedule



The support modalities
Key numbers

Base -60% -73% -82%
$ billion
OTDS 48.2 19.3 13.0
AMS 19.1 7.64
Cotton 0.80 0.14
AMS

Blue Box cap = $4.85 billion




Table 8. US domestic support base values and reductions

Base values

Average value of production (1995-2000) $ billion

URA bound Total AMS $ billion
AMS/production 1995-2000
Base AMS for cotton $ billion
Base OTDS $ billion

Base OTDS/production

New final bindings ($ billion)
OTDS (73% reduction)

OTDS (60% reduction)

Total AMS (60% reduction)
AMS for cotton

Blue box

Implementation schedule

OTDS (73% reduction) $ billion

OTDS (60% reduction) $ billion

Total AMS (25% initial; 60% total) $ billion
Cotton AMS (25% initial; 82.22% total) $ billion
De minimis 50% immediate reduction

De minimis 60% immediate reduction

De minimis 50% phased reduction

De minimis 60% phased reduction

194.14
19.10
5.4%
0.80
48.22
24.8%
13.02
19.29
7.64
0.14
4.85
Period
1 2 3 4 5 6
32.31 2845 2459 20.74 16.88 13.02
32.31 29.71 2710 2450 21.89 19.29
14.33 1299 11.65 10.32 8.98 7.64
0.60 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 2.5%
20% 2.0% 20% 20% 2.0% 2.0%
45% 4.0% 35% 3.0% 25% 25%
44% 3.8% 32% 26% 20% 2.0%




Tabl e 9. AMS binding s

No blueb ox trad e off

Yea r
1 2 3
M illion dol lars

Ap ples 27 .18 27 .18 27 .18
Apric ots 0.22 0.22 0.22
Barley 32 .89 30 .15 27 .41
Beefand Veal 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bl uebe rries, wild 0.00 0.00 0.00
C attlean d calves 0.00 0.00 0.00
Chic kpeas 0.03 0.03 0.03
Corm 1,327.73 1,217.09 1,106.44
Cotton 600.40 142.49 142.49
Cr an berries 1.95 1.95 1.95
Dairy 4,864.22 4,822 .54 4,780.85
Drypeas 5.49 5.03 4.57
Gr ape s 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hogs an d pigs 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hone y 2.89 2.89 2.89
Lentils 0.28 0.26 0.24
Livesto ck 0.00 0.00 0.00
Lych ee 0.00 0.00 0.00
Minor Oi I S eeds: 0.00 0.00 0.00
Canola 15 .12 15 .12 15 .12
C ram be 0.33 0.33 0.33
Flaxseed 4.92 4.92 4.92

Mus tard S ee d 0.10 0.10 0.10
Rape seed 0.03 0.03 0.03
Sa fflower 0.54 0.54 0.54
Se same 0.01 0.01 0.01
S unflowe r 35 .54 35 .54 35 .54
Mohair 3.14 3.14 3.14
O ats 9. 41 9. 41 9. 41
Oli ves 0.00 0.00 0.00
Oni ons 0.00 0.00 0.00
Orch ards& vine yar ds 0.00 0.00 0.00
Peac hes 0.00 0.00 0.00
Peanuts 249.19 249.19 249.19
Pea rs 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pecan tree s 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pota toes 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rice 313.68 313.68 313.68
Rye 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sh eep and lamb 4.43 4.43 4. 43
Sorghum 51 .12 46 .86 42 .60
Soybe ans 1,123.72 1,123.72 1,123.72
Sugar 1,202.38 1,164.19 1,126.01
Toba cc o 142.92 142.92 142.92
Tomatoes 0.00 0.00 0.00
W hea t 231.39 231.39 231.39
Wool 10 .09 10 .09 10 .09

Note: the effective binding for cotton is tha tim plied by the spe cialred ucti on

provisio ns




The support modalities
Some issues

Product-specific (PS) AMS limits

16 of 45 notified commodity categories would
have a zero binding

/ commodity categories subject to the three-
year phase-in of their bindings

Of these, only dairy and sugar not subject to
additional reductions in the binding due to the
130 percent restriction

Cotton binding superseded by the special
reduction provisions



Tabl e 10.Bl ue box pro duct -spec

Barley

Cormn

Cotton

Minor oils eeds
Canola
C rambe
Flaxseed
Mus tard S ee d
Rape seed
Sa fflower
Se same
Sunflowe r

O ats

Peanuts

Rice

Sorghum

Soybe ans

W hea t

INF = infeasible

(1) itis assu med

(2) where insuf ficientPSA MS entitlement exists

the Blue Box

Note that in the case of cotton, a $1

figure in colu mn 1

ific bindi ngs andth e trade -off with AMS produ

c t-speci

fic bindings

Red uct ion ofthe inital PS AMSt ome et the legis late d ma ximum CCP for
each commod ity

