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Purpose ’

The purpose‘bf this report is to present information from farm cost

accounts to help answer such guestions as the following:

How important .is the production of hay, grain, and silags on New
York farms?

What does it cost New York farmers to produce hay, grain, and silage?
How are the costs calculated?

How do some farmers make a profit on the production of crops which
are usually grown at a iogs?

Urder what circumstances would it pay a New York Tarmer to buy rather
than raise his own feed crops?

Iz it ever good farm management to continue to produce a crop if the
account with that crop shows a loss?

How would chaenges in the accounting procedure affect the answers?

Relative Importance, Yields, and Trends in Production

About'onewhaif of the eight million acres of crop land in New York
State is in hay {table 1). New York farmers réise about 1 acre of orn gilage
for every 10 acres of hay. Less than one-half scre of corn is husked fér
every acre put in the silo.

Small grains are grown on twice the screage planted to carn. The oat
crop is by far {the most important smell grain, and is grown on approximately
5 times the acreage in wheat, and 5 times the acreage in barley. Wheat is
grown on dbout one~third of a million acres.

Those farms on which cost accounts are kept 1n cooperation with the
College differ from the averaze of the state; Hay and oats oc¢cupy a smaller
proportion of the crop land. Wheat and corn silage are more imporbants

Corn silage outylelds all other feed crops in terms of digestible
nutrientss Although the 8.6 toms of corn Silage harvested per acre 1s largely

water, it doss contain more than one and one~half tons of digestible nutrients.
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‘Ne other crop produces as much as one ton of digestible nutrien¥s per acre.
The nearest competifor is corn for grain. The grain contains about one-half
as much digestibie nutrients as the grain and stalks har#ested in the form
of silage. Wheat produces more feed from an acre than any ofher amall grain.
Lbout as much nutrients are supplied by an acre of hay as by an acre of small
grain. The smallest yield, in terms of total digestible nutrients, is from

o8t

Figure 1. Yields on cost-account farms compared with the
average of thes State

Below State average - - Above State average

Hay 36% J

Whest 32 I

Corn 19%

Pats 15%

Barley 15%

Gorn silage [_5%

Yields of hey and wheat on cost-account farms are about one~third above the
average of the State., Corn for grain, oat and bariey ylelds are significantly
higher than average. Corn silage yields, on the other hand, are a little
below the State average.
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Table l. Relative importance and yields of grain and roughage Crops,
New York State and cost-account farms, 1939

New York : Cost~aceount
State . : farms
acres R aeres
Crop land _ 8,154,315 : 8,036
per cent oo per cenb
of total : of total
Crop area:’ ' ' ‘ | :
Qats - : 10 : 6
Barley 2 : 2
Wheat 3 7
Corn for grain 2 : 2
Corn silage 5 ; 8
Hay 50 : 37
bushels © bushels
& or tons poundg ! or tons pounds
Yield per acre: . P
'~ Qats 3% 1,056 : 38 1,216
Barley 21 1,296 : 31 1,488
Wheat 23 1,403 ¢ 31 1,860
Corn for grain 35 1,960 : 42 2,343
Corn silage Beb 17,200 ¢ Bl 16,285
Hay . _ 1.05 2,094 : 1.4 2,850
_ : pounds : pounds
Total -digestiblie nutrients per acre:. :
Oats : 5B5 869
Barley 1,020 ; 1,171
Theat o 1,173 : 1,555
Corn for grain 1,641 : 1,961
Corn silage ' 3,216 3,045

Hay o : 1,053 : 1,434
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Tigure Z. TRENDS IN FPRODUCTION

. NEW.YORK STATE

The curved 1ine shows the trend in production during the seventy-five years
since the Civil War. In each graph, the five-year pericd, 1926~30, represents
100. The lines are ten-year moving averages except for corn silage. The
‘graphs are fram Cornell Experiment Station Bulletin 693 by T. E. LaMont.

Qats . .

- 0at production reached s peak about 1900
but has been declining since that time.

Barley

Rarley production started a steady decline
ghbout 1890 and has remained relatively low

.4-—*“/‘\ o except for a few high years during the war
T SN and post-war period.
Wheat
|
//\\\ New York produced about thres times as much
\/\ wheat in the Civil War period as at present.
. Production in this Sfate was stimulated again

I during the World War pe riod amd has been
- . increasing in recent years.

Corn for grain

T i,
\'ﬂ\\_ Corn for grain production has trended down-
\ _ ward for the past fifty years but has shown
some increage in recent years.

Corn silage

Corn silage hasg replaced most of the carn
for grain on New York farms. (Annual figures)

Hay

‘Hay production has declired only slightly
since 1890,

/,._-—--—-—._,_,._...—.—-.-'—--..4—-—-—-

1866 1900 1940
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Gosts of Grain, Hay, and Silage

Less money is apent per acfe for hay than for any other feed crop,
‘averaging about §17 (table 2). Small grains cost about $3 per acre more than
haye -About twice as much is spent on ap acre of corn silage as on an acre
of hay. Corn harvested as graln costs about ag much 28, or a little more than,
an acre of corn silage.

Only sbout 7 hours of direct labor are spent in mowing, raking, loading,
haﬁling, and storing the hay produced on anm acre, Hmall grains require twice
ag much labor per acre,_silage 4 times and corn for grain 7 times as much
iabor as ﬁa&.‘ -

Lavor on each wmst-account farm was charged at the average gost 1o
each:enterprise- Ir Sﬁith's oosﬁ of labor for all farm help, including the
valus of his own time, was 28 cents, each enberprise was charged for labor
at thét rate. If Jones! cost was 32 cents, each enterpriss on the Jones farm
was charged at 32 cents pexr hour, regardless of whether Jones or his hired man
did the worke Hence there is a slight variation in the cost of labor for
different enterprises, but for each one the cost was within a few centg of 30
cents per hour.

Beturns for labor in 1939 were about the same for the differeﬁt types
of feed.;rops._ Corn for grain pald 32 éents per hour, or % cents per hour
-more than the cost of labor on this enterprise. 4 profit of about 3 cents per
hour for the 4845 hours resulted in a profit per acre of $1.47, or a profit per
bushel of 3 cents. The amall grains paid 40 cemts per hour, or 10 cembs more
than $he cost of labor. Hay paid 44 cents per hour, or 14 cents more than co st
Silage is charged to the animal gccount at cost, since there is usually no
well-gstablished market for this produst. At $4.33 per ton, it paid 28 cents

per hour.



- -

5.l¢4.psw

AcE.33%
Table Z. Costs of grain, hay, and silage
' 15 farms, 1939
| A1l Gorn
small for Silage Hay
grains | graiz_l
Nunber of accounts 106 23 A6 106
. Acres 1,661.2 18547 614,8 | 3,002.8
Yield per acre 34 bl 42 bu. B8+1 tons |le4 tons
Average per acre
Cost:
Growing $16.24 $25.13 $23+56 $ 9453
Harvesting 5.52 12.56 11.18 479
Storing and selling 2..06 2,60 2, 00 301
Total cost 25480 40.29 T 17435
Value of by~products 341 2.82 2 edb o35
Cost of grain, hay, or silage 20441 37,47 35,28 164 98
Value of grain, hay, or silage 21.75 38.94 35,28 17+ 99
Profit 1.34 1.47 - 1.CL
Hours of 18.1)0:[' 13-5 . 4865 29;4 702
Average per hour
Cost of labor $:30 $.29 $.28 330
Return for labor «40 832 28 44
Average per bushel or ton
Cost $060 $.89 $4!33 %11092
Value 64 «93 4.323% 12063
Profit « 04 «04 - +«71
Epr—
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Yiolds and costs on Tields of small grains,
some of -which are seeded and soms are nov

About_one4fourth of the new hay seedings in the spring of 1939 were
with whéat, onwaoﬁrth With oats, and one-fourth with mixed gpring grains
{table 3 ). TLess than 100 acrss, or 8 per cemt of the new seedings, were made
without a nuﬁse crop. The remaining 17 per cemt were made with barley, peas,
TYE, oats‘cuf for"ﬁay; or other crops.

Wheat is much more important on cost-account farms than for the State
{table 1), .Probably.one—fenth of the new seedings in the State are mede with
wheat compared with one;f@urth on cost~account farms.

Table 3. Nurse crops for new seedings
.60 farms, 1939

‘ - Percentage of
Murse crop heres total acreage
: . seeded of new seedings

None (seeded alone) 9649 8
Qatg 298, 2 - 25
Barley ; 105.1 9
Mixed spring grain 2001 25
Wheat ' ' ; 29244 - 25
Peas 32a% 3
Rye, 2nd miscellaneous 1B SRR -7 27 S .
Tobal . 1,189.4 100

Not all.the small grain acreage is zeeded to hay. About 40 per cemt of
she acfeage was not seeded down (%able 4). About one-third'of the oéts and -
mixed spring grain was not seeded to héy as compared with nearly 50 per cent
for wheat and barley. -4 larger proportion of the cats and of the mixed =pring

grain than of the wheat and barley acreage was seeded to hay.
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Table 4. Proportion of small grain acreage seeded to hay
217 fields, 1939 ' '
mww
Not
Seeded seeded Total
Leres
Oata 29842 15244 45146
Barley 105.1 87.7 192.8
Mixed spring grain - 300.1 155.0 ABG.1
Wheat 292 .4 265943 5617
Total - all amall grain 99548 665.4 1,661.2

Qats
Bariey
Mixed spring grain
Wheat
All gmall grain

Per cent of grain acreage

66 34 100
55 45 100
£6 34 100
52 48 100
60 40 100

Yields_of grain were almost as high on the seeded acreages as on the

unseeded acreages (tablé 5). If the grain crops were sown very lightly, with

a view to giving the grass geeding every adventage, the seeded acreage would

have lower yields than the unseeded acreage.

