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Studying family farming agriculture: 

Issues on theory and method 
Abstract

The aim of this paper is to introduce a basic theoretical and methodological approach concerning family farming agriculture development. Theoretical issues include the economical, political, technological and social dimensions experienced by producers and other social and institutional actors that are involved in the productive process. Methods in this project focus on 1) the understanding of social relations that can be observed during everyday life of family farmers, 2) dynamic of the production system 3) processes by which family farm agriculture is integrated in the market and 4) a vision of research and development (R&D) as an instrument to solve problems both at the family and the food chain levels. 

The R&D is understood and applied as an instrument to support formulation of local public policies aimed at development and supportability of the productive segment characterized as family farm based. The project aims at an understanding of the realm of meanings around which decision making processes used by family farmers takes place and how they affect both local and regional productive processes. Further this qualitative understanding is to be used as cross reference to the simulation of different scenarios, by using mathematical models, believed to enable a quantitative view of the family farm system to assess its chance of survival in the future. The articulation of qualitative and quantitative methods to study family farm agriculture is an innovative study in the Brazilian context.
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1. Introduction

Dairy in Brazil has in family farming its largest segment should the number establishments occupied with the production of milk be taken into consideration. They are primarily producers with low volume of milk production, known as “small producers”. Studying them as a category of producers in the Brazilian context has a twofold relevance. First, dairy production constitute the main revenue for family farmers, and second their survival in the dairy sector as a whole is, to say the least, unsure (Jank, 1995; Jank e Galan, 1997, Leite 2000). 

Some data presented below give a sense of Brazilian family farming agriculture. One realizes why the theme has been widely considered: a) its relevance for the comprehension of the alimentary food chains; b) its importance at political, social and economical levels for the country. According to the Cattle Breeding and Agronomy Census of 1985, 75% of the agricultural establishments were considered to belong to the family farming segment, and the biggest part of them  (around 40%) were located in the Northeast of Brazil. These establishments were responsible for 30,3 % of the milk produced in Brazil. When the milk production is distributed by region, the South Region will account for 65,4%, the Northeast for 33,2%, the North for 23,7%, the Southeast for 18,6% and the Central-West for 11,4% (FAO/INCRA, 1996). These data suggests that family farmers are located all over in the Brazilian territory.

2. Issues on Theory 

The dynamic of the dairy activity in Brazil, especially after its deregulation, has changed substantially. Since milk production is important to family farmers within the Brazilian context it constitutes a case to understand the relevance of studying family farming agriculture. 

The main changes were: 1) increase in milk production and gains in productivity, 2) increase production in non traditional areas 3) increasing consumption of fluid milk and dairy products 4) widening and sophistication in the offering structure of dairy products, 5) merging process of processing firms. These changes are in according to different research sources (Wilkinson, 1993; Gomes, 1996, 1997; Farina, 1996; Jank, 1996; Jank e Galan, 1997, Leite 2000, 2001).


The milk production increased more than 100% between 1985 and 2005, from 12,1 to 25 billions of liters. Consumption increased in 45,9%, between 1985 and 2000, from 94 to 129 liters/inhabitant/year. (Table 1). 

Table 1. Production and consumption of milk in Brazil, 1985/2000.

	Year
	Production of milk

(Billions of litters)
	Consumption of milk

Liters/inhabitant/year

	1985
	12,1
	94

	1990
	14,5
	107

	1991
	15,1
	112

	1992
	15,8
	108

	1993
	15,6
	107

	1994
	15,8
	113

	1995
	16,6
	124

	1996
	18,5
	135

	1997
	18,7
	129

	1998
	18,7
	130

	1999
	19,1
	130

	2000
	19,7
	129

	2001
	20,5
	123,2

	2002
	21,6
	131,5

	2003
	22,3
	128,0

	2004
	22,5
	131,0

	2005*
	25,0
	137,1


* Estimation

Source: MIDC, MAPA, Embrapa Dairy Cattle.

Analysts agree that for the country, as a whole, one of the starting points for the changes in the milk chain and the increase of production was milk price liberation in October of 1991. Also, the economic stabilization plan “Real Plan” is pointed as having impact on the milk economy caused by stable economy, increase in consumption due to increase in wealth distribution. Huge changes were introduced by milk quality requirements, milk logistic, milk consumption patterns moving from fresh pasteurized milk to ultra-high temperature processed fluid milk. 

Due to increase in production, over the consumption level, associated with low production cost, Brazil changes its status from dairy importer country to exporter one. Its first surplus of dairy balance of trade occurs in 2004 and it remains in 2005. The cheese exportations rose 2,279% and the importation decrease 90%, from 1996 to 2005, getting surplus of US$ 2,7 millions and US$ 17,8 in 2004 and 2005 respectively.

Figure 1. Balance of Trade of Brazilian Cheese (1996 a 2005).
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Corroborating what Abramovay (1992), Vieira (1995), Schuh (1997); Sousa (1997) and others affirm, as a general tendency, in the agricultural development, increase of the milk production and consumption were not followed by best prices paid to milk producers. Instead, the average prices received by milk producers decrease R$0,012 or US$ 0.006 per year from 1995 to 2004. 
Figure 2. Average Prices received by Milk Producers in Brazil (1995 a 2004).
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*Prices in R$/liter of November 2004.

Source: Embrapa Dairy Cattle

Beyond the low prices, producers are under pressure to consider high sanitary and quality requirements and exigency of increase in volume delivered for processors. Based upon these figures, Alves (1998) foretold the end of milk production derived from “traditional family farmers”. According to this author, the number of these producers will be reduced, in a 15 years period, to half of the 1,1 million existing nowadays. Alves (1998) also points out that those producers that would persist would be the "modern family farmers" and the capitalists, employing specialized labor, having greater scale of production and trying to reach quality in their product. 

Also, Gomes (2001) points out to a tendency of the dairy industry to abandon, gradually, to assemble milk from low production farms. He analyses data that indicates a decrease of around 64%, between 1990 and 2000, in the number of producers that sell 50 liters or less to the cooperatives associated to Itambé
. His data seems to indicate a deliberate commercial policy, at this Central Cooperative, of privileging producers with greater production volume. Corroborating this study Leite (2006) indicated a reduction of number of producers delivering milk for DPA/NESTLE (470%) and ITAMBÉ (200%), the two biggest milk processor in Brazil, respectively, from 1997 to 2004. 

For sure this is a strategy with wide social reflexes, especially if the Brazilian economy is considered in a time of widespread unemployment and decrease on the income of significant part of population. The study of Leite (2006), Gomes (2001) reinforces Alves (1998) in predicting the end of milk production derived from “traditional family farmers”. However, this picture could be different. Alves and Gomes (1998) and Leite (2000, 2006), studying samples of producers, in Minas Gerais State, show that there isn’t a positive relationship between size and efficiency. According to them, the small producers can be efficient.
Also family farming are affected by the trend towards merging of processing firms derived of the strong competition installed in Brazil after the mark liberalization. Big national groups, such as Itambé, Mansur, and other multinational groups such as Parmalat and Nestlé started acquiring small and medium companies. In result of that, a concentration of the dairy companies happened, powered by the disappearance of many small cooperatives, increasing the market power of those and, consequently, their capacity of influencing market prices. 

