CAYUGA COUNTY
COSTOF MILK PRODUCTION
SURVE Y

1739-40

Prepared by. . . .
Ivan R, Bierly

Hew York State College of Agriculiure
Department of Agriculturel Economlcs
and Farm Mansgement, Gooperating with
the. Cayuga County. Farm Bureau -

AE 38l

Jamuary, 1942




A3 gk Cayuza County
Coat of Milk Production Survey

1939140

. CONTENTS

Pare
The Teonomic Situation, 1930-H0 « v o v o v v v v a0 0 0 2
Yoarly Costs and Returns « « ¢ o v v o o o o o v e e e 3

Costs and returns Der COW  « o v + « » o o « ¢ o o+ ¢ s 3
Coste and returns per 100 nounds of milk produced . . . )i

Seesnnal Costs and Reburng . + « » v« o v 2+ v v o o o o0 D
Variation in the Cost 6f Producing Milk . . . . . . . « B
Factors Affecting Costs and Returms in Producing Milk o+« 7

Pounds of milk produced por cOW  + ¢ « 4 4 4 e e oo L. g
Tumber of eows Ter FAPm  « ¢ o o o v v s v 0 0 s e e e 11
Use of 1abor « o v o+« v o v e e e e e 13
Crop vields « « + « o« o v e e e
Combined effoct of lmprrtant factors .« « « o« « o o o+ 16

Study of Costs and Returns op Your Farm.ﬂld . 1‘;'. PR ;‘. 18

Mr. C. L. Hesser, Covnty Agricultural Agent, helped to plan
the survey. O, G. Borglum, B. A, Eklund, Richard Hitdreth, H. G,

Tatimer, and R. J. Peacock of the Department of Agricultural
Fconomics agsisted in talking the records.



AT 78l ‘ PRALIMIFARY. REPORT
CAYUGA COUNTY
SOST OF MILK PRODUCTION SURVEY
1939140 .

L Torm managsment survey of 105 farms was made in the area between
Aviburn and Cato in Cayusa County for the year ended April %0, 1940,  In-
formation was obtained concerning the whole farm business and detailed cost
data were obtained on the dairy enterprise. The survey was made by the New
York State College of Agriculture in cooperation with the Cayuga County Farm
Bureau. The information was obtained by personai visites te the famms.

The area included in this survey is part
of the general ecrop-farming section of west-central
New York., Many of the farms in thig area were
i formerly hay and grain farms that are gradually
expanding the dairy enterprise. Ag a result,
dalry nerds in this area are on the average
i relatively small as compared to geveral cther
A sections in the State. About three-fifths of
| the income on the farms in the survaey was from
the dairy enterprise, and one~fourth from crops,
egrs and poultry. Thirtesn of the farms in the survey
had nrade A milk markets, 21 shipned %o plants in
Syracuse, and the remainder had prade B mariets,
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The land in Cayuga County has been classified
as to the intensity of uss to which it is adapted.
The scils, topography. elevaition., crops grown, and
gize and conditicn of the farm buildings are im-
portant factors in this economic classification of
the Jand. The areas of land clagges I and II are,

[

Area surveyed in general, belbter sulied tc forestry and recreational
uses than to farming. The areag of land clagses IIT,
CAYUGA COUNTY IV, and V probably will remain permanently in agri-

cculture., The higher the number of the land class, .
the higher the propertion of 2ood soils and the
greater the intengity of land use. OFf the 105 farms
in the survey, none were. located in land classes T
or II, 63 were in land class ITI, and 42 were in
land class IV.

Pastureg in this area were gubstantially below normal during the early
part of the summer, and due to the severe drought declined continually during
the season, until the latter part of August when there was some improvement
in cenditions. For the state, pasture conditions in 1939 were 13 per cent
below the average of the precesding 10 years, and wére lower than for any -
other yoar during the decade oxcept for 193M.

