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MFP payments for 2019 
 
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Perdue announced last 
month that USDA would be issuing a new round of 
Market Facilitation Program (MFP) payments totaling 
$14.5 billion.  These direct payments to eligible farmers 
are in response to the continuing impact that tariffs and 
other trade disruptions are having on certain U.S. ag 
exports and commodity prices.  This would represent the 
third round of trade mitigation payments following $9.6 
billion of payments allotted in the first two rounds.  
According to Kentucky’s Farm Service Agency (FSA), 
Kentucky farmers to date have received $154.3 million 
during for the first two rounds of MFP payments. This 
level accounts for approximately 10 percent of annual 
net farm income for Kentucky farmers in a typical year. 
 

Kentucky MFP Net Payments 
(as of June 26, 2019) 

Soybeans $147,474,829 
Wheat $ 2,716,727 
Corn $1,972,236 
Hogs $1,138,144 
Dairy $787,141 
Sorghum $241,563 
Cotton $1,634 
Total $154,332,274 

 
The first two rounds of payments were based on total 
crop production for the 2018 crop year. However, USDA 
has indicated that the new round of crop payments will 
be determined on a producer’s aggregate acres of 
eligible crops planted multiplied by a single payment rate 
for each county. Payment acres for 2019 cannot exceed 
2018 MFP acres turned into their FSA office which will 
affect growing and expanding operations. Dairy producer 
payments will be based on production history and hog 
producers will receive payments based on inventory 
levels at a yet-to-be determined date.  

 
As of this writing, the final regulations have not been 
released. USDA has indicated that prevented planting 
acres will not be covered in the MFP program, however if 
a producer plants a cover crop with intentions to harvest, 
the producer may qualify for minimal assistance through 
the program. Some producers might qualify for 
assistance under the disaster package that passed in 
early June. The best advice for producers is to have a talk 
with their crop insurance agent to know what their 
options are for preventive plant payments.  
 
It is thought that the same MFP limits as last year will be 
used, $125,000 payment per entity and $900,000 AGI. 
This being said, farming operations that are a LLC or 
other limited entities will be capped at the maximum 
payment. However, if the operation is a general 
partnership then each of the partners could receive up to 
the limit.  If spouses farm together than they can each 
receive the limit amount if they are listed 50/50 at the 
FSA office. One thing to think about is that if the acres 
are limited to 2018 MFP payments, then listing a spouse 
as 50/50 in 2019 and they were not listed in 2018, then 
only one will be able to collect the MFP payment for 
2019. Hopefully, when the final regulations are released 
there will be some guidance on this issue. 
 
Producers across the state and country still have 
questions about how the program will work and what the 
payment might look like. With USDA is apparently 
holding final regulations until after planting is complete, 
questions that producers have will still be unanswered 
until that time. The 2019 MFP will not save farmers that 
are already struggling financially but the assistance will 
be welcomed. 
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Farm Numbers and Concentration 
 
The 2017 USDA Census of Agriculture indicates that 
Kentucky had 75,966 farming operations, a decline of 
10,575 farms (a 12% decrease) since 2002. Nationally 
farm numbers are down about 4% over the same period 
and stand at 2,042,220. 
  
While farm numbers remain robust, the trend toward 
concentration of production in larger units continues. In 
2002 there were 2.13 million farms in the U.S., and 1.4% 
of those had sales of more than $1 million. They 
accounted for 47% of total farm receipts. By 2017 the 
>$1 million category had increased to 3.9% of farms but 
accounted for 68.4% of total receipts. Further trend 
detail across size categories is presented in the table 
below. 
 
While bi-modalization of ag, i.e. a large number of small 
farms and a small number of large farms, is a long run 
trend in agriculture, it is worthy to note that the mid-size 
farms ($100,000 to $1,000,000 of receipts) have held 
steady at about 14-15% of total farm numbers.  
 