The implication of the aspects presented before is that a significant number of family farmers can be anticipated as being out of business in the early future should they be left unattended in their specific needs for funding and technology. However, nowadays the belief that the green revolution and its fundamentally productive nature would solve the problems of the world vanished. It was replaced by a holistic view incorporating the concept of sustainability where the pattern of social, ecological, political and economic development has as its priority the human survival (Ehlers, 1995). For Dollé (1997), it is a new established paradigm. 

Such a new social and economic development paradigm should consider a sustained ecological and social equity. It should be able to overcome the historical process of peripheral economies in terms of social exclusion, poverty, unemployment and hunger. The challenge is to find new technological and social organizations practices subscribing to principles of sustainability and equity. Those practices should guarantee efficiency and quality in the production process as well as consider the inclusion of a significant part of the population. 


It is in this context that family farming agriculture plays a relevant role. First of all it is a kind of business found in a great diversity of economic and social-cultural situations; it comprise a range of establishments going from subsistence farming to raising cattle, strongly linked to the market. Family farming is a productive segment keeping a significant number of employee, around 60% of the labor force in agriculture and 28% of the food production in Brazil (FAO/INCRA, 1996).


Data in Table 2 give an idea of the meaning of family farm agriculture in Brazil. In 1996, family farmers were responsible for almost two thirds of the milk production in the South region, for more than half of the corn and broiler in the North, Northeast and South Regions and for 70% or more of the cassava production in these regions.

Table 2. Familiar agriculture contribution in food production in Brazil (%) 

	Regions
	Milk
	Broiler
	Beef
	Corn 
	Soybean
	Rice
	Cassava

	North
	23,7
	57,0
	16,6
	60,7
	4,2
	46,1
	 83,2

	Northeast
	33,2
	51,0
	31,0
	62,7
	5,0
	64,5
	70,5

	Southeast
	18,6
	18,7
	16,9
	23,3
	14,5
	23,7
	34,9

	South
	65,4
	51,9
	33,5
	60,5
	41,2
	14,4
	69,9

	Central-West
	11,4
	23,7
	4,8
	14,5
	5,6
	17,0
	32,5

	Brazil
	30,3
	39,4
	19,1
	44,8
	28,6
	26,2
	68,7


Source: FAO/INCRA (1996).  


According to Guimarães Filho (1997), family farming is important because: a) it plays an important role in alleviating economic crisis due to its employment capacity; b) it guarantees both stable production and sales of basic food; c) it favors, under security in land possession conditions, a more ordained and efficient conduct as far as space and preservation of the environment is concerned; and d) it provides, in most of the cases, higher quality products at lower costs.

All these arguments justify this study focusing family farming under a combined quantitative and qualitative research approaches, focusing of sustainable development. 

3. Issues on method 

Problem solving requires first of all deep knowledge of the problem. In the second place it is necessary to outline a set of adequate alternatives of solution. In the third place, the solution should involve economic agents to make decisions and implement actions judged as adequate. These three steps can be further organized as follows:

(i) A local level context delimitation where the research activity and development should be carried on; 

(ii) Macro and micro level information should be gathered and handled according to relevant aspects;

(iii) Family farmers should be studied by using primarily qualitative investigation approaches;

Despite of the fact that qualitative research approaches are hardly found in the area of agriculture, Bitsch, (2000) argues in favor of research trying to overcome conflicting qualitative and quantitative paradigms while investigating within this area. She states the benefits of using qualitative approaches as she points out to an existing lack of such approaches with the exception of horticultural economists. As she states their case ”their commitment to interdisciplinary research” is compulsory for “issues and questions of the real world can only be solved through co-operation of different subject areas”. 


As proposed before, this paper shows how a group of researchers may deal with the question of using qualitative approaches in articulation with quantitative ones aiming at studying groups of family farmers.


As an introduction to this section it is relevant to understand that the qualitative part should be undertaken as an exploratory study (Monteiro, 2001) aiming at providing in depth insights about the decision making process of family farmers as well as their representation of past, present and future, regarding their handling of their property. In this section the qualitative aspects of the research will be considered mainly due to the fact that they constitute the innovative endeavor in the research reported.


A sample of family farming properties should be taken into consideration according to a three-fold perspective: 1) the larger region - characterized according to a particular production and studied in order to attempt at its segmentation. Within this sample the study will try to establish a main typology of family farms; 2) cases, representative of each type, will then be studied at a more deep level in order to understand the meanings of being family farmer and the multifold net of relationship within which the farmers are involved; 3) A one case will be, then, selected to be further studied with the intent of thick description of the farmers perception, representation and communication of their world. At this third level the farmers and their farm will be taken as cultural contexts and will be studied by using the concept of thick description proposed by Geertz (1973). 

The whole research process is taken to be inter subjective by nature as the farmers and their related personnel will be considered as active subjects in the conceptual construction taking place to understand the cultural realm of family farming. 


The research team should be a multi professional one. The team will include: 

1) People with expertise acquired while working among family farmers, to help the others with the task of negotiating their access to the farmers;

2) People interested in the understanding of family farmers’ idea of space both while physically defined and socially appropriated; 

3) People attempting at understanding the family farmer’s network of social relationship. These people will study their participatory actions and the core of their learning environments;

4) People attempting at viewing family farming under a perspective of sustainability.

5) People interested in documenting the way family farmers have an impact in their environment;

6) People whose concern is the understanding of the processes by which family farmers constitute their local knowledge and articulate knowledge relationship with larger social spheres as well as exercise and participate of circles of power; 

Research strategies will include observation (Adler & Adler, 1994), unobtrusive interviews (Fontana & Frey, 1994) both undertaken while doing home visiting to the chosen family farmers’ places. The main idea is to be able to document a multi professional perspective of the farmer’s cultural context and its landscape. The way events, at family farmers everyday life level, in discrete terms, contribute in articulating knowledge and power (Scott 1985) as well as their understanding within a larger perspective (Heller, 1984) are a relevant concern in the study. Therefore, the way the farmers articulate their existence within their environment both at micro and macro levels, should be a main research focus. 

The team is expected to acquire insights into farmers’ perspective on their future and their decision-making processes. This insights are expected to help in conveying to farmers scientific and technological knowledge already available. Also these insights will help in an attempt at building mathematical models that can take their perspectives of future into consideration. These three aspects should provide an outline of the technical, economical, social, cultural, political, and climatic restrictions imposed to family farmers and their production system.

A set of alternative solutions should be constructed by using quantitative approaches mainly based upon DSS (decision support system) taking into consideration the qualitative dimension investigated as proposed before. Local economic agents should be mobilized including producers, public and private technical assistance, unions, associations, cooperatives. Together with the project team of specialists they will constitute a task force aiming at: a) choosing a solution; b) defining objectives and targets; and c) attributing responsibilities for specific actions. Schematically this method can be represented as follows:

Figure 3. Methodological scheme. 
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		71		557				689		8,619				32		45				177,004		681,936				40		144				10,340		30,348				620		3,038				824,678		1,641,580				250		1,560				1,260		2,520

		73		391				958		5,531				80		426				2,362		10,789				236		337				53,775		134,326				2,470		12,751				3,173		11,036				316		1,998				16,071		61,170

		79		484				122		586				1,500		6,300				23,523		68,314				1,433,247		3,815,312				4,590		16,840				804,168		1,842,410				258,758		512,385				1,110		5,819				134,123		487,421

		63		396				61		561				804		4,390				3		48				127,659		317,249				176,306		449,807				25,953		55,635				35		243				460		1,656				3,050		7,852