One purpose of this study was to describe the relative importance of
the various costs in producing milk in an area where cash cropsg and poultry
were commonly combined with the dairy enterprise. Another objective was to
help farmers study the application in their community of some of the factors
that have consletently been found over a period of years to be related to
the cost of producing milk, and hence to farm incomes.
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THE RCONOMIC SITUATION, 1939-l0

Following the reinstatement of the federal-state marketing order in the
Wew York milk marvket in June 1939, the price of milk rose from the low level
resched while the order was suspended to a polnt 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 vear. The peak in the price of milk in Wovember 1939 was
higher than at any tims since 1931,
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FIGURE 1. TARM PRICE OF UITE T TEV YORY AND WHOLESALE PRICES OF BASIC
COMMODITIRG IN THE UNITED STATES (1910-1% = 100) .

The net p003 price of 3 7 rer cent graie B mllK for the Tew Tork City
mariket al the 201~210 mile zone averaged. $1.91 for the year, or 19 per cent
above the base perlod in 1010~1+., In this study, the average price received
for 3.7 milk sold, including grade A premiums. was $1.9%. Average prices paid
to New York farmers for all farm products were only six mer cent above the
lovel in 1G10~14. : :
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During the summer months the price of a dairy ration in New York was
about 10 per cent below its 1910~14 level, but following the declaration of
war in Sgptember 193%9, grain prices rose rapidly and stayed about 5 per cent
above the 1910~14 level for the rest of the year. On an average, dalry feed
ericeg were 2 per cent above the 1910~1h average for the period covered by
the survey. The average price per ton for dairy feeds purchased by farmers
in this study was $3%. Hay prices averaged $11 a ton and sugoulents $4 o
SO _ .

Wages paid by New York farméers were about 26 per cent above their

average in the base merioed, and averaged $H3 a month for the farmers in the
SUTVeY . ' '

YEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS

Costs and Returng nsr Cow

During the year coveérsd by thisg gtudy, it cost $156 to keap a dairy
cow. DBesgides the millk produced, each cow on the average vnroduced a calf
valued at $6, and seven tons of manure worth 211, TWhen the value of these
other itoms was deducted from the cost of kesping a cow, the net cost of pro-
ducing milk was $149 a cow.

Total cost of feed per cow was $81. On the average, sach cow reguired
one ton of concentrates, which, including home~grown graing, were valued at
$2% (table 1). The value of the 2.1 tons of dry forage was $237 and the 6.2
tong of succulents were valusd at $25. Dry forage included, besides hay,
small amounts of corn fodder and other feeds. Corn gilage made up mosgt of
the sucoulent feeds. The 158 days on pasbure, between Hay 15 and October 20,
cost 3 cents a day or 85 a cow for the season.

TABLE 1. AVERAGE AMOUNTS AND COST OF FEEDS ANWD LABOR PER COW
10h Farms, Cayuga County, 1939-40

Average amount Average Coat per
Feed _*_ pPer cow price coOwW .
Concentrates 2,001 pounds $28 a ton $08
Dry forage 2.1 tons 11 2 ton 2%
Bucewlents ‘ 6.2 tons 4 a ton 25
Pasture 158 days .0% a day ' 5
Man labor 200 hours* .23% an hour 46

*Doas net inelude man labor hauling milk.

The 200 hours of direct man. lzbor used per cow, exclusive of ftime spent
hauling nilk, at 23 ecents an hour cost 345 a cow. RBesideg direct labor on cows,
- & hours of man labor worth 22 were used hauling milk. Other costs, including
bedding; milk hauling, use of buildings and equipment, btull service and other
items amounted to $39 & cow..
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On an averaze, the value of milic produced per cow was $1.35, including
5174 for milk sold and $11 for milk used at home. The net cost of milk pro-
dnced was 3149 2 cow, or $1Y% more than the value of.the mili.

Since the charge for labor, including time spent hauling milk, was $lg
a cow, and the loss on milk produced was $14 a cow, the return for labor wasg
only $3% a cow, or 16 cents an hour.