Table 5e - Yields of small grains on fields seeded to
hay compared with fields not seeded,

217 fields, 1939

P e e e T e e

Not Increase, not
Seeded seeded seeded over
seeded fields
, Bushels per acre

Dats 35 43 B
‘Barley 34 27 -1
Mixed spring grain 35 37 2
Wheat . 31 31 0
All small grain 34 35 1

—tipa ———— T ————— e —
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The four dlagrawms show the distribution of yields by fields for each
of the small grain eréps, camparing the fieldsﬂéeaded:to hay with those not
éeeded {figure 3). It is quite obvious that the high average yield on the
unseeded oat acreage was due to the abrormally high yjelds of a few fiel&s.
In 3 of the 4 diagréﬁs;’iﬂe modal yield was the same fo» the sceded as the
unseeded fields. In the case of mixed spring grain, the modal group of
seeded Tields had a yield of 35 bushels per acre comparsd to 25 bushels_for.
the modal group of unseeded fields.

The evidence on Yields indipafes thet there ig a great variation in
yields, but that the yields of grain are not influenced by whether or not
the field is seeded to hay. A field of grain which is seeded'to hay is just
ag likely t0 have a High yield_as is a field of grain which is not seeded
to hay.

. Farmers who seeded baét or 81l their small grain aereage spent move
in preparing the seedbed than did those who planned to follow their gmall
graing by'SOme oth.e.r erop {table 6). The average extré cost, as indicated
by the difference in costs of growing, was $1.17 per acre.

Table 6. Cost per acre of raising small grain to

harvest time on acreage seeded to hay
compared to costs on acreage not seeded

e e

Increase,
Part Not seeded over
or :li seeded wiseeded
seeae acreage
Oats ‘ $l5pl’9 $14057 $ 062
JBarley 18439 15.09 %.30
Mixed spring grain 1692 17.31 -39
Wheat - S 16499 15.25 . 1.74
411 small grain T 16456 15439 1.17

il
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Figufe B Yields of small grains on fields seeded to hay
: compared with ylelds on fields not seeded
Per cent
of total
Tields . :
Dats Mixed spring grain
42 Tields seeded B2 fields seeded
20 19 fields not 18 fields mot seeded
seeded A
40 -
Sesdedﬂ'j o
30.-
201,
105 Crain ‘-‘ . ';('_Grain
alone ~>. . alone
O«— . “'.
., Bushels per acre - - - Bushels per acre. oy
Less 20 30 40 50 60 Less 20 30 40 RO 60
than to to o to or than %o to o to or
20 29 39 49 59 moTre 20 29 39 49 59 more
parley = . TWheat
q0L 12 fields seeded ; %6 fields seeded
12 fields not 26 fields not
seeded seeded
6O+ o
¢ Grain
501 -~ ¥ alone
40k Pk ;
30%
#0L
10 *' '_-‘Valone
oL | Bu:lahels?er acre Bushels, per gtre
Tess 20 30 40 50 Iess 20 30 A0 50
than to o te - or than +to to to or
20 29 39 ‘20 29 39 49 more

49 more
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It is an establlshed practlce of farm accountlng $o keep the accounts

with fl@lds of smali greln seeded te hay comparable te the accounts Wlth

fieids whlch are not seeded.

charge for the use of land, and all other costs whlch weuld haVe been

All the cost of preperlng the eeedbed all the

ncurred if the graln had not been seeded to hay, have been con51dered costs

of nroduclng gral

N

On these ferms, the cost of establishing a new seeding when made with

a nursge o¢rop is considered to be the cost of the grass seed and inoculant,

two~thirds of any superphoephete epplled wlth the graln, all the lime, and any

spacial labor or squitment used Tor the seceding.
new seeding ‘cost about $7 (t=ble 7).

of elfalfa cost abeut $10 per acTes

VI

-1&5{'

© Table 74"

"

On this basis, an acre of

“0ost per zére of hay and pasture seedings
made with nurse crops, 1939

i - : . : P L

Mixtures containing a large proportion
Glover and timothy mixtures cost about

The cheapest hay seedlng was sweet clover which cost about %l 50 per acrsa.

S O v, e .
B clover Sweet [Other |Pasture|All”
%}?alf& and i?d n clover jclovers|mixture|other- ALl
timothy| imothy
Number of accounts i5 46 33 5 T 6 5 117
Aeres e 120557 399.67] 33420 '] BT 7044 | 4127 | 42,8 1109245
Cost per acret: . . L . R
Seed and incculant| -$4.82 | $4.42| $2.46| $1.07] $2.271 $£5.29 $2.961 $3.43
Fortilizer 1087 2edd 1054 - «29 1085 1.40 1.64
Lima 2011 ) 1078 '95 bt A [ -41 I 17 1. 23
Other .53 1.0 «55 o 4L » 04 w17 40 «b5
Total 90331 940651 530 1.48| 2.80| T.72] 5.93( 6.95
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Seodings made alone are mbre expengive than seedings made with & nurse
crope The use of the 1and:is given up for part or all the year. Only one
purpese is servedrby plowing and fitting the land, viz, to prepare a seedbed
for fhe gfass secd. ﬁence the cost of new geedings puit in without £ nurse Ccrop
averaged almoét $18 an acre, or more than twice the cost Qf geedings made with
a nursé cfoﬁ {table 8). Most éf th ese seedings were either straight alfalfe,

or contained alfalfa in the mixture.

Table 8e . Cost per aecre of hay and pasturs seedings made
without nuree crops, 19%9
Alfalfs,
clover, DPasture
Alfalfa and mizbure ALl
timothy
Number of accounts : ' 8 : 3 3 14
Acres _ 64-3 . 15.0 1706 96.9
Cost per acre: ‘ '
Use of land 0 $1.52 0§ 1.40 W57 | § L.33
Cost of preparing seedbed and
pPlenting the seed 5 30 2e40 6e31 | 5.4
Seed and inoculation ' 6e32 2.73 4.94 5e51
Fortilizer : . . 373 5.87 296 3.92
Lime - ' 2.27 . 1.3%6 © 175
Tobal 19.34 12,40 16.14 17455

Suggested changes in accounting methods

The cost of the butter you had for lunch cannot be determined accurately.
Your wife may hafe'paid 35 cents for a pound of butter &t the store. put the
A?S¢_°f therautomobile to & to towm, the penny in the parking meter, the cost
of shopping and the cost of refrigeration, may be among the costs involved‘in

getting the butter to your table. If both butter and bread are purchased on

e
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the.same trip, and if these errands_are cambined with_g bridge party; how
can o#e ﬁetermine the exact cost of the butter gs it appeérs on the table?

A ressonable basis for the all;:cation of most fam costs caﬁ be developed
without much d4ifficulty. The_cost of maintaining the plows can be charged to
the ecrops in proportion to the a¢res plowed. Itts true that more stones
were hit in field A than in field B, and that the sod in field ¢ caused more
Weér than plowing after potatoes in field D. But for all practical purposes,
we are gatisfied to charge_the_cpst in proportion to the acreage plowed.

Grain crops seeded to hay present a peculiar problems. When the grain
crop was drilled in the spring of 1939, the grass seeding attachment dropped
the alfalfa, ¢lower and timothy seed for the hay crop to be harvested in
1940 and in the following years. During the growing 86800 of 1939 the
grain crop used the land at the same time the tiny alfalfa plants vecane
established between the oat plants. Which crop used the land during 19397
How much of the interest and taxes should be charged to the ovats and how
much to the new hay seeding?  The land was used for both purposes. Any
division of costs must be arbitrary. No experimental evidence provides an.
answer to the problem.

The standard farm accounting procedure has been to charge the grain
accounts with all the costs that would haye been incurred if the grain had
been grown alone, that is, ag 1f the field had not been seeded to hay. The
cost of the new hay seeding is considered to be the grass seed, lime, the
part of the fertilizer that experimental evidence_indicates is left after
the grain c¢rep, and any spscial labor such as seeding the grass seed on whests
This accounting procedure is desigmed to help answer the question, "How much
does 1t cost to produce grain?"' It is based on the assumption that most of
the hay acreage is seeded with small grain as a nurse crop. This procedure

tends %o favor the hay account at the expense of the grain account.
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The eriticism has been made that the end results of cost accounts
have tended to discourags‘farmers fram.proddcing smal; grains.s ©One set of
suggestions 15 to charge 0 the new seeding established in 1939 one-half the
" use of land; one-half the manure which was used in 1939%; and two-thirﬁs of
the eost of labor and equipment to prepare the seedbed and to put in the
crop. No éhange is suggested in the'usual pfactice of charging all the grain
seed to the grain, a2ll the grass seed and all the lime to the new seeding,
and dividing the supervhosphate application one-third to the grain and two-—
thirds to the seading.. The se changes would result im a transfer of about
38450 for each acre of grain seeded teo hay from the grain accounts to the
hay accounts.

