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Executive Summary and Policy 

Recommendations 
 

The main objective of this report is to present a description and analysis of the state of the 

agribusiness sector in South Carolina. The agribusiness sector of the state is assumed to include 

the production, processing, distribution and retailing of agricultural crops, livestock, fisheries 

and forest products. 

Chapter One 

The objective of the first chapter is to describe the current situation of the agribusiness 

sector.  Some of the most salient characteristics of the sector are the following: 

Land, Water and Soils 

 South Carolina has approximately 20 million acres of land. Sixty three percent of the total 

land in the state is forested, and 25.1% of land is farmland.  

 South Carolinians have traditionally enjoyed an abundant and easily accessible fresh water 

supply. However, growth and development in the state are placing increased demand on 

water supplies. 

 Even though the state has soils suitable for agricultural and forestry production, there are 

several major soil resource concerns (e.g., water erosion, maintenance of the content of 

organic matter, and productivity of the soils) that need attention in order to ensure the 

sustainability of the sector.  

Forest and Agricultural Production  

 Thirty-two of South Carolinaôs 46 counties are at least 60% forested, including 10 counties 

that are 75% or more forested.  

 Area of forestland totaled 12.4 million acres in 2001. Timberland (forestland considered 

available for timber production) amounted to 12.2 million acres. Reserved and other 

forestland totaled less than 195,000 acres.  

 Softwood forest types account for 49% (6.0 million acres) of South Carolinaôs timberland. 

The majority of the softwood acreage is loblolly-shortleaf forest types which occupy 5.4 

million acres.  

 More than half (57%) of South Carolinaôs timberland is owned by private individuals. As of 

2000, net annual growth exceeded removals for both hardwoods and softwoods. 

 South Carolina produces a wide variety of agricultural products.  The state ranks near the top 

in the nation in the production of many products.  
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 In 2006, South Carolinaôs total cash receipts from agricultural commodities were $2.1 

billion. Ninety percent of the cash receipts were from farm marketings and the remaining 

10% came from government payments.  

 Broilers, greenhouse/nursery/floriculture (green industry), turkeys, cattle and calves, and 

cotton production are the top farm commodities in the state. Each of these five commodities 

accounted for more than $100 million in cash receipts in 2006.  The combined total cash 

receipts from these five commodities comprised 67% of total agricultural cash receipts 

indicating a very high reliance on a very few crops.   

 Broilers led all agricultural commodities in terms of growth of cash receipts during the 2000 

to 2006 period. Other industries showing an upward trend in cash receipts are cotton and 

turkeys.  

 In 2006, South Carolina had 24,600 farms and the average size of the farm was 197 acres. 

During the past 11 years, farm numbers in the state have been increasing slightly as the 

average farm size has been decreasing.  

 According to the 2002 Census of Agriculture, more than half of the farms in South Carolina 

were less than 100 acres and 22% were 100-219 acres. Only 10.6% of the farms were 500 

acres or more.  

 In 2002, the vast majority of South Carolina farms (93%) were still individually or family 

owned.  

 South Carolinaôs ranking among all states in terms of agricultural productivity was 21st  
in 

1960 and 26
th
 in 2004.  During the same period, North Carolina moved from 11

th
 to 13

th
 and 

Georgia rose from 12
th
 to 10

th
 in terms of Total Factor Productivity. 

  Between 1960 and 2004 productivity in Georgia and North Carolina grew at an annual rate 

of 1.91% and 1.84%, respectively, compared with the average growth rate in South Carolina 

of 1.61%. 

 Total net agricultural farm income in South Carolina in 2006 was $722 million, and the 

average income per farm was $29,400.   

 The average annual rate of growth of South Carolinaôs total farm output has been 1.08%, 

which is less than the rate of growth of the U.S. farm sector. South Carolina crop output has 

increased at an average annual rate of only 0.25%. Conversely, the livestock output in the 

state has increased at an average rate of 2.49%. 

South Carolina Exports 

 South Carolinaôs export shipments of Food, Fiber and Forestry (FFF) products in 2006 

totaled $624 million which is 4.6% of the stateôs exports. The stateôs FFF exports to the 

world increased by $235.5 million, or 61%, from 2001 to 2006.  

 In 2006, the two leading Food, Fiber and Forestry export categories in South Carolina were 

food manufacturing products and agricultural products accounting for $236.4 million and 

$232 million, respectively. Other top FFF exports were textile mill products ($61.7 million) 

and wood products ($54.1 million).  
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 South Carolina exported agricultural and livestock products to 49 foreign countries in 2006. 

However, the top three largest importers (China, Turkey and Indonesia) accounted for 71% 

of the exports.   

Chapter Two 

The second chapter looks at the economic impact of South Carolina agribusiness on the 

state economy and the potential of key agribusiness sectors to contribute to per capita income 

growth. 

Economic Clusters  

Among the 113 South Carolina agribusiness sectors, 51 (45.1%) had growth in earned 

income from 2001 to 2006.  Among the 126 U.S. agribusiness sectors, 81 sectors (64.3%) 

experienced growth in earned income during the same period.  Forty-eight South Carolina 

agribusiness sectors had growth in earned income that exceeded that of their U.S. counterparts.  

Fifty-nine South Carolina agribusiness sectors (52.2%) had per worker earned income that 

exceeded the South Carolina overall average of $39,611. Twelve South Carolina sectors (10.6% 

of all 113 sectors) had especially high earned income levels (i.e., greater than $69,321) while 

only five sectors (4.4%) had especially low earning levels (i.e., less than $9,901).   

 

In total, 50 South Carolina agribusiness sectors (44.2%) made a relatively strong 

contribution to the stateôs economy (location quotients that exceeded one). In addition to the 

textile industry, the strongest sectors were lawn and garden equipment manufacturing, tobacco 

farming, wood preservation, stationery and related product manufacturing, and all other 

converted paper product manufacturing.  

 

The South Carolina agribusiness sector possesses the potential for cluster development 

but at this time appears to have well-developed clusters in only a few food processing-production 

agriculture areas, such as poultry processing and production.  Wood and paper products appear to 

possess more well-developed clusters, but potential remains for further development in that 

category as well as in the related furniture category. 

 

Economic Impact of the Agribusiness System  

 

Agribusiness makes substantial contributions to state economic activity in terms of 

generating employment, income, and sales. We used a state Input Output (I-O) model to estimate 

the impact of various parts of state agribusiness on total economic activity in South Carolina. We 

divided the agribusiness system in South Carolina into core activity and extensive activity. The 

core activity is comprised of the input providing, production, and processing sectors. The 

extensive activities include middlemen and retailing. The multiplier-based impact analysis was 

limited to the three core components.  The results include the direct effect (value of production in 

the sectors themselves), the indirect effect (impact of their purchases on other businesses without 

accounting for spending by their workers) and induced effect (impact of the spending by workers 

and profits of owner operators in the three core sectors). 
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Three main agribusiness sectors are considered: farming or agricultural production, food 

processing, and forestry based business. Model results indicate that the three sectors make a 

major contribution to economic activity in South Carolina.  It is estimated that these three sectors 

generate 98,425 direct jobs in South Carolina.  The total economic impact of the three core 

agribusiness sectors is 188,317 jobs, or about 8% of the 2.4 million jobs in South Carolina.  In 

terms of output, the three sectors together directly generate $20.5 billion in total output while the 

total impact of the sector was $30.3 billion or 10.6% of the $286.8 billion in total industrial 

output in South Carolina. Adding the extensive system values to our core impact numbers, the 

contribution of the agribusiness system was $51.9 billion in total industry output, $13.1 billion in 

earned income, $20.5 billion in gross state product, and 454,465 jobs.  These values translate into 

18.1% of all total industry output, 13.9% of all earned income, $14.0% of all gross state product, 

and 19.0% of all jobs in the South Carolina economy. 

 

Chapter Three 

Chapter Three explores opportunities for growth in the South Carolina agribusiness 

sector.  This chapter also includes sections examining the impacts of climate change, 

immigration laws, the new Farm Bill , and the adoption and development of new agricultural 

technologies in the state. 

Climate Change 

Human-caused climate change has resulted primarily from changes in the amounts of 

greenhouse gases (GHG) in the atmosphere. We identified several models that have projected 

climate change in the Southeast.  The results of these models can be summarized as follows: 

 

- There will be an increase in the temperature of the region. It is estimated that the temperature 

will increase by 0.6ϊC to 1.7ϊC by 2030, and by 2.3ϊC to 5.6ϊC by the year 2100. 

- There is not a consensus among the models regarding the changes in rainfall. Some models 

predict an increase in the annual rainfall whereas others predict a reduction in annual 

precipitation levels.  

- In the long run it is projected that water supplies will decline.  

 

It is anticipated that climate change will adversely affect agricultural production in the 

south and the southeast. Producers will have several ways of adapting to changes in yields 

including planting new varieties and crops or altering production practices of the existing ones. 

Technology is also expected to respond with new products and methods. However, given that the 

effects of climate change are likely to be different across regions, the development of new 

technologies and production practices will require the participation of regional public and/or 

private research institutions to help producers cope with the new production environment.  

Carbon Sequestration 

The global market for CO2 emissions is emerging as one of the most rapidly developing 

commodity markets. In spite of the absence of a comprehensive U.S. GHG regulatory regime, 

GHG emissions trading in the U.S. has been actively occurring since December 2003 through the 

Chicago Climate Exchange. The lack of a comprehensive mandatory federal GHG reduction 
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program in the country has also led to a series of climate change policy initiatives at the 

municipal, state, and regional levels.  

On February 2007, South Carolina Governor Mark Sanford issued Executive Order No. 

2007-04 establishing the Governorôs Climate, Energy, and Commerce Advisory Committee 

(CECAC). The committee is considering two options related to agriculture and forestry. The 

agricultural option considers four components: alternative cultivation practices (conservation-

tillage, no-tillage, etc.), manure management practices, crop conversion, and rotational grazing. 

The forestry option includes reforestation and forest management activities to promote 

productivity and to increase the rate of carbon dioxide sequestration in biomass, soils and 

harvested wood products. 

Our estimates of the returns that could be obtained from carbon sequestration with no-

tillage practice in South Carolina range from $600,000/ year (for a price of $2 per MTCO2 and 

the 2004 level of adoption of no-tillage) to $13 million/year  (for a price of $20 per MTCO2  and 

assuming that all the planted crop acreage uses no-tillage). The estimated total returns from 

carbon sequestration in forestry projects for the 2009 to 2020 period range from 44 to 440 

million dollars for prices of $2 and $20 per MTCO2. 

More research is required to explore the potential of other forestry and agricultural 

options. However, these estimates suggest that the trade of carbon credits might provide an 

additional source of income for some producers in the state.  

Biofuels in South Carolina 

In order to decrease U.S. dependence on foreign oil, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 set a 

goal of doubling the production and use of ethanol in fuels by year 2012.  In 2007, President 

George W. Bush signed legislation requiring a fivefold increase in biofuels production, to 36 

billion gallons by 2022.  To encourage this change numerous biofuel incentives were introduced 

at the national and state level. South Carolina currently has three biodiesel plants in operation 

and two additional facilities under construction.  One ethanol facility is also under construction 

in the state.  The growth of the biofuel industry in South Carolina will be restricted by the lack of 

traditional feedstocks in the state.  Corn is a major feedstock for ethanol and soybeans is a major 

feedstock for biodiesel manufactured in the U.S.  While South Carolina annually produces more 

than 30 million bushels of corn and about 10 million bushels of soybeans, most of this 

production is used by the stateôs livestock sector.  Thus, the South Carolina biofuel industry will 

have to rely on alternative feedstocks for its expansion.  It appears that the biggest potential for 

biofuel development in the state lies in cellulosic feedstocks. Cellulosic sources suitable for 

ethanol production include corn stover, wheat straw, switchgrass, miscanthus, rice straw, 

sugarcane bagasse, and both hard and soft woods.  The development of cellulosic energy has 

been highlighted as one of the priorities in the 2008 Farm Bill. Additional incentives for 

cellulosic energy producers and researchers are expected to boost the development of cellulosic 

energy which will benefit the expansion of the stateôs biofuel industry. 

