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AR 377 PRELIMINARY REPORT
CEENAWGO COUNTY
CeST OF MILK PRODUCTION SURVEY
1939-10

A farm management survey of 104 farms was made in the area between
Farlville and North Worwich in Chenango County for the year ended Epril 3G,
1940, Tnformation was obiained concerning the whole farm business and
deteiled cost data were obtained on the dairy enterprise. The survey was
made by the New York State College of Agriculture
in cooperation with the Chenango County Farm

Bureau. The information was obtained by

personal visits to the farms.

On farms in this area, cash crops and

poultry are commonly combined with the dairy

enterprise. About two~thirds of the income
A Area surveyed

Chenangb Gounty on the farms in the survey was from the dairy
enterprise, and one-fourth from crops, egzs
and pouvltry. All farms in the survey had grade B milk markets.

The land in Chenango County has been classified as to the intensgity
of use to which it is adapted. The soils, topography, eievation, crops
grown, and size and condition of the farm buildings are important factors
in this economic classification of the lend. The areag of land classes I
and II are, in general, betier suited to forestry and recreaticnal uses
than to farming. The asreas of land clssses III, IV and ¥ probably will
remain permanently in agriculture. The higher the number of the land class
the higher the provortion of good soils and tﬁe greater the intensity of
land use. OFf the 104 farﬁs in the survey, 20 were located 1n land classes

T or IT, 34 in land class III, 12 in land class IV, and 3% in land class V.

When elevation sione was considersd, 57 of the farms were located on the

side slopes and hills, and 47 in the valleye



Pastures in central and southeastern New Tork were substantially below
normal during the early part of the summer gnd due to the severe drought
deciined continually during the seasqnhfuntil the latter part of August when
there was some improvement in conditicng. For the state, pasture conditions
in 19%9 were 13 per cent below the average of the preceeding 10 years, and .
were lower than for any cther year duting‘the decade except for 1934,

One purpose of this study was to desoribe the retative importaﬁce of
the various costs in producing milk in an area where cash crops and poultry
were commonly combined with the daimy enterprise, d4nother objective was to
help farmers study the application in their community of some of the factors
that have consistently been found over a period of years to be related %o

the cost of producing milk, and hence to farm incomes.
P ,

THE BOONONIC SITUATION, 193G-HO

Following the reinstatément of the federal~state marketing order in
the VWew York milk ﬁarket in June 1939, the price of millk rose from the low
level reached while fhe ﬁrder was suspeﬁded t0 a point well above other
arices (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 a b the end-of the year.' The @ak in the price of milk in Nevember
15%9 wag higher then st any time since 193%. 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 zbove the Dbase periéd in 1910~1¥. In this study, in an area
near the middle of the milkshed, the average price received for 3.7 milk sold

was $1.8%, Average prices paid to New York farmers for all farm products

were only six per cent abeve the level in l910~1%.
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TIGURE 1. FARM PRICE OF MILK IN NEW YORK AND WHOLESALE PRICES OF BASIC
COMMODITIES IN THE UNITED STATES (1910-14 = 100).

Turing the swmmer months the price of a dalry raticon in Wew York was
about 10 per cent below its 191.0-14% level, butb following the declaration of
war in September 1939, graln prices rose rapidly end stayed about 5 per cent
above the 1910—lu level for the rest of the year. On anmerage, dalry feed
prices were 2 per cent above the 191.0-1% zverage for the period coverad by
the survey. The average price per ton for dairy feeds purchased by farmers
in this study was $32. Hay prices ave?age& $13 a ton and succulenis Sl U5
a ton.

Wages paid by New York farmers were about 20 per cent zbove their

average in the base period, and averaged $L45 a month for the farmers in

the sarvey.
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YEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS

Costs and Returnsg per Cow

During the year covered by this study, it cost.$153 to keep a dalry
cow. Begides the milk produced, each cow on the average produced a calf
vaiued at $5, and seven tong of manure worth $10. Other returns, such as
fa;r premiumg, amounted o $1 a cow. When the value of these other returns
waé deducted from the cost of keeping a.cow, the net cost of producing miik
waé $137 a cow.

thal cost of feed per cow was $8%. On the average, sach coéw required
almost 2,200 pounds of concentrates, which, inéluding Lone—grown graips, werse
valued at $34 (tablé 1). The value of the 2,4 fons of dry forage was $31
and. the 5,0 tons of suceulents were valued at $18. Dry forage inéluded,
besi&és hayg gmell amounte of corn fodder and other feeds., Corn gilage
made up most of the succulent feeds. The 163 days on pasture, between May 14

and October 23, cost 3.0 cents a day or $5 a cow for the season,

TABLE 1. AVERAGE AMOUWTS AND COST OF FEEDS AND LABOR PER COW
104 Farus, Chenango County, 1939=40

Average amount Average Coat
Feed per cow : . price Per cow
Goncentrates 2,159 pounds $%1.83 a ton $3l
Dry forage 2ol tong 12.89 a ton 31
Sueculents : H,0 tons - L5 a ton 18
Pasture 163 days 0.034 & day 5
Man labor : 165 hours* -~ 0422 an hour 37

*¥Does not include man labor hauling milk.

