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AT 373 PRELIMINARY REPORT
ORANGE COUNTY
COST OF MIIK PRODUCTION SURVEY
1939-40

A farm management survey of 114 farme was made in the area around
Westtown in Orange Goﬁnty for the year ended Aﬁril 30, 1940. Informastion
was obiained concerning the whole farﬁ busﬁnéss and detailed cost: data
were obtained on the dalry enterprise. The survey was made by the New York

Stete College oflAgriculture in co-
-Dperatibnxwith the Orangse OQunty Farm
Bﬁreaui‘ The information was obtained
by personal visits to the farms.

fThe ares included in these surveys

" is part of the intensive winter-dalry

section of southeastern New York. About
Crange County
one~fourth of the farms were delivering

milk to grade A, and three-fourths o

Ares surveyed
grade B plants during the year covered

by the survey.

Pastures in southeastern New York were substantizlly below normal during
the early part of the summer, and due to the severe drought declined con-
tinuslly during the season, until the latter part of August when there was
Eotsila) improvement in conditions. TFor the state, pasture conditions in 193§
were 13 per cent below the average of the preceeding 10 years, and were |
lower than for any other year during the decade except for 1934,

One purpose of this study was to describe the relative importance of
the various costs -in producing milk in the winter—dairy region of southeastern

" Wew York, Ancther objective‘was-ﬂéwhélp faﬁmefs study thé épﬁiicétion.in

their éommunity of some of the factorsithat.have consistentlyfbeén found
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over & period of years to be related to the cost of producing milk, and

hence to Tarm incomes,

THE ECONOMIC. SITUATION, 1939-L0

Following the reingtabtement of.the federsl—~state marketing order in
the Few York milk market in June 1939, the price of milk rose from the low
level reached while the order was suspended to & 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 éther
prices at the end of the year. The peak in the price of milk in ¥ovember
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 $1.91 for the year, or

19 per cent above the base period in 1910-1l. In this gtudy, in an srea
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FIGURE 1. TARM PRICE OF MILK IN NEW YORK AND WHOLESALE PRICES OF BASIC
COMMODITIZS IN THE UNITED STATES (1910-14 = 100).



£ 373 -3~

near New York Glty, fqe averabe price recelved for 3.7 m1lk s0ld was 52.38,
ineluding gra&e.A premiuﬁs. ﬁvérage-prices paid to Hew Tork farmers for all
*faﬁﬁ*ﬁgbiﬁdts were only six per cent above 191C-1i.

~Bufing the summer months the price of -a daify ration in New York was
aboﬁt;10 per cent below its i910~l¥ level, but following the declaration of
war iﬁ'SeDtember 19?9, grain prices rose rapidly ani stayed about 5 per cent
above the 1910—1M level for the rest of the year. On an average, dairy'fééa
prices were 2 per cent above tﬂe 1910—1h aVerage for %he aerlcd covered by :
the survey. The average price per ton. for dairy feeds purchased by farmers
in this study was $33. Hay prices averaged $17 a ton and succulents 85.97
a ton. |

Wages paid By.ﬁew York farmers wers sbout 20 per cent above their average

in the base period, and averaged RS s month for the farmers in the survey.

YEARLY COSTS AWD RETURNS

Gosts and Returns ‘per Cow

During the year covered by this study, it cost $168 to keep a dairy
coew. Besides the milk produced, each cow on the average produced & calf
valued at 54, and seven tons of manure worth $7. Qther returns, such as
fair vremiums, amounted to $1 & cow. When the value of these other returns
was deducted from the cost of keeping a cow, the net cost of producing milk
was $156 o cow..

Total cost of feed per‘cow was $93. On the average, each cow reqpirgd
almost 2,409 pounds of concentrates, which, inciuding sma}l amounts of
home-grown grains, were valued at $40 (table 1). The 2,0 tons of dry forage
cost $33, and the 2.2 tone of succulents were valued at $13. Dry foragg
included, besides.hay, small amounts of corn fodder. Corn silage made up

most of the succulent feeds. The 101 days on pasture, between May 16 and
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Qctober 25, cost L,% cents a day or $7 2z cow for the season.

_TABLE_l, _.‘AVERAGE %HQUNTS AND COST OF FEEDS AND LABOR PER COW.
' S ¢ 1Y Farms, Orange County, 1939-H0 o

Avérage amouwmt Average ' " Cost per
Fged .. . . . per cow ] price CowW.
Goncentrates . 2,409 pounds $33.45 2 ton - $4o
Dry forage 2.0 tons o 16,87 a ton 33
Sugculents . 2.2 tons o Hs97 & ton 13
Pagtire - 161 days 0.045 a day 7
Man labor . 175 hours®, . _ O,En‘an_hour‘h L2

*Does. not include man labor hauling milk.

7 The 175 Hours of direct mAn labor used per cow, exclueive of time spent
hauling milk, at ol Gents an hour cosk $42 a cow.  Besides direct labor on
cows, | hours of man lsbor worth $2 were used hauling mille. Other costs,
'iméluding beddiﬁg;’milk'hauliﬁg,'use of Buildings snd equipment, bull service
and other items amounted to $32 a cow.