[

Coste and Returns mer 100 Poundg of Milk Produced

The average net cost of producing 100 pounds of milk for the year was
$2.17, after credits of ol eents, mostly for calves and manure, had been
deducted (table 2). AlLl milk was standardized to a 3.7 per cent butierfat
bastis to facilitate comparisons of costs between farms and seasons of the
year.

TABLE 2. YEARLY COSTS AWD RETURNS IN FRODUCING 100 POUNDSxOF MILE*
10% Farms, Cayuga Oounty, 1939-U40

Cost and value of

Ttems . Amount 100 pounds of milk Per cent
. . produced . , __of total __
C0sTs
Feed o . '
Concentrates 29 pounds $ .40 17
Dry forage 61 pounds V33 : 1Y
Succulents 181 pounds .37 15
Pasture 2.3 days 07 ‘ .
Total feed $1.17 Lig
Labor on cows 2.9 hours b7 ' 28
Depreciation on cows S 07 3
Intarest on cows : 07 3
Mille baulingf - Sl &
Use of Dbuildings 07 3
Use of equipment Nollt 2
Bull service .04 1
Bedding L Ol 1
Hiscellaneous .l b
Total costs ' $2.41 “100
CREDITS o '
Hanure $ .15 63
Calves L -09 z7
Migeellaneous _ _ _ 4 : . e
_ Total credits b . § .4 ' 100
NET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED  $2.17 | _—
VALUZ PER 100 POUNDS OF MILX PROTUCED $1.,96 —

*L11 mily was stendardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat, and the value is for milk
of the same test.

+Includes C.1 hour of men labor hauling milk, #4 Less than $.005.
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Teed costs amounted to $1.17 and made up almost one~half of the cost
of producing milk, The 29 pounds. of concentrates. 61 pounds of dry forage,
and 181 pounds of succulents fed per hundredwelght of milk pfoduced, each
made wp about one-third of the feed cost. The 2.3 days of pasture cost 7
cents per 100 pounds of milk. '

The 2.9 hours of direct labor on cows cost 67 cents, or more than one-
fourth of the total cost. Feed and labor bogether accounted for almost four—
fifthe of the total .cost of producing milk.

Although an average logs of $20 was taken per head for cows réplaced,
the cost of depreciation was only 7 conts per 100 pounds of milk, or 3 per
cent of the total cost. Interest.at 6 per cent on the value of the cows
accounted for another 7 cents. Other costs, including milk hauling, tuse of
buildings and equipment, bull service and other items amounted to L3 cents.

Of the total credits of 24 cents, manure aceounted for 15ﬁcents and
calves for § cents.

| STASONAL COSTS AND RETURIS

During the summer while the cows were obtaining most of their feed from
pasture, the net cost per 100 pounds of milk produced was $1.63%, as compared
to $2.53 for the winter season, and $2.17 for the year (table 7). - Production
per cow per dsy averaged 18 pounds for the pasture season, and 20 pounds for
the barn-feeding season. o ' : o

TARLE B SEASOITAL COSTS AND RETURNS IN‘PRODUCING MIQK%
105 Farms, Cayugs County., 193%g-l0

:Cost and valus of 100 pounds of millk produced

Items ' o - ' Summer Winter
' Amount ‘Cogt Amnount Cosgv
COSsTS
Feed .
Concentrates 13 pounds $.18 - 40 pounds $.55
Dry forage 11 pounds .06 94 pounds e
Suceulents ' g1 pounds .15 ohg pounds VRO
Pasture 6 days .18 e e
Total feed $.58 : $1.5
Labor on cowss : ' 2.4 hours +5h 3.2 hours STH
Othar costs ° .59 ' .56
Total costs : _ $l.72 32,87
CREDITS B R o1 * 3
NET ¢OST PER 100 POUNDS OF'MILK;PBDDUGED $1.63 : $2.53
VALUE PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PROTUCED - C$1.75% . : $2.11