 A similar concentration trend is evident in Kentucky. In 
2017 there were 1,271 farms with reported receipts of > 
$1 million. They represent 1.7% of Kentucky’s seventy-six 
thousand farms but produced 59% of gross receipts. 
More than nine out of ten Kentucky farms produced less 
than $100,000 of total receipts per farm and accounted 
for 13% of total farm revenue. Kentucky’s mid-size 
category represents 7% of total farms (compared to 14% 
nationally), but produced 28% of total receipts.  
 
A graphical representation of U.S. and Kentucky farm 
numbers and concentration is presented to the right. 
 
The 2017 Ag Census is a rich source of information but, 
by definition is quite number intensive. For more 
information go to the 2017 USDA Ag Census at 
www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.php 
 

   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Farm Size 
(Gross 
Receipts) 

2017 
% Farms 

2017 
% Receipts 

2012 
% Farms 

2012 
% Receipts 

2007 
% Farms 

2007 
% Receipts 

2002 
% Farms 

2002 
% Receipts 

< $100,000 
 

81.7 5.4 81.2 5.6 83.4 7.4 84.8 11.4 

$100K - $1 mil 
 

14.4 26.2 14.9 28.1 14.0 33.9 13.8 41.9 

> $1 million 
 

3.9 68.4 3.9 66.2 2.6 58.7 1.4 46.8 

mailto:sisaacs@uky.edu
http://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2017/index.php


Alex Butler 
Research Ext. Support  
Alex.butler@uky.edu 
859-218-4383 

Local Food Vitality Index – Louisville, KY 
 
Over the past several years, the local food economies 
have continued to increase in consumer importance.  
Recent surveys of Local Food consumers in Louisville, KY 
were conducted to measure the performance of 
different local food system (LFS) components.  The table  
provides a measure of the perceived performance of the 
different components that make up the LFS. 
 
This data will be critical for economic development 
agencies, food systems professionals, and other technical 
support representative such as the Kentucky Department 
of Agriculture, Governor’s Office of Agriculture Policy, or 
the Louisville Mayor’s Office.  Agencies and 
representative can utilize this information when making 
important decisions about LFS as the indexing of these 
components allows Louisville to be compared to similar 
communities across the county.  Information like this can 
also help shed light on how LFS across rural and urban 
areas differ. 
 
The performance scores listed in the table are on a 5-
point Likert scale where variables with a mean value 
above three are above the average performance.  The 
LFS components where Louisville scored the highest in 
absolute terms of performance include Retail, 
Restaurants, Brewery/Distillery/winery, State Branding, 
and Food Quality.  The LFS components where Louisville 
scored the lowest include Low-income communities, 
Farm-to-school, and Food Education.  
 
The survey was funded by the USDA – Agriculture and 
Food Research Initiative.  Further survey work and 
analysis will continue for this project and additional 
information may be obtained from the authors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Performance 

  N Mean  

Food Market Performance 

Restaurants 590 3.9 

Retail 597 3.9 

Brewery, Distillery, and Winery 446 3.9 

Farmers Markets 522 3.6 

Coops 467 3.5 

Institutional Buying 499 3.4 

Food Truck 440 3.3 

CSA 339 3.2 

Ethnic Grocery 379 3.2 

Roadside Stands 421 2.9 

Farm-to-School 294 2.8 

Local Product Characteristic Performance 

Food Quality 550 3.8 

State Branding 528 3.8 

Healthy 547 3.5 

Diversity of Products 539 3.5 

Local Food Label 533 3.3 

Price Competitive 556 3.3 

Farm Brands 492 3.2 

Performance of Local Programs & Activities 

Food Banks 477 3.4 

Food Festivals 523 3.4 

Home and Community Gardens 477 2.9 

On Farm Events 431 2.9 

Food Education 436 2.8 

Low Income Communities 437 2.4 

Organizational Support 

Media Coverage 539 3.1 

LFS Coalitions 444 3.1 

Local Buying Campaigns 418 3.0 

Government Support 430 2.9 

LFS Infrastructure 455 2.9 

Overall Performance 

Overall LFS Vitality 597 3.2 
 
*Note: Performance scores were measured on a 1 = “Extremely 
Poor”, 2 = “Poor”, 3= “Average”, 4= “Good”, and 5= “Excellent”. 
A “Don’t Know” option was provided and omitted here for 
purposes of the index measure.  Each index is measured as the 
Louisville score/Small cities score x 100. 
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U.S. Ag Imports Continue to Grow 
 