17 one is interested in determining the effect of these thanges im
the method of accounting upon the net results, he must take into account the
fact that not all the grain acreage is seeded to hay, not all the hay
acreage is seeded with a nurse crop, and that the cost of a hay seeding is
charged to the hay crops over ﬁhe life of the stand. The results of such a
change would have been to reduce the cost of grain by 15 cents per bushel
and increace the cost of hay by $1.27 per ton, based on the 1939 figures.
The Aiagraim and explamntion on page 15 show this calculation in details
Rased on 1938 data, the tost of producing a bushel of grain would have been
reduced by about 14 cents and the cost of producing hay would have been
increased by about 93 cents, if these suggested changes in the accounting

procedure had been followed.
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Figure 4. Effeet of reducing the cost of producing grain by
$8.50 for each acre seeded to hay apd transferrirng
this amount to the hay accounts
100 acres of asmall grain
only 60 per cent of the grain acreage
was gezded to hay or pasture. Hence, the
_ cost of producing grain would be reduced
60 acres 40 acres by $510 {60 zcres x $8.50) for each 100
seeded to not acres of amall grains, and not by $850. A
hay geeded total of 3400 bushels {or 1523 hundred-
weight) of grain was produced on the 100
acres. Hence the reduction in cost would

amount to 15 cents per bushel (or 33 cents
per hundredweight)e.

A total of 590 hours was spent in growing the grain on 100 seres and 760 in
harvesting and storing, or a total of 1350 hours. If one~half the labor of ZXO—
ing grain on the seeded acreage is considered labor on new seeding, the total
labor on grain would be reduced from 1350 to 1173, or a reduction of 2.95 hours
per acre on the 60 acres. If the costs are reduced 3510, the profit would be
increased from §134 to $644 for each 100 scres of small grains. The profit per
hour for the reduced number of hours would be 55 cents (3644 divided by 1173
hours). Since the cost of labor was 30 cents per hour, the returns per hour
would have been 85 cents instesd of the 40 cents shown in table 2e

65 acres of new seeding

For each 60 acres of new seeding with a nurse erop,
5 acres wepe seeded without a nurse crop. The increase

60 acres of new in the cost of the new seedings of 8510, transferred
seeding with from the grain accounts, would mean an averzge increase
nurse erop of $8450 per acre of new seedings made with a nurse

crop, but only $7.85 increase as an average for all new
seedings. The increased cost would be charged over the
5 acres, or 8 life of the stand. No one knows how long the 1939
without a murse crop. seedings will last. On some fields no Crops were mowed.

Other fields seeded to alfalfa, clover, and timothy

Probably will be down for many yearse The fact that 996
acres of new seedings were made with small grains and that 3003 acres were mowed
for hay in 1939 suggests that the average life of the seeding is about three VEarse
Some of the new seedings are Tailures and some are plowed under for greern menure
cropss The history of a few fields that were harvested for hay indicates thet Ae4
yoars was the life of these seedingse. :

If the 1939 seedings have an average life of three years, and if all the geed-
ings had been for hay, the suggested change in the accounting proecedure would
result in an inereased cost of hay of $2.61 per acre (£7.85 divided by 3)e 'The
increased cost would be $1.86 per ton (32.61 per acre divided by 1.4 tons per acre).
If 444 years is more nearly the correct average life of the seedings, the increase
would be $1.78 per acre per year, or $1.27 per ton. &ince 7.2 hours of direch
labor were used per aere of hay, this change would result in a reduction of 25
cents per hour, assuming a 4e4=-year length of stand. The retums per hour from hay
would heve been 19 cents instead of the 44 cents reporied in table 24
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Another possible procedure is to base the cost of producing gfain
exclusively on the accounts for fields which were not see&ed. No significant
difference was found in yields of small gréin,on geeded and on unseeded fields
(table 5 and figure %), Costs were $l.17 per acre higher on the seeded than
on'the unseeded acreage. IT $1.17 per acre of grain seeded to hay should be
subtracted from the costé of producing grain, it would reduce the cost by 2
cents per bushel, or 5 cents per hurdredweighte Refturns per hour from grain
would be incremsed by 5 centse The addition to the cost of producing hay
would be 18 cents per tone .Returns per hour on hay weuld be lowered by 3
centse |

A third possibility is to regard the grein and straw as a by-mroduct
in the major enterprise of establishing a hay seedinge All costs would be
chargéd to the new seeding account and the value of the grain and straw
ceredited to this accounts This method would result in concealing sany
information sbout costs and retumrns fram graine The cost of the hay seeding
would be high or low dépending upon the returns from the grain.' Seedings
made with wheat would have cost less than nothing in 1939, while the seedings
with oats would haﬁe been very expensives 'Thé variation om individual farms

per acre
is even larger For example, Farmer 266 made a profit of $20.43/on his
wheat while Farmer 174 made a losé of $23.08 per acre on his wheat. If the
aécounts had been kept as though wheat was the by-product, and if both of
these farmers‘had seeded with their wheat, the seeding on the first fam
would heve cost less fhan nothing while the seeding on the second farm would
have been very expensi ve. The cost of the succeeding hay erops would thus
have depended laregoly upon the yieids and prices of the grain used as a nurse

CTope
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No one can increase his income by changing his accounting procsdure.
A farmer cannot change his income by changing his books to show that the
grain cost less and the hay cost more than his first calcoulations had shown.
The receipts and expenses from the entire farm business are not debatable,
except Tor differences of opinion on inventory values. The purpose of cosb
accounts is to throw some light on how much of the expénses‘are incurred
because of eadﬁ enterprise, and how much of the receipts can logically be
credited to each enterprisc. VThat'system.of.amst accounting is best which
is simplest, clearest, most Eonsisteﬁt from year to year and from farm te¢
farme The campleted record should be a ggdd basis on which an individual
can plan his farm ménagement progral:n-

| Would Wew York farmers make higher lebor incomes if they produced

more grain and thus reduced their purchaées from other states and countries?

A farmer could increase hls acreage of small grain by any one, or any
combination, of the following methods:

{1) Plow his meéadovws & year or more sooner tham has been his practice,
thus shortening his rotation. u

{2} Reduece the hay acreage and'increase $he acreage of grain.

(3) Reducé the acreage of erops other than hay snd increase the
acrezge of grain.

(4) Use land for grain production which is now in pasture or idle.

Whether or not John Smith, an individual farmer, should or should not
increase his small grain acreage will depend not only upon which of these
mothods he uses but also upon how much of his costs are Wsunk" in the sense
thet he may have the invéstmenr in equipment which otherwise will be idle;

and upon his alternative opportunities.
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The allocation'cf costs was diseussed by Drs G. F. Warren in 1923.%*
His comments are so pertinent to the present discussion that they are guoted

below.

“"Some erops, such as oatg, are not highly profitable but fit into
the yearts work in such a way that they are grown even though not
highly profitable. The recommendation is sometire s made that the
rental charge and the rate per hour Tor labor should be reduced,

so that oats will show a profit and reduce the profit on hay or
other crops. This is based on the belief that if any part of the
business is desirable, it should be so charged as to show & profit.
If such a method were carried to its logical conclusion, all enter—
priges on & welle~balanced farm would be so charged as to make them
all equally profitable sirce all are neededs The writers believe
that an analysis of a business is easier o meke when the various
crops are all trezted as nearly alike as possibles TFor exzmple,
by the methods of accounting here used, the seven-~-y@ars average
returns for the oat crop paid all other costs ard left an average
of 1 cent ver hour for human labor. Wheat left 57 cents, hay 88
centse So far as type of farming is concernéd, this would indiecate
that on these farms the oat crop should be looked upon as a
supplemental erops It is not often desirable to expand the oat
acreage beyond the srea that can be growm without interfering with
other cropsse On some farms, oats supplement the hay erop by filling
the step between a cultivated crop and hay. It would not be
desirable to make a combination of enterprises giving such low
returns as oats, nor would it be desirable to have too large a
proportion of the farm devoted to oats; but there is no reason far
eliminating the crop unless it can be replaced by something better,
nor is there any reason for expanding the aresz of 2 highly profit-
able crop unless it will resulit in greater profits for the farm as
a whole. Accounts provide information that is an aid in business
analysis; they do not provide automatic rules.

* Wgost Accounte for Six Years on Some Successful New York Farms", by
Ge F. Warren, Van B. Hart, W. I. Myers; Re L. Gillett, Ce V. Noble,
and otherss Cornell Agr. Expe Stae Bule 414, page 152.
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Costs and returns from individual feed crops

Costs and returns froam each feed éi'bp ére given'on the fbllowing
pages in sufficient detail so that the reader can interpret them in the
light of his own situation.

Almost $23 per acre was spent in growing, harvesting, and storing an
acre of oats (table 9). Straw is an important by-product, accoupting for 14
per cent of the total value, or almost $3 per aere, The ’sota_l cost, less the
valus of the straw, was the cogt of producing the grain, or $20 for the 38
bushels of grain on am acre, or b3 cents per bushel. Farmers valued the
oats at 48 cents per bushel, or 5 cents less than the cost of production.

Barley costs were about the same as oats {table 11)s Both barley and
oats lacked a little of paying 21l costs.

Mixed spring grein yielded about the same number of pounds of grain
ag the barley, but a larger amount of straw was recovered {taeble 13). "he
difference in the value of straw accounts for most of the difference in the
average returns from the mixed grain as compared with straight cats or barley.

Wheat outyielded each of the other small grains in terms of pounis per
acre {table 15)s» The higher yield of grain accounts, in large measure, for
the profit of $5 per acre from this grain compared with less than $1 from the
mixed spring grain and logses on both oats and barley. :

Corn for grain costs were almost double the costs per acre of small
grain, but the grod yield of 42 bushels, or 2343 pounds, of ghelled carn per
acre, together with the walue of the stover, more than offset the costs
(table 17)e About one-fifth of the corn for grain acreage was hybrid corn
grown for seed. Both costs and returns were higher for seed corn than Torp
corn grown for feed.

Corn silage cost $4.33 per ton (table 19)e One=third of the cost was
incurred after the ¢orn was ready to cut.

