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AE 371 PRELIMINARY REPORT
8T, LAWRENCE COUNTY
00S8T 0F MILK PRODFGTION SURVEY
1939-40

A farm managgement survey of 117 farms was made in the area around
Heuvelton in St. Lawrence Jounty for the year endea April 30, 1940, In-
formation was obtained concerning the whole farm business and detailed cost
data were cobtained on the dairy enterprise, The survey was made by the
Few York State College of Agriculture
in cooperation with the 3%t. Lawrence
County Parm Bureau, and the informgtion
was obfained by personal visiis o
-thé farms.

The area included in these gurveys
ig part of the extensive sumer-dairy
éection of northern New York. Of the
117 farms in the survey, 97 were

! delivering milk o grade B plante and

8t, Lawrence County 20 to cheese factories.

Pastures in northern New York

Area surveyed

were about normal during the early part
of the summer, bubt were relaiively pocr-during the latter part of the season
due to the severe drought. For the state, pasture conditions in 1939 were
13 per cent below the average of the preceeding 10 years, and were the
lowest during the decade except for 1934,

One purpose of this study was to describe vhe relative importance of
fhe various costs in producing milk in the summer-dairy region of northern
New York. Another objective was o help farmers study the application in

their community of some of the factors that have consistently been found
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over a period of years to be related to the cost of producing milk, and

hence to farm incomes,

THE EOONOMIC SITUATION, 1939-H0

Following the reinstatement of the federal-state marketing order in
the Vew York milk market in June 1939, the price of milk roge from the low
level reached while the order was suspended tc a point well above other
prices (figure 1). Although the price of milk declined from this point

during the rest of the year covered by the survey, it was still above other

prices at the end of the year. The peak in the price of milk in November 1939

was higher than at any time since 1931. The net pool price of 3.7 per cent

grade B milk at the 201-210 mile zone averaged $l.91 for the year, or 19 per

cent above the base period in 1910-14. In this study the average price
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FIGURE 1. FARM PRICE OF MILK IN VEW YORK AND WHOLHSALE PRICES OF BASIC
GOMMCDITIES IN TEE UNITED STATES (1910-14 = 100),
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received for 3.7 per cent milk zold was $l.72.. Average prices paid to New
York farmers for all farm products were only sixz per cent above 191014,
| During the summer months the price of a dairy ration in Néw York was
about 10 per cent below its 1910~14 level, bub following the déciératioﬁ of
.war in Sepfember 1939, grain prices rose rapidly and sﬁayed about H per cent
above the.1910~lu level for the rest of the year. Oﬁ an average, dairy feed
prices were 2 per ceni above the 1910~1% average fﬁr tﬁe period covered by
the survey. The average price per ton for dairy feeds purchased by farmersa
in this study was $33. Hay prices averaged $10 a ton‘and silage $4.32 2
ton,

Wages pald by Vew York farmers were avout 26 per cent above their
average in the base period, aﬁd averagedr$ue a mouth for farmers in the

BULVEY

YEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS

Costs and Returns per Cow

During the year covered by this study, it cost $140 to keep a dairy
cowe. Besides the milk produced, each cow on the average produced a calf
valued at $5,_énd seven tone of manure worth $7. Other refurns, such as
fair premiums, ambunted to $1 a cow. When the value of these other feturns
was dGeducted from the cast of keeping a cow, the net coet of producing milk
was 3127 a cow.

Total cost of feed per cow was $72. On the average, each cow required
almost 1,700 pounds of concentrates, which, including home grown grains, were
valued =t $27 (table 1). Home grown grains made up one-fourth of the con~
centrates, and were valued at the farm price. The 2,7 tons of dry forage

cdst $26, and the 3+2 tons of succulents were valued at $1%. Dry forage

..........
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included, besides hay, small amounts of corn fodder and straw. fJorn silage

made up most of the gucculent feeds.

TABLE 1. AVERAGE AMOUNTS AWD COST OF FEEDS AND LABCR PER CQW
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939=40
Average amount Average Cosb per

Feed per cow wrice cow
Soncentrates 1,693 pounds $32.07 a ton 827
Try forage 2+ TOns 9,63 a ton 26
Succulents 3.2 tons L,32 a ton 14
Man labor 186 hours¥ 0.22 an hour L2

¥oes not include man labor hauling milk.

The 186 hours of direct man labor used per cow, exclusive of time spent
heuling milk, ab 22 cents an hour cost $42 a cow. Besidés direct labor on
cows, G hours of man labor worth $2 were used hauling milk, Other costs,
tncluding bedding, milk hauling, use of buildings and equipment, bull gervice
and obher iteme smounted to $25 a cowe.