Thé 165 hours of direct maﬁ labo£-used per cow, exclﬁsive of time
spent hauiing milk, at 22 cente an hour cpst $37 a cow. Besides direct
labor on cows, b hoﬁrs of man 1gbor worth $1 were used havling milk. Other
cogts, including ﬁedding, milk hauliné,ruse of buildings and equipment, bull

service and other items amounted tc $28 a cow,
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On an average, the value of milk produced per.cow was $125, ineluding
$116 for milk sold and $9 for millk used at home. The net cost.of mille pro-
duced was $137 a cow, or $12 more than the value of the millk.

Since the charge for labor, including time spent hauling milk, was $3%8
a oow, and the loss on milk produced was $12 a cow, the return for labor was

only $26 2 cow, cor 15 cents an hour.

Costs and Returns per 100 Pounds of Milk Produced

The average net cost of producing 100 pounds of milk for the year was
$2.0j, after eredits of 2b cents, mostly for calves and manure, had been
deducted (tabdle 2). All milk was standardized %o a 3.7 per cent bubtterfat
basis to facilitate comparisons of costs between farms anC seasons of the
vear.

Teed costs amovnied to $1.33 and made up almost three—fifths of the
cost of produsing milk. The 33 pounds of concentrates and the 72 pounds of
dry forage fed per hundredweight of milk produced, sach made up one-fifth
or more of the feed costse The 171 pounds of succulents were valued atb 27
cents and the 2.5 days of pasture accounted for & cents per 100 pounds of
millk.

The 2.5 hours of direct labor on cows cost 56 cents, or one—~fourth
of the total cost. TFesd and labor together accounted for 82 per cent of
the total éost of producing milk.

Altﬁough an averare loss of $19 was taken ﬁer head for cows replaced,
the cost of depreciation was only 5 cents perrloo nounds of milk, or 3 per
cent of the total cost. Interest at & per cent on the value of the cows

accounted for conte. Obher costs, including milk hauling, use of tuildings
g

and equipment, bull service and other iteme amounted to 27 cents.

LR
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TABLE 2. YRARLY COSTS AND RETURNE IN PRODUCING 100 PQUHDS OF MILE*
10l Farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0

o Cost of 100 pounds Per cent
Itens Amount - of milk produced of total
COSTS
Feed .
Ooncentrates 33 pounds $ .52 23
Dry forage 72 poutnds L6 20
Succulents 121 pounds 27 12
Pagturs 2.5 days : .08 3
Total feed $1e33 58
Lzbor on cows 2.5 hours W56 ol
Depreciation on cows .06 k
Interest on cows _ .09 4
Mille haulingt : .09 I
Use of bulldings el 2
Use of eguipment .02 1
Bull service .03 1
Bedding . 02 1
Miscellaneous .06 2
Total costs 52,31 100
OREDITS
Manure * A5 : 63
Calves 7 .08 33
Miscellaneous . .01 : L
Total credits $ ook 100
WET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED $2.07 —
VALUR PER 100 POUNDS OF MILX PRODUCED $1.88 -

FA11 milk was stonderdized to 3.7 per cenb butterfat, and the value is for
milk of the same test.
%Includes 0.1 hour of man laboer hauling milk.

0f the total credits of 24 cents, manure accounted for 15 cents and

calves for & cents.

SEASOWAL COSTS AWD RETURNS .

During the summer while the cows were obtaining most of their feed

from pasture, the net cost per 100 pounds of milk produced was $1.53, as
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compared to $2. &3 for tao w1nter 565,500 5 and $0.07 for the year (table 3).
Production per cow per dag averaged 17 pounds for the pasture season, and

19 pounds for the barmrfeedlng 8508501,

TABLE 3, . STAS0WAL 00STS AND RETURNS IN FRODUCING MILK*
104 Farms, Chenango Gounty, 19%9~uo

Cogt per 100 pounds of milk produced

Items o Summer , . Winter
Amount Cost Amount Cogt
3087S ‘ o
Feed
Concentrates 22 pounds $ .33 4o pounds § 65
Dry forage 13 poundsg .07 113 pounds .73
Sucouwlents ' 60 pounds 13 16% pounds » 37
Pasture , & days +20 — o
Motal feed ‘ $ .73 $1.75
Labor on cowst 2,1 hours ST 2.8 hours 62
pther costs T ‘ M3 L L0
Total costs ‘$1.63 S2.77
CREDITS L .10 .
NET COST FER 100 POUNDS OF:MILK PRODUCED 31453 $o.43
TVALUE PER 100 POUNDS 0F MILK PROTUCED $1.64 $2,06

#*A11 milk was étandardized to 3.7 per cent butteffat basis.
#Does not include man labor hawling milk.