		16,707		36,496				40		120				20,639		88,679				4,236		12,775				15,618		50,670				19,200		41,472				224,787		528,298				7,920		27,539				30		99				3,333		6,985

		1,473		8,698				2,012		11,934				34		443				48,443		141,100				125		177				2,228		9,830				2,866		8,358				119,438		118,990				1,067,521		2,098,506				44,068		151,898

		19,043		68,775				1,705		14,012				224,416		888,502				6,106		25,033				51,605		160,039				12,535		38,090				58,168		136,353				245,712		422,456				2,407		10,369				13,111		50,596

		200		1,630				749		4,837				16		100				351,612		991,334				5,068		18,401				27,818		68,865				3,836		16,960				5,305		20,455				402,594		764,962				72,498		289,532

		279		1,769				16,741		75,164				40		110				605		1,121				275,469		769,354				4,004		11,051				132,380		284,368				86,024		168,475				2,488		15,755				418		1,217

		1,000		1,480				1,013		6,996				11,176		69,979				20,000		78,200				579		2,577				9,685		32,025				290		1,934				532		1,741				22,979		57,195				420		2,266

		49,968		200,321				13,008		49,296				22,756		77,731				500		1,950				13,360		43,369				403		864				119		477				860,654		2,096,948				109,345		293,217				1,831		11,132

		4,037		14,697				86		616				844,580		3,431,704				86		181				18,506		71,928				21,574		53,594				397,994		975,366				19		131				8,617		25,420				16		20

		461,909		1,820,818				9,235		66,585										1,191		5,106				5,277		19,219				3,248		14,894				1,494		4,319				1,060		7,954				31,544		80,892				34		204

								1,561		7,401										1,238		11,048				1,559		3,956				707		482				1,818		13,996				23,247		58,857				290,166		508,236				8,113		22,392

								391,012		1,668,671										3,890		10,398				3,484		17,202				848		3,276				11,666		28,745				9,994		21,698				33,084		64,891				1,253,942		2,644,148

																				51,276		147,813				863		3,158				5,365		19,267				630		1,620				1,077		3,349				19,613		37,004				1,485		5,038

																				17,907		55,681				339		1,212				2,269,605		6,327,467				713		2,043				1,150		3,496				108,172		215,256				602,317		1,176,741

																				700		1,650				2,415,688		6,974,860										3,733		12,285				22,001		49,503				696		1,753				142,742		401,942

																				1,200		6,000																3		8				73		258				916		2,787				21,924		55,624

																				50		85																21,574		53,594				263		411				3,200		8,072				205		802

																				110,192		372,051																425		1,956				8		40				969,815		2,590,182				135,413		370,581

																				415		1,359																2,467		6,692				528		556				50,751		116,166				1,440		4,176

																				1,027,862		3,394,093																14,284		40,131				2,008		4,540				23,206		50,333				149,507		300,020

																																						396		1,489				8		40				35,111		92,285				78,750		169,971

																																						958		1,547				8		40				85,215		191,731				102,786		239,605

																																						2,121,921		4,929,443				34,177		95,915				129,161		323,983				44		231

																																												216		752				11,331		35,672				8,272		24,334

																																												5,849		8,818				11,250		23,110				968		3,606

																																												8		40				5,792		12,670				33,720		107,976

																																												8		40				50		174				137		708

																																												3,179,734		6,788,698				51,621		163,073				1,621,366		5,428,872

																																																		42,983		89,997				193,069		527,284

																																																		14,781		43,499				526		2,442

																																																		10,797		17,018				206,693		407,011

																																																		8,034		17,247				2,004		4,610

																																																		9,699		23,051				100,005		240,016

																																																		6,406,392		14,536,898				316,776		849,056

																																																								48,503		155,800

																																																								777		2,243

																																																								7,064		17,918

																																																								144		432

																																																								10,419		28,508

																																																								289,920		913,493

																																																								418		1,312

																																																								96,592		200,478

																																																								6,875		27,111

																																																								21,427		51,281

																																																								25,998		70,303

																																																								1,539		5,703

																																																								16,886		34,308

																																																								13,363		24,760

																																																								13,211		36,870

																																																								23,988		71,133

																																																								19,398		46,102

																																																								10,987,242		28,856,906
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		Obs: cada ano foi conferido diretamente no sistema AliceWeb

		Exportações e Importações de queijo

				Exportations				Importations				Balanço

		Ano		Kg		US$-FOB		Kg		US$-FOB		Kg		US$-FOB

		1996		461,909		1,820,818		33,994,911		102,825,517		-33,533,002		-101,004,699

		1997		391,012		1,668,671		28,584,621		84,120,976		-28,193,609		-82,452,305

		1998		844,580		3,431,704		23,868,922		70,256,375		-23,024,342		-66,824,671

		1999		1,027,862		3,394,093		20,055,533		44,696,320		-19,027,671		-41,302,227

		2000		2,415,688		6,974,860		15,718,374		38,529,255		-13,302,686		-31,554,395

		2001		2,269,605		6,327,467		8,028,294		22,655,121		-5,758,689		-16,327,654

		2002		2,121,921		4,929,443		10,753,677		21,377,438		-8,631,756		-16,447,995

		2003		3,179,734		6,788,698		5,989,459		14,143,789		-2,809,725		-7,355,091

		2004		6,406,392		14,536,898		4,044,716		11,821,081		2,361,676		2,715,817

		2005		10,987,242		28,856,906		3,313,099		11,075,512		7,674,143		17,781,394

		Total		30,105,945		78,729,558		154,351,606		421,501,384		-124,245,661		-342,771,826				Exportações e Importações de Queijos
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Leite

		Produção de Leite, Vacas Ordenhadas e Produtividade Animal no Brasil – 1996/2005.

		Ano		Produção de Leite (milhões litros/ano)		Vacas Ordenhadas          (mil cabeças)		Produtividade (litros/vaca/ano)

		1980		11,956		16,513		724

		1981		11,675		16,492		708

		1982		11,816		16,387		721

		1983		11,818		16,276		726

		1984		12,303		16,743		735

		1985		12,453		17000		732

		1986		12,879		17,600		732

		1987		13,399		17,774		754

		1988		13,941		18,054		772

		1989		14,532		18,673		778

		1990		14,933		19,073		783

		1991		15,547		19,964		779

		1992		16,273		20,476		795

		1993		16,074		20,023		803

		1994		16,273		20,068		811

		1995		16,985		20,579		825

		1996		19,089		16,274		1,173

		1997		19,245		17,048		1,129

		1998		19,273		17,281		1,115

		1999		19,661		17,396		1,130

		2000		20,380		17,885		1,139

		2001		21,146		18,194		1,162

		2002		21,643		19,005		1,139

		2003		22,254		19,256		1,156

		2004		23,475		20,023		1,172

		2005 (*)		24,762		20,820		1,189

		(*) Estimativa Embrapa Gado de Leite

		Fonte: FAO

		Elaboração: R.Zoccal - Embrapa Gado de Leite

		Atualizado em fevereiro/ 2006

		Produção de Leite, Vacas Ordenhadas e Produtividade Animal no Brasil – 1996/2005.