Impact of Biofuels on Production Agriculture 

The growth in biofuel production is changing the face of traditional agriculture. Biofuel 

growth across the country drives up the demand for the major feedstock, corn. As more and more 
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acreage is diverted to corn production, production of other crops drops, thus increasing their 

prices. Higher grain prices have a ripple effect on the livestock industry by increasing costs of 

production.  The overall effect of biofuels on production agriculture depends on whether the 

benefits to crop producers outweigh the costs to livestock producers.   

The discussion in this section was based on the findings of a study conducted at the 

Center for Agricultural and Rural Development at Iowa State University that quantifies these 

effects.  If South Carolinaôs agriculture reacts to biofuel expansion as described in the Iowa State 

study, we can expect the stateôs corn production to increase from the current level of 32 million 

bushels to 45 to 76 million bushels.  Additional corn acreage in the state is expected to come 

from cotton and soybeans, the only two commodities with expected decrease in production.  The 

negative impact of biofuels will result in higher feed prices for livestock producers.  This 

negative impact may be dampened by the use of distiller grains (which is a by-product from 

ethanol production) for feeding animals.  It is also assumed that livestock producers will 

eventually transfer higher feed prices to consumers.  Therefore, in the projections we see very 

modest growth in production for all livestock and poultry commodities.  Overall, it is estimated 

that the impact of biofuels will result in an average increase of 25% to 37% in the value of 

livestock, poultry and eggs production and an average increase in the value of crop production of 

30% to 84%. 

Farm Bill  

The 2008 Farm Bill continues the programs of the 2002 Farm Bill with marginal changes 

aimed at including a more diversified base of agricultural production, bioenergy support and 

World Trade Organization (WTO) compliance.  The biggest change for commodity programs is 

the introduction of the voluntary Average Crop Revenue Election (ACRE) program, which is 

revenue-based, rather than price based as is the traditional Counter-Cyclical Payment (CCP) 

program.  However, experts argue that because of natural hedge conditions, the ACRE program 

will likely have its greatest impact in the Midwest and may not ñpencil outò for all producers.  

ACRE may more effectively protect producer income risk by focusing on revenue instead of 

price variation and by covering planted acres instead of base acres.  However, benefits must be 

weighed against the required 20% reduction in the direct payment and 30% reduction in 

commodity loan rates. 

 

One important limitation introduced in the proposed farm bill is replacing the ñthree 

entityò rule with the direct attribution rule, which sets a cap for government payments for any 

individual and/or legal entity engaged in farming at $105,000. This change may negatively affect 

some large commercial operations in the state.  The requirement of base acreage retirement when 

all or a portion of cropland is sold for non-agricultural use may be significant in fighting urban 

encroachment in the state. 

 

 The 2008 farm bill also addresses energy programs, and it provides economic incentives 

for the development of the bioenergy industry including $1 billion in additional renewable 

energy funding and targets programs to cellulosic ethanol production.  This proposed change is 

expected to benefit South Carolinaôs biofuel industry which lacks traditional feedstocks but is 

rich in cellulosic sources.   
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Changes to conservation programs increase the enrollment caps for the Conservation 

Reserve Program (CRP) and the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) and increase total spending 

on conservation programs to $7.9 billion. With the enhancement and expansion of the 

conservation programs, South Carolina stands to potentially benefit from the increased funding.  

Another feature of the new farm bill is its attempt at becoming WTO compliant through 

elimination of the export credit program.  Compliance with the WTO will increase access to 

world markets and the volume of exports from South Carolina. 

 

Immigration  

 

Immigration reform is a very polarizing issue in both the political and academic arenas. 

Of 12 million undocumented immigrants in the U.S. in 2005, 7.2 million were in the labor force, 

and it is estimated that between 2.2 and 3.1 million worked in agriculture-food sectors. In South 

Carolina, we estimate that Hispanics account for at least 20% of the total workforce in the 

agricultural production sector. The meat processing industry, which is a very important 

agriculture based industry in South Carolina, also relies on Hispanics. At the national level it is 

estimated that 47% of this industryôs labor force is Hispanic (no data available for South 

Carolina). Therefore, it is very clear that both legal and illegal immigrants play an important role 

in the U.S. and South Carolina agribusiness sectors. 

Consumer Demand Trends 

During the past three decades the United States has experienced an increase in total food 

demanded. This increase in demand has had two important sources: increase in population and 

increase in the amount of per capita food consumption. These two sources of growth for food 

demand are likely to become less important in the future. Future food demand is likely to be 

driven by other forces such as changes in demographic characteristics of the population, 

increases in household income, and health concerns. 

Several demographic changes in South Carolina (e.g., increase of Hispanics, increase in 

the median age of the population) are creating niche market opportunities for farmers. The 

increase in household income is likely to create more opportunities for value added/processed 

products since customers are looking for convenience food products. 

Current trends emphasizing health characteristics of food products suggest that the 

demand for poultry products (the most important agricultural industry in South Carolina) will 

continue to increase. Other South Carolina products that are likely to benefit from this trend are 

fruits and vegetables. 

Local Food Systems 

There is evidence indicating a high demand for locally grown products in the state and 

region. For example, a recent study found that South Carolinians are willing to pay an average 

premium of about 27% for state-grown produce and about 23% for state-grown animal products 

relative to out-of-state grown products.  
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This section evaluated the situation of local food systems (sales of local products to local 

markets) in the state. South Carolina has the fewest Consumer Supported Agriculture Farms 

(CSAs) (9) and Farmers Markets (44) in the southern region. The proportion of these community 

based local food systems in the state relative to its population is also below national averages. 

Therefore, there seem to be plenty of opportunities for farmers interested in taking advantage of 

this growing market trend. At the state and regional level, education, infrastructure and 

regulations seem to be some of the main barriers faced by producers interested in participating in 

community local food systems.  

The initial evaluation of the South Carolina state agricultural marketing program 

indicates that the campaign has been successful in increasing consumer demand for South 

Carolina grown products. The benefit/cost analysis indicated that, for every dollar spent by the 

South Carolina Department of Agriculture in the promotion program, South Carolina vegetable 

and fruit producers will gain $5.8 in additional revenues. Over the long run, if the campaign is 

able to reach all consumers, the estimates indicate a total increase in sales for produce and 

animal products of almost $17 million dollars per year. Maintaining and increasing consumer 

preferences for locally grown products will require continuous marketing efforts.  

Organic Production 

Market trends indicate that the demand for organic products continues to increase, 

especially in the southern and western regions of the country. However, the production of 

organics in South Carolina lags behind most states in the southern region. Until 2005, there was 

no organic production in the two most important agricultural industries of the state: poultry and 

greenhouse/nursery. During that year, only 53 acres of vegetables and only 19 acres of fruits 

were organic. At the state and regional level, education, infrastructure and regulations were 

identified as the main barriers faced by producers interested in organic production. 

 

Forestland Certification 

Given the increased awareness of environmental issues, the demand for certified forest 

products is likely to increase. South Carolina appears to be well prepared to take advantage of 

the opportunities offered by forest certification programs. South Carolinaôs levels of forestland 

certification exceed regional and national levels.  At the national level, only 0.8% of family 

owners had certified their forests, which represents 4% of total family owned forestland. In 

South Carolina approximately 6% of the forestland owned by families is certified (corresponding 

to 0.9% of the total number of family owners). Probably the most important limitations are 

certification and verification costs, especially for small owners 
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New Technologies 

The results of this analysis are mixed. On one hand, favorable technological 

characteristics were found in the stateôs agriculture sector. IT adoption by South Carolina 

farmers has increased significantly in recent years. In 2007, 65% of farms in South Carolina 

owned or leased computers, 36% used computers in their farm businesses, and 52% had internet 

access. Both the levels of computer owners/leasers and of the use of computers in the farm 

business are higher than national and regional averages. Only internet access is below the 

national average.  Additionally, the adoption of genetically modified (GMO) cotton seed has 

been increasing. In 2003, 85% of cotton planted in the state used GMO seed, exceeding the US 

average of 59% for the same year. 

 

On the other hand, there is concern about the number of entities developing 

nanotechnology in the State. Just two companies and two universities are working in 

nanotechnology. These numbers leave South Carolina almost at the bottom of the ranking of the 

region, just above Alabama. It is expected that nanotechnology will revolutionize the 

agribusiness sector. Therefore, the State should try to increase its participation in exploring the 

new opportunities created by nanotechnologies.  

 

E-Commerce 

E-commerce-enabled South Carolina producers can potentially increase profits by 

increasing their marketing scope beyond current geographic market boundaries, reducing 

marketing costs compared to traditional forms of advertising, increasing sales through targeted 

marketing, and identifying complementary product and service offerings through better 

management of customer preference data.  E-commerce savvy South Carolina consumers can 

potentially increase their satisfaction by more efficiently identifying and purchasing local 

production, can potentially increase their nutritional and health status by eating fresher products, 

and can potentially reduce travel time and fuel consumption.  As a result, regional economies can 

benefit by keeping a higher proportion of their food dollars locally and by strengthening the 

nexus of relationships between consumers and local producers.   

The economic potential for the state from e-commerce can be realized through several 

different channels.  First, it will result in the development of a unified data management platform 

incorporating the entire food supply chain.  This will allow agencies and organizations to 

leverage this infrastructure investment to more efficiently manage their programs.  It will 

facilitate enhanced business to consumer direct marketing of raw and processed food products.   

It will also help to stimulate additional business to business activity as processors and producers 

will be able to more efficiently discover each other.   As the program evolves, an evaluation 

framework is planned to capture data that will help us better understand the extent to which these 

economic benefits are being realized and how they might be magnified over time. 

Agritourism  

Information about the status of agritourism in South Carolina is scarce, as is information 

available to farmers interested in starting agritourism enterprises. In 2000, it is estimated that 

approximately 1.4 million South Carolinians, representing 34% of the population, visited farms 
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one or more times.  In 2002, approximately 700 farms in the state had income from on-farm 

recreation activities.  

 

Given that South Carolina has such a high proportion of its population visiting farms for 

recreational purposes and given the importance of tourism to the state economy, agritourism 

should be considered as an option to promote rural economic development. This is also an area 

where tourism and agriculture can create synergies.    

 

The South Carolina legislature recently considered two bills related to agritourism. The 

first bill, ratified by the S. C. Senate and signed by the Governor in June 2007, specifies that 

agritourism uses of the land do not affect the agricultural use land classification for property 

taxes purposes. A bill was introduced in the Senate in early 2008 which would limit the farmers' 

liability due to an injury or death suffered by agritourists. This bill did not pass and has not been 

re-introduced in the 2009-2010 session. 

 

Globalization and International Trade 

Enhancing the global positioning of South Carolinaôs agricultural and forestry sector will 

have a positive effect on the incomes of individuals employed in this sector.  Combining robust 

economic growth, the depreciation of the U.S. dollar, and the implementation of numerous free 

trade promotions and agreements, South Carolinaôs agribusiness sector is in position to reap the 

rewards of increasing its competitiveness in the global marketplace. In 2006, South Carolinaôs 

cash receipts from exports were estimated at $482 million and supported approximately 5,700 

jobs both on the farm and off the farm in food processing, storage, and transportation.  Dividing 

exports by farm cash receipts shows that the stateôs reliance on agricultural exports was 27%. 

The top five agricultural exports in 2006 were: cotton ($92 million), poultry and products ($83 

million), tobacco leaf ($59 million), wheat and products ($46 million), and soybeans and 

products ($29 million).  According to USDA projections discussed in this section, these main 

South Carolina export categories are expected to grow at an average annual rate of 5% for 

cotton, 5.5% for poultry, 2.5% for tobacco, 6% for wheat and 3.9% for soybeans over the 2008-

2017 projection horizon.  This section also discusses specific trade agreements that will be 

beneficial for the expansion of agricultural exports from South Carolina. 