On an average, the vglpg,qf mi}k“produced per cow was $157, including
$151 for milk sold and $5 for milk used at home. The net cost of milk
pro@gged was 3156 a cow, leavingla profit of 21 a cgw;

1iSince the charge for laber, ing;uding time spsnt hauling milk, was
$4Y4 a cow, and the profit Op,milk,pro@ucednwas $1 & cow, the return for

labor was only $45 a cow, or 206 cents an hour.

Costs and Returns per 100 Pounds of Milk Produced

The average net cost of producing 100 pounds of nilk for the year was
$2,737, after credits of 18 cents, mostly for calves and manure, had been
deducted (table 2). ALl milk was standardized to a 3.7 per cent butterfat
basls td'fédilitate‘oomﬁariséﬂs of costs betwsen farms and seasons of the

vear.
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TABLE 2.  ~ TEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS I PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILK*

- 114 Parms, Orange Ceounty, 19%9-L0

Jost of 100 pounds Fer cent
Items Amount of milk produced of total
COSTS
Feed
Concentrates 36 pounds $ .61 24
Dry forage 79 pounds .50 20
Sncculents b5 pounds +19 7
Pasture 2.1 days W11 L
Total feed $L.U1 55
Labor on -cows . 2.6 heours _.64 25
Depreciation on Cows .13 5
Interest on cows .08 3
Mill haulingt .10 It
Use of buildings .06 3
Use of eguipment .03 1
Bull service £03% 1
Bedding L0l #
Miscellaneous .06 —
Total_costs $2.55 100
CREDITS
Manure .10 56
Calves .07 39
HMiscellaneais .01 )
Total dredits § .18 100
MET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF HMILX PRODUCED $2.37 e
VALUR PER 100 POUNDS 0F MILX PROZUCED $2.375 —

*A11l milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat, and the value ig for

milk of the sams test.

#Includés 0.1 hour of man labor hauling milk.

#Less than $0.005.

Foed costs amounted to $1.41 and made up more than one~hslf of the cost

of producing milk. The 35 pounds of concentrates and the 55 pounds of dry

forege fed per hundredwsight of milk produced,'each made up one-fifth or

more of the feed cost. The 55 pounds of succulents were valued at 19 cents

and the 2.4 days of pasture accounted for 11 cents per 100 pbuﬂds of millk,
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The 2.6 hours oi direct labor on éowﬁ cost B4 cents, or‘one~foﬁrth
of the total-cost. Feed and labor together accounted for 80 per cgnt
of the.totalncost'of producing milk.

Althouigh an average loss of $47 was taken vper head for cows replaced;
the cost of &epreciatién was only 13 cents per 100 pounds of milk, or 5
per cent of the net cosbs Inberest at b per cent on the value of the cows
accounted for amother & cenﬁs. Other costs, including milk hauling, use
of buildings and equipment, bull service and other items amounted to
29 cents.

Of the total credits - of 18 cents, manure accounted for 10 cents an&

calves for 7 cents.

" SEASONAL COSTS AND RZTURNS

During the swmmer while the cows were obtaining most of their feed
from pasture, the net cost per 100 pounds of millk produced was $1.80, as

compared to $52.71 for the winter season, and $2.37 for the year (table 3).
Production per cow per‘day sveraged 16 pounds for the pasture season, and
20 pounds for the-harnafgeding Sea80N.

Feed costs during the summer amounted o only. 74 cents per 100 pounds
of milk or about two-fifths of the total coste. During the winter, feed costs
amounted to $1,82, or three-fifths of the net cost. In the pagiure geason
only 25 pounds of grain were fed per 100 pounds of milk, as compared %o Ll
pounds in the barn~-feeding season. The amounts of dry forage and sveculents
varied even nore widely between the seasons. Only 1 poupd of dry forage
and 14 ﬁounds of gucculents wefe fed per hundredweight of milk in the
gumney aé compared ﬁo 9H pounds of dry forage and-96 pounds of succﬁlents

in the winter. OCosts for these items of feed varied between seasoné by

gbout the sare amount as the gquantities fed. The six days of paSﬁure Pom

quired to produce 100 pounds of milk in the summer ccst enly 29 cents,
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TABLE 3, SWASONAL (OSTS AND RETURNS IN PRODUCING MILK*

11k Farms,~Orange,Gounty,_l9j9-HO

Cost per 100 pounds of milk preduced

Items . _ Summer Winter
- _Amount Cost CAmoont _:Cost
CosTs
Feed

Concentrates 25 pounds $.u1 U4 pounds 8.73
Dry forage 1 pound Mok gl pounds . 80
Suceulents ‘ 14 pounds . Ol 56 pounds .29
Pasture 5 days .29 e .
Total feed $.75 $1.82
Labor on cows®* 2.3% hours T 2.8 hours .68
Other costs 57 5
Total costs $1.89 $2.95
CREDITS .09 o2l
HET COST_PER'IOO POUNDS OF IILE PRODUCED $1.80 $2.71
VALUE PER 100 POUNDS OF HILK PRODUCED $2.16 $2.50

¥A11 milk was stendsrdized to 3.7 per cent butierfat basis,

*#¥Doeg not include man labor hauling milk.