Feed costs during the summer amounted to - . T3 cents per 100 pounds
of milk or more than two~fifths of the total cosht. During the winter, feed
costs amounted %o $i.?5, or about three—=fifths of the total cost., In the
pasture season. only 22 pounds of grain were fed per 100 pounds of milk, as
gompared. to 40 pounds in the barn~feeding seasons The amounts of dry forage
and suceunlents varied even more widely between the seasons. Only 13 pounds
of dry forage and £0 pounds of succulents were fed per hundredweight of milk

in the summer as compared to 113 pounds of dry forage and 163 pounds of
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suceulents in the winter. Costs for these items of feed varied between
geasons by about the same amount as the guantities fed, The sixz days of
pasture required to produce 100 pounds of milk in the sumnmer cost_only
20 éents'
Only 2.1 hours of man labor were used to produce 100 pounds of milk
in the summer as compared to 2.8 hours for the winter season. The charge
for labor of 47 cents a hundredweight in the summer accounted for somewhat
more than one-fourth of the total cost in this season. ‘During the winter,
the cogt of labor was 62 cents a hundred pounds of milk, but was less than
one~Tourth of -the total cost, N
Other costs were 43 cents during the summer and 4o cents per 10C pounds
of milk produced during thes winter, COredits during the summer, nostly for
calves were 10 cents. The 3 cents of credits for the winter season included

26 ecents for manure produced.

Variation in the Cost of Producing Milk

The aversge net cogt was $2.07 a hundredweight, but there was a wide
variation in costs on individual farms as shown in figure 2. -Each vertical
line in the graph represents one of the 104 farmg, and the length of the
line indicates the cast of producing 100 pounds of milk on that farm for
the year 1939~40,

On about one-eighth of the farms, milk was produced at an average
cost for the ysar of less than $1.60 a hundredweight, as compared to more

then $3.00 on another one—~eighth of the farms.
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Jost per 100 lbs.
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FIGURE 2, VARIATION IN THE YEARLY CCST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MIIK

Bach line represents a farm, and the length of the line indieates the
cost of producing milk on that farm in 1939~40.

Wk % W

8o far, thie report has presented a cross—section picture of cosfé-and
returns in producing millk in this area in 1930-U40. The rest of this report
will abvtempt to show the main reasons why some farms produced milk at lower
cost, and why some farmg had higher incomeg than others.

In the discussion that follows, two measures of returns were used.

Returns per hour of labor on cows is a measgure of what the cows paid for
the time spent on them during the year. The average was 15 cents an hour.

Tebor income is a measure of the return that the whole farm made to the

operator for his year's work, after paying all farm expenses and allowing 5
per cent interest on the money invested. The average labor income of fhe
104 farms for the year cavered by this study was $430.

There was & wide variation in both measures of returns between Tarms.
On one~fifth of the farms, the coﬁé péid all.other expenses and made a return

of 30 cents an hour for time spent on them, while on another one-fifth of the
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farmeg no return was made to laber, and in some cases returns didlnot cover
511 other expenses. WNire farms had labor incomes of $2,000 or more. At
the same time, almost one—third of the farms lost money, in the senss that
their incomes were not large enough to cover the charge of B per cent for

the money invested and abt the same time pay all farm eXpPenses.

FACTORY AFFECTING COSTS AND RETURNS IK PRODUCING MIIK

Relabtion of Cost per 100 Pounds of Milk to Returns

Since most of the income on these farms was from the dairy enterpriée,
thers was a close relatidnship hetween the cost of producing milk and
returns, For the 25 farms with costs below $1.80 a hundredweight, returné
per nour of lébor on cows averaged $.37 and labor incomes $1,3%6, as com-
pared Lo & 1055 of 18 eents an hour or $713% a farm for the group with
highest costs per hundredweight.(table by, Because of this close relation-
ghin between the cost of prodﬁcing milk and inéomes, the factors that are

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

TABLE Y. RETATION OF COST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILK TO RETURNS
104 Farms, Chenango County, 193940

Cost per 100 Number Average cost Returns per

poundg milk : of per 100 pounds hour of Labor

produced farmsg of milk produced  labor on cows income
Tess than $1.80 25 $1.58 $ .37 $1,%36
$1.80 to $2,20 ob 2.01 W17 357
$2.20 to $2,60 28 2.38 .06 38U

52,50 and more ' 25 3,19 . -1l ~ 313

Pounds of Milk Produced per Jow

Relation of production per cow to various factors

The herds with the lowest rates of production included, on the average,

fewsr cows than the herds with the larger -smounts of milk produced per cow

{table 5)s Apparently no more iabor was required to care for high-preducing
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cows than for low-producing cows, . partly because more of the farms with the
hicher rates of production used milking machines and other kinds of labor~
saving equipment. In this section of the report, man hours per cow includes

time gpent hauling milk.

TARIE 5. RELATION OF MILE PRODUCTION PER COW TO VARIOUS FACTORS
104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939~40

of

Pounds Number  Per cenﬁ of Man Pounds

Poundg of Number miik of cows milk sold hours g&grain
miik produced of produced  per Getober to per Ted
per cow farmg DET COW farm March cow*  per cow
Less than 5,000 19 4,187 17 Lo 182, 1,237
5,000 to 6,250 32 5, 621 18 Lg 176 1,794
5,250 to 7,500 29 6,932 20 Lg 178 2,417
7,500 or more 24 8,431 25 53 185 2, 55

*In this and succeediné tables in this report, man hou;s per cow includes
time spent hauling milk.