		Ano		Produção de Leite (milhões litros/ano)		Vacas Ordenhadas          (mil cabeças)		Produtividade (litros/vaca/ano)

		1996		19,089		16,274		1,173

		1997		19,245		17,048		1,129

		1998		19,273		17,281		1,115

		1999		19,661		17,396		1,130

		2000		20,380		17,885		1,139

		2001		21,146		18,194		1,162

		2002		21,643		19,005		1,139

		2003		22,254		19,256		1,156

		2004		23,475		20,023		1,172

		2005 (*)		24,762		20,820		1,189

		(*) Estimativa Embrapa Gado de Leite

		Fonte: FAO

		Elaboração: R.Zoccal - Embrapa Gado de Leite

		Atualizado em fevereiro/ 2006
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0.688531675

0.6245934545

0.5571468409

0.5382736273

0.5659558773

0.6625799

0.5888375455

0.6012217636

0.5329981841

0.4911363636



Plan1

		

				Ano		Mês		SP				GO				PR				RS

								Preços nominais (1)		Preços corrigidos (2)		Preços nominais (1)		Preços corrigidos (2)		Preços nominais (1)		Preços corrigidos (2)		Preços nominais (1)		Preços corrigidos (2)		Média

				2004		Novembro		0.55		0.55		0.55		0.55		0.51		0.51		0.52		0.52		0.53

				2004		Outubro		0.57		0.57		0.57		0.57		0.52		0.52		0.52		0.52		0.55

				2004		Setembro		0.57		0.58		0.58		0.59		0.54		0.55		0.53		0.54		0.56

				2004		Agosto		0.59		0.6		0.58		0.59		0.53		0.54		0.55		0.56		0.56

				2004		Julho		0.55		0.57		0.57		0.59		0.53		0.55		0.55		0.57		0.55

				2004		Junho		0.51		0.53		0.53		0.55		0.51		0.53		0.51		0.53		0.52

				2004		Maio		0.47		0.5		0.48		0.51		0.49		0.52		0.46		0.49		0.48

				2004		Abril		0.45		0.48		0.44		0.47		0.44		0.47		0.44		0.47		0.44

				2004		Março		0.43		0.47		0.4		0.43		0.4		0.43		0.42		0.46		0.41

				2004		Fevereiro		0.42		0.46		0.38		0.42		0.4		0.44		0.41		0.45		0.40		Média 2004

				2004		Janeiro		0.43		0.48		0.39		0.43		0.4		0.44		0.42		0.46		0.41		0.49

				2003		Dezembro		0.47		0.52		0.44		0.49		0.44		0.49		0.42		0.47		0.44

				2003		Novembro		0.49		0.55		0.45		0.5		0.44		0.49		0.43		0.48		0.45

				2003		Outubro		0.5		0.56		0.47		0.53		0.46		0.52		0.43		0.48		0.47

				2003		Setembro		0.51		0.58		0.48		0.54		0.46		0.52		0.44		0.5		0.47

				2003		Agosto		0.5		0.57		0.49		0.56		0.46		0.53		0.44		0.5		0.47

				2003		Julho		0.5		0.58		0.5		0.58		0.48		0.55		0.46		0.53		0.49

				2003		Junho		0.49		0.56		0.5		0.57		0.46		0.53		0.46		0.53		0.48

				2003		Maio		0.46		0.52		0.5		0.57		0.45		0.51		0.45		0.51		0.47

				2003		Abril		0.44		0.5		0.48		0.54		0.43		0.49		0.44		0.5		0.45

				2003		Março		0.42		0.48		0.46		0.52		0.42		0.48		0.43		0.49		0.43

				2003		Fevereiro		0.4		0.46		0.47		0.54		0.4		0.46		0.41		0.47		0.42		Média 2003

				2003		Janeiro		0.4		0.47		0.47		0.55		0.39		0.46		0.39		0.46		0.41		0.45

				2002		Dezembro		0.4		0.48		0.47		0.56		0.39		0.47		0.39		0.47		0.41

				2002		Novembro		0.39		0.48		0.41		0.51		0.36		0.44		0.35		0.43		0.38

				2002		Outubro		0.38		0.5		0.39		0.51		0.36		0.47		0.34		0.44		0.37

				2002		Setembro		0.38		0.52		0.39		0.53		0.36		0.49		0.34		0.46		0.37

				2002		Agosto		0.38		0.53		0.38		0.53		0.35		0.49		0.33		0.46		0.36

				2002		Julho		0.39		0.56		0.38		0.54		0.35		0.5		0.34		0.49		0.37

				2002		Junho		0.38		0.55		0.34		0.5		0.34		0.5		0.34		0.5		0.35

				2002		Maio		0.36		0.53		0.33		0.49		0.33		0.49		0.32		0.47		0.34

				2002		Abril		0.34		0.51		0.32		0.48		0.32		0.48		0.31		0.47		0.32

				2002		Março		0.32		0.48		0.3		0.45		0.28		0.42		0.29		0.44		0.30

				2002		Fevereiro		0.3		0.45		0.27		0.41		0.26		0.39		0.28		0.42		0.28		Média 2002

				2002		Janeiro		0.29		0.44		0.26		0.39		0.25		0.38		0.28		0.42		0.27		0.34		0.41125

				2001		Dezembro		0.27		0.41		0.24		0.36		0.26		0.39		0.28		0.43		0.26

				2001		Novembro		0.28		0.43		0.24		0.37		0.25		0.38		0.27		0.41		0.26

				2001		Outubro		0.29		0.44		0.24		0.37		0.25		0.38		0.26		0.4		0.26

				2001		Setembro		0.31		0.48		0.27		0.42		0.26		0.4		0.29		0.45		0.28

				2001		Agosto		0.34		0.53		0.29		0.45		0.29		0.45		0.31		0.48		0.31

				2001		Julho		0.36		0.57		0.33		0.52		0.35		0.55		0.33		0.52		0.34

				2001		Junho		0.37		0.59		0.34		0.54		0.33		0.53		0.33		0.53		0.34

				2001		Maio		0.35		0.57		0.33		0.54		0.32		0.52		0.32		0.52		0.33

				2001		Abril		0.33		0.54		0.33		0.54		0.31		0.51		0.3		0.49		0.32

				2001		Março		0.31		0.51		0.3		0.49		0.27		0.45		0.29		0.48		0.29

				2001		Fevereiro		0.28		0.47		0.28		0.47		0.25		0.42		0.27		0.45		0.27		Média 2001

				2001		Janeiro		0.3		0.5		0.25		0.42		0.19		0.32		0.27		0.45		0.25		0.30

				2000		Dezembro		0.29		0.49		0.26		0.44		0.26		0.44		0.28		0.47		0.27

				2000		Novembro		0.31		0.52		0.29		0.49		0.27		0.46		0.29		0.49		0.29

				2000		Outubro		0.35		0.59		0.33		0.56		0.3		0.51		0.3		0.51		0.32

				2000		Setembro		0.38		0.65		0.38		0.65		0.35		0.6		0.32		0.54		0.36

				2000		Agosto		0.37		0.63		0.4		0.69		0.36		0.62		0.33		0.57		0.37

				2000		Julho		0.35		0.61		0.35		0.61		0.33		0.58		0.31		0.54		0.34

				2000		Junho		0.33		0.59		0.32		0.57		0.31		0.55		0.3		0.54		0.32

				2000		Maio		0.31		0.56		0.3		0.54		0.29		0.52		0.28		0.5		0.30

				2000		Abril		0.29		0.53		0.29		0.53		0.29		0.53		0.28		0.51		0.29