Req d. Req d.
cut in cut in
AMS Max AMS
with N ew fea sible with
AMS Bl ue Bl ue L e gis. 110% initia | Bl ue 120%
binding binding binding Max. Bl ue PS binding Bl ue
(1) 110% 120% CCP binding AMS (2) binding
Column
A B Cc D E F G H |
Million $ Million §
27 .4 29 .7 32 .4 54 .0 24 .3 3.1 54 .0 21 .6
1,106 4 1,871.7 2,041.9 3,402.9 1,531.1 INF 0.0 2,978.2 1,361.0
1425 2522 2751 1,389 .4 2,274 4 INF 0.0 3947 2,228.6
15 .1 2.9 3.2 5.3 24 12 .7 5.3 21
0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
4.9 0.5 0.5 0.9 0.4 4.5 0.9 04
0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.5 0.4 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.7 0.3
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
35 .5 8.1 8.8 14 .6 6.6 29 .0 14 .6 5.9
94 6.5 71 1.8 53 41 1.8 4.7
2492 1106 1206 201.0 90 .4 1587 201.0 80 .4
3137 1784 1946 3243 1459 1678 3243 1297
42 .6 20241 2205 3674 165.3 INF 0.0 2447 1470
1,123.7 6748 736.1 1,226.8 552.0 5717 1,226 .8 490.6
2314 1,489.0 1,624.3 2,707.0 1,218.0 INF 0.0 1,720.3 1,082.7

that theap plicab le figures for the calculation are the bindings that

to reacht he

inc rea se in the Blue Box entitleme ntrequires a $2 reduct ion

Cottonb lue bo x bindings are reduc ed subst antially by the para grap h56 con dition

Note that the se inc rea sesinB
elsewhere , such thatthe initial ove rall Blue Bo x limitis not exceeded (para graph 45).

lue Box limits

INF
INF

INF

INF

in the PS AMS; thisis

Max
N ew fea sible
initia | Bl ue
PS binding
AMS 2)
K L
Million $
5.8 54 .0
0.0 3,148.3
0.0 4176
13.0 5.3
0.3 0.0
4.6 0.9
0.1 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.3 0.7
0.0 0.0
29 .7 14 .6
4.7 1.8
168.8 201.0
184.0 3243
0.0 263.1
633.1 1,226.8
0.0 1,855.7

only apply if initially sch eduled; any subs eque ntch anges would req uire red uct ions

result after the application of any reduc tion pro visio ns

leg islated ma ximum CC P, the ma ximumPS AMS entitlemen tis ap plied to

app lied to the




The support modalities
Some issues

Product-specific Blue Box limits

110% and 120% bindings are below
legislated maximum CCPs for all CCP
commodities

Box-switching option — shift of PS AMS
to PS Blue to provide for legislated
maximum not feasible for corn, cotton,
sorghum and wheat



Projections of impact of the
modalities

Use of the Blandford-Josling domestic support
simulator

Latest USDA baseline for production and prices except
for cotton (prices from Texas Tech study)

Program parameters from the House version of the
2008 Farm Bill, but no account taken of possible
counter-cyclical revenue payments (i.e., we probably
underestimate the NPS AMS)

Assume DDA agreement implemented 2010-2015 and
that House Farm Bill parameters apply throughout

Assume “most restrictive” WTO modalities — greatest
reductions and fastest phase-in



Actual and projected WTO
notifications
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Future composition of support

Projected composition of U.S. support in 2015
Total = $9.4 billion

@ Blue Box

® Dairy AMS

O Sugar AMS

O Other AMS

@ PS de minimis
O NPS de minimis

Source: own estimates




Impact of new WTO support
limits
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Impact of the support modalities

OTDS, Total AMS, and Blue Box limits do not
become binding if prices remain high

But considerable “water” is squeezed out

Product-specific bindings important for dairy
and sugar (AMS) and for cotton (Blue)

“Policy space” might still exist through shift of
support to NPS and, in particular, to the Green
Box



Policy space in the OTDS

Figure 5. Projected composition of U.S. supportin 2015
and available NPS (billion $)

@ Blue Box

B Dairy AMS

O Sugar AMS

O Other AMS

B PS de minimis
O NPS "available"

Source: own estimates



What we shall cover

Evolution of US policy over the
notifications period - key aspects

What the notifications reveal

Projected notifications - the draft
modalities

Assessment of the possibilities for
deriving shadow notifications

Next steps - some options



Table 10. Summary of available data for the 2005 notification

DS1 (FY data) Partial assessment
provided in the table S not all items
checked yet

General services - 30 items relating to
APHIS, AMS, ARS, CSREES, ERS,
FAS, FSA, FSIS, GIPSA, NASS, and
NRCS, RD, WAOB and state programs
for agriculture