For the highest producing ﬁerdS, mora of the milk was produced during
the winber sesson than for the sother herds. About twics as much grain was
fed per cow to the cows that produced the most milk than wag fed to cows
with the lowest rates of production., Apparently the high-producing cows
nsed the grain just about as efficiently, however, as the guentity of graln
fed per 100 pounds of milk was the same for the lowest and highest producing
ETouns,

The average smount of milk produced per cow on all farms was 6,373

pounds.

Relation of production per cow to costs and returng

The amount of milk produced per coew was the most important of all
factors affecting costs and returns. The average cost per hundredweight was
$3.02 in the group of herds with the lowsst production, as compared with

$1.84 for the farms with the highest producing herds (table 6J. In other



4% 377 S

wirds, -1t cost farmers with an aﬁéfage production of less than 5,000 pounds
. coe e ERELID :
per cow almost $1.20 more to produce 100 pounds of mili than farmers with

cows prodicing 7,500 or more ﬁoun&s of milk.

TABLE 6. RELATTION OF PRODUCTION PER COW TO COSTS AND RETURNSE
104 Farms,. Chenango County, 193910 ‘

Pounds of _ T Womber "Qosﬁ:pep,, Returnsg per
mi%glggggggaiga.ufz Cooft - hundredweight hour of - Labor
per. cow T - _farms of nilk labor on cows income
Legs than.5,000 -~ 19 L $3.02 Gun08. - -+ U$-153
5,000 te 6,250 . 320 - T T R039 .07 230
6,250%5 7,500 29 2,07 . £15 : Lao

7,500 or‘@@re - 2h _ 1,84 . .28 t- 1,13

”;n.a.On farms-With ledy than SQbOO‘pbuﬁds.of éilk produced per cﬁw;-there
was‘no.return to the operator for his yesr's work, and returns per hour of
labor on cows averaged minus & cents. Labor»incomes_averaged $1.,13%5 for
the gréué of farms‘with the highest oroducing herds, and the herds in this
group réturngd 22 cents an hour for time spent on;them. In other words,
the céws returned 36 cents more an hour for labor,, snd the farm operator
received $1,200 more fbr_his‘yearﬁs work on farms with herds producing

7,500 pounds or more of milk than on farms with herds producing less than

5,000 pounds per cowe

Relation of size of cow 19 production per cow
and pther factors

The size of cows was studied in relation to the amount.of milk produced
per cows Welghts of all cows in the barns at milking time were estimated by
use c¢f-a tape measure that had on it the cow weight scale develaoped for this
purpose by the United Stateé Department of Agriculturé.

There was a strikiné relaﬁionship between the size of cow and pro-

duction per cows. As the size increased, production increased preoporticnately
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more (table 7). For herds with Cows‘weighing on the average less than 900
pounds, only 5,197 pounds of nilk were produced per co;;;ag cdntraste& o
7,315 pounds per cow for nerds with an averag; welght af 1,100 poﬁnds or

MOTS e Tha‘averagg size of ;11 cows meaéured ﬁas 1,010 pounds, with a pro=
duection of.6,373 ppunds,oﬁ milk per cow; Herds with the larger cows averaged
slighﬁly_older than those wi%hﬁthel§maller cows;

TABLE 7, RELATION OF SIZE OF COW TO PRODUCTION. FER COW AND OTHER FACTORS*
10Y% Farms, Ghenango County, 1039—

Aﬁerage Pounds Per cent Gost per  Returns per

Size of cow Wurber size of milk . ¢ milk sold hundred-  hour of

(pounds) of cow produced October E?i%ht labor on

-  farms. '(pounds) per cov to March produced COWS

- Less than 900. . 19, o gkg B, 197 bl $2.58 % .02
900 %o 1,000 3 00 9390 6,188 - - BT 2,27 wwll
1,600 to 1,100 1 - 1,0U% 6 778 g 2,33 <09
1,100 or more 18 1,158 _t”j,315',ﬁ_ o hB3 o L.93 .23

ALl milk wés standardized to 3.7 per cont butteriats

Yot only was more milk produced by lérgeusized cows, bub it was pro-
auced more efficiently ﬁhan by smaller cows. This was indioated by the cost
0%-pf5&ﬁéing milk. On farms with the Smalleét cows, the‘cost-of ﬁfoducing
100 pounds of milk averaged $2.58 as compared to $1.93 per hundredwelghu
on Tarms w1th the largest cows.' Returns per hour of labor on CoOWS Was

B

highest on farms with the largest cows.

 Relastion of geason of milk production to Various factors

. The area 1ncluoed in this survey 13 1ocated in cpntral Néw York,
near the middle of the Few York City milkshed. Far the 1DH farms in uhe
suTvey, 48 per cent of the milk was sold durlnv the 51x winter months from
October to March. The drought during therpasﬁure.seasqqﬂof 1939 may have

rre&uced the milk flow enocugh during ihis season tc have affected to some

" oxtent the 'proportion of winter milk.on these farme for -the year.covered
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by the survey. 4 wide variation occurred, however, in the season of
production on different farms.