Only 2.3 hours of men labor were used bo produce 100 pounds of milk in

the summer as compared to 2,8 hours for the winter season.

The charge for

labor of 57 cents a hundredweight in the summer accounted for almost one-

third of the total cost in this season. During the winter, the cost of

labor was 68 cents a mndred pounds of milk, but wag less than one-fourth

of the total cost.

Other costs were 58 cents during the gummer and S cents per 100 pounds

of milk produced during the winter, Oredits during the summer, mostly for

calves were 9 cents. The ol sents of credits for the winter season included

17 cents for manure produced.



AT 373 -8~

Variation in the_Gost of Producing Milk

The gverage net cost‘wa3'$2.37-a hundredweight, but there was a wide
Vaﬁiafién:;n Eésfé'oﬁ iq@ivi&ual_fa:ms és éhbwn in figufé E.I Bach vértiéal
Iiné in the}g;apbirépfesénﬁs oné of the ll%}farms, and the length of"the
line indicates the cost of producing 100 pounds of miik on that farm for

the year 1939-40.

Cost per 100 Ibse |
milk produced. SR |
$5.00 |
L,oot l
| li
3,00 L ! “L .!
g
i ”I e
o 1“ | “lilJl”JJi"i';EH It l| H‘u:'“; il '}
=.§54_!E%]H!!wzii%fl%}ﬂ!l!i}! A il

FIGUEE 2. VARIATION IN THE YEARLY COST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILK

Bach line represents a farm, and the length of the line indicates the
cest of producing milk on that farm in 1939-40.

vt e - —_ ———— -

On about one—sixth of the farms, milk was produced at an average cost
Tor the year of less than $2.00 s hundredweight, as compared to more than
$%,00 on another one-sixth of the farms.
*****#*****#***************************
So  far, thig report has presented a cross-section picture of costs and

returns in producing milk in this area in 1935-40, The rest of this report
will. attempt to show the main reasons why some farms produceg milk at lower

cost, and why some farms hed higher incomes than others.
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In the discussion that follows, laber income was used as the measure

of returns on the individuél farms. Labof income is the refurn that the
fafmer ge%s for Eié yvear's work, aftef'ﬁaying éll farm expenses and
 ai1owihg Sﬂpéf.cent interest on the money invested. During 1939~MO,'thé
: avérege labor ingome of the llﬁ:farﬁg in this study was $TOO.V -

Theré was:a wide'vériaﬁion in labor income Eetweén farms. Eléven
farms ﬁad labor incomés d?.$2,dOO’5r mére. At the éame tiﬁe, aimost
'dﬁééfourﬁh of the féfmsulost.ﬁciej, in fhe senge that their incomés wére
net large enough to cover the charge of 5 per cent for the money investéd
and at thé'samé time-payvail‘férm'eXpenses. None 6f thege farms méde:ény

"return to the operator for his year's work.

‘FACTORS AEEEGTING 00STS AND RETURNS IN PRODUCING MILEK

Relation of Cost psr 100 Poundé of Milk to Returns

Since most of the income oﬁ.these farms:was from the dairy enterprise,
there was a close relatiqnship 5étween_the éost of producing miik and o l
re%ﬁrﬁs.l'Fdr the 21 farms with costs below $2.00 a hundredweight, labbr
incomes averaged $l,989, or abvout $2,300 more than on the farme with cosis

of 82,80 or more a hundredweighﬁ (tabls 4), Because of this close relation-
ship betwsen the cost of producing milk and incomes, the factors that are

related to and affect milk production costs are important to dairy farmers.

TABLE 4. RELATION OF COST (F FRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILK TO RETURNS
114 Farme, Orange County, 1936-U0

Cost per 100 Wumber Average cost

pounds milk ' ' of per 10C pounds Labor

produced farms . omilk produced income
Less than $2.00 21 $1.80 $1, 989
$2.00 to g2.4o 2 _ 2.19 . , 890
$2.40 to $2.80 3 N T

$2.80 or more - 26 3.46 : - 313
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Pounds of Milk Produced per Cow

Relation of production per cow to various factors

The.25 hnerds with the‘lbwest rates of producticn incliuded, on the aVerage;
only Eulcqws as compared to 28 or more cows in the herds with larger amounts
of milk produced pr cow (table 5). The average amount of milk preduced per
cow on the 114 farms was 6,560 pounds. Apparently only.a_ﬁew_hours more
labor‘was required to care for high-producing cows thaq for low-producing
COViSe Iﬁ this section bf the report, man_hours per cow includes time spent
hauling‘milk.

TABRIE ., RELATION OF MILK PRODUCTION PER COW TO VARIOUS FACTORS
' S 114 Farme; Orange County, 1939-U40

Pounds  Per ceat of Number Man Pounds
Pounds of Number milk milk sold of cows hours grain
milk produced of produced Oectober to | per per fed ]
per cow B farms per cow March - farr cow*  per cow
Less than 5,500 o5 4,673 53 no 2u 180 2,104
5,500 %o 6,500 08 6,084 53 o8 187 2,41k
6,500 to 7,500 3 - 6,955 T By ' 30 182 2,385
7,500 or more 27 8,31l 56 °F 215 2,800

*In.this and succseding tab;es in this report, man hours per cow includes
time spent hauvling milk.

