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RE{: ProLFosed Amandments to Chicago Board of Trade
- Rough Rice Futures Contract—Deliverable Supplies

As|| reported by telephone last Friday, | have developed data relative to the supply of
deliverable rice if the proposed amendments to the Chicago Board of Trade's (CBOT)
roj;h rice futures contract are implemented.

Acgording to the U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) National Agricultural
Stdtistics Service (NASS), stocks of rough rice In Arkansas as of August 1, 1989,

wale B,7080,000 hundredwelights (cwts.). Riceland Foods, Inc.'s submission to -
USDA/NASS for that report included 3,885,000 cwt., or 45 percent, of the total stocks
of fough Hee In Arkansas as of August 1, 1999,

l

Rigeland’s submission included 2,605,000 ewt, of long grain rioe (67 percent) and
1,300,000 cwt. of medium graln rice (33 percent).

00 cwt., or 68 percent, would have been deliverable when the quality

Of gno stgcks of long grain rough rice which Riceland had on band at that time, only
1,7¢8,0
stafidards proposed by the CBOT amendments are appliad,

) balidve ll;lis analysis points up the potential negative impact that the proposed
am@ndments would have on deliverable supplies late In the rice marketing year.
Thére alrkady is a restriction on the use of the July contract dus to concern about
dellyarable supplies late in the season, Adoption of tha proposed amendments
woulld futhar aggravate this situation. '
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Ag | alsd reported last Friday, a wide majority of the rough rice purchase contracts
that | hare reviewed during the past ten days only show “no heat, no stain” when
addrpssing heat damaged and atained kernels. These types of tarms can lead to
shirp dipagreemants betwesn buyers and sellers when the issue of heat damage or
stdin aripes. The difference between “stain® and “lightly stained” Is particularly
amblgudus. Apparently these issues get settled when they arise through

nebotiat ons between the buyer and seller.

| continue to believe that if adapted, the proposed amendments to the contract will

ledd to millers and exporters attempting to use the contract for cash purchases, and

thé gonttact will become useless as a tool for hedging by rice growers and their
pperativés such as Riceland,
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