				2000		Março		0.28		0.51		0.28		0.51		0.28		0.51		0.26		0.47		0.28

				2000		Fevereiro		0.28		0.51		0.28		0.51		0.28		0.51		0.26		0.47		0.28		Média 2000

				2000		Janeiro		0.28		0.51		0.27		0.49		0.27		0.49		0.26		0.47		0.27		0.31

				1999		Dezembro		0.25		0.46		0.25		0.46		0.28		0.52		0.23		0.42		0.25

				1999		Novembro		0.25		0.47		0.24		0.45		0.26		0.48		0.23		0.43		0.25

				1999		Outubro		0.26		0.5		0.24		0.46		0.27		0.52		0.22		0.42		0.25

				1999		Setembro		0.26		0.51		0.24		0.47		0.26		0.51		0.23		0.45		0.25

				1999		Agosto		0.23		0.45		0.24		0.47		0.26		0.51		0.23		0.45		0.24

				1999		Julho		0.23		0.46		0.23		0.46		0.26		0.52		0.24		0.48		0.24

				1999		Junho		0.25		0.51		0.23		0.47		0.25		0.51		0.23		0.47		0.24

				1999		Maio		0.24		0.49		0.23		0.47		0.24		0.49		0.23		0.47		0.24

				1999		Abril		0.22		0.45		0.21		0.43		0.23		0.47		0.22		0.45		0.22

				1999		Março		0.21		0.43		0.21		0.43		0.24		0.49		0.22		0.45		0.22

				1999		Fevereiro		0.19		0.4		0.2		0.42		0.23		0.48		0.21		0.44		0.21		Média 1999

				1999		Janeiro		0.18		0.39		0.19		0.41		0.22		0.48		0.21		0.46		0.20		0.23

				1998		Dezembro		0.2		0.44		0.2		0.44		0.23		0.51		0.21		0.46		0.21

				1998		Novembro		0.21		0.47		0.21		0.47		0.24		0.54		0.22		0.49		0.22

				1998		Outubro		0.22		0.49		0.22		0.49		0.24		0.53		0.22		0.49		0.23

				1998		Setembro		0.21		0.47		0.22		0.49		0.25		0.56		0.23		0.51		0.23

				1998		Agosto		0.23		0.51		0.22		0.49		0.25		0.56		0.24		0.53		0.24

				1998		Julho		0.24		0.53		0.23		0.51		0.24		0.53		0.23		0.51		0.24

				1998		Junho		0.23		0.51		0.22		0.49		0.23		0.51		0.24		0.53		0.23

				1998		Maio		0.22		0.49		0.2		0.44		0.23		0.51		0.21		0.47		0.22

				1998		Abril		0.22		0.49		0.19		0.42		0.21		0.47		0.2		0.44		0.21

				1998		Março		0.21		0.47		0.19		0.42		0.21		0.47		0.2		0.44		0.20

				1998		Fevereiro		0.21		0.47		0.18		0.4		0.2		0.45		0.2		0.45		0.20		Média 1998

				1998		Janeiro		0.2		0.45		0.18		0.4		0.21		0.47		0.2		0.45		0.20		0.22

				1997		Dezembro		0.21		0.47		0.19		0.43		0.22		0.49		0.2		0.45		0.21

				1997		Novembro		0.21		0.47		0.2		0.45		0.23		0.52		0.2		0.45		0.21

				1997		Outubro		0.2		0.46		0.2		0.46		0.24		0.55		0.2		0.46		0.21

				1997		Setembro		0.22		0.5		0.2		0.46		0.24		0.55		0.2		0.46		0.22

				1997		Agosto		0.24		0.55		0.21		0.48		0.25		0.58		0.2		0.46		0.23

				1997		Julho		0.24		0.55		0.22		0.51		0.24		0.55		0.2		0.46		0.23

				1997		Junho		0.24		0.55		0.22		0.51		0.24		0.55		0.2		0.46		0.23

				1997		Maio		0.25		0.58		0.22		0.51		0.24		0.56		0.2		0.46		0.23

				1997		Abril		0.23		0.53		0.2		0.47		0.23		0.53		0.2		0.47		0.22

				1997		Março		0.21		0.49		0.2		0.47		0.23		0.54		0.19		0.44		0.21

				1997		Fevereiro		0.21		0.5		0.2		0.47		0.24		0.57		0.2		0.47		0.21		Média 1997

				1997		Janeiro		0.21		0.5		0.19		0.45		0.24		0.57		0.21		0.5		0.21		0.22

				1996		Dezembro		0.22		0.53		0.19		0.46		0.26		0.63		0.2		0.48		0.22

				1996		Novembro		0.23		0.56		0.21		0.51		0.28		0.68		0.21		0.51		0.23

				1996		Outubro		0.25		0.61		0.22		0.54		0.28		0.68		0.21		0.51		0.24

				1996		Setembro		0.25		0.61		0.22		0.54		0.29		0.71		0.22		0.54		0.25

				1996		Agosto		0.25		0.61		0.23		0.56		0.29		0.71		0.22		0.54		0.25

				1996		Julho		0.24		0.59		0.23		0.56		0.28		0.69		0.22		0.54		0.24

				1996		Junho		0.24		0.59		0.22		0.54		0.27		0.67		0.22		0.54		0.24

				1996		Maio		0.24		0.6		0.21		0.53		0.26		0.65		0.22		0.55		0.23

				1996		Abril		0.23		0.59		0.2		0.51		0.26		0.66		0.22		0.56		0.23

				1996		Março		0.21		0.54		0.2		0.51		0.25		0.64		0.21		0.54		0.22

				1996		Fevereiro		0.21		0.54		0.2		0.51		0.24		0.62		0.21		0.54		0.22		Média 1996

				1996		Janeiro		0.21		0.54		0.2		0.52		0.26		0.67		0.22		0.57		0.22		0.23

				1995		Dezembro		0.21		0.55		0.2		0.53		0.27		0.71		0.23		0.61		0.23

				1995		Novembro		0.22		0.58		0.2		0.53		0.28		0.74		0.23		0.61		0.23

				1995		Outubro		0.22		0.59		0.21		0.56		0.27		0.72		0.24		0.64		0.24

				1995		Setembro		0.25		0.67		0.22		0.59		0.3		0.81		0.22		0.59		0.25

				1995		Agosto		0.24		0.64		0.23		0.61		0.3		0.8		0.23		0.61		0.25

				1995		Julho		0.25		0.67		0.23		0.62		0.29		0.78		0.23		0.62		0.25

				1995		Junho		0.24		0.66		0.24		0.66		0.3		0.83		0.22		0.61		0.25

				1995		Maio		0.24		0.68		0.23		0.65		0.29		0.82		0.22		0.62		0.25

				1995		Abril		0.23		0.65		0.23		0.65		0.28		0.79		0.23		0.65		0.24

				1995		Março		0.22		0.64		0.22		0.64		0.28		0.81		0.21		0.61		0.23

				1995		Fevereiro		0.22		0.65		0.21		0.62		0.29		0.86		0.22		0.65		0.24		Média 1995

				1995		Janeiro		0.22		0.66		0.21		0.63		0.31		0.93		0.21		0.63		0.24		0.24

						Média Nom		IGP-DI		Média Real

				1995		0.242		108.78		0.689														0.24

				1996		0.233		125.399		0.625

				1997		0.217		136.814		0.557

				1998		0.217		146.038		0.538

				1999		0.231		148.921		0.566

				2000		0.308		178.465		0.663

				2001		0.30		194.939		0.589

				2002		0.335		214.553		0.601

				2003		0.455		276.578		0.533

				2004		0.491		293.779		0.491





LLV e Paust.