On an averagé, the value of miik produced per-cow was $109, including
$102 for milk sold and $7 for milk used at home. The net cost of milk
produced was $127 a.cow, or $18 more than the value of the milk.

Since the charge for labor, including time spent hauling miik, was
$ﬁn a cow, and ths loss on milk produced was $1.8 a cow, the return for

labor was only SZ0 & cow, or 13 cents. an hour.

Oosts and Reburuy .ov 100 Povnde of Milk Produced

The averags 267 cost of producing 100 pouﬁdg of milk for the year was
$é.Ol, after credibs of 20 cents, mostly for calves and manure, had heen
doducted {table 2). ALl milk was standardized to a 3.7 per cent bubterfat
basis to facilitabe comparisons of costs between farms and seasons of

the year.
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TABLE 2; TEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS IN PRODUCING 100 PCUNDS OF MILK# :
.. 117 Farms, St. Lawrence Gounty, 1939~40

Cost of 100 pounds Per cent

Items Amount cf milk produced of net cost
¢0osT8
Food ,
Concentrates 27 pounds $ .Uz 21
Dry forage ‘ : 8F pounds U1 20
Succulents _ 101 pounds 22 il
Fasture 2.5 days . .08 Y
Total Teed $1.13 56
Labor on cows 2.9 hours .56 33
Depreciation on cows - «03 1
Interest on cows .08 bl
Milk hauling** s 11 3
Use of buildings . .06 3
Tse of equipment - .02 1
Bull service .03 2
Bedding _ +03 2
Miscellansous . .06 3
Total costs _ $2.21 110
CREDITS
Manure ' , .11 R
Calves ' . .08 i
Migeellaneous .01 1
Total credits , $ .20 10 -
NET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF IILK PRODUCED $2.01 100 -
VALUE PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED $1.71 —-—

*A11 miltk was_standardized to 3.7 per cent bubtierfat, and the value Lis for
milk of the same test.

**%Tpclndes 0.2 hour of man labor heuling milk.

Taed costs amownted %o $1.13 and made up more than one~half of the net
cost of producing milk. The 27 pounds of concentrates and the g5 pounds of
dry forage fed per hundredweight of milk produced, sach made p more tharnl one—

third of the feed cost. The 101 pounds of succwlents were valued at 22 cents
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and the 2.5 days of pasture accounted for & cents per 100 pounds of milk.

The 2.0 hours of direct labor on cows cost 66 cents, or one-third
of the net cost. Feed and labor together accounted for almost 90 per cent
of the net cost of producing milk.

Although an average loss of $19 was taken per head for cows replaced,
the cost of depreciation was only 3 cents per 100 pounds of milk, or less
than 2 per cent of the net cost. Interest at 5 per cent on the value of
the cows sccounted for another 8 cents. Other costs, including milk hauling,
ugs of buildings and egquipment, bull service and other items amounted to
27 oenté.

0f the total credits of 20 cents, manure accounted for 11 cents and

calves for & cents.

SEASONWAL COSTS AND RETURNGS

During the summsr while the cows were obtaining mest of thelir feed
from pasture, the net cost per 100 pounds of milk produced was $1.16, as

compared to $2.8l4 for the winter season, and $2.0L for the year (table 3},

Foed costs during the summer amounted to only 41 cents per 100 pounds
of m¥lk or sbout one-third of the net cost. During the winter, feed costs
amounted to $1.84, or two-thirds of tﬁe net cost.’ In the pasture season,
only L3 poun&s of grain were fed per 100 pounds of milk, as compared to h1
pounds in the barn~feeding season. The amounts of dry forage and succulents
varied even more widely beiwsen the seasons., Only 3 pounds of dry forage
and 20 pounds of succulents were fed per hundredweight of mitk in the
summer as compared to 166 pounds of dry forage and 181 pounds of succulents
in the winter. GCosts for these items of feed varisd between seasons by
about the same amount as the gquantities fed. The five days of pasture re-

guired to produce 100 pounds of milk in the summer cost only 16 cents.
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TABLE 3. SEASOWAL COSTS AWD RATURNS INW PRQDUCING M&LK*
' 117 Farms, 5%. Lawrence County, 193G-H0
Cost per 100 pounds c¢f milk produced
ol . Summer ) Winter
Items Amount Cost Amount Jost
COSTS
Feed
Concentrates 13 pounds $ .20 41 pounds $ .65
Dry forage 3 pounds .01 166 pounds .80
Succulents 20 pounds Ol 1&1 pounds o 39
Pasture 5 days .16 rni .o
Total feed $ .1 $1.84
Lator on cows 2.2 hours L8 3,7 hours +83
Other costs ¢ 35 .MQ
Total costs $1.04 $3.16
CREDITS __a08 .32
NET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF MILX PRCDUCED $1.16 $2.84
VALUE PER 100 POUNDS OF MILX PRODUCED $1.53 $1.75

*A11 wilk was standardized %o 3.7 per cent bubtterfat basis.