For the highest producing herds, slightly more of the milk was produced
during the winter season than for the other herds. About ome~third more
grain was fed per cow to the cows that produced the most milk than was fed
to cows with the lowest rates of production. Apparently the high-producing
cows used the grain more efficieﬁtly, howefef, aé,the=ﬁuantity of grain fed
rer 100 pounds of'milk décreased regularly as milk production per cow

increased.

‘Relation of production per cow to costs and returns

" The amount of millk produced per cow was the most imperiant of all

factors affébting costs and returns. The'average cos%-per hundredweight was

o
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$3.21 in the group of herds.with the lowest production, és compared with
$2.17 for the farms with the highest producing herds (bable 5). In other
words, 1t cost farmers with an average rroduction of less than 5,500 pounds
per cow abmt $1 more to produce 100 pounds of millk than farmers with cows

produecing 7,500 or more pounds of milk.

TABLE 6. RALATION OF PRODUCTION PER GOW TO COSTS AND RETURNWS

' ‘ ~ 1iL Parms, Orange County, 1939-L0
Pounds of ¥umber Gost per
milk produced of hundredweight Lahor
per cow ¢ farms of milk income
Less than 5,500 25 $3.21 124
5,500 to 6,500 Pg 2.59 be2
6,500 to 7,500 34 2.29 g53
7,500 or more 27 2.17 1,351

On farms with less than 5,5@0 pounds of milk producsed per cow, there
was no return to the operator for his year's work. The labor incomes averaged

$1,35L for the group of farms with the highest producing herds.

Belation of size of cow to nroduction per cow
and other factors

‘ Theléize of cows was studied in relation to the amount of milk produced
per cow., Weights of all cows in the barns at milking time werse estimated by
use of a tape measure that had on it the cow weight scale developed for thisg
purpose by the United States Department of Adgriculture.

There was a striking relationship between the size of cow and pro-
duction per cow. As the size increased, production increased proportionately
mere (table 7). For herds with cowé averaging leegs than 950 pounds, only
_6,007 pounds of milk were produced per cow, as contrasted %o 7,518 pounds
ber cow for herds with cows averaging 1,050 pounds or more. The average size

of all cows measurthwas_9T9 pounds, with a production of 6,560 pounds of

mili per cow. lHerds with the larger cows averaged slightly older than those

wlith the smeller cows,
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TABLE 7. RELATION OF SIZE OF COW TO PRODUGTION FER COW AND OTHER FACTORSY
114 Farms, Orange County, 1939<40

T iverage Pounds Aversge Per cent Cost per

SBize of cow Number size of milk age milk sold hupdredm
{pounds) of cow produced of October W?i%ht

farms (peunds) per cow  cows te March %ioduced
Less than 950 1 %93 b,007 5.7 53 $2.65
950 to 1,050 51 1,001 b, 601 5.6 . BhY 2.56
1,050 or mere 21, 1,095 7,518 6.2 57 2.26

*All milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

Net only was more milk produced by large-sized cows, but 1t was produced
more efficiently than by smaller cows. This was indicated by the cost of
producing milk. On farms with the smallest cows, the cost of yrroducing 100
pounds of milk averaged $2.65 as compared to $2.26 per hundredweight on

farms with the largest cows.

Relation of season of milk production o various factors

The region in which the area included in this survey is located ig the
extreme winter-dsiry section of southeastern Wew York. For the 114 farms in
the survey, Bl per cent of the milk was sold during the six winter months
from October to March, The drought during the pasture season of 1939 may
have reduced the milk flow enough during this eeason to have affected to
some extent the propertion of winter milk on thegé‘farms for the year
covered by the'survey, Some variation ocourred, howevér, in the season of
production on different farms. |

The amount bf milk prgduced pér cow increased as the proportion of milk
sold during the wintef geason iﬁcreaSed (table g). Since most of the farms
sold the greater part of their milk‘during the winter, howsver, the relatior-
éhip was nob striking‘ Hérds thaﬁ ﬁroduced more than one-half of their
milk during the period from October to March had en average production of

abant 6,700 pounds per cow, while herds producing lesg than one-half of
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their willk during these months averaged 6, 058 pounds per cow. The AVersge
weight of the cows tended: to incresse as the prepertion of winter milk

increased.

TABLE &. RELATION OF SEASON OF MILK FRCDUCTION TO VARIOUS FACTCRS*
114 farms, Orange County, 1939~4O :

Ter cent . Per cent Pounds Average Man

‘mi¥c sold | MNumber  milk sold milk . size . . heours  Pounds
oatober T ef .. Ockober | produced of cow per of grain
to March farms to March  per cow (Pounds) cow per cow
Less than 50 7 2k he - 6,058 o3 206 T 2,392
50 to 55 34 52 6,694 C9TH 192 2,459
55 to 60 35 57 6,733 985 189 2,301

60 or more 21 63 . B,641 . o1,020 175 2,kgh

*¥A11 milk was standardized %o 3;7'pér cent butterfat. .