The amount of milk produced per cow increased as the proportion of
milk sold during the winter season increased (fadble ). Herds that pro-
duced ene-half or more of their milk during the period from October to
March had an average production of about 7,000 poﬁnds per cow, while herds
producing legss then 45 per cent of their milk during these months averaged.
5,44l pounds per cow. The cows tended to be heavier in the herds with the

#
larger properiions of winter milk.

TABIE &. FELATION OF SEASON OF MIIK PRODUCTION TO VARIOUS FaCTORS™®

' 104 Farms, Ohenango County, 193940
Per cent Per cent Pounds Average Man
milk sold Wumber mwilk seld milk size hours Pounds
October to of Cetober produced of cow per of grain
March farms to March Ter COW (pounds) cow ver cow
Tegs than 45 27 38 5, L g2 181 1,733
45 %o KO 23 47 6,095 976 203 2,048
50 %o 55 39 52 £,916 1,032 176 2,184
b5 or more 15 : 59 7,057 1,038 ib1 2,293

¥A11 milk was ctandardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.

Avparently, however, production per cow did not increase much as the
proporﬁion of milk sold during the six winter months increased bveyond 50 per
sent or about one-half of the total production. Slightly more_grain wag fed,
but several hours less labor were used per cow on the farms with the largest

share of winter milk, mainly because these herds had more cows in them.

Relation of season of milk production
to costs and returns

As a result of higher rates of milk production and more efficient use

of labor, the cost of milk production was lowest for the group of farms that

produced the most milk during the six winter months {table G)., Returns per
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hour of labor were higheast for the gZroup with the largest prbporfiéﬂiéf :

winter milk and the lowes% costs,.

TABLE 9. RELATION OF SEASON O3 MILK PRODUGTION TO COSTS AND RETURNS*
104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0

Per cent - Cost per Returns

milk sold Number Number hundred- per hour

October of of cows weight of , of labor Labor
to March farms ver farm milk produced on cows income
Less than 45 27 15 $2.01 $.01 $-122
L5 %0 5O 23 17 2.4 .06 : 1h2
50 to 5H . 39 2 2.10 .18 SK6
55 or more : iR 23 . 2.02 .23 557

*411 milk was standardized fo 3.7 per cent bubtterfat.

Although labor incomses tended to increase as the proportion of winter
milk increased, the average labor income for the group of farms with the most
inter milk was lower than for the third group, largely because the farms in

the third group rsceived more of ftheir income from cash crops.
4

Tields of Houghage Crops

Relation of yield of silage to #arious factors

Herds on farms that produced cern for silége were larger and had higher
rates of milk production then herds on farms without silage (table 10). Along
with the higher rates of production, more grain was fed per cow, but no more
was fed pef lOO pounds of milk produced. BSomewhat more of the milk was pro—
duced during the winter season on farme with silage than forfﬁhe other group
of farmg,

The cowsg on farms without silage aversged somewhat lighter in weight

than the cows on farms producing silage.
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TABLE 10. RELATION OF YIZLD OF SILAGE TO VARIOUS FACTORS

104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0

Number Number Pounds Per cent Pounds Size of
Yield of silage . of of milk milk eold grain cows’
per acre farms cows per cow Oct.-Mar, per cow (poun@s)
Wo silage grown . 14 13 5,695 L5 1,800 921
ILess than 10 tons 7 19 6,024 7 1, 9k4 965
10 to 12 tons 28 e 6,254 49 2,104 996
12 tons or mors 28 22 7,254 51 2,218 1,030

Relation of yield of silage %o costs and returns

On farms without silsge, cosis averaged $2.37 as compared to $2.01
cn farms with high yields of silage (table.ll).' For the ferme with the
lowest silage yields, cost per hundredweight was higher, rsyurns per hour of
labor on cows ¥ag lower, and the average labor income was lower than for ths
farms without silage. As silage yields increased, cost of milk production
decreased snd both measures of returns increased. Apparently it did not pey

to produce silage unless reasonably good yields conld e obtained.

TABLE 11. RETATION OF YIELD OF SITAGE TO COSTS AND RETURNS
104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-40

Tieid of Wumber Average Gost per Raturng per

silage of tons silage cwt., milk  hour of labor
per acre Tarms ner agre produced labor on cows income
No silage grown 14 _— $2.37 $ .11 $1ug
Less than 10 tons 3 7.1 2.1g .06 22
10 to 12 tons 28 10.4 2.29 .11 499
12 tons or more - 28 1,1 . 2.0L .19 1,030

Although some of the soils in this area may not be well adapted to the
production of eorn silage, an important advantage of corn silage as a home-
grown roughage feed was shown by the survey in this area. Due to the gevere

drought in 1939, hay yields on many farms were abnormally low. Silage yields

were relatively goods Because of an extresme hay shortage, hay prices were
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high. Farmers without silage were forced to buy more“hay at thé;e'high
prices, Lo carry their . .stock through the winter than farmers who produced
silage for part of their roqghagé;' Tﬂis.probably partlj eiﬁiains whj labor:.
incoﬁes were so0 mﬁch higher f§r1farmé with good yields of éii@ge than for

those without silage. ‘ . ' _ .