																						Brasil - Mercado Total de Leite Fluido

																						Comportamento das Vendas Internas de Leite Longa Vida

																						1990/2004 - em 1.000.000 de litros

				1990/2004 - em 1.000.000 de litros

				Ano		Leite				Total												Ano		Total		Leite		Market

						Longa Vida		Pausterizado e Esterilizado		Leite Fluido		Part% Longa Vida		Part% Paust. E Est.										Leite Fluido		Longa Vida		Share %

				1990		187		4,054		4,241		4.41		95.59								1990		4,241		187		4.4

				1991		204		3,747		3,951		5.16		94.84								1991		3,951		204		5.2

				1992		355		3,338		3,693		9.61		90.39								1992		3,693		355		9.6

				1993		456		2,706		3,162		14.42		85.58								1993		3,162		456		14.4

				1994		730		2,885		3,615		20.19		79.81								1994		3,615		730		20.2

				1995		1,050		3,150		4,200		25.00		75.00								1995		4,200		1,050		25.0

				1996		1,700		2,835		4,535		37.49		62.51								1996		4,535		1,700		37.5

				1997		2,450		2,270		4,720		51.91		48.09								1997		4,720		2,450		51.9

				1998		3,100		1,980		5,080		61.02		38.98								1998		5,080		3,100		61.0

				1999		3,425		1,700		5,125		66.83		33.17								1999		5,125		3,425		66.8

				2000		3,600		1,630		5,230		68.83		31.17								2000		5,230		3,600		68.8

				2001		3,950		1,440		5,390		73.28		26.72								2001		5,390		3,950		73.3

				2002		4,220		1,480		5,700		74.04		25.96								2002		5,700		4,220		74.0

				2003		4,227		1,540		5,767		73.30		26.70								2003		5,767		4,227		73.3

				2004		4,403		1,590		5,993		73.47		26.53								2004		5,993		4,403		73.5

				Leite Longa Vida: Inclui desnatados, enriquecidos, especiais, bebidas lácteas, composto alimentar e esterilizados (não inclui aromatizados)

				Total Leite Fluido: Leite Longa Vida e Leite Pasteurizado (inclui tipos A, B, C, desnatados, especiais, reidratado e bebidas lácteas - não inclui aromatizados)

				Fonte: ABLV





Queijos

		

		Produção brasileira de queijo - (toneladas)

		TIPO QUEIJO		1991		1995		2000		2004		Dif. % 2004/2000

		COMMODITIES		-

		Mussarela		60,000		84,180		125,000		144,690		15.75

		Prato		44,200		59,400		88,500		102,480		15.80

		Requeijão culinário		6,970		41,000		70,200		90,720		29.23

		SUB TOTAL		111,170		184,580		283,700		337,890		19.10

		FUNDIDOS		-

		Fatias		1,500		1,900		3,500		4,400		25.71

		Porções		1,480		1,700		2,400		3,045		26.88

		Tablete		63		78		102		114		11.76

		Cremosos		485		570		800		820		2.50

		SUB TOTAL		3,528		4,248		6,802		8,379		23.18

		PROCESSADOS		-

		Cream cheese		485		570		1,417		1,815		28.09

		Requijão cremoso		9,350		19,000		26,700		30,907		15.76

		Petit suisse		14,314		14,427		20,800		22,932		10.25

		SUB TOTAL		24,149		33,997		48,917		55,654		13.77

		Frescos (massa crua)		-

		Minas frescal		14,900		19,086		25,900		28,875		11.49

		M. F. ultrafiltrado		350		1,350		2,900		4,515		55.69

		Cottage		80		175		350		578		65.14

		Ricota		4,125		5,582		7,523		8,610		14.45

		SUB TOTAL		19,455		26,193		36,673		42,578		16.10

		TOTAL		158,302		249,018		376,092		444,501		18.19

		Produção brasileira de queijo artesanal especial - (toneladas)

		QUEIJOS ARTESANAIS (ESPECIAIS)		1991		1995		2000		2004		Dif. % 2004/2000

		Parmesão Forma		6,738		8,096		11,000		12,733		15.75

		Parmesão Ralado		6,063		7,284		9,900		11,550		16.67

		Provolone		3,626		4,500		6,500		7,220		11.08

		Minas Padrão		3,374		3,840		5,200		6,020		15.77

		Montanhês		1,797		2,045		2,785		3,224		15.76

		Reino		1,700		1,700		2,750		3,100		12.73

		Gorgonzo		1,000		1,310		1,700		2,266		33.29

		Estepe		1,397		1,391		1,856		2,153		16.00

		Gouda		993		1,068		1,372		1,663		21.21

		Gruyère		401		490		1,092		1,386		26.92

		Camembert		230		345		500		551		10.20

		Brie		160		260		360		437		21.39

		Quartirolo		255		273		350		385		10.00

		Caccio/cav./provola		81		220		327		360		10.09

		Colonial		190		240		317		350		10.41

		Parmesão Fração		114		139		220		315		43.18

		St.Paulin		130		139		208		229		10.10

		Quark		146		158		197		216		9.64

		Edam		85		110		144		176		22.22

		tilsit (1)		2,708		2,500		108		120		11.11

		Emental		54		72		92		110		19.57

		Sansoe		38		41		50		55		10.00

		Cheddar		11		12		19		24		26.32

		Port Salut		65		69		18		20		11.11

		Limburgo		6		7		10		12		20.00

		Itálico		90		102		#		#		-

		La Cabanã		40		32		#		#		-

		Raclete		10		11		15		#		-

		St. Claire		35		36		#		#		-

		OUTROS ESPECIAIS		644		692		625		688		10.08

		SUBTOTAL		32,181		37,182		47,715		55,363		16.03

		TOTAL: IMPORTADOS ESPECIAIS		Não Obt,		55,500		15,710		9,678		-38.40

		TOTAL GERAL(Comoditties e Especiais)		190,483		341,700		439,517		509,542		15.93

		(1) Fugindo ao tabelamento o Queijo Prato foi relançado com o nome tilsit+A26

		# Queijos Descontinuados

		Fonte: SIPA/ABIQ/DATAMARK/DESK RESEARCH





Todos

		B R A S I L - PRODUÇÃO, IMPORTAÇÃO E DISPONIBILIDADE DE LÁCTEOS

		(EM MILHÕES DE LITROS DE EQUIVALENTE LEITE)

		ORIGEM / PRODUTOS						1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001(*)		2002(**)

		P		F		LEITE IN NATURA		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-		-

		R		O		LEITE PAST.		2.787		2.846		2.862		2.52		1.965		1.72		1.711		1.65		-

						LEITE UHT		713		1.014		1.614		2.33		2.965		3.3		3.727		4.2		-

		O		R		LEITE EM PÓ		2.13		2.6		2.26		2.163		2.42		2.3		2.262		2.7		-

						QUEIJOS		2.26		2.56		2.84		2.47		2.49		2.515		2.681		2950		-

		D		M		IOGURTES		130		245		266		259		290		284		297		330		-

						LEITE CONDENSADO		336		408		428		410		433		438		468		490		-

		U		A		CREME DE LEITE		170		225		255		242		279		265		287		364		-

						OUTROS PRODUTOS		916		1.06		869		294		90		251		269		582		-

		Ç		L		SUB-TOTAL (#)		9.442		10.958		11.394		10.688		10.932		11.073		11.702		13.266		14

				I		LEITE IN NATURA		1.5		1.55		1.96		2.49		2.55		2.582		2.671		2.3		-

		Fontes: IBGE, SPA/MA, SIF/MA, SECEX/MDIC, CEPEA/ESALQ, TERRA VIVA, LEITEBRASIL,CONIL, ABLV, ABIQ, ABILD, ABRINI, NIELSEN

		* Estimativas: Terra Viva Consultoria Empresarial Ltda. (Dados Consolidados: Recepção de Leite pelas Indústrias e Importações)