 

 The forest industry contributes approximately $17 billion annually and ranks second in 

value added goods among the stateôs manufacturing sectors.  During the period from 2001 to 

2006, South Carolina exports of forest products increased from $604 million to $962 million, a 

59.3% increase.  The top five countries importing from South Carolina account for 

approximately 46% of total forestry exports.  The largest export destination was Canada which 

during the period imported a total of $705 million.  The second largest destination is Italy which 

purchased $428 million, followed by the Netherlands at $328 million, China at $298 million and 

Germany at $231 million.  With U.S. exports to Canada and Japan slowing, exports of wood, 

paper/paperboard, and wood furniture are likely to decrease until the housing markets in both the 

United States and Japan rebound. 

 

 Exports of paper and paperboard products without Kraft paper have increased 

significantly since 2003 while exports of Kraft paper have increased steadily after 2004. The 

export value of wood-pulp has increased from approximately $34 million to $64 million, an 88% 
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increase. Removing lumber from the wood export category reveals a negative percentage change 

in every period except 2003 to 2004.  The export value of lumber, while contributing the greatest 

amount to wood exports, has decreased during recent years falling from $40.4 million in 2004 to 

$31.5 million in 2006. Only Canada, Japan and China account for double digit export shares.  

With the falling levels of exports to Canada and Japan expected, high levels of demand in China 

will mitigate the fall in exports of lumber. 

 

Recommendations 

The following preliminary recommendations are based on the asset mapping and review 

of economic and consumer trends.  Our recommendations are organized around the five drivers 

of activity for the development of Porter-type clusters. The first of these drivers is the presence 

of a strong and knowledgeable local demand. We provide several recommendations for the 

agribusiness sector to take advantage of current consumer demand trends and also to create more 

knowledgeable local consumers. The second driver is the existence of strong linkages between 

input suppliers and firms oriented toward final markets. The third driver is firmsô access to 

favorable resources (e.g., land, capital and labor in the case of agricultural production). The 

fourth driver is the existence of an appropriate competitive environment. The final driver of 

activity in a cluster is the focus on export markets (to other regions or countries).  
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1.  Knowledgeable consumers 
    

Creating knowledgeable consumers 
    
Education,  
Promotion and 
Marketing 

Expand consumer education regarding the benefits of supporting local 
economy beyond "Locally Grown" campaign supported by SCDA.  Involve 
Department of Education, through their Farm to School program.  Include 
Department of Recreation and Tourism in promotion of agritourism.  
Reach out to other departments (e.g., Commerce) in the overall goal of 
promoting state's resources 

    
Taking advantage of knowledgeable consumers 
    
Local foods Support direct marketing initiatives, especially: 

  -Farmers' markets 

  -Farm to school program taking advantage of new opportunities created 
in the new Farm Bill 

    
"Locally Grown" 
campaign 

Continue support for S. C. branding campaign  

Expand the S. C. branding campaign to include:                                    
1) Processed foods and restaurants; and                                                                             
2) Selected forest products (furniture, windows, etc.) 
Encourage equitable distribution of benefits between farmers and 
retailers 

    
Agritourism Promote marketing and education opportunities for farmers (through 

Clemson University Extension and SCDA) 
Promote synergies between agriculture and tourism sectors 

Move forward with state regulations addressing barriers for adoption 
(limited liability for farmers) 
Promote linkages with value added, local foods and e-commerce 
Learn from successful programs in other states (e.g., Ohio, Kentucky) 

    
E-commerce Create and support a platform for state-wide e-commerce (e.g. Market 

Maker) that is a part of the national system 

Take advantage of wide-spread computer usage by farmers  

Provide training opportunities in the use of e-commerce through 
extension and other sources 

Provide education and support for business to business e-commerce  
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Forest certification Expand current leading position in forest certification  

Facilitate cooperation among forest owners in effort to reduce 
certification costs  

Explore new and emerging specialty markets for certified forests products 
(e.g., furniture, custom architectural details, etc.) 

    

2. Linkages between suppliers and final markets 
    
Local foods Encourage retailers and processors to purchase locally 

Support for Farmers' Markets 

Promote Farm to School program taking advantage of new opportunities 
created in the new Farm Bill 

    
Cooperatives Promote development of New Generation Cooperatives in production 

and processing sectors in order to increase bargaining power of these 
sectors 

Invest in education and support for cooperative formation (e.g. create a 
cooperative support center) 

    
E-commerce Create and support a platform for state-wide e-commerce (e.g. market 

maker) that is a part of the national system 
Take advantage of wide-spread computer usage by farmers  

Provide training opportunities in the use of e-commerce through 
extension and other sources 
Provide education and support for business to business e-commerce  

    
Value Added Encourage the economic development community to invest in processing 

facilities.  Existence of local processing facilities will support and sustain 
local production sector 

Create business-friendly environment for agriculture-related businesses 
including fast growing (in other parts of the country) alcoholic beverage 
manufacturing 

    
Biofuels Take advantage of proximity to the final east coast markets and continue 

support of new biofuel plant construction 

Invest in research, development, and manufacturing of biofuels from 
cellulosic sources in synergy with federal sources created by the new 
Farm Bill 

Continue support of other existing biofuel manufacturing in the state 
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3. Firms' access to resources 
    
Land Take advantage of rich natural resources in the state 

In synergy with the new Farm Bill, encourage land conservation 

Monitor urban encroachment through mechanisms, such as smart growth 
communities 

Projects that help increase incomes in agriculture and forestry will further 
reduce urban encroachment 

    

Water 
Ensure that water intensive industries are located in places with adequate 
water supply 

  Promote state-wide discussion about the following issues:  

  
1) Water rights, allocation of water across different uses including 
agriculture (e.g., agricultural versus industrial versus recreation use) 

  
2) Mitigation strategies to cope with increased environmental standards 
for water pollution caused by the use of chemicals in agriculture  

  
Develop and adopt new varieties of traditional crops that are less water 
intensive 

  Adopt new crops that are less water intensive 
  Adopt new irrigation technologies that conserve water 
    
Capital Improve efforts to attract necessary capital for economic development 

with emphasis on processing and value added. Expand to small "angel" 
investors and venture capitalists 
Develop more in-state sources of capital 

    
Labor Expand and support E-extension programs 

Take advantage of new farmer programs in new Farm Bill  
Facilitate legal use of immigration workers in labor deficit areas 

    
Carbon 
sequestration 

Promote opportunities and provide education 

Promote organization of farmers to reduce certification costs  
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4. Competitive environment 
    
Promote  
synergistic alliances 

Between: 
1) Tourism and agriculture/forestry 

2) Agriculture and forestry 
3) Agriculture and energy (biofuels, carbon sequestration) 

    

Regulatory 
environment 

Ensure business friendly legal and tax system 

    

Ag. Leadership 
program 

Invest in support of State's agricultural Leadership 

    
Public access to 
information 

Increase/facilitate public access to information on the following issues: 
Regulatory and legal environment 
New business/investment opportunities 
E-commerce: business to business 
E-commerce: business to consumer 

    

5. Regional Export Orientation 
    
Globalization Take advantage of growing export markets for traditional and new crops 

(regionally and internationally) 

  Explore new export possibilities created by new trade agreements 

  
Ensure certification production practices in compliance with international 
regulations 

  

Promote S. C.  products in export markets (nationally and 
internationally)(e.g., California fruits/wines are well known 
internationally) 

  
Use national and international tourists visiting the state as an opportunity 
to promote state grown products  
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Introduction 
 

The main purpose of this report is to provide a description and analysis of the 

current state of the agribusiness sector in South Carolina. This report is the first part of an 

on-going research effort with the ultimate goal of enabling agribusiness sector leaders to 

use agribusiness as a means of raising productivity and per capita income in the state.  

The agribusiness sector is assumed to include the production, processing, distribution and 

retailing of agricultural crops, livestock, fisheries and forest products.  

 

The report consists of three chapters. Chapter One is primarily an analysis of the 

current situation of the agribusiness sector. The chapter begins with an assessment of 

some of the stateôs natural resources related to agriculture and forestry (climate, water 

use, soils and forests), farm land use and farm characteristics. This section also presents 

historical data on acreage (or number of units in the case of livestock), yield and the 

value of production of the main agricultural commodities produced in the state as well as 

a comparison with national and regional benchmarks. The next part of this chapter takes a 

long term view of the evolution of the agricultural sector in South Carolina and a first 

look at the contribution of agribusiness to the stateôs economy. The final two sections of 

the first chapter deal with the geographic location and concentration of the production 

and processing parts of the agribusiness system in South Carolina and the main export 

markets for the stateôs food, fiber and forestry products. Several parts of Chapter One are 

based on an earlier study conducted in 1999 by Professor Mark Henry of Clemson 

University ñThe Food, Fiber and Forestry Industries of South Carolina: The Contribution 

of Farming.ò We present an updated and extended version of Professor Henryôs study to 

reflect the current situation of the sector.  

 

The second chapter looks at the economic impact of the entire agribusiness sector 

on the stateôs economy. Chapter Two includes two sections. The first section assesses the 

potential of key agribusiness sub-sectors to contribute to per capita income growth in 

South Carolina. The second section describes the total impact (direct and indirect) of the 

agribusiness sector on the state economy.  

 

Chapter Three explores opportunities for growth in the South Carolina 

agribusiness sector. This chapter includes an extensive review of consumer and economic 

trends at the national and international level as they relate to agribusiness. In Chapter 

Three we present an analysis of opportunities in biofuels, organic production, forest 

certification, local food systems, international trade, carbon sequestration and E-

commerce. The chapter also includes sections examining the impacts of climate change, 

immigration laws and the new farm bill as well as a section on the adoption and 

development of new agricultural technologies in the state.  

 

The executive summary and preliminary policy recommendations are presented at 

the beginning of the report. These recommendations are based on the research findings of 

the study and are organized around five drivers of activity identified in Porter-type cluster 

model analysis.  
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South Carolina Natural Resources 
 

South Carolina has a total area of 31,189 square miles, with approximately 30,111 square 

miles of land area and approximately 1,078 square miles inland or coastal waterways. 

Climate 

According to the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 

(SCDHEC, 2006) the vast majority of the state is classified as humid subtropical except in the 

Blue Ridge physiographic province, where it is humid continental. Average temperature varies 

from the mid 50ôs in the mountains to low 60ôs along the coast. The average annual precipitation 

is approximately 48 inches, with an annual total of 70 to 80 inches in the mountains, 42 to 47 

inches in the Midlands and an annual total along the coast of 50 to 52 inches (Figure 1-1). 

Measurable snowfall is rare, occurring one to three times a year with accumulations 

seldom remaining more than a day or two. Figure 1-2 combines precipitation and temperature 

distributions for each region of South Carolina in 2006. 

Water  

According to the SCDHEC (2006), South Carolinians have enjoyed a fresh water supply 

that is clean, abundant, and easily accessible. In South Carolina today, nearly 1.2 million people 

rely on groundwater and 2.8 million people rely on surface water for their drinking water and 

other uses. Growth and development in the state have placed increasing demands on our water 

supplies. With limited and sporadic rainfall events, groundwater systems and surface water 

bodies under continuous natural discharge and human use (pumpage) showed steady and, at 

times, drastic water level declines with numerous waterways reaching record low flow 

conditions. Due to the low flow conditions, excursions of saltwater inland along coastal 

waterways threatened some surface water intakes. 

