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Sweetpotato Pilot Program
• Approved by Board for 1998 crop year
• APH based plan
• Insurable grades

– California (Number 1, Medium, and Jumbo)
– All other states (Jumbo, Extra Number 1, Number 1, 

Commercial, and Number 2)

Background
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Sweetpotato Pilot Counties

State Counties

Alabama Baldwin

California Merced

Louisiana Avoyelles, Morehouse & West Carroll

North Carolina Columbus & Johnston

South Carolina Horry
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Loss Ratios

9.667.819.4811.0614.508.18Horry, SC

5.385.364.164.548.632.45Johnston, NC

0.000.000.000.000.000.00Merced, CA

8.208.648.088.118.764.70Columbus, NC

1.483.320.922.100.160.36W. Carroll, LA

1.291.771.541.501.000.00Morehouse, LA

3.483.753.853.922.987.98Avoyelles, LA

1.421.582.111.660.000.00Baldwin, AL

Wt Avg20022001200019991998
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1998 – 2002 Loss Frequencies: 
Sweetpotatoes vs All Other Crops

State
Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

Loss 
Freq

+/- 
Comp

AL 0% -39% 0% -13% 17% -32% 29% 7% 38% -10% 21% -13%

LA 47% 20% 40% 18% 63% 30% 54% 24% 68% 35% 55% 26%

NC 51% 12% 85% 43% 71% 53% 84% 64% 92% 43% 79% 45%

SC 67% 20% 96% 53% 88% 61% 82% 55% 80% 30% 83% 45%

Total 51% 15% 71% 36% 70% 44% 74% 49% 83% 40% 72% 39%

2001 2002 Total1998 1999 2000

+/- Comp is difference from all other crops in same counties.
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Loss Ratios: Columbus County, NC

1.220.968.24Avg

1.531.488.642002

0.940.748.082001

0.670.668.112000

1.250.728.761999

1.871.054.701998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Loss Ratios: Horry County, SC

1.251.0010.08Avg

1.801.627.812002

0.820.829.442001

0.720.7511.062000

1.220.8714.501999

1.870.398.181998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Loss Ratios: Johnston County, NC

1.110.785.39Avg

2.812.155.362002

0.280.234.162001

0.210.184.542000

1.650.718.631999

0.880.652.451998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Loss Ratios: Avoyelles County, LA

1.050.563.84Avg

1.270.693.752002

2.040.303.852001

0.350.373.922000

0.160.302.981999

1.110.927.981998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Loss Ratios: Morehouse County, LA

2.201.091.44Avg

1.311.061.772002

2.970.351.542001

3.182.821.502000

1.010.441.001999

0.450.560.001998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Loss Ratios: West Carroll County, LA

0.970.761.49Avg

0.790.683.322002

1.160.740.922001

1.341.632.102000

0.900.330.161999

0.670.160.361998

LRLRLRYear

All APH CropsSoybeansSweetpotatoes
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Evaluation Results
• Excessively high loss ratios in North & South 

Carolina, which are not explained by weather.

• Significant increase in acres planted in the 
Carolinas during the pilot period

• Rates should be reviewed and adjusted as 
appropriate.

• Price elections are generally adequate
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Evaluation Results (cont.)
• Policy terms, including underwriting and loss 

adjustment procedures need revision.

Ø Quality adjustment.

Ø Redefine sweetpotatoes as totality of 
production

Ø Introduce quality adjustment.

Ø Better control destruction of un-harvested 
production.
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• Depending on the type of producer, coverage 
should either be with or without storage.

• Sweetpotato crop provisions are poorly aligned with 
U.S. Grading Standards.

• Adjusters are assigned responsibilities that are 
inappropriate relative to grade & quality 
determinations, which can best be achieved by 
trained personnel under proper supervision.

• Quality is an important determinant of production-
to-count, but quality is ill-defined & subjective.

Evaluation Results (cont.)
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Recommendations

Options:

• Suspend the program beginning with the 2004 crop 
year in:
Ø All states.
Ø North and South Carolina only.

• Continue as is.

• Continue with strong safeguards while a replacement  
program is being designed.
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Possible Elements Of A New Program

Revise the program for 2005 (if possible) to:

• Insure storage for farmers who store.

• Base coverage on packout of #1’s, if feasible.

• Revise rates, using producer-level data as practicable.

• Re-define the insured sweetpotato.

• Revise test-strip and un-harvested requirements.

• Require grade determinations to be made by 
Federal/State inspectors.

• Cover quality (possible option).