		** Projeções em estudo

		Observações:

		(1) Manteiga não incluída para evitar dupla contagem; (2) Somente leite UHT; (3) Litros/hab./ano

		(#) - Total de Leite recebido pelas indústrias sob fiscalização - Fonte: IBGE

		(##) - Produção de Leite Brasileira - Fonte: IBGE

		(###) - Total das Importações de Lácteos - Fonte: MDIC/SECEX

		PRODUÇÃO, IMPORTAÇÃO, EXPORTAÇÃO E DISPONIBILIDADE DE LÁCTEOS

		PERÍODO: 1999 À 2004

		Escala:

		Produção Interna: (milhões litros)

		Saldo da Balança Comercial: (milhões de litros)

		Disponibilidade: (litros)

		ORIGEM / PRODUTOS						1999				2000		2001				2002		2003		2004

						LEITE IN NATURA		-				-		-				-		-		-

						LEITE PAST. (*)		1,720				1,711		1,440				1,480		1,500		1,550

						LEITE UHT (**)		3,300				3,727		3,912				4,200		4,225		4,402

				F		LEITE EM PÓ (*)		2,300				2,262		2,700				2,700		2,770		2,870

				O		QUEIJOS (*)		2,515				2,681		3,780				3,760		3,830		3,930

				R		IOGURTES (*)		284				297		299				239		309		378

				M		LEITE CONDENSADO (*)		438				468		400				340		417		488

				A		CREME DE LEITE (*)		265				287		300				240		310		370

				L		OUTROS PRODUTOS (*)		251				269		381				243		352		515

						SUB-TOTAL (#)		11,073				11,702		13,212				13,202		13,713		14,503

		P				LEITE IN NATURA (*)		2,582				2,671		2,100				2,000		2,000		2,000

		R				LEITE PAST.		-

		O		I		LEITE UHT		-

		D		N		LEITE EM PÓ		-

		U		F		QUEIJOS (***)		4,315				4,480		4,234				4,600		4,800		4,900

		Ç		O		IOGURTES		-

		Ã		R		LEITE CONDENSADO		-

		O		M		CREME DE LEITE		-

				A		OUTROS PRODUTOS (*)		1,100				914		963				1,198		1,740		2,097						Participação percentual

				L		SUB-TOTAL		7,997				8,065		7,297				7,798		8,540		8,997								1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

						LEITE IN NATURA		2,582				2,671		2,100				2,000		2,000		2,000						Leite in natura		13.54		13.51		10.24		9.52		8.99		8.51

		I				LEITE PAST.		1,720				1,711		1,440				1,480		1,500		1,550						LeitePast.		9.02		8.66		7.02		7.05		6.74		6.60

		N				LEITE UHT		3,300				3,727		3,912				4,200		4,225		4,402						LeiteUHT		17.30		18.85		19.07		20.00		18.99		18.73

		T				LEITE EM PÓ		2,300				2,262		2,700				2,700		2,770		2,870						Leite em pó		12.06		11.44		13.16		12.86		12.45		12.21

		E		T		QUEIJOS		6,830				7,161		8,014				8,360		8,630		8,830						Queijos		35.82		36.23		39.08		39.81		38.78		37.57

		R		O		IOGURTES		284				297		299				239		309		378						Iogurte		1.49		1.50		1.46		1.14		1.39		1.61

		N		T		LEITE CONDENSADO		438				468		400				340		417		488						LeiteCondensado		2.30		2.37		1.95		1.62		1.87		2.08

		A		A		CREME DE LEITE		265				287		300				240		310		370						Creme de leite		1.39		1.45		1.46		1.14		1.39		1.57

				L		OUTROS PRODUTOS(1)		1,351				1,183		1,344				1,441		2,092		2,612						Outros		7.08		5.98		6.55		6.86		9.40		11.11

						SUB-TOTAL (##)		19,070				19,767		20,509				21,000		22,253		23,500								100		100		100		100		100		100

						LEITE IN NATURA		81				-		-				-		-		-

				I

		S		M

		A		P

		L		O

		D		R

		O		T		UHT(1)		124				95		39				27.6		1.93		67.1

				A		LEITE EM PÓ		1,637				1,154		451				988.5		320.9		207.2

				Ç		QUEIJOS		200				157		80.3				107.5		59.9		40.4

				Ã		IOGURTES/FERMENT.		1				0		0.38				8.4		7.5		0.9

		D		O		LEITE CONDENSADO		2				1		0.3				0.14		0.04		0.4

		A				CREME DE LEITE		14				6		2.8				0.2		0		0

						OUTROS PRODUTOS		416				417		271				443		270		311

		B				SUB-TOTAL (###)		2,475				1,830		845				1,575		660		627

		A				LEITE IN NATURA		81		-				-		0.0				0.0		0.0

		L		E

		A		X

		N		P		UHT(1)		-		-				-		4.4				1.8		3.9

		Ç		O		LEITE EM PÓ		-		-				-		38.7				52.3		195.0

		A		R		QUEIJOS		-		-				-		21.1				31.7		64.1

				T		IOGURTES/FERMENT.		-		-				-		6.7				2.4		2.6

		C		A		LEITE CONDENSADO		-		-				-		92.7				119.0		126.0

		O		Ç		CREME DE LEITE		-		-				-		0.0				0.0		0.0

		M		Ã		OUTROS PRODUTOS		-		-				-		17.3				82.8		110.0

		E		O		SUB-TOTAL (###)		81		-				-		181				290		502

		R				LEITE IN NATURA		- 0		- 0				- 0		- 0				- 0		- 0

		C				UHT(1)		124		95				39		23				- 0		63

		I				LEITE EM PÓ		1,637		1,154				451		950				269		12

		A		S		QUEIJOS		200		157				80		86				28		(24)

		L		A		IOGURTES/FERMENT.		1		- 0				- 0		2				5		(2)

				L		LEITE CONDENSADO		2		1				- 0		(93)				(119)		(126)

		-2		D		CREME DE LEITE		14		6				3		- 0				- 0		- 0

				O		OUTROS PRODUTOS		416		417				271		426				187		201

						SUB-TOTAL (###)		2,394		1,830				844		1,394				370		124

						LEITE IN NATURA		2,663		2,671				2,100		2,000				2,000		2,000

						LEITE PAST.		1,720		1,711				1,440		1,480				1,500		1,550

						LEITE UHT		3,300		3,727				3,912		4,223				4,225		4,465

				T		LEITE EM PÓ		2,300		2,262				2,700		3,650				3,039		2,882

		D		O		QUEIJOS		6,830		7,161				8,014		8,446				8,658		8,806

		I		T		IOGURTES		284		297				299		241				314		376

		S		A		LEITE CONDENSADO		438		468				400		247				298		362

		P		L		CREME DE LEITE		265		287				300		240				310		370

		O				OUTROS PRODUTOS		1,351		1,183				1,344		1,867				2,279		2,813

		N				SUB-TOTAL		19,151		19,767				20,509		22,394				22,623		23,624

		I				LEITE IN NATURA		16.26		16.12				12.53		11.93				11.17		11.01

		B		P.