 

South Carolinaôs total water use reported for 2006 was more than 16.4 trillion gallons. Of  

this amount, 97.5% was used in activities related to thermoelectric and hydroelectric power 

production leaving only 2.5% (409.5 billion gallons) to be used in other activities such as public 

water supply, industrial processing, irrigation, golf course maintenance, mining and others 

(Figure 1-3). 
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During the period 2001 to 2006, total irrigation water withdrawals did not follow a clear 

pattern (Figure 1-4). Every year the amount of groundwater used for irrigation has been greater 

than the amount of surface water used for that purpose (61% versus 49% on average). Total 

irrigation water use increased by 33% from 2005 to 2006. In 2006, irrigation use totaled 29.16 

billion gallons with 11.18 billion gallons of surface water and 17.98 billion gallons of 

groundwater being used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-1: Average Annual Precipitation, South Carolina (1961-1990) 

Source: South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, State Climatology Office. 

Copyright 2000 by Spatial Climate Analysis Service, Oregon State University 

 

. 
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Figure 1-2: Regional Distribution of Rain and Temperature, South Carolina 2006 

Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2006 
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Figure 1-3: Total Reported Water Use 2006, South Carolina 

Source: South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control. 2006 

 

 

 

Figure 1-4: Irrigation Water Use by Source 2001-2006, South Carolina 
Source: South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control. 2003-2007 
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Soils 

Description of South Carolina soils is based on the categories of land resource regions 

(LRRôs) and major land resource areas (MLRAôs) developed by the U.S. Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (USDA, NRCS) (Figure 1-5). The NRCS describes LRRôs as a group of 

geographically associated MLRAôs. Identification of these large areas is important in statewide 

agricultural planning and has value in interstate, regional, and national planning (NRCS, 2006). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

East and Central Farming and Forest 

1 Southern Blue Ridge 

 Atlantic and Gulf Coast Lowland Forest and Crop 

    2 Southern Piedmont 

    3 Carolina and Georgia Sand Hills 

4 Southern Coastal Plain 

       East and Central Farming and Forest 

    5 Atlantic Coast Flatwoods 

    6 Tidewater Area 

 

Figure 1-5: South Carolina Land Resource Regions (LLRôs) (in colors) and Major Land 

Resource Areas (MLRAôs) (in numbers) 

Source: USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2006 

 

South Carolina falls into three LRRôs: the East and Central Farming and Forest Region, 

the Atlantic and Gulf Coast Lowland Forest and Crop Region, and the East and Central Farming 

and Forest Region. The dominant characteristics of these LRRôs and their MLRAôs can be 

summarized as follows:  
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East and Central Farming and Forest Region 

Southern Blue Ridge (1): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Inceptisols and Ultisols. 

Soil depth ranges from shallow to very deep. The general textural class is loamy or clayey. 

Erosion from poorly constructed and maintained access roads is a major management concern in 

this area. Conservation practices in agricultural areas include field borders, grassed waterways, 

diversions, and riparian buffers along streams. Prescribed grazing and proper forage, nutrient, 

and pest management practices are critical in maintaining the productivity of grazing land. 

Atlantic and Gulf Coast Lowland Forest and Crop Region 

Southern Piedmont (2): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Ultisols, Inceptisols, and 

Alfisols. They are shallow to very deep, generally well drained, and loamy or clayey. The major 

soil resource concerns are water erosion and the increasing conversion of prime farmland and 

farmland of statewide importance to urban uses. Conservation practices on cropland generally 

include conservation tillage, crop residue management, field borders, vegetative wind barriers, 

and nutrient and pest management. 

 

Carolina and Georgia Sand Hills (3): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Ultisols and 

Entisols. They generally are very deep, well drained to excessively drained, and loamy or sandy. 

The major resource concerns are controlling water erosion and enhancing the available water 

capacity of the soils. Conservation practices on cropland generally include systems of crop 

residue management, diversions, and grassed waterways. 

 

Southern Coastal Plain (4): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Ultisols, Entisols, and 

Inceptisols. They generally are very deep, somewhat excessively drained to poorly drained, and 

loamy. The major resource concerns are water erosion, maintenance of the content of organic 

matter and productivity of the soils, control of surface water, artificial drainage, and management 

of surface compaction and soil moisture. Conservation practices on cropland generally include 

systems of crop residue management, cover crops, crop rotations, water disposal, subsoiling or 

deep tillage, pest management, and nutrient management. 

East and Central Farming and Forest Region 

Atlantic Coast Flatwoods (5): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Spodosols and 

Ultisols. They generally are very deep, well drained to very poorly drained, and loamy or clayey. 

The major soil resource concerns are wind erosion and a low soil conditioning index resulting 

from surface compaction and a low content of organic matter in cultivated areas. Many areas of 

poorly drained and very poorly drained soils on uplands have been restored to wetland 

conditions. Wetland restoration improves water quality and provides wildlife habitat. 

Conservation practices on cropland generally include crop residue management, establishment of 

field borders, vegetative wind barriers, and nutrient and pest management. 

 

Tidewater Area (6): The dominant soil orders in this MLRA are Alfisols and Entisols. Histosols 

are of lesser extent. The soils in the northern part of the area dominantly have mixed mineralogy, 

and those in the southern part dominantly have mixed clay and siliceous sand mineralogy. The 

major soil resource concerns are a seasonal high water table and flooding. Measures that 
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maintain drainage systems are needed. Conservation practices on cropland generally include crop 

residue management and control of the water table. In much of the area, the water table can be 

controlled by flashboard risers, which preserve water quality and utilize ground water in lieu of 

irrigation. Major soil concerns for these land areas are summarized in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1: Major Soil Resource Problems in South Carolina 

 
Source: USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2006. 

 

Forests 

The following information is based on the Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) Fact 

Sheet, South Carolina, 2005 and the South Carolinaôs Forest Resource Update 2000 (2001).  

Forestland area 

Area of forestland totaled 12.4 million acres in 2001, a decline of more than 230,000 

acres (2%) since 1993 (USDA Forest Service, 2005). Timberland, that is the forestland 

considered available for timber production, amounted to 12.2 million acres. Reserved and other 

forestland totaled less than 195,000 acres (Table 1-2). 

 

Other forest land use changes from 1993 to 2000 occurred on 1.2 million acres, including 

649,000 acres diverted to other land uses (USDA Forest Service, 2001).  A total of 205,000 acres 

were cleared for agriculture, 392,000 acres of timberland were diverted to urban and other uses, 

and 51, 000 acres were converted to ponds, lakes, or other impoundments.  Offsetting some of 

these losses were the 506,000 acres added to the timber base, primarily due to natural 

regeneration and planting or seeding on non-forest land. 

 

 

East and Central 

Farming and 

Forest

Southern Blue 

Ridge

Southern 

Piedmont

Carolina and 

Georgia Sand 

Hills

Southern 

Coastal 

Plain

Atlantic 

Coast 

Flatwoods

Tidewater 

Area

Wind erosion X

Water erosion X X X

Surface compaction X X

Conversion of farmland to urban uses X

Decrease/low soil productivity X

Decrease/low soil organic matter X X

Low water capacity of soils X

Control of surface water X

High soil moisture X

Poor drainage X

Seasonal high water table X

Flooding X

Source: USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2006

Problems

Regions
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Farming and Forest

Atlantic and Gulf Coast Lowland    

Forest and Crop
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Table 1-2: Ar ea by Land Class (million acres) 

Land class 1968 1978 1986 1993 2001 

Timberland 12.4 12.5 12.2 12.5 12.2 

Other/reserved 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 

    Total forestland 12.5 12.6 12.3 12.6 12.4 

Non forestland 6.9 6.8 7.1 6.6 6.8 

    Total land area 19.4 19.3 19.3 19.3 19.3 

Percent forested 65 65 63 66 64 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 

 

Forest-Type Composition 

Softwood forest types account for 49% (6.0 million acres) of South Carolinaôs timberland 

area. The majority of the softwood acreage is loblolly-shortleaf forest types which occupy 5.4 

million acres. Oak-hickory is the predominant hardwood forest-type group (19%), followed by 

oak-gum-cypress types (17%), and oak-pine (12%) (Figure 1-6). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-6: Area of Timberland by Forest-Type Group 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 
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Planted pine stands amounted to 3.1 million acres in 2001, outnumbering stands of 

natural pine by 150,000 acres. Total area of planted stands has increased by nearly 1.0 million 

acres since 1986. As of 2001, natural stands occupied 9.1 million acres including 6.2 million 

acres of hardwoods (Figure 1-7). 

 

 

Figure 1-7: Area by Forest-Type Group and Stand Origin  
Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 

 

Forest Distribution 

Thirty-two of South Carolinaôs 46 counties are at least 60% forested, including 10 

counties that are 75% or more forested. Beaufort is the least forested county with less than one-

third (32%) of its land area in forest (Figure 1-8). 
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Figure 1-8: Percentage of Land in Forest by County 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 

 

Ownership of the Forest 

More than half (57%) of South Carolinaôs timberland is owned by private individuals. 

Forest industry and corporate owner groups each hold 16% of the stateôs timberland. Public 

timberland is split between national forest (5%) and other public (6%) ownerships (Figure 1-9).  

Most of the private proprietors are small: 60% of them own forestry farms with fewer than 9 

acres and 33% own farms between 10 and 99 acres (Figure 1-10). 

 

From 1993 through 2000, individual ownership decreased by 3%, from 7.3 million acres 

to 7.1 million acres. Timberland under corporate ownership increased by 19%, from 1.7 million 

acres to 2.0 million acres. In fact, in the year 2000 almost one of every six acres of timberland in 

South Carolina was under corporate ownership. From 1993 to 2000, timberland owned by the 

forest industry decreased by 14%, from 2.3 million acres to 2.0 million acres. Public ownership 

increased by 122,000 acres to 1.2 million acres (USDA Forest Service, 2001). 
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Figure 1-9: Ownership of Timberland 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-10: South Carolina Private Forestry Farms by Size of Farm (Private Ownership is 

Family) 

Source: USDA Forest Service, National Woodland Owner Survey. 
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Annual Growth and Removals 

Net annual growth of all live softwoods has doubled since 1992, rising to 692 million 

cubic feet per year. Based on Forest Inventory and Analysis surveys since 1936, softwood 

timberlands are producing more wood now than at any other time. Hardwood growth rose 63% 

and averaged 306 million cubic feet annually since the previous survey (Figure 1-11). 

 

Total removals of all live trees averaged 765 million cubic feet per year between 1993 

and 2000. Softwoods accounted for two-thirds of the current removals. As of 2000, net annual 

growth exceeds removals for both hardwoods and softwoods, reversing the negative relationship 

driven by Hurricane Hugoôs impact on net growth and removals. 

 

 

 

Figure 1-11: Growth and Removals of L ive Trees 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Forestry Inventory & Analysis. 2005 
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Farm Land Use  
 

According to the 2002 Census of Agriculture, South Carolina has approximately 20 

million acres of land. Sixty three percent of the total land in the state (12.8 million acres) is 

forests, and 25.1% of land (4.85 million acres) is farmland. Cropland constitutes 46.8% of the 

farmland acreage, and 38.2% of the farmland is woodland including woodland pasture.  The 

remainder is divided among rangeland, house lots, ponds, roads and wasteland as shown in 

Figure 1-12.  

 
Figure 1-12: Farm Land Use in South Carolina, 2002 

Source: U.S. D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture. 2002.  

 

Table 1-3 illustrates the decrease in farmland in South Carolina and the U.S. occurring 

during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. Land in farm and ranches in South Carolina reached its 

lowest point in 1992 and has increased gradually since then.  

Horticultural products, including greenhouse, nursery and floriculture production, are the 

only group of crops with a steady acreage growth rate since 1982. Cash grains including wheat, 

corn and soybeans shows a downward trend during the observed period. Other crops, such as 

tobacco, cotton, wheat, sugar cane and hay, increased their acreage from 1992 to 1997 and then 

decreased again during the period from 1997 to 2002.  All other categories decreased from 1997 

to 2002 (Table 1-4).  
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Table 1-3: How the Land is Used 

Source: U.S.D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture, 2002. 
 