Only 2.2 hours of man labor were used to produce 100 pounds of milk in

the summer as compared bto 3.7 hours for the winter season.

The chargs for

labor of U8 cents per hundredwéight in the summer was more than the cost of

feed and accounted for more than two-fifths of the net cost in this season.

During the winter, thse cost of labor was 83 cents a hundred pounds of milk or

leas than one~third of the net cost.

Other costs were 35 cents during the summer and L9 ecents per 100

pounds of milk produced-&uriﬁg the winter,

Oredits during the summer

were & cents. The 32 cents of credlts for the winter geason included 22

cents for manure procduced.
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Varistion in the Cost of Producing Milk

The average net cosf was $2.,01 a hundredweight, but there was a wide
varistion in costs on individual farms as shown in figure 2., Hach vertical
line in ths graph represents one of the 117 farms, and the length of the
line indicates the cost of producing 100 pounds of millkk on that farm for

the year 1939-40.

Jost per 100 lbs,

milk produced l

Sk, 00

3.00 |

2«00 |

i

FIGURE 2. VARIATION IN THE YRARLY COST QOF PRODUCING MILE
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 193940

i

L

|
|
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On one-tenth of the farms, milk was produced at an average cost for
the year of less than $1.50 a hundredweight, as compared to move than

$3.00 on another one-fenth of the farmsg.,

S e ok ok A sk oS s sk sk oM ook sk o skosk ok % sk ok % sk ok R sk % ok ok ok ok ¥

8¢ far, this report has presented a cross-section plcinre of costs
.and returns in producing milk in this area in 19%9-40, The rest of thig
report will attempt to show the main reasons why some farms produced milk

a% lower cost, and why some farms had higher incomes than others.
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In the discussion that fblIoWS,flabbr'income was used as the measure

of returns on the individual farms. Iabor income is the return that the

farmer gets for his year's work, after paﬁing all farm expenses an&_
allowiﬁg 5 per cent iﬁterest on the money invested. Juring 1939—HO, thew
average labor income of the 117 farms in this study was $379

There was a wi&e variation in labor income'betweén farms. Sixteen.
farms had labor incomes of‘$1,000 @r more. At the same time, almost one~
third of the farms lost meney, in the sense that their incomes were not
large enough Yo covér the charge Qf F per cent for the money invested and
at the same time pay all farm expénses, None.of these farms made any refurn

to the operator for his year's work, after paying the farm expenses.
FACTORS AFFECTING COSTS AND RETURNS IN PRODUCING MILK..

Reiation of cost per 100 Pounds of Milk to Returns

" Bince most of the income on these farms was from the dairy enterprise, |
there was a close relationship between the cost of producing milk and
returng. For the 25 farms wlth costs beiow $1.80 a hundredweight, labor
incomes averaged $1,053, or about $1,EOO mere than on the farms with

costs of $2.40 or more a hundredweight (table 4).

TABLE %, RELATION OF COST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILX TO RETURNS
117 FParms, St. Lawrence Gounty, 1939-H0

Cost per 100 ' Tumber ' Average cost

poundsg niik ~of per 100 pounds Labor
produced . farms milk produced income
Less than $1.8&0 . 25 $1.50 $1,053
$1.80 to $2.10 36 1.94 _ 592
$2,10 to $2.40 20 T 2.20 326

$2.40 or more 36 2.90 - 171
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Milk Produced per Cow

Relation -of vroduction per cow to various factors

The herds with the highest rates of producticn averaged the same size
o the herds with smaller amounts of milk produced per cow {table 5).
Apparently only a fow hours more labor was required to care for high—
producing cows than for low~producing cows. In this section of the repért,

man hours per cow includes time spent hauling milk.

TABLE 5, HELATION OF MILK PRODUCTION PER COW TO VARIQUS FACTORS
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939=40
. Pounds Par cent of Number Man Founds

Pounds of Number milk milk gold of cows hours grain

milk produced of prodaced Bcthober to per per fed

per cow farms ver bow Harch farm cow®  per cow

Less than 5,000 26 L,068 34 19 207 1,077

55000 to 6,250 3 5, 554 35 19 193 1,541
- 6,250 to 7,500 29 6,742 36 18 214 1,859

7,500 or more °g 8,919 41 19 P16 2,261

¥In thig and succeeding tables in thie report, man hours per cow includes
time spent hauling milk,

For the highest producing herds, more of the milk was preduced during
the winter season than for the other herds. The gquantity of grain Ted per
cow increased regularly with the production of milk and in about the same
proporﬁion, as the guantity of grain fed per 100 pourds of milk was approxi-

mately the ssme for all groups.