=.i“A]g:paren‘.:]*.y, hoﬁever,.nroduction per cow &id noet increase as the pro-
portlon of milk scld dhrlnb the six w1nterrmdnths 1ncreaqed beyond about
.55 pér cent, or abouf the average for the llu farms. Sllghtly more grain
was Ted, but several hours. less labor were used per cow on the farms with

the largest share of winter milk.

e : milk :
Relatlon of season of production to costs and. returns

‘.fhe‘qqst_df milk production was lowest, aﬁd labor incomes were highest
for the farms that produced from 50 te 55 per cent of their milk during the
six winter menths (table 9)., This group also had the most cows per farm.
AFor.the‘férms-thétléﬁld less than one~half of their milk durlng theée monthsa,
the iowér raté of productieﬁ probably largely accounts fdr'the high cost per
hun&fedwéight and low lahor income in this groﬁp. |

pr the férms ﬁhat sold'moré ﬁhan 55 per cent of their milk during these
months, costs per hundredweight increased asg fhe proportion Ef ﬁinter wilk:
increased, because production per cow remainsd sbout the same while the

cost of the extra feed to maintain a high level of winter producticn in-
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TABI® 9.  RELATION OF SEASON OF MILK PRODUCTION TO COSTS AND RETURNS*
114 Farms, Orange County, 1939-L0 ‘

Per cent milk Humber Humber Cogt per

sold October of of cows hundredweight Labor
to March _ farms per farm of milk produced inceome
Less than 50 BT 25 . $2.87 $371
5O to BB 3L 31 : 2,36 5]
B5 4o 60 35 29 2,16 798
60 or more 21 23 2.55 670

¥311 milk was standsrdized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

creased. Labor incomes for these farme declined as the proportion of winter

milk and costs per hundredweight increased.
' Yields of Roughage Crops
Relation of yield of silage to variocus faclorsg

Herds on farms that produced corn for silage had higher rates of milk
production with less grain fed per cow than on farms without silage (table 10).
Slightly more of the milk was produced during the winter season on farms with

gilage than for the other group of farms.

TABLE 10. RELATION CF VIRLD OF SILAGE TC VARIOUS FACTORS

114 Farms, Orange County, 1939-H0
Wumber Humber Pounds Per cent Pounds Size of
Tield of silage of of milk milk so0ld grain COWS
per acre farms cows PET COW Get.o~Mar. pEr Ccow (pounds)
Wo silage grown 47y 22 6,433 53 2,668 973
Legs than 9 tons 35 2G- b, 487 . BB 2,209 975
G tong or more 32 3l G, 827 56 2,319 q92

The cows on farms without silage were approximately the game size as .
the cows on farms producing silags. About'l5 per cent leés grain wés fedail
per cow on farms with high siiage yields than on fdfms with no silags.

More cows ware kept‘per farm on farms with silﬁge fhan on férms without

silage.
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Relation of yield of silage to costs. and returns .

On farms withoui silage,,costs averaged $2.60 as compared to $2. HM
on farm w1th hlgn ylelds OL 511age (table 11) Labor 1ncomes were much

hlgher for farms grow1ng szlage than for the farms w1thout ﬁllage.,

TABIE 11. : BELATION OF YiBLD -CF- SIlAGE TO 008TS AND RbTURNS
11# Farms. Orange Gounty, 193940~

- ) Numbér»“ Average Cost per
Tield of 511age . of o tong silage | ecwt, milk Labor
Tiper aore oo e T farms ~ 7 "per acre T produced " income
No silage grown = 7 L. 47- o e B "$2.6O - $366
Less than 9 tong 35 5 . 2.54 T4a
9 tons or more . 3200011 L.y 1,138

Althcugh some of the oii§‘in thié areé ﬁay net be well adapted to the
D?éductlon of corn cllage an 1mportant advantage of corn 511age as a nome—
grown rougﬁage fsed was shown by the survey in this area. Due to the
severe drought in 1939, hay ylelds on nost farms ware abnofmally low, Bilage
vields were relatlvely Z00d. Bec;usé of an extreme “hay shortage, hay prices
were very high, PFarmers without 811age were forced to buy more hay at
'ﬁhése'high'priCes, to carry their stock through the-winter then farmers who
proiuced silage for pért of their roughage. This partly explaing why lsbor
incomes were sc much higher for farms with silage than for those without
silagé; |

Relation of yield of hay %o various factors

Since déiry farmers in thig area usually produce g1l of the hay fed on
thelr farme, the yiéld‘and quality of hay produced are of considerablé
impor tance., Ls 2 result of the severe drought in this area in the summer
of 1939, however, hay yields were abnopmally low on many farms. Cows on
farms with high hay yields were fed slightly less grain, but produced more

milk than cows on farms with low hay yields (table 12). The nurber of cows
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per farm was about the same for all groups.
-~

TABIE 12. RELATION OF YIELD OF HAY TO VARIOUS FACTORS
. 114 Farus, Orangs Sounty, 1939-40

_ Humber Number Founds Pounds Size of
Yieild of hay of of milk grain cows
per acre farms cows por oW DEr CowW (pounds)
Less than 1.0 32 27 6,277 2,h28 qlig
1.0 to 1.5 53 28 6,623 2,355 983
1.5 or more 29 27 - B,768 2, w55 1,007

Farms with the highest hay ylelds alsc had the largest cows.