Afalfa hay cost almost $2 per aere more than other hay, but the higher
yield more than offset the higher cost per aere and resulted in a lower cogh
per ton {tables 21 and 23). Alfalfaocounts showed a profit of almost %6 per
acre, compared with a loss of almost $1 per azere on other types of have

Averages are likely %o be misleading unless one keeops in mind that
individuals vary above and below the average. Some of the variation, and
the association of factors, are brought out in the following even -numbered
tabl es where the accounts are grouped or arranged by size, yield, cosgt, hours
of labor, and profit.

The procedure in calculating the costs of grain and hay, when the hay
seeding has been with a grain nurse crop, has been ag follows. The grain crop
was charged with all the cost of preparing the seedbed, the grain seed, drilli-
ing the seed and fertilizer, interest and taxes on the land, the manure used
during the year (estimated on the assumption that 40 per cent is used the first
year after application, 30 the second, 20 the third, and 10 the fourth) and one~
third of the superphesphate. The cost of the grass seeding, vhen made with a
grain crop, was the cost of the grass seed, all the lime, two~thirds of the super-
phosphate, and the cost of any special labor. The cost of the seeding was
charged %0 hay accounts as "share of seeding cost9,
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Cogts and returms from an acre of oats -

Table e 451.6 acres on 29 Tfarms ykelding. 38 bushels per acre

Ccstuaccount farms,_l939

Items Cogt per acre E?rtgzzi
dolliars per cent
Coats before harvest: ,
TUse of land . 3«51 15.3%
1.9 tons of manure at $1.9% per ton N Y 16. 0
113 pounds of fertilizer at $22.12 per ton ' 1,25 Be 4
2.3 bushels of seed at 5% cents per bushel 1.23 J 1Y
5.9 hours of labor at 28 cents per hour 1e67 743
642 hours of harse work at 19 cents per hour 1,15 5a 0
2.6 hours of tractor work at 50 cents per hour 129 5¢6
Other equipment +89 549
Interest 15 7
11 other - . 225 1.0
Total growing L _ . 15. 06 6546
Costs of harvesting: S
7e5 hours of labor ' 216 9ed
2.6 hours of horse work . o448 Zel
0e9 hour of tractor work _ _ 5% . 2e3
Threshing and eombining _ _ . _ 1.60 7e 0
Z2.% pounde of twine . + 17 o7
All other 7L %ol
Total harvesting 5e65 2446
Storing and selling: _ .
Use of buildings , ‘ 1.49 6e5
Interesh +49 _ 21
0+4 nour of labor - 11 *5
All other .15 o7
Total storing and selling . 24 98
Totel cost per acre 22495 100.Q
Returns fram 38 bushels of grain at 48 cemts _
er hushel ' 18,34 8605
Returns from siraw at 4. 68 per ton 2,83 13¢5
Total returns per acre ‘ 204 97 100.0
Gain per acre ' _ ~1e 98
Averages Trom 29 accounts:
Grain per famm - 16 acres
Yield per acre 38 tushels
Cogt per acre 423
Cost per bushsl 8e53
Returns per bushel . S4B
Profit per bushel " Bes05
Hours of labor per acre 14 hours
Minuies of labor per bushel 22 minutes
Return per hour of labor . Eeld

Profit on the enterprise $=~31
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Pable 10,

0ATS

Averages, weighted by fdérms, for the high third, middle third, and low third.

The box indicates the factor on which the sort was made.

Yor example, the top

line shows aversges Tor farms with the largest acreage of oats while the third
line from the tep showg averages for the farms with the smellest acieaze of ocats.
In each arrangemenit, there are 9 farms in the first group, 10 in the second, and

10 in the third.

e e e

Grain Yield Cost  Cost Lebor ﬁzOflt
per Tex per -per - per entere
farm .acre acre bushel acre orise
acres bushels & $ hours 3
Grouped by acres of oats
[ 311 R 22 .55 12 18
13 © 38 24 W62 17 =31
4 35 32 .80 18 42
Grouped by yield per acre
18 51 31 +57 17 8
18 36 25 .60 18 -31
10 25 22 .79 13 ~-66
Grouped by cost per acre
9 A1 { 36 .80 21 -5
17 42 24 +59 15 5
20 29 18 +60 12 ~43
Grouped by Cost per bushsel
9 31 32 +91 18 ~39
14 38 26 «65 16 ~34
22 42 20 WA4 14 33
Grouped by hours per acre
8 43 34 073 2% -16
17 38 24 59 15 ~3%6
21 30 21 W66 11 -39
Grouped by profit on the enterprise
21 41 2 «48 14 60
9 40 32 770 20 -40
18 30 _ 24 78 14 -1 04

i
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Costs and returns from an acre of spring barley
Table 1l. 192.8 acres on 14 farms yielding 31 bushels per acre
__ Coﬁzgmmmtfmms,l%9 e —
Per cent
Ttems Cost per acre of total
' - dollars per cent
Costs before harvest: " :
Use of lapnd 3068 . 15Q4
2.4 tons of manure at $1.79 per ton 4.30 18.0
115 pounds of fertilizer at $21.74 per ton 1.25 52
2.1 bushels of seed at 79 cents per bushel 1. 65 649
5.8 hours of labor at 30 cents per hour 1.75 Te3
%,5 hours of horse work at 23 cemts per hour C W79 36 3
%.5 hours of tractor work at 49 cents per hour 1.7k 7.2
Other equipment 1.54 6o
Interest «18 «8
All other « 05 Y .
Total growing 16,90 T0e7
Costs of harvesting:
643 hours of labor 1+96 8.2
1.2 hours of horse work W23 140
1.0 hour of tracior work 46 1.9
Threshing and combining 1.28 54
T.1 pounds of twine » 08 o3
A11 other 1.07 A4
Tot al harvesting 5e 08 21.2
Storing and sslling:
Use of buildings 1.05 4.4
Interest +55 2.3
.. Ow4 hour of labor «11 +5
A1l other B . 22 -9
Total staring and selling 1.9% 8.1
Total cost per acxre 23.91 100.0
Returns from %1 bushels of grain at 67 cents
per hushel ' ' 2067 90, 8
Returns from straw at $4.63 per ton 2,09 . Fe2
Tobtal returns per acre 22,76 1000
gain per acre «1.15
Averages from 14 accoumes:
Grain per farm 14 acres
Yield per acre 21 bushels
Cost per acye $24
Cost per bushel . Al
Retyrns per bushel Y
Profit per bushel Bwa 04
Hours of labor per acre 12 hours

Minubes of labor per bushel 24 minutes

Return per hour of lsbor $+21

Profit on the enterprise H:;‘.%--16
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Teble 12 . SPRING BARIEY

Averages, weighted by farms, for the high third, middle third, and low third.
The box indicates the factor on which the sort was made. For exampls, the top
"line shows averages for farms with the largest acreage of barley while the third
line from the tov shows averages for the farms with the smaliest acreage of
barley. In each arrangement, there are 5 farms in the first grown, 4 in the
second, enc 5 in the third.

—t-

e e ape-raie 2 it p e kgt

‘ _ E ronil
Grein Yield Coas - CUosb . - Labor oIl
per ~ per PET p per enter-
farm . acre acre bushel acre - prise
acres bushels $ $ hours ¢

Grouped by acres of barley
22 - 33 25 75 12 -2%
12 29 20 72 12 - -l2
7 29 23 +81 13 -12
Grouped by yield per acre
i4 1 39 20 .43 w2 166
17 _ 30 28 .86 12 ,”1136
11 22 22 1,02 13 =102
Grouped by cost par acre
17 29 29 +98 17 ~34
13 34 22 « 64 12 - 4
1t 29 18 .65 9 =14
Grouped by cost per bushel
12 24 27 1.10 17 «103
16 27 21 +76 8 ~-134
14 39 20 A3 | 12 166
Grouped by lébor ey acre
10 Tom 26 87 RET) 48
18 30 24 76 12 ~110
14 71 19 +65 7 -4
'Groupedaby profit on the enterprise
14 39 : 20 w43 12 | 1e6
8 26 ~ 24 97 13 ~45
18 25 . 25 « 93 : 1% ~174




Hiledapaw
~ 24 - AIE0339
Uosts and returns from an acre of mixed spring grain S
Table 13 455.1 acres on 31 farms yielding 36 bushels per acre
Cost-account farms, 1939 _

. ' Per cent
_Itgms ‘ . _ Coat per acre of total
- . dollars ‘per cent
Costs before harvest: . e —_—
Use of land : 314 13.0
2.4 tons of manure at $1.85 per ton : 4e 45 184
135 pounds of fertilizer at $22.81 per ton ' 1. 54 64
2.3 bushels of seed at 70 cents per bushel 1.60 6.6
6.5 hours of labor at 30 cents par hour ©1.9% B.O
6.7 hours of horse work at 19 cents per hour  1.26 5e2
3.0 hours of tractor work at 54 cents per hour . 1,61 1 6.7
Other eguipment - 1.18 ' 449
Interest o e 17 ']
AT ovher | 10 o4
Total growing - - - 16. 98 70,3
Costs of harvesting: - _
77 hours of labor 2.21 Fe2
3¢5 hours of horse work .-~ . . _ «71 2¢ 9
Qs 6 hour of tractor work 31 1.3
Threshing and corbining C ' : 1.42 5:9
2.1 pounds of twine «17 o7
All other + 84 3.5
Total harvestmg - 5. 66 234 5
Storing and selling:
Use of buildings - : W82 Zed
Interest — . «48 2.0
Os1 hour of labor R 802 : W1
A11 other ' <18 T
Totzl storing and selling . - o 1.50 6e2
Total cbét per acre ' 24414 100.0
Returns from 36 bushels of grain at 56 cents
per bushel - e 20.27 81.6
Returns from straw at. %5.37 per ton 4,58 18.4
Total returns per acre - ' - 24485 100.0
Gain per acre ' o711

Averages ffém-jlﬂébééﬁhté:“

Grain per fam : B 15 acres
Yield per acre %6 bushels
Cost per acre 824

- Cost per bushel $e 54

_ Returns per bushel _ $e 56
Profit per bushel o .02
Hours of labor per acre 14 hours
Minutes of labor per bushel 2?4 minutes
Return per hour of labor $a34
Profit on the enterprise 310
e scusrres = > = === e
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"Table;‘ltl.- S MTKED SPRING: GRAIN

Averages, weighted by farms, for the high third, middle third, and low third.