Relation of production per cow to costs and returns

The amount of milk produced per cow was the most important of all
factors affecting costs and returns. The average cost per hundredweight
was $2,74 in the group of herds with the lowest production, as compared

with $1.72 for the farme with the highest producing herds {table 6)e In
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other words, it cost farmers with an average producticn of less than 5,000
pounds per cow aboul $1 more o produce 100 pounds of milk than farmers

with cows produding 7,500 or iore pounds of milk,

TABLE B RELATION CF PRODUCTION FER COW TO COSTS AND EETURNS

117 Parms, 8t. Lawrence Sounty, 1939-40 '
Pounds of . Number Gogt per
milk preduced | of hundredweight Iabor
par cow . , farms of milk income
Less than 5,000 o6 Coge.Th $ -133
5,000 to 6,250 3 2.27 176
5,250 to 7,500 29 2,0l 379
7,500 or more 7 28 . L.72 1,104

On farms with less than 5,000 pounds of milk produced per cow, there
was no return to the operator for his year's work. The labor income averaged

$1,104 for the group of farms with the highest producing herds.

Relation.of size of cow to producition per cow
and other factors

The size of cows was studied in relation to the smount of milk produced
per cﬁw.l Wéights of all cowe in the barns at milking time were estimated Dby
use of a taﬁe messure that had on it the cow welght scale developed for this
PUrpose #y thé United States Department of Agriculture.

There was a striking relationship bétwéeﬁ the sige of cow and pro-
duetion per cow. As the sime increased, production increased proportionately
mere (table 7). TFor herds with cows averaging less than %50 pounds, only
L, 832 pounds of milk were produced per cow, as contrasted to 8,741 pounds
per cow for herds with cows averaging 1,050 pounds or more. The average size
of all cows measured was 9“7 pounds, with a production of 6,32ﬁ pound.s of

nilk per cow.



AT 371 | S

TABLE 7. RELATION OF SIZE OF COW TO PRODUCTION PER COW AND CTHER FACTORS*
117 Farms, 8t. Lawrence County, 1939-L0

Average Pounds Average Cost per
Size of cow Number gize of milk age : hundred~ y.por
(pounds) "~ of cow produced of g?i%ht income
farms {pounds) per cow  cows p%oduced
Less than 850 18 86 48 BT ge.s2 $ Lo
850 t0 950 39 899 5,708 B.5 2.29 .88
950 to 1,050 43 - 987 6,717 5.5 2,08 521
1,050 or mors 15 - 1,115 8,741 K3

1+83 1,184

*All milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

'The iéfge.cowé.were glightly younger, on the average, than the smaller
COWSe Thisrmay he adcounted fcr ﬁ& the facf that other areas of the state
obtain soﬁe of fheir réﬁlacements from this region, and may tend to select
the larger aﬁd bettermproduéing coﬁs, which usually, dus to the relationship
of age and sizé, would be the older, mature cows.

Yot only was more milk produced by large-sized cows, but 14 was Pro- -
ducéd more efficiently than by smaller cows. This was indicatéd by the
cost of produciﬁg milk. On farms with the smallest cows, the cést of §r0~
ducing 100 péunds of nilk averaged $2,52 ag compare& to $1.83 per hundred-
weight on farms with the largest cows. ILabor incomes increased rapidly as

size and production per cow increased.

Belation of seasonal milk production to varicus factors,

The season of milk production also ﬁad s marked relationship to the
amount of milk produced per. cow. As thg proportion of thg milk sold\du:ing
the. six winter months from October to March increased from less than one-third
of total milk salés to Lo per‘cent or more, milk production per cow incfeased

from 5,340 pounds to almest 7,600 pounds (table 8).
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TABLE &. RETATION OF SEASON OF MITE PRODUCTION TC VARIOUS FACTORS*
117 Farms, 8t. Lawrence County, 193G~40

Per cent Per cent Pounds Man

milk sold Wumber milk sold milk Humber hours Pounds
Qctober of October produced of per of - grain
to March farms to March per BOow  cows CoW per cow
Less than 33 35 29 5, 340 17 215 1,386
33 to L0 51 36 6,230 21 191 1,645
40 or more 31 I 7,588 18 223 2,103