Federal budget documents (OMB)
contain agency budgets

Domestic food aid S 6 items relating to
FCS and AMS programs

OMB provides outlays

Decoupled income support (3 items for
FSA)

Direct payments

Comm odit y estimates book
(CEB)

Peanut quota buyout

Commodit y estimates book
(CEB)

Tobacco quota buyout

Comm odit y estimates book
(CEB)

Payments for relief from natural
disasters (9 items for FSA)

A few items (e.g., livestock indemnity
program) in CEB

Structural adjustment through
investment aids (2 items for FSA)

Environmental payments (13 items for
CCC, FSA, NRCS and RD

FY outlays for CRP, EQIP, WRP in
CED. OMB gives actual obligations for
some other items but not outlays




Table Comparison of some elements of conservation programs in DS1 with Federal Budget Data

Klamath Basin

Ground and Surface Water

Agricultural Management Assistance Program
Conservation Innovation Grants
Conservation Security Program

Grassland Reserve Program

Wetland Reserve Program

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program

Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)

Federal budget USDA
FY07 FYO08 FYQ09

2005 WTO Obligations (actual)
notification 2005 2006 2007
5 10 11 8
35 65 70 70
9 14 5 5

5

172 202 257 294
111 71 35 13
246 267 191 248
36 46 43 42
107 112 74 73
754 950 992 993




DS4 (Market ing ye ar dat a)

Va lue of product ion

NASS prov ides VOP for m ost
co mm od ities . ERS data on cash
rece ipts canbe usedto fil in the rest

DS6 (M arket ing ye ar dat a)

Cert ificate exchangega ins

Co mm odit b ook

(C EB)

y esti m ates

Co mm od ity loan forfe it

Ca n beesti m ated usi ng CEB

Cotton see d pay m ents Spec ialrepo rt gen erat ed by FSA (this
app lies to all disa ster pay ment s)
Da iry disaster pay m e nts Spec ialrepo rt gen erat ed by FSA (this
app lies to all disa ster pay ment s)
Da iry inde m nities OMB
Hard white w heat pa ym ents Spec ialrepo rt gen erat ed by ERS
Loandef iciency pay m ents Co mm odit y esti m ates b ook
(C EB)
M arket ing loan gains Co mm odit y esti m ates b ook
(C EB)
Milk inco me loss contra cts Co mm odit y esti m ates b ook
(C E B)
Orchar d and vine yards tree assistance Spec ialrepo rt gen erat ed by FSA (this
pro gram app lies to all disa ster pay ment s). FY
data _in CED
Sugarcane d isasterpay ments Spec ialrepo rt gen erat ed by FSA (this

app lies to all disa ster pay ment s)

Trad e ad just ment ass istance

Spec ialrepo rt prov ided to ERS by FAS

DS7 (M arket ing ye ar dat a)

B ioenergy.b iod iese | pr ogram pay ments

Co mm od ity loan interest subs idy Spec ialcrop ye ar reportprov ided to
ERS by FSA

Storage pa ym ents (cott on) Spec ialcrop ye ar reportprov ided to
ERS by FSA

User marketing pay ments (co tton) Spec ialcrop ye ar reportprov ided to
ERS by FSA

DS9 (Market ing ye ar dat a) Part ial

assess ment prov ided in the tab le not

all ite ms check ed yet)

Irr igat ion

Graz ing

Crop and reve nue ins urance Ca n be esti m ated from CEB

State cred it programs

Far m stor age fac ility loan s O MB prov idesout lays

Countercyc lical pay m ents Co mm odit y esti m ates b ook

(C EB)




What we shall cover

Evolution of US policy over the
notifications period - key aspects

What the notifications reveal

Projected notifications - the draft
modalities

Assessment of the possibilities for
deriving shadow notifications

Next steps - some options



U.S. shadow notifications -
some options

* Focus on the “big ticket” items, I.e.,
main items in DS 6

* Direct attention to major elements of
interest in DS1 (e.qg., direct payments,
environmental payments) and DS9

« Use proxies to try to infer “rough
estimates” for DS7 (fiscal to marketing
year interpolation would be needed)



Selected issues that could be
explored

Disaster payments - level of expenditure
and whether these payments qualify for
the Green Box

Crop insurance agents’ delivery costs
Irrigation and electric power subsidies

Federal income and other special farm
taxation exemptions

Ethanol—production subsidies and tax
credit/mandates



Key issues for discussion

Should the primary aim be to provide full
notifications or to provide early estimates of
the main items?

Should the aim be to examine the economic
logic of the notifications (what is

included/excluded, how estimates are
derived)?

Should the aim be to provide data to refine
aggregate projections of future support (e.g.,
through the Blandford/Josling support
simulator)?

Some other aim (e.g., link to global models)?
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