© The box indicates the factor on which the sort was made. For example, the top
1ine shows averzges for farms with the largest acreage of mixed spring graln
while the third iine from the top shows averages for the farms with the smallest
acreage of mixed spring grain. In each arraugement, there are 11 Faims in the

[4

firsy group, 10 in the second, and 10 in the taird. o

Grain . Tield Cost Cost
rer per per ~ per
faym , acre acra bushel
acres bushels $ $

Grouped by acres of mixed grain

251 36 21 .48 14 108

12 37 29 .71 14 41
i 32 30 l.22 8 ~45

Grouped by yield per acre

14 o 49 30 52 18 .. 38
18 35 24 53 16 68
12 - 20 _ 26 1.42 12 =17

Grouped by ¢ost per acre’

10 - 36 36 1.2% 18 -84
18 28 19 +70 2 30

Grouped by cost per bushel

9 24 %2 1.45 15 ~106
18 41 27 .57 17 21,
|18 42 21 371 14 128

Grouped by labhoy per acre

3 45 32 64 21 13

13 28 23 91 14 ~14

18 31 24 b1 10 32
Grouped by profit on the enterprise

22 0 21 a0 14 1 s

12 39 28 .60 18 ~10

9 26 - 32 147 13 -117
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) Costs and returns from an acre of vwheat .
Table 15. 561.7 acres on 32 farms yielding 31 bushels per acre
Cost-account farms, 1939
= : s A e i
- Per cent
JTtems Qqsﬁlper aqre of total
Costs before harve5t~ do;lars per_cent
- Use of land : 4,48 1846
1,2 tons of manure at $1.92 per ton 8 2.31 9.5
146 pounds of fertilizer at §27.95 per fon - 2y 04 - B4
2.0 bushels of seed at B7 cents per bushel TL.74 702
5.5 hours of labor at 32 cents per hour ~ 1.78 Te3
4 0 hours of horse work at 16 cents per hour T .66 2¢7
3.2 hours of tractor work at 50 cents per “hour 160 be6
Qther equlpmenx : 1.02 442
Interest w45 1.9
All other «27 1.1
Total growing 164 35 6745
Costs of harvesting:.
&e4 hours of labor: o 1. 91 79
2.2 hours of horge wolk 43 1.8
0.7 hour of tractor work: « 36 1ls5
Threshing and combining 1149 6.2
1+5 pounds of tw1ne S o4
A1l other 116 ey
Total harvesting 5e46 2245
Storing and selling:
Use of buildings 1. 00 442
Interest «49 2.0
1.0 hour of labor +29 le2
All othex - +b3 : 246
Total storing and selllng 2+41 10.0
Total cost per acre 24422 100. &
Returns from 31 bushels oft graln at 85 cents -
per bushel 26422 BB.6
Returns from straw at $5,92 per.ton. %.3%8 {114
Total returns per acre 29460 100.0
Gain per acre 5438
Averages Ifrom: 32-accounts:. o .
: Grain per ferm 18 acres
- ¥ield per acre 31 bushels
..Cost per acre $24
Cost per bushel $.67.
Returns per bushel $.85
~ Profit per bushel $.18
CHeurs oF Labor peracre 13 Heurs

WMinutes of labor per bushel
Return per hour of labor
Profit on the enterprise

$94

25 minutes

$+73




- ('50104--pm oL
A.F339 .o : , e - 27 -

Table 16. | |  WHEAT

Averages, weighted by farms, for the high third, middle third, and low third.
The box indicates the factor on whidh the sort was made. For example, the top
line shows averages for farms with the largest acreage of wheat while the third
‘line from the top shows averages for the farms with the smallest acreage of
wheat. In each arrangement, there are 1l farms in the first group, 10 1n the
second and 11 in ’che thlrd.

W

Grain Yield Cost Cost Labor §§°fit
per per per per per
farm acre acre  bushel acre - emter-
. : prise
acres bushels § ) § hours - %
Grouped by acres of wheat
321 51 24 .66 11 146
14 | 31 24 72 14 139
6 , 29 30 +90 o1 2
Grouped by yisld per acre
18 28 »55 _ 17 180
20 26 +72 , 15 85
15 24 1400 .., 14 17
- Grouped by cost per éé?e
14 33 34 .87 19 53
17 32 25 71 17 124
Y. 27 19 +69 1 - 109
Grouped by cost per bushel
12 24 29 1,09 17 41
25 32 26 «bb 15 154
16 3% 23 ¢ 51 15 176
Grouped by hours per acre
10 31 31 «89 23 19
15 31 26 .73 15 110
21 30 21 .65 o9 155
Grouped by profit on the enterprise
21 35 24 56 13 - 253
18 C 34 26 : + 61 18 76
14 23 28 1.09 16 ~48
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' Costs and returns from sn acre of cord for grain -
Table 17 185.7 acres on 23 farms yilelding 42 bushels per acre
Qo st~aceount farms, 1939
, ' Per cent
Ttems Cost per @cré} of total
Costs hefore hciz"‘fes’t m M
Use of lﬁ’lﬁ 4:18 10. 4
2.6 toms ol manuve ab $1 91 per ton 4496 1243
123 poundss il $1izer ot $27.64 per ton 170 4e?
7 quarts of . 3646 per buchel 2. 07 5el
1642 hours © r at 29 cents per hour 4.66 11l.6
12.8 hows of e work at 20 cents per hour 2. 55 6+3
3.8 hours of tractior work at 43 cents per hour 1.63 4,1
Other _e_g:*pment "1.81 465
Interest o117 4
A1l other 1.40 %5
Total growing 25.13 62.4
Costs of harvesting:
30,3 hours of labor 8.71 121.6
T7«'F hours of li&ﬂrgé-work 1.89 447
0.5 hour of tractor work .22 N
Husking T 61 1.5
1.8 pounds of twine 15 o
All other - .98 1 2.5
Total harvesting 12456 31le2
Storing and selling:
Use of buildings .93 2.3
Interest +38 .9
2+ 1 hours of labor -58 1.4
2131 other 7 1.8
Total storing and-selling 2660 | hed
Total cost per acre 40,29 100.0
Returns from 42 bushels of graln at 93 cents '
per bushel S . 38-94 9302
Yalue of stover 2482 6.8 :
Total returns per acre 41,76 100.0
(ain per acre le4]
Averages from 25 accounts: .
Grain per fam B acres
Yield per acre 47 bushels
Cost per acre $40
Cost per bushel $.89
Returns per bushel $.93
“Profit paer bushel T o $504
Eours of lahbor per acre 48 hours
Minutes of labor per bushel 70 minutes
Return per hour of labor $.32
Profit on the enterprise $re _
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peble 18, " o GQMUF%!QWHN

Averdges, welghted by farms for the hlgh thlrd mlﬁdle thlrd, and low third.
The box indicates the factor on which the sort was made. TFor example, the top
line shows averages for farms with the largest acreage of corn wrile the third
line from the top shows averages for the farms with the smallest acreage of
corns In esch arrangemsnt, there are 8 farms in the first group, & in the
gecond, and 7 in the third. .

=

: Profit
Grain _Yield Cost . Comt - Labor on
rer per per . per T oper ant e+
farm - - acre acre _ bushel " acre : prise
acres bushels _ji*- B - hours _ 8
Grouped by acres of corn
15 | 42 41 .99 49 108
6 38 40 1.06 46 ~46
3 43 50 Le47 68 32
Grouped by yield per acre
10 60 47 o 58 74
8 38 40 T.0L 56 - =15
5 | 22 | 43 1.81 - 45 Y
Grouped by cost per acre
5 49 57 1,50 77 -3
8 a 32 41 1.21 45 -55
1z 40 30 71 37 105
Grouped by cost per bushel
6 25 48 11.86 57 -14
8 40 AD +90 52 wdd,
10 58 41 66 51 105
) Groupgd_by hours per acre
6 45 55 L3 [ 18
7 1 42 1432 -1 48 -3
12 40 . 32 T8 : 30 63
Grouped by pﬁqfit?qn.the enterprise
13 52 46 N - 146
4 35 - 38 1.16 48 ~25

n
|
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‘ Costs and returns from an acre of corn silage
Toble 19 £14.8 acres on 46 famms yielding 8.1 tons per acre
Cost=account farms, 1939
N _ . Per cent
Items _ Cost per acre| .o i, tal
Costs before harVest°-' - : : dollars per cont
Use of land . R - 3.19 8.5
4,8 tous of manure at $1.73 per ton 8430  j22.0
85 pounds of fertilizer at $28.47 per ton ' 1.2l 3.2
9.9 quarts of seed at 32.81 per bushel o W87 2¢3
11e8 hours of labor at 28 cents per hour "%.33% 8.8
14.2 hours of horse work at 17 cents per hour T Pedd 6.5
3e7 hours of tractor work at 54 cents per hour : 2. 00 543
Other equipment " l.55 441
Interest S «18 5
All other ' «49 1.
Total growing - S - 23456 624 5
Cets of harvesting: : '
17.6 hours of labor 5. 00 1342
12.2 hours of horsge work = o - 2o 24 5+9
2.0 hours of tractor work N 1. 03 2.7
Silo Tilling 41 1.1
?+'] pounds of twine: ' W22 o6
A11 other ' : 2.28 | 6.l
Total harvesting 11.18 2946
Storing: _
Use of sile C 2. 61 | 6.9
A1l other : .- o S w39 10
Total storlng : : 3400 Te9
Total cost per acre e 37.774 100.0
Cost of 841 tons of silage at %4.33 per ton 25 .28 T 193,5
Value of esar corn _ ' 2.46 65
Total per acre 3774 100, 0
Averages from 46 accounts:
Silage per famm 1% acres
Yield per acre 8 tans
Fours to grow &n acre - 12 hours
C gours to grow and store a ton 3.6 hours
Cost per acre, manure $8
Cost per acre, %total - $38
Cost to harvest a ton $1.37