%211 milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

More of the cows in the group that produced the moat winter milk
freshened in the fall. Turning these fall-freshening herds on pasture in
the spring causes a second flush in their milk flow. Furthermore, the fall-
freshening herds were fed more than a ton of grain per cow, while the cows
in herds preoducing the least winter miik were fed only 1,386 pounds of con—
centrates. However, éven though more grain wés fed per cow in the fall-
freshening herds, the preoduction per cow was eﬁough higher in this group so
that sbout the same quantity of grain was fed per 100 pounds of milk produced
than for the farms selling o smaller proportion of winter milk., Although
slightly more labor was used per cow on the winter-producing herds awl on
the summer-producing herds, the increase in labor was mich less than pro-

portional to the increased production of milk per cows

Relation of season of milk production %o costs and returng

- Due to the relationship of the season of milk production to the amount -
of milk produced per cow, costs on farms with a high proportion of winter
mnilk averaged only $2.00 a hundredweight, while ceosts on farms that sold less
than one~third of their milk during this period averaged $2.39 (table 9).
Labor incomes incrsased as the proportion of winter ﬁilk increased and cogts

per hundredweight decreased.
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TABLE Q. RETATION OF SEASON OF MILK PRODUCSTION TO COSTS ANB RETURNS*
117 Parmg, St. Lawrence County, 1939=40

Fer cent milk Humber Cost per

sold October of hundredwelight Lgbor
to March farma of milk produced income
Less than 33 35 $2.39 $1146
33 to Lo 51 2.15 307
L0 or more 31 2,00 763

*A1l milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

Crop Yields

Relation of yield of hay to wvarious factors

Since farmers in this area.usually pfoduce all of the hay fed on
their farms, the yield and gquality of hay produced are of considerable
importance. The nunber of cows per farm was the same for the groups
with different hay yields (table 10}, EHowever, cows on farms with high hay
vields were fed more grain and preduced more milk than cows on farms with

low hay yields.

TABLE 10. RELATION OF YIELD OF HAY TQ VARIOUS FACTORS
117 Farms, Sts Lawrence County, 1939-40

Number Fumber Pounds Pounds Size of
Yield of hay of of milk grain cows
DEY asre - farms cows per cow Der cow (pounds)
Tess than 1,2 3 15 5,206 . 1,438 835
1.2 50 1.8 I8 19 6,398 1,760 951
1.8 or more 35 19 7,307 1,834 952

Size of cow also tended to incrsase as hay yields increased, and
probably parily explains why the fate of milk production was higher on

farms with high hay yields.
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Relation of yield of hay to costs and returns

As hay yields increased from an average of 1 ton per acre to 2 tons
per acre, the cost of producing milkc declined from $2.56 to $1.9% a hundred-
weight., Labor incomes increased from $-M4 to $876 as the yield of hay

was doubled (table 11),

TABLE 11, RETATION OF YIELD OF HAY TC CCOSTS AND RETURNS

117 Farms, St. lawrence County, 1939-U0
Wumber Average Cost per
Tield of hay of tons hay  hundredweight Lgbor
per acre farms per acre milk produced income
Less than 1.2 34 1.0 $2.56 (-l
1.2 to 1.8 hg 1.4 2,09 Ley
1.8 or more 35 2.0 1,94 476

Part of the increased sfficiency in milk production that appeared as
hey yields increased was due to higher rabes of production per cow. It
seems evident, however, that good hay yields contridbuted to a larger farm

income.

Relation of yield of silage to varicus factors

Herds on farmg that produced corn for silage had higher rates of miik
production, on the aversge, than on farms without silage (tablellz)_ More
of the milk was produced during the winter season on farms with silage than
for the other group of farms.

The cows or farms without silage were smaller than the cows on farms
producing silage. Almost 50 per cent more grain was fed per cow on farms
with high silage yields than on farms with no silage. There was, however,
less difference in production per cow between the farms without silage and
those with high yields of silage than between farms with low and high yiselds

of ha,'y‘-
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TABLE 172, RELATION OF YIELD OF SILAGE TO VARIOUS FACTORS

117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 193Gwl0

Jumber  Number  Pounds Per cent Pounds Bize of
YTield of uilage of of milk milk sold grain cows
per acre : farms cows per cow  Qcte=Mars. per cow  (pounds)
No silage grown 4o 15 5,723 33 1,812 863
Less than 11 tons Lg o1 6,459 37 1,719 963
11 tons or more 29 20 6,929 39 2,021 970