 

Table 1-4:  South Carolina Agricultural Land Use by Category (1000 acres) 

Land Use 
Year 

1978 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 

Cash Grains* 1,982 2,198 1,120   1,085    1,116 746 

Vegetables and Melons      49      39   34     38    35   29 

Fruits and Nuts      62      59   59     44    30   26 

Horticultural Products        3        3     7     14    21   24 

Other Crops**   606   559 433   529 814 500 

Livestock and Animal Areas 

and Other Land in Farms*** 2,332 2,024 2,022  1,946 1,736 Not available 

* Includes wheat, corn, soybeans, etc.     

** Includes cotton, tobacco, sugarcane, hay, etc.    

*** Includes livestock, dairy, poultry and eggs, swine and other animal specialties. 

Note: Total of harvested cropland, livestock and animal areas & other land in farms  

 may exceed total land in farm and ranches due to double cropping, etc.  

  Source: U.S. D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture, 2002. 

 

 

  

Total land 

area 

Land in 

farms and 

ranches 

Percent of 

total land 

area 

Total 

cropland* 

Percent 

total land 

area in 

farms & 

ranches 

Woodland 

including 

woodland 

pasture 

Percent 

total land 

in farms 

& 

ranches 

All other 

land in 

farms & 

ranches** 

Percent 

total land 

in farms 

& ranches 

 

1000 

acres 

1000 

acres % 

1000 

acres % 

1000 

acres % 

1000 

acres % 

UNITED STATES        

1969 2,263,591 1,062,893 47.0 458,990 43.2 112,013 10.5 491,890 46.3 

1974 2,265,661 1,017,030 44.9 440,039 43.3   92,528 9.1 484,464 47.6 

1978 2,265,661 1,014,777 44.8 453,874 44.7   91,815 9.0 469,088 46.2 

1982 2,265,105   986,797 43.6 445,362 45.1   87,088 8.8 454,346 46.0 

1987 2,265,105   964,471 42.6 443,318 46.0   79,894 8.3 441,258 45.8 

1992 2,262,444   945,532 41.8 435,366 46.0   73,962 7.8 436,204 46.1 

1997 2,262,462   954,753 42.2 445,325 46.6   76,855 8.0 432,573 45.3 

2002 2,262,462   938,279 41.5 434,165 46.3   75,878 8.1 428,236 45.6 

SOUTH CAROLINA           

1969      19,345       6,992 36.1     3,440 49.2     2,747 39.3       804 11.5 

1974      19,345      6,177 31.9     3,201 51.8     2,212 35.8       764 12.4 

1978      19,347      6,046 31.3     3,376 55.8     2,133 35.3       537   8.9 

1982      19,330      5,590 28.9     3,179 56.9    1,889 33.8       522   9.3 

1987      19,912     4,759 23.9     2,686 56.4    1,508 31.7       565 11.9 

1992      19,961     4,473 22.4     2,589 57.9    1,431 32.0      453 10.1 

1997      19,271     4,974 25.8     2,604 52.4    1,790 36.0      580 11.7 

2002      19,271    4,846 25.1     2,270 46.8    1,851 38.2      724 14.9 

* Include cropland, cropland used for pastures, and other cropland.  

** Includes pastureland; rangeland;  land in house  lots, ponds, waste land, etc.  
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Commodities  
 

South Carolina produces a wide variety of farm products.  The state ranks near the top 

nationally in the production of many different products (Table 1-5).  In 2004, South Carolina was 

the fifth leading producer of tomatoes sent to the fresh market.  Since 2004, South Carolina has 

been the second largest producer of peaches accounting for approximately 6% of the total U.S. 

production.  Also in 2006, South Carolina was the fourth leading producer of tobacco and ranked 

sixth in peanut production, seventh in watermelon production, and eighth in cantaloupe and 

cucumber production.  

Table 1-5: Agricultural Produc tion: South Carolinaôs Ranking Among All States 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, NASS  

 

Cash Receipts 

In 2006, South Carolinaôs total cash receipts from agricultural commodities reached $2.1 

billion. Ninety percent of the cash receipts came from farm marketing and the remaining 10% 

came from government payments. The nominal (without taking into account inflation) cash 

receipts from the marketing of farm commodities increased 26% from 2000 to 2006 compared to 

the national average of 25% during the same period. In real terms (taking into account inflation), 

South Carolinaôs cash receipts resulting from marketing have stayed relatively stable during the 

past 36 years.  

Government payments made up on average approximately 8% of total cash receipts 

during the period 2000 to 2006, which is more than double the corresponding average share 

during the 1975 to 1999 period. Table 1-6 shows cash receipts and government payments for 

selected years from 1975 through 2006 in South Carolina.   

 

 

 

Commodities 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Peaches 3 2 2 2 

Tobacco (All) 4 5 5 4 

Peanuts 8 6 6 6 

Watermelon 8 7 10 7 

Cantaloupe  7 7 8 8 

Cucumber  10 9 9 8 

Turkeys  8 9 10 9 

Tomato  (Fresh) 7 5 12 10 

Broilers (Chickens Placed) 12 12 12 12 
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Table 1-6: South Carolinaôs Cash Receipts from Agriculture 

 

Leading Agricultural Com modities 

 Broilers, greenhouse/nursery/floriculture (green industry), turkeys, cattle and calves, and 

cotton production are the top farm commodities in the state. Each of these five commodities 

accounted for more than $100 million in cash receipts in 2006.  The combined total cash receipts 

from these five commodities comprised 67% of total agricultural cash receipts. The individual 

contribution of cash receipts from all other agricultural commodities represent less than 5% of 

the stateôs cash receipts indicating a very high reliance on a very few crops.   

 

As shown in Figure 1-13, broilers led all agricultural commodities in terms of growth of 

cash receipts during the 2000 to 2006 period. Other industries showing an upward trend in cash 

receipts are cotton and turkeys. The green industry had been expanding until 2004, but it has 

seen a decrease in cash receipts since.  Other agricultural commodities experiencing important 

rates of growth during the 2000 to 2006 period include corn (up 136%), soybeans (up 23%), hogs 

(up 34.7%), peanuts (up 307%), wheat (up 23%) and watermelons (up 85%). Figure 1-14 shows 

the percent contribution per acre of cash receipts by commodity in 2006. 

 

 

 

 

Nominal Real 

SC as a  

% of US Nominal Real 

SC as a  

% of US 

1975 809 1,839 1.15 7 15 1.71 

1980 1,079 1,725 1 13 21 2.02 

1985 1,036 1,283 1.01 35 43 1.08 

1990 1,191 1,260 0.88 63 66 1.46 

1995 1,430 1,341 0.91 35 32 0.84 

1996 1,614 1,486 0.77 43 40 1.04 

1997 1,684 1,525 0.72 43 39 0.45 

1998 1,497 1,341 0.7 63 56 0.67 

1999 1,411 1,246 0.76 128 113 0.48 

2000 1,502 1,297 0.81 145 125 0.59 

2001 1,599 1,349 0.81 131 111 0.57 

2002 1,446 1,199 0.76 74 61 0.51 

2003 1,670 1,356 0.75 129 105 0.59 

2004 1,918 1,513 0.78 72  57 0.62 

2005 1,827 1,397 0.8 261 199 0.59 

2006 1,891 1,401 0.74 184 137 0.60 

Year 

Cash Receipts from Farm  Government Payments 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

(million dollars) (million dollars) 
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Figure 1-13: Cash Receipts from Marketing South Carolinaôs Major Agricultural Products 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-14: Cash Receipts from Farm Marketing: Percent Contribution by Commodity in 

South Carolina, 2006 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 
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Livestock Inventories 

In 2006, inventories of all South Carolina livestock categories were lower than in 1995, 

except for broilers and turkeys. Cattle, beef cows and milk cows show a decreasing trend. Since 

2000, hog inventories have remained somewhat stable. The only commodity showing an upward 

trend is broilers (Table 1-7).  

 

Table 1-7: South Carolina Livestock and Poultry Inventories 

Commodity 

Inventory / Production 

1995 2000 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Thousand 

Cattle, All
1 520.0 445.0 430.0 435.0 410.0 400.0 

Beef Cows
1 249.0 218.0 218.0 222.0 208.0 203.0 

Milk Cows
1 26.0 22.0 17.0 18.0 17.0 17.0 

Goats, Meat and Other
1 é é é é 44.0 45.5 

Goats, Milk
1 é é é é 3.5 3.5 

Hogs, All
2 350.0 290.0 300.0 300.0 315.0 295.0 

Broilers (Chicks placed) 174,634.0 207,846.0 210,056.0 217,807.0 225,041.0 236,573.0 

Turkeys Raised 6,120.0 9,900.0 12,000.0 12,000.0 8,000.0 9,600.0 
1 Date reference: Jan 1 of the next year      
2 Date reference: Dec 1 of the same year      

 Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, NASS 

 

Greenhouse, Nursery and Floriculture 

(Green Industry Products) 

Producers of green industry items include growers of floriculture crops, nursery crops 

and turfgrass sod. Floriculture crops include bedding plants, potted flowering plants, foliage 

plants, cut cultivated greens and cut flowers. According to the Census of Agriculture nursery 

crops include ornamental trees and shrubs, fruit and nut trees, vines and ground covers. They are 

primarily used for landscaping, not for producing edible products on a commercial scale. Finally 

turfgrass sod farms are specialized nurseries that generally produce a subset of turfgrass varieties 

that are hardy for a particular region.  

 

As shown in Figure 1-13 and Figure 1-14 the green industry is the second largest 

agricultural industry in the state and South Carolina produces a variety of green industry 

products (Table 1-8). Nursery and other greenhouse crops account for nearly two-thirds of green 

industry cash receipts while the remaining one-third come from floriculture crops. In 2004, 

South Carolina had the highest average sales per floriculture grower in the country with $2.5 

million sales per grower.   
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Among the floriculture crops herbaceous perennial plants are the biggest contributor to 

cash receipts. In fact, in 2004 South Carolina was the biggest producer of herbaceous perennial 

plants, selling 12 % of total U.S. production (Hall, Hodges and Haydu, 2005). 

 

According to Hall, Hodges and Haydu (2005), in 2002 the South Carolina green industry 

production sector accounted for 4,882 jobs, a total economic output impact of $445 million and 

value added impact of $394 million. If the related wholesale/retail and service sectors are also 

considered, these authors estimated that the green industry in South Carolina accounted for an 

economic impact of $3,187 million, 37,157 jobs and $1,745 million in value added.  

Table 1-8: Floriculture, Nursery and Other Greenhouse Crops in South Carolina: Grower 

Sales Receipts  

 
* Not Available 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 

Aquaculture  

Relative to the total value of agricultural production, the value of aquaculture production 

in South Carolina is small. From 1998 to 2005, the total value of aquaculture products sold in the 

state increased only slightly from $4.6 million to almost $4.8 million. The number of farms 

engaged in aquaculture increased from 27 to 85 during the same period (Table 1-9). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

88.7 105 110.3 113.2 106.1 100.9

76.8 92.4 103 103.5 96.3 93.4

Cut Flowers * * 0.9 * * *

Potted Flowering Plants 8 11.5 14.7 15.2 15.8 10.6

Foliage Plants for Indoor or Patio Use 1.1 1.3 1.1 0 3 3

Annual Bedding/Garden Plants 14.3 13.8 14 15.1 14.3 12.2

Herbaceous Perennial Plants 53.4 65.8 72.4 73.2 63.2 67.5

Cut Cultivated Greens * * * * * *

Propagative Floriculture Material * * * * * *

11.9 12.6 7.3 9.7 9.8 7.5

178.1 180.6 183 184.5 187 182

266.8 285.6 293.3 297.7 293.1 282.9

 *Not available 

Source: Economic Research Service, USDA

Category

Floriculture Crops

    Operations with Sales $100,000+ 

    Operations With Sales $10,000 - $99,999

Nursery and Other Greenhouse Crops

Total Floriculture, Nursery and Other Greenhouse Crops
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Table 1-9: Value of Aquaculture Products Sold by Type, South Carolina: 1998 and 2005 

Type 
--------- 1998 --------- --------- 2005 --------- 

Farms Value Farms Value 

    (Thousands)   (Thousands) 

Food fish
1-2 16 1,996 24 1,169 

Sport fish
1 1 (D) 12 272 

Baitfish é é 4 (D) 

Ornamental fish é é 5 (D) 

Crustaceans 10 685 19 478 

Mollusks 1 (D) 35 2,505 

Miscellaneous aquaculture
3 1 (D) é é 

Total
4 27 4,630 85 4,773 

1Data for walleye classified as food fish in 1998 and as sport fish in 2005. 
21998 Data exclude fish eggs. 
31998 Data include algae, sea vegetables, and fish eggs. 
41998 Data include algae and sea vegetables. 