Eeiéﬁion of yield of hay o vafioﬁs'fééféfé“”

Since dairy farmers in this grea‘qgually‘prodgggjall‘of the hay fed
on their farms, the yield and quelity of hay prodgced are of pqnsiderable
importance. Cows on farms with high hay yields were Ted more'gfain,‘and
producéd more milk than cows on faﬁms with iow‘hay‘yieids.(table 12), A

few more cows were kept per farm on the farms with the high yiéldé.

TABLE 12, .  RELATION OF YIELD OF HAY TO VARICUS FACTORS

104 Farms, Chenango County, 193340
Fumber Fumber - Pounds Pounds Size of
Yield of hay of of cows milk grain cows
per acre farms per farm per cow per- cow (pounds)
Tess than 1.3 tons 27 19 6,210 1,481 g6
1.3 to 2.0 sona 51 19 6,308 1,922 991

2,0 tons or more 26 23 6,670 o2 b 1,017

Farmg with the highest hay yields also had the heaviest cows.

Relation of yield of hay %o cosbs and returns
The cost per hundredweight of milk brodﬁqedrdecreased as hay yields
incressed (table 13), Returng per hour of labor on cows and labor incomes

both were higher on farmsrwith high yields than pn farms with 10% yields.
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TABLE 13. RELATION OF YIELD OF HAY 'TC COSTS AND RETURNS

104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0

Cost per Returns

Tield of Yumber Avarags hundred- per hour
hay per of tong hay  welght of labor  Labor
acre farms per acre  milk produced Ol COWS income
Loss than 1.3 tons 27 1.0 $2.39 $ .09 $ g5
1.3 to 2.0 tons 51 1.6 2.29 .12 La1
2.0 tons or more 26 2.8 2,18 13 703

Wurber of Cows per Farm

Relation of number of cows ver farm 1o isbor efficiency
and costs and returnsg

In a dairy region, the number of cows per famm is a wugeful measure of
size of business. The most Ffavorable returns are obirined on a large as
compared to a small dairy farm when-the price of milk is higb, relative to
coéts, because then even a small profit per cow or per 100 pounds of milk
is multiplied many more times than for a small farm.

As previously noted, the year covered by the survey was moderately
favorable insofar as the relationship of costs and milk prices was concerneds
As a result, costs per hundredweight were considerably lower and laber
incomes much higher on farms with large herds than on farms with small herds
(table 14). |
TABLE 1, RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TQ LABOR FFFICIERCY

AND COSTS AND RETURNS
104 Parms, Chenango County, 193940

Man . Pounds Cost per  Returns
Fumber Humber HNumber  hours milk hundred~ psr hour
of cows of of per produced welght of laber Labor
per farm farmsg  COWS GOW DET CO0W of milk on cows _income
Fewer than 12 23 g 200 6,168 $2.38 $ .10 $ 99
12 to 24 52 17 182 6,093 2. 47 .05 151

o4 or more 29 35 158 7,037 1.89 L2l eek
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In this area, large heras made possible much more efficient use of
lsebor than small hefds. On.the avefégé, only 158 hours were used per cow
in %he herds of 24 or more cows, as compared to 200 hours per cow in herds
of fewer than 12 cows. About h more cows were cared for per man on the
farms with the largest herds than on the farms with the smallest herds.
Production per cow was lowest in the medium~-sized herds and highest for the
herds with the most COWEa

Cost per 100 pOundé of milk produced averaged $2.38 for the herds
with fewer than 12 cows, and $1.89 per hundredweight for the herds with
2k or mOTE COWE. The medium~sized herds, which had the lowest average
production, also had the highest average cost of production. Returns per
hour of labor was alse lowest for the farms with medium~sized hérds, and
was highest for the farms with the largest herds. ZLabor incomes increassd
regularly for all grouns as the ﬁumber of cows in tvhe herd increased.
Apparently the higher costs pner 100 pounds of milk in the medium—sized
LIroup was offset to some extent by the advantages of having a iarger

sized businegs.

Relation of number of cows per farm o capital efficlency

Another advantage of large herds was the result of more efficlent use
of the meney invested. On the average, on the férms with Tewer than 12 cows,
$685 was invested per cow (table 15). This was about $200 more than the
investment per cow on the farms with\E% or more cowd, BSince the cow enter—
prise furnished most of the incone on these Tarms, the proportion of the
total farm capital invested in.thié ma,jor incoﬁe—producing enterpriée

was & useful measure of capital efficiency. For the nerds with the fewsst

cows, only 13 per ceni of the money was invested in cows, as compared ‘o

21l per cent for the large herds.
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"PARLE 15. RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PE¥R FTARM 70 GAPITAL EFFICIENCY
" 10L Farms, Chenango County, 1939-40

’ Fer cent
Numiber Number Wumber Value Total of total
of cows of of per capltal farm capital
per farm farms cowg COW per ocow invegted in cows
Fewsr than 12 23 g $87 $685 13
12 to 24 52 17 a7 516 16

o4 or more 29 75 101 U73 21

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

businesse.