While much attention has focused over the past couple 
of years on U.S. agricultural export markets and overall 
trade policy, the United States is also the world’s top 
agricultural importer. U.S. ag imports have increased 
annually in 27 out of the past 30 years, establishing 
record high levels during the past three years. Currently, 
USDA data reveals that imports account for 
approximately 15 to 20 percent of U.S. food 
consumption.  
 
Historically, the United States has recorded a trade 
surplus in agriculture annually since 1959, but stagnant 
U.S. ag exports and continued growth in U.S. ag imports 
is resulting in narrowing the U.S. ag trade balance.  
Recently, USDA lowered its FY 2019 U.S. ag trade balance 
to $8 billion (this compares to an average of nearly $25 
billion over the 2014-2018 period). April 2019 trade data 
(latest available) revealed that U.S. agriculture actually 
ran its first monthly trade deficit since August 2006 – a 
year when the U.S. ag trade surplus slumped to $4.6 
billion. 

 
The United States ships agricultural commodities and 
value-added food/ag-related items to over 200 countries 
worldwide. Our county also imports ag/food items (from 
more than 70 nations) that can’t be grown in the United 
States (e.g., coffee, bananas, limes), possess unique 
preferences of U.S. consumers (e.g. wines and cheeses 
from Europe), meets U.S. consumer demand for seasonal 
items produced in foreign markets during our winter 
months (e.g., fruits and vegetables from Mexico and 
Latin/Central America) or can be grown less expensive in 
overseas markets (e.g. seafood and tropical fruits).   

Ag trade opportunities for foreign producers have 
increased overtime with improvements in infrastructure 
(e.g., transportation, storage and preservation 
technologies), containerized shipping, improved 
varieties, and a widening price differential on labor. 
Changes in exchange rates can also influence trade flows 
with the recent increase in the value of the U.S. dollar 
effectively making imported food items more price 
competitive with domestic production.  
 
Mexico and Canada are the top two ag importers to the 
United States, followed by China, Italy, France and 
Ireland. The vast majority of ag product imports are 
labeled consumer-oriented products like fruits, 
vegetables, snack foods, seafood, meats, wines, and 
beers.  Only 10% of U.S. ag imports in 2018 were bulk 
commodities, with coffee being the dominant bulk 
import.  Some U.S. beef imports serve as compliments to 
U.S. produced beef (e.g., trim), but other imports 
certainly compete directly with our grass fed beef and 
our cull cow markets. Imported tobacco has also taken 
away a significant volume of the domestic tobacco 
market share in recent years. 

 
A recent New York Times article, Most of America’s Fruit 
Is Now Imported. Is That a Bad Thing? (using ERS/USDA 
data) states that close to ½ of fresh fruit and 1/3 of fresh 
vegetables consumed by Americans are imported into 
the United States.  USDA anticipates that fruit and 
vegetable import market share will continue to increase 
in the coming decade due to competitive advantages and 
a continuing diverse U.S. consumer base wanted access 
to fruits and vegetables year round and exotic foods.  
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Historical Net Farm Income (NFI) for Crop Farms  
in the Kentucky Farm Business Management (KFBM) Program, 2008-2018 

(Adjusted for Inflation to 2018 dollars) 
 
Average NFI for all farms fell 69% from the record set in 2013 because of the crash in commodity prices in 2014.  
The highest-return farms (Hi 1/3) saw the greatest absolute drop in dollars of revenue, but have remained 
financially stable.  Average NFI for the lowest-return farms (Lo 1/3) has been below breakeven (zero) since 2013.  
Only in the last two years have these farms approached breakeven.  Most now face difficulty securing operating 
funds. 
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