(D) Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual farms 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 

Source: 2005 Census of Aquaculture 
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Farm Characteristics 
 

Farm Size, Number and Ownership  

The number of farms in South Carolina reached its zenith in 1950 with 147,000 farms 

and it reached a low around 1995. The average farm size almost tripled during the same period 

resulting in fewer but larger farms. An opposite trend has been observed in the last 11 years, with 

farm numbers increasing slightly and average farm size decreasing. These trends observed in the 

state during the last six years are the opposite of the trends observed at the national level. Table 

1-10 illustrates these trends from 1950 to 2006.   

Table 1-10: Number and Size of Farms, U.S. and South Carolina 

Year 

South Carolina United States 

Number of 

farms 

Average size Number of 

farms 

Average size 

 Acres  Acres 

1950 147,000 83 5,648,000 213 

1955 115,000 100 4,654,000 258 

1960 86,000 116 3,955,000 296 

1965 65,000 140 3,351,000 339 

1970 52,000 160 2,944,000 373 

1975 37,000 184 2,314,013 440 

1980 34,000 188 2,439,510 426 

1985 27,500 200 2,292,530 441 

1990 24,500 212 2,143,150 461 

1995 22,000 230 2,071,520 469 

2000 24,200 203 2,166,780 436 

2001 24,400 200 2,148,630 438 

2002 24,500 198 2,135,360 440 

2003 24,400 199 2,126,860 441 

2004 24,400 199 2,112,970 443 

2005 24,500 198 2,098,690 445 

2006 24,600 197 2,089,790 446 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, NASS 

 

 

Figure 1-15 shows the distribution of South Carolina farms by size according to the 

USDA 2002 Census of Agriculture. More than half of the total farms in South Carolina were 

smaller than 100 acres and 22% were 100-219 acres. Only 10.6% of the farms were 500 acres or 

more.  
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Figure 1-15: South Carolina Farms by Size of Farm, 2002. 

Source: U.S. D.A., National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture. 2002.  

 

 

During the 1980s and 1990s, in both South Carolina and the U.S., farms had been 

changing from individual or family ownership to corporate ownership, but this trend seems to 

have been reversed. In 2002, the vast majority of South Carolina farms (93%) were still 

individually or family owned. Table 1-11 shows the percentage of farms by type of ownership 

for both South Carolina and the U.S. for the census years from 1978 to 2002. The number of 

corporate farms in South Carolina increased by 33% from 1987 to 1997, but then decreased by 

26% from 1997 to 2002. 

From 1978 to 2002, the percentage of farm operators in South Carolina that are full 

owners increased by more than 17%. In 2002, of the stateôs 20,541 farmers, 18,476 were full 

owners, 5,059 were part owners and 1,006 were tenants. Table 1-12 lists the tenure of farm 

operators for both South Carolina and the U.S. for census years from 1978 to 2002. 
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Table 1-11: Type of Organization and Percentage of Total Land Operated by Each Type, 

All Farms, U.S. and South Carolina 

 
Year 

  

Individual        

or Family 
   Partnership     Corporation         Other* 

Percent of total 

United States    
1978 87.1 10.3 2.2 0.4 
1982 86.8 10.0 2.7 0.5 
1987 86.7 9.6 3.2 0.6 
1992 85.9 9.7 3.8 0.6 
1997 86.0 8.9 4.4 0.8 
2002 89.7 6.1 3.5 0.8 

South Carolina    
1978 90.2 7.9 1.4 0.5 
1982 89.5 8.3 1.7 0.5 
1987 89.4 7.7 2.4 0.5 
1992 88.6 8.0 2.7 0.7 
1997 90.7 6.1 2.5 0.6 
2002 93.0 4.3 1.9 0.7 

* Other includes farms operated by cooperatives, estates or trusts, and institutions. 

Source:  Census of Agriculture, various years. 

 

 

 

Table 1-12: Tenure of Farm Operators, U.S. and South Carolina Farms 

 

 

 Number (thousand) Percentage distribution 

All farm 

operators 
Full 

owners 
Part 

owners 
Tenants 

Full 

owners 
Part 

owners 
Tenants 

UNITED STATES       
1978 2257.8 1297.9 681.1 278.8 57.5 30.2 12.3 
1982 2241.0 1325.8 656.2 259.0 59.2 29.3 11.6 
1987 2087.8 1238.5 609.0 240.2 59.3 29.2 11.5 
1992 1925.3 1111.7 596.7 216.9 57.7 31.0 11.3 
1997 1911.9 1146.9 573.8 191.1 60.0 30.0 10.0 
2002 2129.0 1428.1 551.0 149.8 67.1 25.9 7.0 

SOUTH  CAROLINA 
1978 33.4 19.3 10.2 3.9 57.9 30.4 11.7 
1982 24.9 14.7 8.0 2.2 59.2 32.1 8.7 
1987 20.5 12.6 6.4 1.5 61.5 31.4 7.1 
1992 20.2 12.3 6.4 1.5 61.0 31.7 7.4 
1997 25.8 17.3 6.9 1.6 67.0 26.9 6.2 
2002 24.5 18.5 5.1 1.0 75.3 20.6 4.1 

Source:  Census of Agriculture, various years 
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Value of Land and Buildings 

The average value of land and buildings per farm and per acre in South Carolina has been 

steadily rising since 1950.  The per farm average value of farms in the state is well below the 

U.S. average mainly because the average farm size in the state is also below the national average. 

However, the per acre value of farmland in the state is higher than the corresponding national 

value (Table 1-13). The price differential between the per acre average value of farmland in 

South Carolina and the national average was $3 in 1950, reached a maximum of $790 in 2004 

and it decreased to $700 in 2006. In percentage terms, the price differential was 4% in 1950, 

reached a maximum of 61% in 2003 when it started to decrease. In 2006, the price differential 

was 37%.  

 

Even though the average value of South Carolina farms in 2002 was  $410,897,  more 

than 52% of all state farms had land and buildings valued at less than $200,000 (Figure 1-16). 

 

Table 1-13: Value of Land and Buildings, U.S. and South Carolina  

Year 
 

 

United States  South Carolina  

Total Value 
($1000) 

Average 

Value per 

farm ($) 

Average 

Value per 

acre ($) 

Total 

Value 

($1000) 

Average 

Value per 

farm ($) 

 Average 

Value per   

acre ($) 
1950 77,600 13,700 65 842 5,700 68 
1955 102,216 22,000 85 1,022 8,900 89 
1960 136,771 34,600 117 1,367 15,900 137 
1965 166,980 49,800 147 1,613 24,800 177 
1970 215,042 73,000 196 2,166 41,700 261 
1975 358,640 142,500 340 3,176 85,800 467 
1980 763,285 314,400 737 5,760 169,400 900 
1985 689,807 296,379 679 5,036 179,900 899 
1990 671,419 313,668 683 5,257 210,288 1,011 
1995 807,017 390,581 832 6,749 306,795 1,337 
1996 859,711 417,761 890 6,816 317,038 1,363 
1997 921,581 416,007 967 7,570 293,342 1,552 
2002 1,137,763 532,820 1,211 9,215 376,122 1,900 
2003 1,192,086 560,491 1,271 9,943 407,480 2,050 
2004 1,273,361 602,640 1,360 10,428 427,357 2,150 

2005 1,539,797 733,694 1,649 11,640 475,102 2,400 
2006 1,771,617 847,749 1,901 12,610 512,602 2,600 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, NASS 
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Figure 1-16: South Carolina Farms by Value of Land and Buildings, 2002 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 2002.  

 

Assets 

South Carolinaôs farm assets totaled $9.7 billion on December 31, 2003, for an average 

per farm asset value of $398,000.  Real estate and financial assets accounted for 77% and 8.7% 

of total assets, respectively, with the rest in livestock and poultry, machinery and equipment, 

crops, and purchased inputs. Table 1-14 presents a detailed account of the asset section of the 

balance sheet for both South Carolina and the U.S. 

 

Table 1-14: Value of Farm Business Assets, South Carolina and U.S., 2003 

 
        Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 

 

 

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%

1,000,000 or more

500,000-999,000

200,000-499,000

100,000-199,000

50,000-99,000

Less than 50,000

9.4%

11.4%

26.9%

22.3%

15.4%

14.6%

Percent of farms

F
a

rm
 V

a
lu

e
 (

d
o

lla
rs

)
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7,501,404 1,111,777,000

Livestock & Poultry 306,661 78,540,000

Machinery & Equipment 854,291 95,944,000

Crops 168,371 24,429,000

Purchase Inputs 27,646 5,627,000

844,744 62,440,000

9,703,117 1,378,757,000

-----(thousand dollars)-----
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Financial Assets
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In 2003, the debt-to-asset ratio of 13.7% for South Carolina is one percentage point above 

the U.S. debt-to-asset ratio (Table 1-15).  This means that the average South Carolina farmer has 

more debts relative to assets compared to the average U.S. farmer.  In 1997, the debt-to-asset 

ratio for South Carolina was 11.9% whereas the corresponding value for the U.S. was 15.2%. 

This indicates that the amount of debt of South Carolina farmers has increased in the last nine 

years compared to farmers in other states.   

Table 1-15: South Carolina and U.S. Farm Balance Sheet, 2003 

 
     Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 

Farm Productivity  

 The productivity of a stateôs farms is important for several reasons. Changes in 

agricultural productivity affect food supply, regional growth and competitiveness in the 

agricultural market, off farm labor migration and farmersô income.    

Agricultural productivity is a measure used to compare changes in outputs and inputs. 

Given that the agricultural sector comprises several commodities which require the combination 

of inputs of different types and quantities an index number, termed total factor productivity 

(TFP), is used to summarize the relationship between outputs and inputs. The USDA Economic 

Research Service has constructed estimates of TFP across states for 1960 - 2004 (Appendix 1-2).  

The TFP for agriculture in South Carolina rose from 0.55 in 1960 to 1.12 in 2004. This 

represents an average annual growth rate of 1.61%. The growth in TFP is the result of the 

increase in output and decrease in inputs. Total farm outputs grew at an annual rate of 1.08% 

over the sample period. Conversely, total farm inputs decreased at 0.53% per year. These results 

suggest that South Carolina agriculture is becoming more productive. 

Farm input numbers indicate a shift in relative input use. Specifically, the quantity of 

intermediate inputs (e.g., fertilizers, pesticides, etc.) used has increased relative to the use of 

land, capital, and labor. The average annual growth rate of intermediate inputs was 1.34% while 

land, capital and labor decreased at 1.45%, 0.42% and 3.35%, respectively. The relative decline 

in labor could be the result of technological innovations that replace labor with machinery. 

South Carolina United States 

Real Estate 7,501,404 1,111,777,000

Non-real Estate 2,201,714 266,980,000

Total 9,703,117 1,378,757,000

Debt

Real Estate 511,674 94,138,446

Non-real Estate 818,815 81,006,417

Total 1,330,489 175,144,863

8,372,628 1,203,612,137

13.70% 12.70%

Assets

Equity (assets minus debt)

Debt to asset ratio (percent)

--------(thousand dollars)--------

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Total_factor_productivity
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Producers appear to be substituting intermediate inputs for land and labor, probably due to the 

increased use of agricultural chemicals.   