Belation of yield of silage to costs and returns

Bilage yields did not appeér £o be as closely related to milk production
costs és were hay vields (table 13}, On farms without silage, costs‘averaged
$2.31 as compared to $2,10 on farms with high yields of silage. Labor incomes
on farms growing silage averaged about $500, while on the 40 farms without

silage, the average was 3158,

TABLE 13. RELATION OF YIELD OF SILAGE TC COSTS AND RETURNS
117 Farms,St. Lawrence County, 1939-40
Number Average Cost per
YTield of silage af tons silage cwhs milk Labor
per, acre farms per acre produced incons
Yo silage grown Yy ene $2.31 $168
Less than 11 tons g g , 2,14 U6
11 tong or more 29 13 . 2,10 K38

Although the production of corn silage appeared to be relatively less
important then some other factors in efficiency in milk production in this
area in 1939-40, silage production was provebly more important in certain
other fairy regions of the state that were more severely affscted by the
drought of 19%9. In general, silage yields were much léss affected by
drought conditions than wew hay yieldse As a regult

silage production was good insurance for a supply of home=grown

rovghage feeds. . L
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Humber of Cows per Farm

Relation of number of cows per farm %o labor efficiency
‘and cogts and returng

In a dairy region, the number of cows per farm is a nseful measure of
size of business. The most favorable returns are obtained on a large as
compared to a small dairy farm when the nrice of milk.ié-high, relative to
costs, because then even a emell profit per cow or per 100 pounds of milk is
rultiplied many more times than for a small farm. As previously noted, the
vear covered by the survey was moderately favorable insofar 'as the relation—
ship of costs and milk prices was concerned. As a r?sult, incomes on farms
- with large herds were cénsiderably higher than incomes on farms with small

nerds (table 1k).

TARLE 1M, RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO TABOR EFFICIENCY
’ ' AND COSTS AND RETURNS
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939=-140

Man Pounds

Tamber Mumber MNumber - hours milk Ocst per

of cows of of per produced  hundredweight Labor
per farm farms Cows cow per cow of milk " income
Fewer than 12 25 g plg 6,048 $o.uU8 $118
12 to 17 27 1L 220 6,591 2,22 337
17 to 21 . 32 19 208 6,311 2.12 335
21 or more 33 29 163 6,325 2.00 556

Tn this area, large herds made possible much more efficient use of
labor than small herds. On the average, only 163 hours were used per cow
in herds of 21 or more cows, as compared to 2@9 hours per cow in herds of
fewer than 12 cows. Almost twice as many cows were cared for per man on
‘the farms with large herds than on farmg with small herds. Production per

cow was lowest in the small herds and about the same for the other groupse.
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Costs per 100 pounds of milk produced averaged $2.48 for the smallest
herds, esnd declined regularly as size of herd increased %o $2.00 per hundred—
weight for the largest herds. This decline in cost as size of herd increased

was tho result largely of the saving in labeor.

Relation of number of cows per farm to capital efficiency

Another advantage of large herds lg the result of mdre efficlent use
of the money invested. Hore than $600 was invested per cow oﬁ the farms
with smail herds (table 16). This was $120 more than the investment per cow
on the farms with large herds. Since the cow enterprise furnished most of
the income on these farms, %the proportion of the total farm capital invested
in this major income—-producing enterprise was & usefvl measure of capltal
efficiency. 7For the nerds with fewer than 12 cows, only 13 per cent of the

money was invested in cows, as compared to 18 per cent for the large herds.

TABLE 16. RITATION OF WUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO CAPITAL EBFFICIENCY
117 Farms, §%. Lawrence County, 1939-H0

: Fer cent
Wumber Wumber Wuombar  Value Total of total
of cows of of - per capital farm caplial
per farnm farms coWS 2owW rer cow invested in cows
FTewer than 12 25 g $79 $601 13
12 to 17 27 14 9l 550 17
17 to 21 32 19 77 hsh 17
21 or more 33 29 gb Lgr 18

The smaller invegtment per income=-producing unit on the large farms
regulte in more dollars of income for each dellar invested in the farm

bueiness.
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Other advantages of a large—sized dairy farm business include!

1. A lower cost per hundredweight for hauling largefr loads
of milk, ‘ ‘

2. Some saving in cost of bullding use per cow since the
cost of a barn per. cow tends to decrease as the number
of cows increases.

3, Lower cost of bull service per cow, because it costs as
much to feed and house a bull for a small herd as for a
large herde

., The Possibility of talking advantage of guantity discounts
on purchases of feeds may be greater for owners of large
herds than for owners of small herds.
“Although the ad%antage of large herds ﬁay be small in some of these
items, in some cases the aggregate effect may be a real economy to the

Tarm husiness.