		I				LEITE PAST.		10.50		10.32				8.59		8.83				8.38		8.54

		L		C		LEITE UHT		20.15		22.49				23.33		25.19				23.61		24.59

		I		A		LEITE EM PÓ		14.04		13.65				16.10		21.77				16.98		15.87

		D		P		QUEIJOS		41.70		43.21				47.80		50.38				48.37		48.50

		A		I		IOGURTES		1.73		1.79				1.78		1.44				1.75		2.07

		D		T		LEITE CONDENSADO		2.67		2.82				2.39		1.48				1.67		2.00

		E		A		CREME DE LEITE		1.62		1.73				1.79		1.43				1.73		2.04

						OUTROS PRODUTOS		8.25		7.14				8.02		11.13				12.73		15.49

				-3		TOTAL		116.92		119.28				122.33		133.57				126.40		130.11

		Fonte: IBGE, MDIC, ABLV e ABIQ

		Elaboração/Apresentação: Terra Viva Consultoria Empresarial Ltda.

		Estimativas:

		(*) Terra Viva Consultoria Empresarial Ltda.

		(**) ABLV

		(**) ABIQ

		Observações:

		(1) Somente leite UHT;

		(2) As conversões em "litros/leite" são de responsabilidade da Terra Viva Consultoria Empresarial Ltda.;

		Outros Produtos: Manteiga; Soro de Leite; Lactose, Xarope de Lactose; Leite em Pó Modificado; Farinha Láctea; Doce Leite; Caseínas; Lactobulminas e outras Albuminas.

		(3) Litros/hab./ano;

		(#) - Total de Leite recebido pelas indústrias sob fiscalização - Fonte: IBGE

		(##) - Produção de Leite Brasileira - Fonte: IBGE

		(###) - Total das Importações e Exportações de Lácteos - Fonte: MDIC/SECEX

		População: 1999: 163796; 2000:165715; 2001: 167656; 2002: 170237; 2003: 178985; 2004: 181586 - Fonte: IBGE
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		Índices para a conversão de produtos lácteos em equivalente leite de origem.

		Produto		Fator de multiplicação

		Leite UHT desnatado		1.0

		Leite UHT integral		1.0

		Leite em Pó Desnatado		11.0

		Leite em Pó Parcialmente Desnatado		9.0

		Leite em Pó Integral		8.2

		Leite Condensado		2.3

		Leite Evaporado		2.1

		Doce de Leite		2.3

		Creme de Leite		1.0

		Manteiga		1.65

		Butter Oil		2.0

		Iogurte		0.87

		Queijo com umidade inferior a 36%		13.0

		Queijo com umidade entre 36% e 46%		10.0

		Queijo com umidade entre 46% e 55%		9.0

		Queijo fresco, não-curado		6.5

		Requeijão cremoso		5.0

		Queijo mussarela		10.0

		Queijo ralado		16.5

		Queijo fundido		8.0

		Queijo de pasta mofada		8.5

		Fonte: NEVES, B. dos S. - Epamig - Instituto de Laticínios Cândido Tostes.





Para o cálculo dos í



ndices, visando à conversão de produtos 



lácteos em equivalentes leite de origem, considerou



-



se: 



 



Leite em pó: 



-



 Desnatado (1,0% de matéria gorda) 



-



 produzido a 



partir de leite desnatado com 8,8% de sólidos totais. 



-



 



Parcialmente Desnatado (1,8% de matéri



a gorda)



-



 produzido a 



partir de leite padronizado com 10,8% de sólidos totais. 



-



 Integral 



(26% de matéria gorda) 



-



 produzido a partir de leite padronizado 



com 11,8% de sólidos totais. 



 



Leite Concentrado: 



-



 Leite Condensado (leite concentrado sem 



açú



car),com 28% de sólidos totais. 



-



 Leite Evaporado (leite 



concentrado sem açúcar),com 25% de sólidos totais. 



-



 Doce de 



leite, com 28% de sólidos totais. 



 



Manteiga ou 



Butter Oil: 



-



 



Produzido a partir de creme de leite 



obtido da padronização ou desnate de l



eite, originalmente com 



50% de matéria gorda. O 



Leitelho



, subproduto da fabricação da 



manteiga, não foi convertido em leite. 



 



Creme de Leite: 



-



 Creme de leite sem adições, resultante da 



padronização ou desnate de leite para transformaçã



o em outros 



produtos. 



 



Iogurte: 



-



 Iogurte batido, com adições de açúcar e preparados de 



polpa de frutas. 



 



Queijos: 



Foi escolhido, como referência, um tipo de queijo por 



categoria, como abaixo especificado. 



-



 Umidade inferior a 



36%(massa dura)



-



 Queijo P



armesão. 



-



 Umidade entre 36% e 



46%(massa semidura)



-



 Queijo Prato. 



-



 Umidade entre 46% e 



55%(massa macia)



-



 Queijo Minas Padrão. 



-



 Queijo fresco, não



-



curado 



-



 Queijo Minas Frescal. 



------



 



--



 



-



 Requeijão Cremoso, com 



60% GES. O 



Soro de Leite



, subproduto da fa



bricação de queijo, 



não foi convertido em leite. 



 



 






Para o cálculo dos í ndices, visando à conversão de produtos  lácteos em equivalentes leite de origem, considerou - se:    Leite em pó:  -  Desnatado (1,0% de matéria gorda)  -  produzido a  partir de leite desnatado com 8,8% de sólidos totais.  -   Parcialmente Desnatado (1,8% de matéri a gorda) -  produzido a  partir de leite padronizado com 10,8% de sólidos totais.  -  Integral  (26% de matéria gorda)  -  produzido a partir de leite padronizado  com 11,8% de sólidos totais.    Leite Concentrado:  -  Leite Condensado (leite concentrado sem  açú car),com 28% de sólidos totais.  -  Leite Evaporado (leite  concentrado sem açúcar),com 25% de sólidos totais.  -  Doce de  leite, com 28% de sólidos totais.    Manteiga ou  Butter Oil:  -   Produzido a partir de creme de leite  obtido da padronização ou desnate de l eite, originalmente com  50% de matéria gorda. O  Leitelho , subproduto da fabricação da  manteiga, não foi convertido em leite.    Creme de Leite:  -  Creme de leite sem adições, resultante da  padronização ou desnate de leite para transformaçã o em outros  produtos.    Iogurte:  -  Iogurte batido, com adições de açúcar e preparados de  polpa de frutas.    Queijos:  Foi escolhido, como referência, um tipo de queijo por  categoria, como abaixo especificado.  -  Umidade inferior a  36%(massa dura) -  Queijo P armesão.  -  Umidade entre 36% e  46%(massa semidura) -  Queijo Prato.  -  Umidade entre 46% e  55%(massa macia) -  Queijo Minas Padrão.  -  Queijo fresco, não - curado  -  Queijo Minas Frescal.  ------   --   -  Requeijão Cremoso, com  60% GES. O  Soro de Leite , subproduto da fa bricação de queijo,  não foi convertido em leite.     