Other advantages of a large-sized dairy farm husiness include:

1. A lower cost per hundredweight for hauling larger
loads of milk.

2. Some saving in cost of bullding use per cow gince the
housing cost per cow tends to decrease as the number
of cows 1lncreases.
3. Lower cost of bull service per cow, hecouse 1t costs
as mieh to feed and house a bull for a small herd as
for a large herd.
b, The possibility of taking advantage of quantity discounts’

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

CAlthomgh the advantage of large herds may be small in some of these
itoms, in some cases the aggregate effedt may te a real economy %o the

farm buginess.

Use of Labof

Telation of man hours per cow to variogus factors
Tfficient use of laboer is one of the most important problems in farm
organization. The number of hours required to care for a cow a year is one

measure of labor sificiencys
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There was an inverse rslationship between the number of hours of
msn labor per cow and the number of cows per farm (table 16). The group
of farms that were most efficient in use of labor kept 27 cows, as compared
to 12 cows for the least efficient group. Season of milik production was
about the same for the different groups, and so did not seem to explain why
more labor was spent per cow on some farms than on others. Milk production

per cow was highest Tfor the group of farms with the most labor per cowe

TABLE 16. RELATION OF MAN HOURS PER COW WO COSIS AND RETURNS
104 Forms, Chenango County, 1939-H0

Pounds - Cost per  Returng
Man hours Mumber - Number milk Per cent hundred~  per hour
per cow of of produced milk sold  welght of labor Labor
farms Cows per cow  Oct.~Mar. milk on cows income
TLess than 138 2o 27 5, S0 50 $0.20 $ 12§ 500
130 to 210 5 18 6, 391 Lg 2,26 .12 Lhp
£1.0 or more oL 18 6,758 by R .08 376

Tven though the amount of milk produced per cow was lower on the farms
with the fewest hours of labor per cow, the cost on these farmsg averaged
$5.50 and labor income $500, as compared to an aversge cost of $o. 4l and

labor inceme of $376 on the farms with the most hours of labor per GoOwe.

Relation of cows per men to various factors

ILabor efficiency, as measursd by the number of cows kept per man also
varied widely between individual farms. As the number of cows cared for
per man inersased, the number of cows per farm increased, showing that more
work was accomplished per man on the large farms (table 17). Although there
appeared to be no consigtent relationghip between labor efficiency and the
anount of milk produced per cow, production per cow was lowest for the group

with the most cows kept per manh.
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As indicated by the number of cows per farm and The per cent of work
unite on cows, -more of the work -on the farﬁs‘with the most sfficlent use of
i1sbor was on ocows and relatively less on other enterprises than for the
farms with fewser.cows per man. Man hours per cow decreased rapidly as the

number of cows keépt per man increased.

TABLE 17. RELATTON OF WUMBER OF COWS PER MAN TO VARIOUS FACTORS
104 Parms, Chenango County, 1939=40

Pounds Fer cent Han

Wumber Number Average . = Number millk work Chours |
of cows of “gows per -, of cows produced units per
per man . fTarms man | ~ per farm per cow on cows cow
Pewer than 8. . 21 . & . 11 - 6,371 . sl 228
& %010 3 9 a7 6,42l 6. 188
10 to 12 .22 . 11 ... 23 6,850 60 167
12 or noire S-U AN T 27 5,920 66 141

Relation of cows per man to costs and returns

The average cost of producing 100 pounds of milk on farms with feﬁer
than Slcows Der man was $2 38 (table 18) The cost pef hundredwéight decreased
as labor efflclency wncreased, except that for the group with the mos% cows"
per man tﬂls relatloaéhlp was reversed and costs 1ncreased. Réturns per houf
of 1ab0r on cows and labor 1ncoméé increased as more Cows were kept per man,
except for the group with‘the most cows pef man, for which, as with cost . of

nmilk production, the relationship was reversed.

TABLE 18, RELATIOW OF NUMBIR OF cews SER MAN TO GOSTS AND RETURNS
: : 104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0 :

Mumber R . - Number -~ Cosgt per Return ver hour

of cows af hundredweight aof labor Labor

per man - - - - farmg = . - of milk 0N COWS incone

Tewer . than 8. _ 21 $2.38 $ .07 $-200.
g to 10 ' ' e 2. 36 .08 385

10 to 12 22 2.00 . W21 1,104

12 or more 27 2.31 ‘ W11 o1
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" Combined Effect of Important Facters

The Py most important factors that were found tec be related to
costs and returns in producing milk in this area were the ameunt of milk
produced per cow, numﬁer of cows in the herd, yields of roughage crops,
and use of labor, It has been shown that it paid tc be above average in
ench of these factors. It paid even better to be above average in more
than one factor.

Tor the 19 farms that were below average in all four factors, the cost

of producing looapounds of milk averaged $2.74 (table 19). .Cn these farms
there was no refurn to labor on the dairy enterprise, and the operator
received no return from the whole farm for his yvear's work. Costs on the

71, farms that were average or above in one factor were $o0.46. There was‘a
return of 6 cenits an hour for labor on cows, and labor income for this group

averaged $52. Tor the 10 farms that were average or better in all four factors,

costs of production averaged'$1.76, returns per hour of labor 31 cents, and

labor incomes $2,1.02.