Relation of yield of hay to cogts and refturns

There was no consistent relationship between hay ylelds and the cost

of producing milk (table 13)., This may have been the result of the abnormally

low yields of hay on most farms due to the drought, and to the relatlively

heavy feeding of grain common to this intensive dairy region,

increased regularly as hay yields incresaged.
[

Labor incomes

TABLE 13. RELATION O0F YIELD OF HAY TC COSTS AND RETURNS
11% Farms, Orange County, 193940
mber Average Gogth per
Yield of hay of tons hay mundredweight Lahor
per acre farms per acre milz produced income
Less then 1.0 32 0.7 $o.62 $U67
1.0 to 1.5 53 1.2 2.42 72k
1.5 or more 29 1.8 2. 64 913
Wumber of Cows per Farm

Relation of number of cows per farm to labor efficiency

and costs and returns

In a dairy region, the number of cows per farm is a useful measure of

size of business. The most favorable returns are obbtained con a large as

compared to a small dairy farm when the price of milk is high, relative %o

coste, because then even a small profit per cow or per 100 pounds of milk is
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multiplied many mere times thaw for a small. farm,

Ag pfeviously‘nbted,-the‘jear=oovered by the suwrvey was moderatsly
Tovornble insofar as: the relaticnship of cests and milk prices was concerned.
Ag 2 resﬁlt,:costs per hundredwelght were considersbly lower and labor

incomes much higher on farms with Iarge hebtde .than on farms with $mall herds
{(table 1L).

TARTE 14,  BETATION OfF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO LABOR EFFICIENCY
.. AND COSTS AND RETURNS
114 Farms, Orange Gounty, 1930~U40

" Man Pounds Cost per
Wumber Number Humber hours  milk , ‘Thundred-—
of cows of Coof per  produced weight  Lator
per farm farms cows COW per cow of milk . income
Fewer than 20 26 1L 225 6,561 $2.79 $ 36k
20 to' 26 . p6 . 23 198 - 6,587 . 2.6 ) 517
26 to 32 28 28 . 192 6,670 2,53 T4
32 or more 34 ] 158 6,455 2.28 1,035

~~';ﬁ1£his érea, large @erds_mgdg‘possible much more efficient uge of
labor than small herds. On the average, only 158 hours were used per cow
in the herds of 32 ér MOTe COWS, as.compared to 225 hours per cow in herds
.of fewer than 20 cows. About 6 more cows were cared for per man on the
ferms with the largest herds than on the farme with the smallest herds.
Produchion per cow was lowes®t in the large herds and sbout the same for
the other groups.

Cogts per 100 pounds of milklpro&uced averaged $2.79 for the herds
with fewer than 20 cows, and declined regularly aé the nunber of cows
increased to $2.28 vper hundredweight for the herde with wore than 32 cows.
Thig decline in cost as the number of cows increased was the reguld largely

of the saving in labor.
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Relation of mumber of cows per farm to capiital efficiency

Another advantage of large herds was the result of more efficient use
of the money invested. Hore Than $550 was invested per cow on the farms
with fewer than 20 cows (table 15)., This was sbout $100 more than the
investment psr cow on the farms with more than 32-cows, Since the cow
enterprise furnished most of the income on these farms, the proport?on of
the total Tarm capital invested in this majorrincomemproducing enternrige
“was a useful measurs of capital efficiency. TFor the herds with fewer than
20 cows, only 16 per cent of the money was invested in cows, as compared to

20 ver cent for the large herds.
o

LH 15, RETATION OF HUMBER CF COWS PUR FARM TO CAPITAL FEFFICIENCY
© 11l Farms, Orange County, 1939=L0

- Par cent
Number Humber  ffumber Yalue Total of total
of cows . of of per capital farm caplital
per farm farms cows cow - per cow invested in-.cows
Fewer than 20 26 14 $91 $556 16
20 to 26 26 23 92 ugb 19
26 to 32 28 o8 89 Upg oL
32 or more 3 k] 91, U5z 20

The smaller investment per income~producing umit on the large furms
results in more dollars of income fer each dollar invested in the farm

buginess.