Cost per ton, total o $4.33
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Table 20., Lo i}. ', COBN stsz_
Averaées, weighted by farms, fbr the hlgh thlrd mlddle thlrd and low thlrd.
The. hox 1ndicates the factor on which the sort was made. TYor example, the :top
line shows averages fTor farms with-the largest acreage of corn gilage; while the
third line from the tap ‘shows averages for the farmg wifh the smallest acreage
of corn silage. In each ,arrangement, there are 15 farms in the’ f1rst group, 15
“in the second and 16 in the third. :

‘ . Labor ST o c . -
leage Yield =, grow Cost per acre Cost o~ Cost.
per. . per Srow and e~ ‘ harvest . per
farm . . -acre - an store. .manﬁre " total 2 tom ton

o acre a ton. . S
seres.  tons hours ~ hours = _§ 3 3 .8
nE Gl - Grouped by acres of gilage o :
22 i 12 3.8 g ' B v Ledd v o hallH o
' Grouped by yield per acre
12 11 13 1% 5 43 131 3,30 .
14 B 12 2.6 9 38 1.19 CAed9
4 61 - 13 5¢1 9 42 2.29 240
. : Grouped by labor to grow_an acre R
10 09 20 Gel '8 B © 19T - 5.78
iz .9 12 3.8 9 39 1.48 4,70
17 7 T Ze2 8 34 1.40 4.7%
Grouped by labor per ton . ‘ ‘
1T i 18 587 g 47 7 2430 - To OF
14 g 12 3.81 9 40 l.48 4425
15 9 9 26 g 37 1100 3,92
: , Grouped by ceost of manure per acre
L6 8 12 - 3.6, 81 - 39 . 1.40 4.75
12 8 12 3¢9 5. 36 o Ledd 0 AL20
: -Grouped by total .cost- per aere
10 10 17 Y 10 ' 55 T 2.01 5.8%
12 8 13 ° 7 4.0 8 {401 1.57 4499
19 7 iO f;“ i 7" - '*'30‘ “ Le28 4440
a Grouped by cost: per “ton to-harvest
11 7 13T 4.5 g AT | 2451 6480
12 8 16" de5 B 42 T L.44 4483
o 9 ,31,15353;2;8;'. VB BB ] e 94 . 3e084
Grouped by c¢ost per ton
12 6 15 Hed 9 471 26 40 TeTi
13 9 12 3e3 9 40 1.32 4o 42
15 10 13 3.4 8 37 1.16 3,11
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Uosts and retumms from an acre of alfalfa
Table 21. B60.% acres on 40 farms yielding 1.7 tons per acre
‘ Coat~account farms, 193?

. : {.Per cent

Items Cost per acre of total

Gosts ‘before harvast* do&laqﬁs pex coub
. Use. ‘of lgnd ' - 3,20 17.2
.- 142 tons 15 OF manure at $l’72 ner ton 2. 06 o 111el
Share of seealné cost ' 297 115.9
Interest v25 1.3
A11 other st 1.1

Total growing

Costs of harvesting:
8+ hours of labor
6« 7 hours of horse wark
0.9 hour of tractor work .
411 other B
. Total harvestlng

Storing and selling:
Use of bulldlngs

. Interest
Q.2 hou® of labor
A1Y other

Total gtoring and- selling

Total cost per acre
Returns from 1.7 tons of" L@Kat 31375 per ton

Value of aftermath
' lotal returns per acre

Gain per acre

Beb9 4646

2. 60 1

}.c28 6.9
47 245
1.75 Fe3
6+08 | 3246
7. 06 1643
053, ' 207
» 16 .9
.16 «9

51 89 ) 20.8

18.66 © 100.0

25-97 98e4

e ———

244 %6 100.0

5470

;,.'_ . Averages from 40 accounts'
' Hay per farm
Yield per acre
Cost per acre " -
. ~ Cost psr ton .
W e " Returns per ton
- Profit per ton
Hours of labor per soTe
“ Hours of labor -per ~ton -
Return per hour of Tebod'

Profit on the enterprise

22 acres
147 tons

Cf19

$10.48
$15+ 75
43427
9 hours
- 5.2 hours
$93

_$123

L] _
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fable 29i

ALFALYA

= 33 -

Averages, weighted by farms, Tor the high third, middle third, and low third.

The box indiecates the factor on which the sort was made.

Por example, the top

line shows averages for ferms with the largest acreage of alfalfa while the
third line from the top shows averages for the farms with the smallest acreage

of alfalfa.

the second, and 14 in the third.
"""!—'—'W‘

Tn each arrangement, there are 13 farms in the first group, 13 in

Hey Yield Cost Cost Labor E;Ofit
per per per per per enter~
farm agre acre ton acre prise
acres tons 3 ' $ hours 3
Grouped by acres of alfalfa
43 1.7 16 10 9 305
17 1.7 20 13 8 T4
6 1e9 28 16 10 -2
Grouped by yield per acre
25 2.6 25 g 11 301
15 1.8 23 13 10 7L
25 Lo} 17 17 7 5
Grouped by cost per acrs
13 2.2 =1 15 12 52
24 1.7 20 13 9 154
27 1e4 14 12 7 159
Grouped by cost per ton
1% 1.4 26 20. ? ~33
23 1.8 22 12 9 23
28 2.0 16 8 9 294
Grouped by hours per'aére_
26 2.3 27 12 14 198
19 1.8 ‘ 19 12 2 154
20 1.3 19 16 5 24
Grouped by profit on the enterprise
34 2.1 _ 18 9 10 | 386
19 1.7 20 12 8 45
13 . 1.5 . - 26 18 10 49
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Costs and returns from an acre of hay other than alfalfa '
Table 23 2142¢5 acres, 66 accounts, yielding 1.3 tons per acre
Cost-account farms, 1939 ; _
o Per cent
Items Cost per acrel o . iqy
' dollars per cent
Costs belore harvest:
Use of land 3429 19.6
“ 2.2 tons of manure at $1.78 per ton ... 392 23.4
Share of seeding cosgt 2.12 12.6
Interest . . 27 1.6
A1l other .25 1.5
To tal gmmng 9«85 5847
Costs of harvesting
643 hourg of labor 1.89 11.3
4.8 hours of Torse work =95 Se &
0«6 hour of tractor work "2 16
All other Lls17 ' Y
Total harvesting ' 4428 : 2545
Storing and selling:
Use of buildings 2.14 12.8
Interest « 36 2.1
Os1 hour of labor « 04 2
All other " el2 o7
Total storing and selling 2066 158
Total cost per acre 1679 - 1000
Returns from 1.3 tons of hay at §12,02 per ton 15459 9749
Value of aftermath 33 - 2al
Total returns per acre 15492 1000
Gain per acre - .87
Averages from 66 accounts:
Hay per farm 32 acres
Yield per acre 1.3 tons
-Cost per acre $17
Cost per ton $12470
Returns per ton $12.02
Profit per ton B=s 68
Hours of labor per acre 6 hours
Hours of labor per ton 4:9 hours
Return per hour of labor $e16

Profit on the enterprise

$=28



Beladepsw
A.E.339 | - 35 -

Table 24. HAY OTHER THAN ALFALFA

Averages, weighted by farms, for the high third, middle third, and low third.
The box indicates the factor on which the sort was mede. For example, the top
line shows averages for fams with the largest acreage of hay tther than.aifalfa
while the third line from the top shows the averages for the farms with the
smallest acreage of hay other than alfalfa, In eech arrangement, there are 22
farms in the first group, 22 in the second, and 22 in the third.

s

Hay ~ Yield Cos t Cost Labor Pi?fit
per per per per ' per Znter«
farm agre acre ton aere .
prise
acres " tons § : % hours . &
_ Grouped by aeres of hay -other -than alfalfa.
59 1e3 .13 13 6 -3
26 1.2 17 j 14 7 ~30
12 : 1.5 24 18 8 ~52
Grouped by yield per acre
30 21 24 12 10 43
71 1.2 19 15 : Y B §
37 o7 13 18 5 ~129
Growp ed by cosl per acre
26 1.7 28 19 10 ~173
34 1e5 117 ; 13 7 ' 82
%8 B .9 ' 11 ‘ 12 5 6
Grouped by cost per ton
- 25 1.1 - 24 - S 23 = -8 -212
24 1.5 19 1% q -272
%8 15 14 9 1 14¢
Grouped by hours per acre
27 1.8 24 ' 13 11 -28
32 1.3 19 15 6 35
38 +9 14 17. A -92
Grouped by profit on the enterprise
39 1.6 16 10 6 211
25 1.5 18 14 7 -30
Z6 1.2 22 20 8 -266
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Two-thirds of the alfalfa fields were mowed twice. Only four fislds
were mowed 3 times. The other fields Wefé mowed only once. The yield of
second=cutting hay was only about one~third the yield of -first~cutting on the .
fields mowed twice.
Tadle 25 o Mumber of cubtings