TABLE 19, COMBINED EFFECTIF IMPORTANT FACTORS®
104 Tarms, Ohenango County, 1939-40
fost per Returns
Number hundred- per hour Average
of weight milk  of labor labor
Wumber of factorsg farms produced on- CoOws income
Below average in all U factors 19 o, T4 $m, 02 $— 73
Average or sbove in 1 factor 31 2.6 .06 52
Aversge or above in 2 factors 21 2.13 215 309
Average or above in 3 factors 23 2,05 .18 178
Average or sbove in all 4 factors 10 1.76 .31 2,102

*The four factors are: Number of cows per farm, number of cows per man,
rate of milk production, and use of labor,

Ten farmsg, or about one of each 10 in the sgurvey, were-average or

better in a1l £our. factors. The averages for thess farms were net  gpectacular,
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but were well above the averagés;fbr ail férmé (fable 20}. The size of
Tusiness of the 10 farms, as measursd by‘number gf cowg per farm, WQQJ%O
per cent above averabe._ The amoun£ éf wofk aécbﬁpiisﬁe& Def man,‘meaéufed
by cows per man, was about éne~f1fth greéter than the avera ge for'all fdrms.

The amount of mllk Droducad per cow averaged T+ 676 pounds on the 10 farmg,

ag compared %o 0, 373 poundU for all farms.

TABLE 20. COMPARISON OF GOOD FARMS WITH THE AVERAGE
Co © 104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-40 .
o .  Average
10 farms averags or 10k

Factor s ‘ B . above in Y4 factors farms
Jize of Buginess

Number of cows per farm 30 20
Use of Labor - .

fumber of cows per man _ 12 10

Man hours per cow® 154 171
Bates of Production ' _

Pounds milk produced per cow 7,676 6,373

Tield of hay per acre = : 1.8

Tield of silage per acre 13.3% 10.0
QOther Factors

Per cent milk sold Oct.-Mar. 5k L8

Pounds grain fed per cow © 2,570 2,159

Size of cow (pounds) 1,080 1,010
Gosts and Returns ' '

Cost per cwbs of milk produced $1.76 $2,07

Returns per hour of labor $ 31 $ .15

Labor income $2,102 $ U39

*includes man labor hauling milk.

Tields of roughage crops on. the abovemaverage farms were conszderably

vetter than for all farms. The amount of milk produced ‘and the quantity of

oralin fed per. cow on- the 10 farms were sach about Oﬂe“flLth greater than

average. The cows averawed about 70 poun&s larger than for all farms."

The cost of producing 100 pounds of milk was $1,76 or well below the

allnfarm average. Returns per hour of labor on cows was about twice and

labor incomes flVB t1mes the average for zll zarms.
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AVERAGHES OF IMPORTANT FACTORS
104 Farms, Chenango County, 1939-40

Average

Items Your farm all farms
Jize of Business

Cows pef farm ' 20
Uge of Labor

fJows per man ' 10

Han hours per cow 171
Rates of Production

Pounds milk produced per cow* 6,373

Tongs of hay per acre 1:8

Tons of silage per acre L 10
Other Faciorg

Per cent milk soid October to March Ls

Pounds of grain fed per cow 2,159

Size of cow (pounds) 1,010
Cogts and Rebturns

Gost per cwh. ﬁilk produced™ $2.07

Returns per hour of labor on cows $ .15

Labor income _ o B39

. %411 milk etandardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat basis,
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VARTATION IN IMPORTANT FACTORS
104 farms, Chenango County, 1939-H0
SIZE OF USE OF RATES OF
BUSTHESS!  IABOR PRODUCTION CTHER FACTORS COSTS AND RETURNS
| Man Pounds |Tons || % milk|Pounds [Size Cost per |Returns

Tuwber |[0ows |hours jj milk hay sold |grain |of cwte per hour

of per | per per per Oct.~ jfed per|cows milk of labor|Labor

cows man | cow cow acre i March |cow {(1vs.) |preoduced|on cows |income
I 17 111 9,274 | 3.3 61 3,780 }1,191 $i,42 $0.46 1§2,811
32 |l as | 122 || 7,936 | 2.6 f 55 2,409 1,107 1.66 0.33 | 1,373
26 121135 || 7,470 1 2.1 || 53 2,510 | 1,067 1,81 0.25 gho
21 11 1lg 7,084 | 1.9 Ko 2,318 | 1,036 1.99 0.17 526
18 10 160 6,54 | 1.7 50 2,060 999 2.15 0.13% 38l
16 9 177 6,079 | 1.5 U9 1,850 968 2.28 0.09 209
14 g 188 5,656 | L.k Uy 1,718 932 2.39 0.06 88
12 g 205 5,305 | 1.2 4l 1,460 911 2.58 0.03 ~212
10 7 23% kel | o1,1 Lo 1,091 877 2,84 | 0,08 ~137
7 5 3316 3,608 | 0.9 3 glho 806 3479 ~-0.31 [-1,091

%

There are ten numbers in each column.

The number at the top is the

average of the highest or most efficient one-tenth of the farms for that

factor.

The columns are independent of each other.

The line across the

middle separates the upper one~half from the lower one-hslf of the farms

for each factor.