Relation of number of cows per farm to
cost of bull service per cow

Bocange the cost to feed, care for, and house a bull was about the
same regardless of the number of cows kept, the cost cf'buil service per
cow decreased as the number of cows per farm increased (tabie 15).  In
herds of fewer than 20 cows, the average cost of bull service ammnted o

$3,62 per cow, as compared to $1.75 per cow in herds of 32 or more COWS.
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Yearly =ll farms kept ome bull, and two bulls were kept on some of the

larger farms.

e o

TABLE 16. RELATION OF THE NUMBER OF QWS FER FARL Tc THE COSL
OF BULL SERVICE PER COW
114 Farms,. Orange. County. 1939~MO

Humber Average Average cost
Humber of cows . cf runber of tull service
per farm LT farm5'¢ oo of ccows - .. per cow
Fewer than 20 . . 26 T 1& S $3.62
20 to 26 26 ez A e 2
26 to-32 - RENST io.28 - es -2

- Qther advanta@ss of a. large—sized dair& férﬁ-busiﬁééé include:
1. A lower cosb ner hundredwelght for hauling larger loads

of mllk. '

2. Some saving in coat of bUIldlﬂg use per cow since the
housing cost per cow tends to decrease as the number:
of cows 1ncreases.

3. The possibility of taking adVBntage of guanbity dlscounts

on purchases of feeds may be greater for ownerg of large .
herds than for owners of small herdsg.

Althaigh the advanbtage of large herds may te small in some of these
items, in some cases the aggregate effect may ve a real economy %o the‘.

fTarm business.

‘_Use of Labor

Relation of man hours per cow to varicus factors

:Eificiegtnuse of labor is one of the most tmportant problems in farm
organization. The number_of hoars required to care for a cow a year is oné
measure of labor sfficiency. |

... There was an inverse relationship between the number of hours of
‘man laﬁqr per cow snd the nuwber of cows per farm (table 17). The group of

farms that were most efficient in use of labor kept 32 cows, on the average
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ag compared to 21 cows for the least efficient group. Season of milk
production was about the same for the differsnt groups, and so did not seem
to explain why more labor was spent.per cew on some farms thaplon othergs,
Milk production per cow was highest foﬁithe group of farmg with the most

labor per cow.

TABLE 17. RELATION OF MAN HOURS PER GOW TO GOSTS AND RETURNS
11l Farms, Orange County, 1939-L0 :

‘ Pounds - Cogt per
Man hours _ Humber  Number milk Per cent hundred- Labor
rer cow . of of produced milk sold  weight income

farmg COWS per cow Octo.~Mar. miik

Less thad 140 2 32 6,043 55 $2.37 $1,081
140 %o 220 bl 29 6,551 Bk 2.46 7hi
220 or more g o8 21 5,996 5% 2.83 . 259

Even though the amount of milX preduced pef cow was Lower on the 22
farmg with the fewest hours of labor per cow, costs on these {avms averaged
only $2.37 and labor incomes $1,08l as compared to costs of $2.%3 and labor

incomes of $299 on the 28 farms with the most hours of labor Per CoWe

Relation of cows per man to various factors

Labor efficiency, as measured by the number of cows keopt per man, wvaried
widely between individual farms. On the 24 farms with fewer than 10 cows
kept per man, the average number of cows per farm was 17 (table 18). TFox
the 20 farme with 1M or more cows per maﬁ; the e¢ize of herd averaged 35
COWSe Aithough production per cow was highest for the group with the fewest
cows per man, there appeared to be no congistent relationship between labor -
efficlency and the amount of milk produced per cow. About the same pro-

portion of the milk was sold in-the winter season in all groups. Man haurs

per cow decreased rapidly as the rnumber of cows kept per man increased.
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TABLE 18, RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER MAN TO VARIQUS FACTORS
114 Parme, Orange County, 1$39-U40

FPoundsg | Fer cent Man

Number Tamber  Averags Tumber . omilk milk hours
of cows of cows per of cows produced gold per
per man farms man . . per farm per cow Oct.,~Mar, cow

Fewer than 10 ek .. g . .17 . 6,88y Rl 268
10 to 14 5% 11 28 6,43 BR 186

L4 or more 37 Sl 35 - 6,523 Bl 147

Relation of cows per man Yo costs and returns

The average cogt of pfééﬂbiﬁg;lOO pounds of milk on farmg with fewer than
lo‘eéﬁé”per ﬁéﬁfwéé‘ﬁéléo (téﬁlé‘ié). The cost per hundredweight decreased
as‘labor‘efficieﬁéy inergased, and the aversge cost for ﬁhe grou@ with 14 or
more céWs per man was $2.33. ”Zébor.incoﬁe for the most efficient group averaged
31,098, as compared to 3145 for the g¥oup with fewer thanrlO'pows Der man,

TABLE 19, RELATION OF NUMBER OF GOVWS PER MAN TO 00STS AVD RETURKS
114 Farms, Orangze County, 1939-40

Tomber Tomber Cost per

of cows of hundredweight | Labor

per man , : farms : of milk income
Fewer than 10 - o ~$2.80 R
1L orimore . ' 37 2,33 1,093

qubined Bffect of Important Factbfs
The three most important factors-that were found to be related to cosbs
and returné in producing milk in this area were prdduction per cow, size of
herd, and wee of labor, It‘has béeﬁ shown that it paild ¥c be above average in
each of thess faciors, It pald even better to be above average in more than

one factor.
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For the 21 farms that were bolow average in allthree factors, the cost of

producing 100 pounds of milk avercce $3.06 and the average labor income was $hl
{table 20), Costs on ths ju farms that were zverage or above in one factor
were $2.65 and lebor incomes for this group averaged only $388.. For the 18

farms thot were average or bebtter in all four factors costs of production

averaged $2.04%, and lador incomes averaged $1,60H.