110 fields of alfalfa hay
Cost-account famms, 1939

Mowed
Mowed Mowed “three or | All
once twice more fields
' times
Number of fields of hay 41 &5 4 110
Mumber of fields of hay pastured 9 8 1 18
Acres , 26542 56448 203 86043
Yield per aere (tons): o .
first cubtting o P L2 1.4 248 led
second -cutting - «5 1.0 3
third cutting . - - «6 W0
All cuttings 1.2 1.9 4ed 147

|
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Grass Silage

The zmall murber of records of costs of grass silage on cost-account
farms are supplemented by results of studies in New Jersey and Ohio.*

The problem of how to divide joint costs in distinguighing between
costs of hay and the cost of material ensiled from the same field connot he
soilved by precedent ror by any clear-cut rule of logicw If the first cutbing
is put in the silo and the second and third cutting is cured and put in the
hay mow, how much of the seeding charge, costs of interest and taxes cn the
land, and the charge for manure used during the year should be allocated to
the silage anccount and how much to the hay account? A lack of uniformity in
account ing methods results inm differendes ih the reported cost of producing
grass silage. The New Jersdy and the New York costs of “growing! represent
a share of the joint costs, approximately in propertion to the tonnage, on a

dry weight basis, of the.crop used for silage and. for hays The Chio cost is

¥ References:

1, A Survey of Practices and Costs of Producing Grass Silage on 50
New Jersey ¥arms. By John W. Carncross, Allen Gi Waller, and
Tmil Rouchensteige N. Jo (Rutgers) Agri Expe Stas Bul. 684, 1940.

%« The Bimonthly Bulletin: Ohic Agre BExp. Stoe publiecation No. 205.
July-August, 1940. :

34 A 8Study of ILegume-(rass Silage on Ohio Farms. By ¥. L. Morison.
Ohio Agr. Bxp. Stn. Mimeo. Bul. Moo 127. 1940.

4, Grass Silage - Its Place in Agrieulture. By C. B. Bender and
E. S. Sovages N J. {Rutgers) Agr. Exp. Sta. CGircular 386, 1939,

5. Legume and Grass Silage. By €. B. Bender, ¥rank Hamlin, A. R.
Merrill, F. B. Morrision, and Re H. Olmstead. ©N¢ Y: {Cornell) Ext,
Bule 391« 19%8: '

6« FEnsiling Green Crops with Molassess By O+ B: Bender and H. H.
Tuckere N. J. (Rutgers) Ext. Bules 198: 1938«
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the total cosﬁ of'eétablishing a2 seediﬁg'iﬁ wheat or 6ats;fdivided by two
years, or averége length of the stand, plus $6 per acre for interest and
taxes on the land for‘the yeare The value of the crop cut for hay, estimated
at $5 per toﬁ of cured hay, was subfraeted from this total.

Tie =0 diffefenceé in aceoﬁnting explain much of the differences in thé=
cost per ton in the field. 'TﬁeiNew York aml New Jersey costs average about
$2.20 per tun; If a person is mowing pasture growth in a period of excess
growth he may want to ignore the growing coasts,

The cost of hafVesting the @rop is much more comparablee The aversage
cost on 5 ﬁew York farms of mowing the grass and gettiﬁg it into the silo,
including cost of preservative, was $§2.81 per ton; or $l.44 more than the
cost of getting a tbn of ¢drn fram the field to the silos, Comparable cosﬁs
on a larger number of fafms in New IérSey and in Ohio were scmewhat loweTs

No charge was ma&é for the use of the sile, ner for interest on the
money tied uﬁ in silage from harvest until it was fad, in elther the New
Iersey’gx-fheuahio stud&b 'The'cbst of storing was 54 cents per ton in New
York..

Four diffefent cosf—accouﬁt farmers ensiled annual ¢irops other than
COTTe The-results are givéﬁ.to show that costs may vary from $§2.83 per ton,
where a volﬁ#ﬁéer erop of sudan grass was enﬁiled; %o $15.20 ﬁer ton where
only one ton of éréen stuff was eut per'acre of vats.

Soybean silagé cost about 46 .per ton in New Jersey and §4 in CGhio.

Costs of cérﬁ ailage from thé'three studies are compared in table 28.
Coéts and_yieldé ﬁere abbut the same in New Ybrk and New Jersey. Yields were

somewhat higher and costs conéiderably lower in Ohios
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Table 26. Cost of silage cut from msadows

New York .| . T New Jersef ¢hio

Mostly - Mized

alfalfa .A;falfa, grass Alfalia
Farms o _ 5 | 22 22 66
Acres per farm 106 18.9 14.8 | -
Yield per acre, green . 6e3 5e2 4,2 5.0

Cost per ton

Growing $2.24 $1.59 $2.80 $+50

Harvesting: ' .
Man - labor ' $ 7L ] 4 38 3 o6l 3 58
Power «63 «40 +62 w49
Equipme nt 84 32 49 . w52
Preservative : T W63 . «40 242 ~ «b0
Total harvesting S 2a81 Lle 50 2:14 219

Cost of growing and harvesting

‘per-ton - - . $5+ 05 $3.09 $4494 52469
storing: |
Use of silo 4 48 - - -
‘Interest and insurance +06 - - -
Total storing «54
Cost per ton of silage $5459
e ey = e

The average coé£ per acre of alfalfa on the.40.farms where this crop
was cured fér hay wasi$8.59 par acre Befare:the-hay was cut (table 2l)e The
U yield was 1.7 %ons of dry hay. Assuming a drying rotio of 3 %o 1, atout 5.1
tons of green grass was produced per acre, at a cost of $1.70 per ton of
starding grass. The cost on the 5 farms produciné alfalfa silage was 54 cents
rer ton higher than the average on the 40 farms, or $2.24, If the growing cost
on the 40 farﬁs is substituted for the cost on these 5 farms, the cost of
grass silage would be $5.05 per ton, or =bout as much more than corn silage as

the cost of the preservative.
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Table 276  Cost of silage fram annuil crops other than cart
: EEW York New "

: : ‘ Volun=-| J&rsey| Ohlo

Soy | . toer

beans Oats ‘{Millet sudan | Soy %o.v CoTenls

grass | beans | POOnS

Number of farms | 1 1 1 1 15 19 10
Acres per Tarm _ 246 | 560 640 | 12,0 {139 647 64 8
Yield per acre _ 1446 1.0 5.7 5.0 | 545 | 745 4.9
Cost i)er +on

Growing | 42.05 810040 §4.211 § 455 [ 44420 11T} -

Hnrvesting: _ i ‘ ‘ '

: Man labor . $.29 {:‘53500 ;‘31035 i; « 85 “§ 058 :;‘:! 062 :;;; 455
Power o . nlé . 1.00 1Q88 535 N 048 053
Boquipment ' » 02 «80Q .91 53 «39 o 46 o 51
Preservative [ e 50 — «93 58 «54
A1l else et B et et Rl Mt BT

Tofal kharvestingl) . 47 .ﬂogﬁ Lhebd -Etvg 2431 34 217

Cost of growing and : 1. _ !

harvesting per ton 52052815420 $8485 1 §2.31 | §6.4L [53.91

Storing: :

Use of silo $ealf; ==t == .52
Interegt and ' '
insurance +03 ——f f W12 ——
‘Total storing | .24 - TYE s
Cost per ton of silnge 52,76 |815.20] §$8.97 | 42483
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Table 28  Cost of corn silage compared with other states

New York New Jersey "Ohio
Number of farms 46 43 60
Acres per farm : 13.4 - -
Yield per acre 8.1 8.0 9.0
Cost per ton
Growing $2.89 $3e51 51e 90
Harvesting: .
Mon labor § e6l1 3 o604 $ «50
Power W41 48 31
Equipmﬁnt : t27 .035 &34
All else + 08 . 303
Total harvesting 1437 1.47 1.18
Cost of growing and )
harvesting per ton $4426 $4. 98 $3.14
Storing:
Use of =ilo 8 32
Interest and insurance 07
“Potal storing .39
Total cost : 4065
Value of ear corn +32
Cost per ton of silage 84,32
e e ST e e e e e e e e e e e S )
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Cost of Producing Ligestible Nutrients

' “Pastui'e is by f'a.r tha most economical source of feed on most New York
forms. The cost of meintaining an acre of permanent pasture and fence for
1'939 was $2.42, compared with §5.%2 for an acre of rotated pasture, or $3.10
per acfe for:all pasture. Survey r.ecords indicate that about .600 vounds of
"total digestible nufrients axre obtained pér acre of pasture, making a cost
of =bout 50 gents per hundred pounds of digestible nutrients obtained from

pasture.* 0f course, pastures vary in the amount of feed produced as well

a8 in cost.

The cést of ..ﬁroducing grai;i =and of silage was much lower in 19329 than
in the preceding twenty-five-yeor pgriod {.table 29 ) Although the cost of
producing h"ly had_r_‘no.t declined as much as other fesds, alfalfa was still the
cheapest barﬁ Teed. rHigh yields of &l falfa on solils where this crop can he
growﬂ to advantage-' result in relzitivaly low costs per tomn. The cost of feed
in the form of alfalfa was 2boub double the cost of pasture feed.