Comparison of South Carolina Agriculture Productivity  with Other States  

Figure 1-17 presents the TFP index for Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, North 

Carolina and Virginia. These states comprise the southern seaboard region in a classification 

system recently developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

(USDA/ERS).
1
  Figure 1-17 depicts the emergence of productivity clubs in the southern seaboard 

region.  Specifically, TFP growth is similar for both North Carolina and Georgia where 

productivity grew at an annual rate of 1.91% and 1.84%, respectively compared with the average 

growth rate in South Carolina of 1.61%. The average annual growth rates of TFP in Alabama and 

Virginia over the same period were 1.32 %and 1.53%, respectively. 

 

South Carolinaôs ranking among all states in terms of agricultural productivity was 21 in 

1960 and 26 in 2004 (Appendix 1-2). During the same period, North Carolina fell from 11
th
 to 

13
th
 as did Virginia and Alabama who went from 31

th
 and 5

th
 to 38

th
 and 21

th
 respectively. On the 

other hand, Georgia rose from 12
th
 to 10

th
. Increases in productivity can be induced by public 

and private investments in research, extension, human capital development, and infrastructure. 

 
Figure 1-17: Total Factor Productivity Index 1960-2004 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 According to the ERS analysts, the new system reflects geographic areas with similar types of farms intersected 

with areas of similar physiographic, soil, and climatic traits.  
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Net Farm Income 

Total net farm income in South Carolina for 2006 was $722 million, and the average 

income per farm was $29,400.  Net farm income during the period from 2000 to 2006 varied 

from $241 mill ion to $735 million as shown in Figure 1-18. Except for the year 2002, when 

average net farm income was only $9,800, the average net farm income in the past 6 years has 

been relatively stable between $29,000 and $30,000 (Table 1-16).  

 

 

Figure 1-18: South Carolina Net Farm Income, 2000-2006 

Source: USDA Economic Research Service.    

 

 

Table 1-16: South Carolina Net Farm Income and Net Farm Income per Operation, 1990-

2006 

Year 
Net farm income 
(million dollars) 

Number of 
farms 

Net income per farm 
(thousand dollars) 

2000 596 24,200 24.6 

2001 735 24,400 30.1 

2002 241 24,500   9.8 

2003 719 24,400 29.5 

2004 836 24,400 34.3 

2005 717 24,500 29.3 

2006 722 24,600 29.4 

  Source:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research  Service 
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Leading Agricultural Counties 
 

No single county dominates South Carolinaôs agricultural production (Table 1-17).  In 

fact, none of the three top agricultural counties in terms of agricultural cash receipts ï Lexington, 

Orangeburg and Sumter - account for more than 7% of the stateôs cash receipts. Together those 

three counties only account for 19% of the stateôs cash receipts. Every county reported at least 

$2.7 million in total cash receipts in 2005.  

 

Eight of the 10 leading counties (except York and Oconee) are located in the central and 

west central part of the state, and seven of the 10 leading agricultural counties are also the 

leading broiler-producing counties. Figure 1-19 and Figure 1-20 show the top ten agricultural 

producing counties in 1999 and 2005, respectively. In western South Carolina, only Oconee 

County is included in the 2005 top ten list of agricultural producing counties.  

Table 1-17: South Carolina's Leading Agricultural Counties by Cash Receipts from Farm 

Marketing: 2005 

Rank County Total Receipts  

(thousand dollars) 

Percentage 

of SC (%) 

1 Lexington  123,819 6.81 

2 Orangeburg  122,982 6.76 

3 Sumter  94,989 5.22 

4 Saluda  89,426 4.92 

5 Oconee  82,021 4.51 

6 Aiken  80,844 4.45 

7 Clarendon  70,083 3.85 

8 York  67,883 3.73 

9 Newberry  66,514 3.66 

10 Edgefield  66,493 3.66 

11 Horry  62,257 3.42 

12 Darlington  61,426 3.38 

13 Dillon  61,050 3.36 

14 Kershaw  56,227 3.09 

15 Anderson  54,883 3.02 

16 Chesterfield  53,908 2.96 

17 Lee  41,314 2.27 

18 Lancaster  36,334 2.00 

19 Williamsburg  36,302 2.00 

20 Berkeley  35,090 1.93 

State Total 1,818,729 100.00 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 
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Figure 1-19: South Carolinaôs Top Ten Agricultural Producing Counties, 1997 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-20: South Carolinaôs Top Ten Agricultural Producing Counties, 2005 
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The Long-Term Growth of South Carolina 

Agriculture  
 

Agriculture in the U.S. has a remarkable record of economic growth during the past 

century. Figure 1-21 and Figure 1-22 display the indexes of the U.S. and South Carolina farm 

output from 1960 to 2004. These indexes are constructed by the USDA using disaggregated data 

for physical quantities and market prices of crops and livestock. The USDA reduces all the 

distinct output values for all the agricultural commodities to a single number that can be used to 

make comparisons across time and regions.  

During the period 1960 to 2004 the average annual rate of growth of U.S. total farm 

output was 1.63%. In other words U.S. farm output in 2004 was double what it was in 1960 

(Figure 1-21).  During the same period, livestock output and crop output increases averaged 

1.29% and 1.79% per annum. 

The agricultural sector in South Carolina has also grown (Figure 1-22). The average 

annual rate of growth of South Carolina total farm output has been 1.08%, which is less than the 

rate of growth of the U.S. farm sector. However, the rates of growth of the livestock and crop 

sub-sectors in the state show different patterns than those observed at the national level. As seen 

in Figure 1-22, the South Carolina crop output has only increased at an average annual rate of 

0.25% during the 1960 to 2004 period. Conversely, the livestock output in the state has increased 

at an average rate of 2.49%. Crop output in the state also shows a higher degree of variability 

than livestock output.  

 
Figure 1-21: Indexes of U.S. Farm, L ivestock and Crop Output, 1960-2004. 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 
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Figure 1-22: Indexes of South Carolina Farm, L ivestock and Crop Output, 1960-2004. 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service  
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Contribution of Agribusiness to the South 

Carolina Economy  
 

Table 1-18 illustrates the contribution of the agribusiness sector to the South Carolina 

economy as measured by the real gross domestic product (GDP) also called gross state product 

(GSP).  In 1997, the South Carolina agribusiness sector contributed $5.391 million (or 5.22%) to 

the state economy.  The relative importance of the sector has remained stable over time. During 

the period 1997 to 2005, the average contribution of agribusiness sector was 4.91% (Table 1-18 

and Figure 1-23).  

 

While the aggregate contribution of agribusiness has remained relatively stable during the 

period, the contribution of individual agribusiness subsectors has changed.  In 1997, paper 

contributed the largest percentage (2.63%) followed by food manufacturing (0.93%), wood-

furniture manufacturing (0.82%), farm production (0.51%) and forestry-fishing production 

(0.32%).  By 2005, the composition changed:  paper remained the largest (2.66%) followed by 

food (0.76%) and wood-furniture manufacturing (0.78%) with farm and forestry-fishing closely 

behind at 0.63% and 0.40%, respectively. 

 

Except for furniture manufacturing and food product manufacturing, the contribution of 

all the subsectors to the South Carolina economy rose from 1997 to 2005. Crop and animal 

production (farms) increased by 23% from $531 million in 1997 to $655 million in 2005 and 

forestry-fishing grew 25% from $328 million to $411. Finally, wood product manufacturing 

increased 6% and paper manufacturing rose 1.3%. Furniture manufacturing decreased 34% and 

food product manufacturing was down 18%.  

 

Table 1-18: Real GDP by Agribusiness Categories 

  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

   --------------------------- Measured in Millions of 2000 dollars --------------------------- 

Crop and animal production 

(Farms) 531 445 506 675 683 450 751 732 655 

Forestry-Fishing 328 354 367 405 419 403 429 433 411 

Wood product manufacturing 604 536 547 521 501 530 475 557 639 

Furniture manufacturing 248 263 235 238 182 176 156 167 163 

Food product manufacturing 963 1050 970 895 1006 1079 1109 772 789 

Paper manufacturing 2717 2471 2475 2388 2014 1936 2180 2375 2751 

Total Agribusiness Sector 5391 5119 5100 5122 4805 4574 5100 5036 5408 

Total Gross Domestic Product  103331 107126 110902 112514 114055 115713 119631 120282 123738 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Figure 1-23: The Contribution of the Agribusiness Sector to South Carolinaôs Real Gross 

State Product: 1997-2005. 

Source: U.S. Census, Bureau of Economic Analysis 

 

While farm production may not seem to be significant compared to total state production, 

the downstream manufacturing arising from that production enhances its contribution to the 

stateôs economy. In fact in some years, the contribution of the food manufacturing sector has 

more than doubled the contribution of the farm sector. As with crop and animal production, the 

forestry-fishing sector alone does not contribute a great amount of production to the stateôs 

economy, but when the downstream production (wood product manufacturing, furniture and 

related product manufacturing, and paper manufacturing) is calculated, the forestry-fishing sector 

does have a large impact on the state (with manufacturing being as high as 10 times higher than 

production in some years).  

 

This short section gives a preliminary and partial view of the contribution of the 

agribusiness sector to the South Carolina economy. The second part of this study will present a 

more complete picture including jobs generated and other direct and indirect economic effects. 
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Location of Agribusiness in South Carolina 
 

We evaluated the concentration of the production and processing sectors of the 

agribusiness system in South Carolina based on the IMPLAN database.  The direct contribution 

to local economic activity is examined in both absolute and relative (as a percent or share of total 

activity) across all counties in the state.  The top ten counties are described in terms of the three 

major components of agribusiness production and processing:  farming, food processing, and 

forestry-based products. The latter includes all activities in wood, paper, and furniture production 

and manufacturing. We also examined the top ten counties in terms of total activity across these 

three major components.  While earned income (employee compensation primarily in the form of 

wages and salaries plus net profits to owner operators) was the primary measure, the contribution 

of farming to jobs and gross regional product (returns to labor and capital or factors of 

production) is also discussed. This was done because for food processing and forest-based 

activities earned income reflected trends in other variables, such as jobs.  However, there were 

important differences between the trends showed by earned income versus employment and 

gross regional product for the farming sector. 

The top ten counties in farming in terms of employment in absolute terms were clustered 

in the central part of the state, in three upstate counties, and in the Pee Dee region (Figure 1-24).  

Among the top ten counties, farm employment ranged from 3,464 jobs in Sumter County to 747 

jobs in Horry County.  Perhaps surprisingly, the five most urbanized counties in South Carolina 

were also in the top ten in number of farm jobs.  In part, this result reflects the large number of 

so-called hobby farms (where income earned from agriculture makes a secondary contribution to 

household income) that are often found on the rural-urban fringe. For example, Greenville 

County had substantial employment in a variety of other animal production and in cattle 

production, which mainly generates secondary household income.  But it also reflects the fact 

that even the most urbanized counties in the state still have large areas that are thinly populated.  

For example, according to one source, lower Richland County is supposedly the largest 

contiguous area of potential farmland within a 15 minute distance of a metropolitan city on the 

East coast (Center for Social Inclusion, 2007).  Some of these urban centers have significant 

agricultural production, such as poultry farming and vegetable and melon production in 

Lexington County (which has 2,794 farming jobs and ranks fifth in population density among all 

counties).  Finally, certain types of farming such as vegetable and melon production and nursery 

and greenhouse production often occur near urban centers, in part due to perishability,  

transportation cost, and other market access considerations (For example, the American 

Farmland Trust has estimated that 86% of national vegetable production occurs in urban 

influenced areas).  Accordingly, Greenville County (ranked fourth) had 1,183 jobs in greenhouse 

and nursery activity while Lexington County (ranked second) had an estimated 159 jobs in 

vegetable and melon production. 
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Newberry  N 57.2 

Richland  M 423.9 

Spartanburg  M 313 

Sumter  M 157.3 

M-Metropolitan Counties  

N-Non-metropolitan Counties 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-24 Top Ten Counties in Farming Based on Jobs in Absolute Terms 
 

 

The top ten counties in farming in terms of employment in relative terms (i.e., farm jobs 

as a percent of all jobs) were clustered in the central part of the state as shown in Figure 1-25.  