TABLE 20, OOURINED EFTE(T 0F IMPORTANT FACTORS®
114 Farms, Orange County, 1939-40

Cost per

hundred— Average

‘ Mimber welght milk labor

Tumber of factors of farms produced ~ income
Below average in all 3 factors 21 $3.C6 $ B4
Average or above in 1 factor 34 2.65 388
Averaze or above in 2 factors b1 2,39 892
Average or above in all 3 factors 18 2. 04 1,60u

*The three fachors are: Number of cows per farm, number of cows per man, and
rate of milk production. ‘

Bighteen farme, or about one-sixth of those in the survey, were average
or better in all three factors. The averages for these farms ﬁere not specta—~
cular, but wers well above the averages for all farms (teble 21). The size 6f
business of the 18 farms, as measured by number of ccws per farm, was abous 50
rer cent above average. The smount of work accomplighed per man, measure! by
cows per man, wWas about one-fourth greater than the average for all farme. The
amount of milk produced per cow averzged 7,382 pounds on the 18 farms, as

compared to 6,560 pounds for all farms.
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CTARLE 21, COMPARISON CF GOOD FARWMS WITH THE AVERAGE
11k Farms, Orange County, 1939-U40

Average

18 farms arranged as | ‘ 114
Factor above in 3 facters farms
Size of Business
amber of cows per farm 41 28
Use of Labor
Iumber of cows per man 15 12
FMan hours ver cow® 162 182
Rates of Production
Pounds milk produced per cow 7,382 £,560
Tield of hay per acre 1.1 1.2
Yield of silage per acre 8.7 8.6
Other Factors
- Per cent milk sold Qct.-Mar. 1) sl
Pounds grain fed per cow 2,19H 2,&09
Size of cow {pounds) 1,014 979
Ocsts and Returns .
Cost per cwt. of milk produced $2.04 $2.37
Labor income $1, 600 $700

¥Includes man lebor hauling mill.

Crop vields on the above-~average farmsg were about the same as the averages

for =1l farms. Although production per cow was higher, slightly less grain

was fed per cow., The cows averaged about 30 pounds larger than for all farms,

The cost of producing 100 poun&s of milk was $2.04, or well below the

all-farm aversge. Labor incomes for the 18 farms average or better in all

three factors averazed $1,50l, as compared to $700 for the 114 farme,
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AVERAGES OF IMPORTANT FACTORS
114 Farms, Oranze County, 1939-L0

e ‘ Average
items _ ; ' S Your farm all farms
Size of Bgsiaess
Cows'per farm S : _ ' 28
TUge of Labor
Cows per marn 12
Men hours per cow 182
Rates of Production
Pounds milk produced per cow®: ' 5,560
Tons of hay per acrs 1.2
Tons of gi lage per acre 8.6
Cther Facicors
Per cent milk sold October to MHarch 54
Péunds of srain fed per cow . o 2,409
Size of cow {pounds) 979
Costs and Returns
Cost per cwh., milk produced* ' 82,37
Labor income | ' 5700

*¥A11 milk standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat basis,
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VARIAVION IU IKPORTANT FACTORS
114 farms, Craage County, 193%9-40

=T

IE QF UST OF RATES OF i COSTS AND
BUSIVESE LAZOR PRODUCTION OTHER TACTORE || RELURNS
| Man [|Pounds|Tons| Tons ||% milk, Founds| Size || Cost per
ITmmber [ Cows | hours)| milk fhay |silage|| sold | grain ol owl.
of ner ver | per iper | per ||Oct,- (fed per| cows milk |Labor
cows rsn cow || cow jacre| acre |{larch cow (lgéiﬁfproduced income
Rl 18 110 || 8°o”1 le.2 1L 65 3973 | 111k | $1.68 | $2813
37 15 133 || 8003 [1.7 11 61 3126 | 1071 1.95 1701
%3 1k R0 | 7HEZ 11.5 10 59 o8Us | 1035 2.10 1261
29 13 162 || 7045 1.3 10 57 2592 | 1016 2. 21 1004
27 12 170 |! 6786 (1.2 g 55 ooy 595 2.6 ghe
| | (Y O | S
25 11 179 |} 6455 (1.1 8 53 2300 971 2Rl 576
23 11 195 il 6130 1.0 g Re 2087% 9ue 2, 6L 303
20 10 217 i B7e3 1 0.9 7 5O 1918 919 2.77 22
17 g °R6 1L 5Ol 0.8 & hg 1708 892 3.02 ~321
11 T 338 11 4103 1 0.5 U Ly 1336 837 4,11 | -1287
l
; i . ;

Thers are ten numbers in each column.
average of the highest one-tenth of the farms for that factor.
are independent of each other.

one-half from the lower oune-~half of the farms for each factor,

show how your farm compsres with the others.

The nunber at the top is the

The coluwms

The line across the middle separates the upper

The red lines