Uge of Labor

Reiation of man hours per cow to varioug factors

Efficient use of labor is one of the mos} important problems'iﬁ Tarm
organization. The‘ﬁumber of ﬂours réquiréd to care for a cow a year 1s one
measure of labor efficiehcy.

There was a sﬁrikiﬁg invefse'relationship between the number'of'man
hours per cow and the numbér of cows per farn (table 17). Ths groﬁp of
farms most efficient in use of labor had herds that averaged almost twice
as large as the least efficient group.. Season of milk pfoduction was about
the same for the different groups, eand so did nof seem to explain why more
labor was spent per cow on some farms than on others. #ilk production per

cow was highest for the group of farms with the most labor per cow.
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TABLE 17. RELATION OF MAN HOURS PER COW TC COSTS AND RETURNS
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939~H0

Pounds tost per
Han hours . Number  Number milk Par cent hundred~  Labor
per cow of of produced milk =old welght income.
farms cows per cow Qote.~Mar. milk
Less than 160 28 ol 65,104 35 $1.0U4 $62k
160 to 200 .- 28 21 6,206 38 2.02 606
200 to 240 . 30 18 5,152 35 2,35 129
2h0 or more 31 14 6,776 37 2,39 197

With less than 160 man hours per cow, the average cost was $1.94 a
hundredweight of milk, as compared to $2.39 for the farms with 240 or more
hours per cows The labor incomes for the most efficient farms averaged

more than $400 higher than for the least efficient group of farms.

Relation of cocws per man to various factors

Labor efficiency, ag measured by cows per man, varied widely between
individual farms., On the 21 farms with fewer than & cows kept per man, the
average size of herd was 11 cows (table 18}, For the 20 farms with 14 or
more cows per man, the size of herd averaged 26 cows., Production per cow
was lowsst for the group with 14 or mors coews per man, though there sppeared
to be no‘consistegt relationship between labor efficiency and the amount of
milk produced pef cows About the zame proportion of the milk was scld in
- the winter seascn in all groups. Mén hours per cow decreased rapldly as

the nurber of cows kept per man lncreased.
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TABLE 18, RELATION OF NUMBEIR (F COWS PER MAN TO VARIOUS FACTCRS
‘ 117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939-40
Yurber Humber Averago Number Pounds Per cent  Man
of cows of cows per of cows milk milk hours
per man ‘ farms . man . .. . per farm produced sold per
per cow Oct.,~Mar. cow
Fewer than & 21 6 11 6,360 35 251
g to 11 4 g 16 6,313 37 231
11 to 13 29 12 ol 6,r23% 36 183
14 or more . : 20 16 26 6,022 35 138

Relation of cows per man to cogts and returns

The average cost of producing 100 pounds of milk on farms with fewer

than & cows per man was $2.HO'(table 19). The cost per hundredweight decreased

as lador efficiency incrsased, and the average cost for the group with 14
more cows per man was 31,92, Labor income for the most efficient group
averaged $779, as compared to'$22u for .the group with fewer than & cows

PEY man.

TABLE 19. RATATION OF NUMBER OF GCWS PER MAN TO.GOSTS AXD RETURNS
117 Tarms; St. Lawrence County, 1939-L0

or

Fumber ' Humber - Cost per " Per cent of .

of cows of . hundredweight work units Iabor

per man farmg of milk o CcOWS income

Fewer than 8 21 $o. 40 59 $ook
g to 11 47 2,30 ol 209

11 o 13 29 2.03 65 : 592

14 or more 20 C1.02 o 70 179

The gsverage labor income of $eolh for the group with fewer than g cows

wes hizler than for the group with & to 11 cows per man. This may be
accounted for by the fact that only 59 per cent of the work univs in the
lowest group were on cows, as compared to abeut two~th§rds in the second
group. . This probably indicates that more work was done off the farm, and

that the other work paid a higher return for labor than time spent on the

COWS s
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fombined Effect of Important Factors

The four most important factors that were found ta be_related to
costs and returng in producing milk in this area were preduction per cow,
erop yields, size of business, and use of labor. It has been shown that it
paid to be above average in each of these factors. It pald even better to
be above average in more than one factor,

For the 19 farms that were below averége in all four factors, the cost

of producing 100 pounds of milk averaged $2.81'and the average labor income
was $=220 (tabdle 20). Costs on the 30 farms that wers average or above in
one factor wers 52,20 and labor incomes for this group averaged only $12h.

The average cost of production for the 12 farms above average in all four

factors was $1.61, and the labor income was $1,567.