Although silage yields on these farms were low =as ddmpare& with the
average of the State {figure 1), corn silage proved to be a2 relatively cheap
feed in 19%9. Digestible n_utrien'té in the form of silage cost about the same

g in the form of mixed hay. Wheat was the cheapest source of total digest-

ivle nutrients from grain','wiiﬂé cats was the most e@'én'siv'é;m

* Love, He M. TUnpublished thesiss
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Cost of producing digestible nutrients¥
Table 29 on cast~account farms
1914-1938

Cost per unit

digestible nutriemts

Unit 25-year . fl e ‘

average | 93? agéiage p 1939

cats . bushel 8«83 1 3 .53 53.63 | §2430
Barley bushel 1.19 : 71 3.15 : 1.88
Wheat . o bushel 1e37 A 2.73 ¢ 1,34
Corn for grain bushel le61 : »89 3,44 v le92
Corn silage ton 6.72 i 4433 1.80 i 1.16

- Alfalfa _ : ton 12431 ¢ 10.48 ls22 T 1l.04
: v 1.26

Other hay ton 12479 ¢ 12,701 1.28

* The per cent digestible nutrients are taken from "Feeds and Feeding" by
F+ B. Morrison., ({Twentieth edition, 1938)

Costs of Binding and Combining

Iin récent yea;s the éombined ﬁarvester-thfesher hag been increasiné in
importance. Not muéh evidence is aﬁailable from cost accounts to afford a
_direct cémparison of this method with the usunl methed of binding ﬁhe grain
and hauliﬁg the buﬁdles to a sﬁaticnary threshér. waevef, it is apparent
that if a coﬁbine can be operated or.hired at a.cost of §3 per dcre or less,
and if some satisfactory method of handling the straw cen be worked out,
iﬁéortant savings can be.made where yiel&é are highe

Custom.rates for combining vaiy from §2 tb $4 per scre with $% a common
rate. Some operators make a flat charge péﬁ acre and an additiornal charge
dependéﬁt upon the.yield-yér acre;:.

Straw ffom the conbine is tredted‘in meny differeﬂt ways among which
are the following:

| {1) left on field and ﬁlowed under;

(2) raked with sidéwdelivery rake, loaded with hay loader, hauled

to barn, chopped, blown into hay mow; |

{3) roked =nd baled in field with windrow baler;

O 17 TR TP
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- {4) oroked. aa;d-.’-éba-led:-..i_.n field with stationary baler, straw moved to
© boler ,w.ﬂ;sweép rakes
In safne""ﬁséétions of the State, the usual rate for windrow baling is 10
cents per boles The ﬁweight of straw baled with a windrow baler varies from
about 75 to 100 pound.s." ‘At this mté, the coét' of baling would be between §$2
and 53 per ton. | | |
As a basis for dlscussion, the cost of harvestlng oats and barley with
a binler on one farm is shown in table 30. The cost from standing grain to
‘barh was $6,06 per aore. This sum paid all the cost of gebting 28 bushels
of groin from the standing gré.in im;'d ihe graln bin. and 6ne-ha1f.ton of straw
into the stack iﬁ the bé,rnyﬁrda--_ Ax’iot‘her former who hires his grain combined
estimited that he could get the same yield of grain into the grain.bin and
the sfsmw chopped and blbﬁ:i into thé barn for $5.17, or 8'9 cents per acre less
than,tl.le ﬁindér methé)d.._ It rsne hes a binder, anﬁ thé man anl horse powel are
not urgently ﬁeedéﬁ foi‘ othér work, one might be justified in bi.nding, | if the
yleld ik only 'Lboui: 28 bushels per acre. But if one has no use for the straw,
the sav1ng by using the comb ine Would he considarable. |
Assumng a yield of double h:x.s actual yleld, or 56 bushels per ascre,
and estimat :i.ng the probable. c@sts involved in the two methods, it is. apparent
that 1mportan1: savmgs ¢an be effected by carbining. |
Other factors influence a farmeris declsmn on the test methcd of har-
ves’cing his grain. If the graln is 1odged badly, the combine may do a better
job of pick.ing it up than the binder. Grain ecured in the shock 1s llkely to
store with less spoilﬂge than is gram harvested by a combine. The difficulty
of hlrmg the gmln combined at the best time from the standpoint of maturity

As often a faotor.
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Table 30 Cost per acre of QATS AND BARIEY from grain %o barn
. .on.one cost-account farm _
Actual Agsumed
. yield yield
Bushels per acre: L S 1 28 56

Cost per acre

Sinder method

. Twine : _ 3 .24 $ .35
Binding 1413 1.30
Shocking ) : S # 51 L
Hauling bundles to thresher 2.00 3, 00
Threshing at 5 cents e 1.40 2. 80
Meals, tractor, and extra labor W45 + 55
Move grain from thresher to grain bin : .33 . 66

- -Total e . ) 6»06 9-41

Betimated cost. 1f hired combine
ig used at %% per acre

~Gombining o 83,00 | $3.00
Fasul and store grain o _ _ A2 .82
qandllng straw® : . : - L1775 _ 2435
Total . . 517 6. 1]

Saﬁing - combine over binder method | ; 1§ .89 $3.24

* Handling straw
Bzke with side-delivery rake, 1 man and tractor, 25 minutes per acre.

Toad 1 ton from 2 acres cn wagon, 50 minutes for 2 men, trzctor, and
hay loader per load.

Heul straw:to barn, 10 minutes for 2 men and tractor.

Chop straw and blow into rarn, 35 mlnutes for 2 men and traetor and
. ensilage cutter.

Take empty wagon back to fisld, 10 minutes for 2 men and tractor.

Average per acre:

2.2 man hours $ 65
1.2 trector hours : + 59
Zide-delivery reke 2 27
Hay loader 12
tnsilage cutter : - el2

Cost of % ton from 1 scre : $1.775
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... Cost_of Producing Certified Seed

Somé of the grain was sold as certified seed. Costs of prodw ing certi-

fied seed were higher than costs of Teed grains. Although the d4ifference in

post between certified Seed and of feed grains Nas not been measured, some idea

of the difference can be obtained from the following list of extra expenses

incurred by producers of certified grain.

1ls

2a

Extra cost of the priginal seed.

The cost of certification includes an entrance fee of §5 when an-
applicant becoms s a member of the New York Seed Improvement Co-
operative Association, Inc., and an annuzl fee to cover costs of
certification. The annual fee is based on the npumber of times the
inspector visits the farm, the number of different fields, and the
acreage inspected. The minimws fee is $15 rer farm. For example,
a farmer with two fields and a total of 20 acres of oats to certify

- _would pay $4 for the farm, $2 for ench field, and §1 per acre, or a

LR

b

5-

R

T

Be

9

10.

total of $28. One-half of the total, or at least $15, is paid at
the time of applic¢ation, and is not refunded in whole or in part
even though the crop is not certified. The balance is paid if and
when the crop is certified, Any surplus is prorated back to the
merhers. ' ' o -

Cost of rogwing fields to keep free from other grains and weeds.

Extra care at harvest to make sure that grain is at proper stage
of maturity for maximum germination. :

Cost of cleaning and grading, The grains must meet high standards
of purity. Good equivment is needed for this purpose.

Only the heaviest grain is =s0ld as certified seeds Sereenings and
light kernels are used for feed.

Sometimes part of thess costs are incurred dut the inspector will
not certify the field.

Sometimes the certified grain is produced but no market can be
found as seed.

Sales of certified gseed are often made in smaller amounts than sales
of feed grains. The extra cost for labor to walt on customers is
often at a time when other farm work is pressing.

Advertising expense.
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Jignificance of a Gain or Loss in an Account

Thse éost of transporting such bulky produets as hay and silage from
one farm to another, or from one section %o enother, is a large proportion of
their value. Hence it iz common practice to raise most of the roughage on the
farms where it is fed. On cost-account farms, hay is charged to the animals
and eredited to the hay aceount at what it would sell for, at the farm. A hay
acecount that shows =2 gain indicates that hay wottld have been a profitable crop
iT it had been raised for sale. The transter at farm prices tends to faver
the.aécount using a marketable product. Purchased hay costs more than the
selling price of hay by the eost of hauling to and from market, and of mar-
keting. One might continue to produce hay for onets own herd even though the
ccst.of production is higher than fhe price at which he could sell the hay.

Many of the cﬁsts of production on.a farm are “sunk costa". The in-
vestment in iand, buildings, and machinery has been mads., Interest and
depreciation will be as much, or almost as much, if the rescurces remain idle
as if they are used. Hence it may be good business to use them at = loss
rather than to let them remain idle =and ineur a larger loss,

Meny of the costs of production are indirect, for example, much of the
haying is done by the regular labor force rather than by men hired especially
for this worke The full wat of production 1s not apparent until these crops
have been apportiored their share of such genernl overhead costs as the wages
of the regular men, taxes, and the cost of building ard equipment maintenance.
Some of these costs must be apportioned arvitrarily. Allowanee must be made
for the method of accounting before drawing up a farm management pProg¥YQins

There are many intangibles which cannot be measureé in dollars and
cents with any degree of precision, bub which must be Ieft to judgment. For

exomple, it is well known that it costs more to plow an alfalfa sod than o
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plow after corm. FBut the baecteria living on the roots of the alfalfa increase
the nitrogen of the soil while the corn crop depletes the scil nitrogens
Aifalfa Toots ﬁenetrate deeﬁly and impnmye the physical eondition of the soil
more than the corn roots. Ths alfélfd piants prevent soil erosion while the
cultiveted rows of COTrn, especially if they are on a steer grade, speed up
‘the process of ercsions None of these differences  1g wecognized in the
usual.methods of farm accounting hwecause ag yet no precise measurements have
been developed to measure %hem irn terms of dollars.and cents. Such differ-
ences nust be left to the judgment of the individual. The vest that any
system of accounts for any ﬁusiness can do is to present a ciear-cut picture
of what happehed. The interpretation of the accounts will depend wvpon con-
ditiens, which change fram day to day; upon the farm, which lsg 4ifferent

from other farms; and upon the farmern