Among the top ten counties in relative terms, farm employment ranged from 13.8% in Newberry 

County to 2.2% in Lexington County.  Farm employment made a strong relative contribution to 

local employment in Lexington and Sumter both fairly densely populated counties.  However, 

the relative contribution tended to be largest in less densely populated counties, such as Saluda 

and Chesterfield. 

The top ten counties in farming in terms of earned income in absolute terms were located 

in the central part of the state and to a lesser extent in the Pee Dee region (Figure 1-26).  Among 

the top ten counties, earned income in farming ranged from $43.457 million in Sumter County to 

$19.747 million in Saluda County.  Poultry farming explained part of the distribution.  For 

example, earned income for poultry production in Lexington County was $17 million. The top 

ten counties in terms of earned income in relative terms were centered in the central part of the 

state and to a lesser extent in the Pee Dee region (Figure 1-27).  Among the top ten counties, the 

contribution of earned income in farming to all county-level earned income ranged from 14.2% 

in Saluda County to 3.3% in Bamberg County.   
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Figure 1-25 Top Ten Counties in Farming Based on Jobs in Relative Terms. 
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Figure 1-26 Top Ten Counties in Farming Based on Earned Income Earnings in Absolute 

Terms. 
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Figure 1-27: Top Ten Counties in Farming Based on Earned Income in Relative Terms. 

 

The top ten farming counties in terms of gross regional product in absolute terms were 

clustered in the central part of the state, the Pee Dee region, and the northeast corner (Figure 

1-28).  Among the top ten counties, gross regional product in farming ranged from $75.620 

million in Aiken County to $30.930 million in Anderson County.  Despite the fact that earned 

income is a major component of gross regional product, there were some differences in the top 

ten county rankings between earnings and gross regional product.  For example, Oconee County 

was fourth in terms of gross regional product generated by farming (at $46.631 million), but 

Oconee County ranked sixteenth in earned income.  Such differences are important because 

returns to capital that are captured in gross regional product but not in earned income often 

accrue to entities and individuals located or residing elsewhere. 

The top ten producers in food processing using earned income as our metric were 

centered in the central part of South Carolina, as shown in Figure 1-29.  Earned income for these 

ten counties ranged from $103.278 million for Sumter County to $33.636 million for 

Chesterfield County.  The concentration in central South Carolina was in large part due to the 

poultry processing industry, although counties such as Lexington also have significant 

processing in bread and bakery products.  Five of the top ten food processing counties were 

metropolitan counties including some of the more densely populated areas of the state, such as 

Greenville and Richland Counties.  This result in part holds because certain food processing 

activities, such as bread and bakery products and soft drink and ice manufacture, are primarily 

conducted in more urbanized areas. 
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Figure 1-28: Top Ten Counties in Farming Based on Gross Regional Product in Absolute 

Terms. 
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Figure 1-29: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income from Food Processing, in Absolute 

Terms. 
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Using the relative contribution of food processing to county earned income as our metric, 

the top ten producers were also located in the central part of South Carolina (Figure 1-30).  

Contribution to all local earned income for the top ten counties ranged from 14.1% for Calhoun 

County to 1.5% for Lexington County.  Interestingly, seven of the top ten in absolute terms 

remained in the top ten  in relative terms with only the most urbanized and developed economies 

(Greenville, Spartanburg, and Richland counties) not belonging to both categories. Food 

processing makes a relatively strong contribution to economic activity in several of the stateôs 

more rural counties (as measured by population density) including Calhoun, Jasper, and Saluda 

counties. 

 

 

 

Area M/N 

Pop. 

Density 

(2000) 

S.C. 
 

133.2 

Calhoun  M 39.9 

Cherokee  N 133.8 

Chesterfield  N 53.6 

Dillon  N 75.9 

Jasper  N 31.5 

Lexington  M 308.9 

Newberry  N 57.2 

Orangeburg  N 82.8 

Saluda  M 42.4 

Sumter  M 157.3 

M-Metropolitan Counties  

N-Non-metropolitan Counties 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-30: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income From Food Processing, in Relative 

Terms. 

 

The top ten producing counties in wood, paper, and furniture in absolute terms were 

distributed throughout the state with some concentration in the Pee Dee region and the coastal 

counties (Figure 1-31).  Earned income for the top ten counties in this category ranged from 

$230 million in Charleston County to $70.8 million in Aiken County. Eight of the ten counties in 

absolute value were metropolitan counties and also included four of the more densely populated 

counties (Charleston, Greenville, Richland, and York Counties).  The production of paper and 

related products explained the distribution of activity to a certain degree.  For example, 

Charleston and York Counties both have significant production in pulp and paper products. 
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Figure 1-31: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income from Wood, Paper, Furniture, in 

Absolute Terms. 
 

 

The top ten producers in wood, paper, and furniture in relative terms (based on earned 

income as a percent of all county-level earned income) were centered in two clusters around the 

Upper Savannah River Area (Laurens, Newberry, Greenwood, and McCormick Counties) and a 

cluster in the low country area of the state (Allendale, Hampton, and Colleton Counties) as 

shown in Figure 1-32.  Contribution to all local earned income for the top ten counties ranged 

from 16.4% for Darlington County to 6.1% for Greenwood County.  The low country cluster and 

McCormick Counties were the more rural areas included in this list while only three of the ten 

counties were in the metropolitan county category. 

The top ten counties across all three categories (farming, food processing, and all forest-

based activity) in absolute terms ranged from $266.405 million in earned income for Charleston 

County to $145.880 million in earned income for Lexington County.  Four of the more densely 

populated counties (Greenville and Richland in addition to Charleston and Lexington) were on 

this list (Figure 1-33).  This result indicates that the South Carolina agribusiness system makes a 

very strong direct contribution to economic activity in urban centers, even without accounting for 

the agribusiness retail sector which is very urban centered.  None of the counties in the top ten in 

absolute contribution could be described as being among the most rural in South Carolina.  We 

also evaluated the contribution of the top ten counties in absolute terms based on whether earned 

incomes were more driven by forestry products as opposed to food products and farming.  For 

Sumter, Newberry, and Lexington Counties, food processing and farming together accounted for 

the majority of earned income across the three categories.  For example, in Sumter County, food 
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processing and farming together accounted for 74.1% ($133.339 million) of the $180 million in 

earned income across the three categories.  However, the various forestry-based production 

categories accounted for the majority of earned income for the other seven counties, in some 

cases by fairly substantial margins.  For example, 86.3% of Charleston Countyôs earned income 

across the three categories was in all forest-based activity. 

The top ten counties across all three categories (farming, food processing, and all forest-

based activity) ranged from 27.1% for Saluda County to 11.4% for Hampton County as 

measured by relative contribution to all earned income (Figure 1-34).  This result shows the 

substantial contribution that agribusiness production and processing makes to many local 

economies in South Carolina even without accounting for any multiplier effect.  As opposed to 

the absolute results, these counties included some of the most rural counties in South Carolina 

(such as McCormick County with a population density of 27.7 people per square mile).  

Furthermore, none of the counties in this list had a population density that exceeded the state 

average. We also evaluated the contribution of the top ten counties in relative terms based on 

whether earnings were more forestry products driven versus food products and farming driven.  

For the counties where agribusiness production and processing was most important (Saluda, 

Newberry, Calhoun, and Dillon), food processing and farming had the largest contribution.  For 

example, food processing and farming was responsible for 20.9% of the 23.0% of earned income 

in Calhoun County across the three sectors.  For the remaining six counties in the top ten in 

relative terms, forest-based products were more important.  For example, forest-based products 

accounted for 11.1% of the 12.5% all agribusiness share of county earned income in McCormick 

County. 
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Figure 1-32: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income from Wood, Paper, Furniture, in 

Relative Terms. 
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Figure 1-33: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income from Farming, Food Processing, and All 

Forest-Based, in Absolute Terms. 
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Figure 1-34: Top Ten Counties in Earned Income from Farming, Food Processing, and All 

Forest-Based, in Relative Terms. 
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Food, Fiber and Forestry (FFF) Exports 
 

Table 1-19, Table 1-20 and Table 1-21 present Food, Fiber and Forestry historical export 

data. The data presented in Table 1-19 corresponds to broad groups of exports and comes from 

the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

 

South Carolinaôs export shipments of Food, Fiber and Forestry products in 2006 totaled 

$624 million which is 4.6% of the stateôs exports. The stateôs FFF exports to the world increased 

by $235.5 million, or 61%, from 2001 to 2006. 

Table 1-19: South Carolina's Food, Fiber and Forestry Exports 

Commodity group 

South Carolina's Exports 

(million dollars)  

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Agricultural Products 48.9 59.7 85.3 196.5 176.8 232.0 

Livestock & Livestock Products 1.1 0.9 1.6 2.5 5.8 6.8 

Food Manufacturing Products 155.8 155.4 175.3 205.1 242.0 236.4 

Beverages & Tobacco 4.9 3.6 2.7 1.4 0.5 1.6 

Fish 3.3 2.2 3.3 1.9 2.2 1.9 

Other Forestry Products 

(NESOI)
b
 2.7 7.4 4.8 16.6 19.8 13.0 

Wood Products 57.7 53.9 59.1 63.3 59.4 54.1 

Furniture 15.9 12.1 12.3 11.0 16.2 17.3 

Textile Mill Products 98.7 92.0 81.4 79.8 65.1 61.7 

Total FFF 389.2 387.4 426.0 578.1 587.7 624.7 

Total Exports  9956.3 9656.2 11772.9 13375.9 13944.0 13615.0 
Note: These figures are based on transportation origin. However, transportation origin of exports is not always the same as 

location where the good were produced.  
b NESOI: Not elsewhere specified or included.  

  Source: U.S. Department of Commerce  

 

In 2006, the two leading Food, Fiber and Forestry export categories in South Carolina 

were food manufacturing products and agricultural products accounting for $236.4 million and 

$232 million, respectively. Other top Food, Fiber and Forestry exports were textile mill products 

($61.7 million) and wood products ($54.1 million).  

 

In terms of percentage, agricultural products along with livestock and livestock products 

proved to be South Carolinaôs fastest-growing Food, Fiber and Forestry export categories during 

the 2001-2006 period (up 378%). These other categories also achieved growth during the same 

period: other forestry products (up 381%); agricultural products (up 374%); and food 

manufacturing products (up 52%). The Food, Fiber and Forestry export categories not listed have 

either remained relatively stable or showed declines.   
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Agricultural and Livestock Exports  

South Carolina exported agricultural and livestock products to 49 foreign countries in 

2006 with China receiving the largest share of exports at 35% or $79.9 million. China was 

followed by Turkey ($58.9 million), and Indonesia ($25.1 million). Among the 10 top markets 

for South Carolina agricultural and livestock exports in 2006, seven countries were located in 

Asia and three countries were located in the Americas (Figure 1-35 and  Table 1-20).  

China is also South Carolinaôs biggest growth market for agricultural and livestock 

exports. Export shipments to China rose from less than $100 thousand in 2000 to almost $80 

million in 2006. Other countries recording large increases in agricultural and livestock exports 

from the state were Turkey, Indonesia, Taiwan and Pakistan. Conversely, NAFTA members 

Mexico and Canada as well as European countries recorded decreases in exports from South 

Carolina.  

 

 

Figure 1-35: Agricultural and L ivestock Products Exports from South Carolina, 2006. 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce  

 

 

 

 