TABLE 20 COMBINED EFFECT OF IMPORTANT FACTORS®
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939-40
Cost per
Wumber of factors Wumber hundreds Average
of farms welght milk labor
produced income
Below average in all 4 factors 19 $2.81 $~220
Average or zbove in 1 factor 30 2,20 124
Average or above in 2 factors 35 2.11 ler
Average or sbove in 3 factors 21 2,0l 537
Average or above in all L factors 12 1.61 1,567

*The four factors are: Size of Dusiness, use of labor, rate of milk pro-
ducticn, and crop yilelds.

Twelve farms, or about onse—~tenth of those in the survey, were average
or vetter in all four factors. The averages for these farmg were no?b
spectacular, but were well szbove the averages for all farms (table 21). The
gize of business of the 12 farms, as measured by number of cows per farm, was

about 50 per cent above average. The amount of work accomplished per man,
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measured by cows per man, was aboubl cne-third greater than the average for
all farmg. The amount of milk producéd‘per cow averaged 8,258 pounds on

the 12 farms, or about one~third highsr than for the 117 farms.

DABLE 21+ COMPARISON OF GOOD FARMS WITH THE AVIRAGE

117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939-U0
Average
Factor 12 farms arranged as 117
_ o above in Y4 factors farms

Jize of Business

Humber of cows per farm 28 19
Use of Labor

Humber of cowes per man i3 10

Man hours per cow _ 1R6* 207*
Rates of Production o ‘

Pounds milk produced per cow g2,2h8 _ 5,324

Orop yields in per cent of average ‘ 116 100
Other Factors '

Per cent milk sold Oct.—Mar. | 10 36

Pounds grain fed per cow 2,300 ' 1,693

Size of cow (pounds) 1,031 . gh7
Costs and Returns

Oost per cwt. of milk produced $1,61 $2.01

Labor income ' $1,567 $379

*Ineludes man 1abor hauling milk. Calculated by averaging man hours per cow
on the different farms. ‘

Crop yields on the above-gverage farms were one-sixth higher than on all
lférms. About 500 pounds, or 30 per ceﬁﬁ more gréiﬁ was fed per cow, and ﬁhe
cows averaged about 80 ﬁounds larger than for all farms.

The cost of producing 100 pounds of milk was $1.01, or 20 per cent
below the all-farm average. Labor incomes for the 12 farms average or
better in all four factors averaged $1,567, as comparsd to $379 for the

117 farms.
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. AVERAGES OF IMPORTANT FACTORS
117 Tarms, St. Lawrence County, 193940

Aversge

Items Tour farm alti farmg
Size of Business‘

Cows pér farm 19
Use of Labor

Cows per man 10

Man hours per cow o 267
Rates of Production

Pounds milk produced per cow® 6,}?4

Crop yields in per cent of average 100

Other Factors

Per cent milk scld October to March 36

Pounds of grain fed per cow 1,693

Size of cow {pounds) 9”7
Gostes and Returans

Cost per cwt. milk produced™ $2.0L

Labor income $379

%411 milk standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat basis.
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VARTATICN IN IMPORTANT FACTORS
117 Farms, St. Lawrence County, 1939-H0

e

SIZL OF | USE OF RATES OF | COSTS AYD
BUSINESSH LABOR FPRODUCTION  OTHER PACTORS RETURNS
’ Han i Pouneas ; Crop % MilkFounds Dige Costv per |
Number i Cows | hours jailk yields gold |grain of cwl Labor
of per per per in % of ||Octe~ |fed per cows milk income
cowe man cow cow average ||March | cow {1bs.) produced
36 18 112 110,102 150 50 3,300 1,136 $1.31 $1,949
27 14 141 8,358 127 jhi 2,200 1,041 1.63 968
22 12 163 7,412 119 4o 2,100 1,002 1.83 671
20 11 182 6,738 110 38 1,9%6 973 1.91 566
19 10 196 | 6,388 1.03 36 1,825 956 2.02 420
17 10 212 5,907 96 35 1,600 938 2.13 220
15 e 227 1 B,472 84 33 1,375 906 2,30 76
12 g ole 5,071 80 32 1,109 873 2:55 - g2
10 7 275 Al 4,476 73 29 925 ghb 2,81 - 211
g b 328 3,389 i 58 26 527 gor 3,45 G
il
: } - ! Q,.AZ'I..
There are ten numbers in esach column. The number at the fop is the
average of the highest one—tenth of the farms for that factors The

columns are independent of each other,

The line across the middle separabes

the'upper one~half from the lowsr one~half of the farms for each factor.

The red lines show how your farm compares with the others.