*11 milk was standardized to 3.7-per cent bubterfat basis. |
#Does not ineludé man labor hiuling milks S :
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Feed, labor, and other costs each melke up about one-thnird of the total
cost dvring the summer. During the winter, feed cosis alone amounted to $1.57,
or more than one-half of the total cost. In the pasture ‘geason only 13 pounds
of grain were fed per 100 pounds of milk, as compared to L0 mounds in the
barn-feeding segson. The amounts of dry forage and succulents varied even
more widely betwsen the seasong. Only 11 pounds of dry forage and. 8L pounds
of succulents were fed per hundredweight of milk in the summer as compared to

9% pounds of dry forage and oLg pounds of suceulents in the winter. Costs for
these items of feed varied belween seasons by about the same amount as the
qaant1t¢ps fod. The six days of pasture requlred to produce 1OO pounds of
milk in the summer cost only 18 cents.

Only 2.4 hours of man labor were used to produce 100 pounds of milk
in the summer as comparsd to 3.2 hours for the winter season. The charge
for labor of B5 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 74 cents a hundred pounds of milk, but only about one—Lfourth of
the Total cost.

Other costs were 59 cents diiring the summer and 56 cents per 100 pounds
of millk produced during the winter. Credits during the summer, mostly for
calves were Q cents, The 34 cents of credits for the winter season 1nclude&
25 cents for mapure produced.

Variation in the Cost of Producing Mllﬂ

The averagze net cost wes $2,17 a hundredweight, but there was a wide
variation in costs on individual farms as ghown in figure 2. Each vertical
line in the graph reprssents one of the 105 farms, ‘and the length of the line
1rdlc§tbg the cost of prodicing 100 pounds of m11£ on tnat farm for the year
1939-20. :

On one-tenth of the faris, mllﬂ wag produced at an average cost for
the year of ¢1 56 a nundrednelgnt ag compared to $3.48 on another one-tenth
of the farms

J——

Jost per 100 Ihbs.
milk produced .
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FIGURE 2. VARIATION IU TFE YﬂA?LY COST OF PRODUCIMG 100 POUNDS OF MILK

Each line represzents a farm, and the length of the line indicates the
cost of producing milic on that farm in 1939-40.
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So far, this report has nressnted a cross—ssction plcture of costs and
returns in producing milk in this area in 1939~h0. The rest of thisg report
will attempt o show the main reasons why gome farmg nroduced milk at lower
cost; and why some forms had higher incomes than others.

In the discuseion that follows, itwo measures of returns were used.
Returns per hour of labor on cows is a measure of what the cows pald for the
time spent on them during the year. The average was 16 cents an hour. ILabor
incong 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 cont
interest on the money invested. The average labor income was SHGE,

There was & wide variation in both measures of returns between farms.
On one-~fifth of the farms, the cows paild all other expenses and made a return |
of 30 cénts an hour for time spent on them, while on another one-fifth of the
farms no return was made 3o labor, and in some casss reburns did not cover
all other oxpenses. One~fourth of the farmg had labor incomes of 81,000 or
more. At the same time, almost one—fourth of the farms lost money. in the
sensge that their incomes werc not large enough to cover the charge of 5 per
cent for the money invested and at the same time pay all farm expenses.

FACTORS AFFEOTING COSTS AND EETURNS IN PRODUCING MILK

ion of Cogt per 100 Pounds of Milk to RHeturns

Bela

Since most of the income on these farmg wag from the dairy enterpriss,
there was = close relationship between the cost of producing milk and returns.
For the 25 farms with costg below $1.90 a hundredweight, returns per hour of
labor on cows averaged $.37 and labor incomes $1,010, as compared to a loss
of 6 cents an hour or 3223 a farm for the group with highest costs per hundred-
weight (table 4). Because of this close relationsghip between the cost of pro-
ducing milk and incomes, the factors that are related to and affect milk pro-
duction costs are important to dairy farmers. o

TABEE U, RELATION OF COST OF PRODUCIHG lOO-POUNDS OF MILK TC REETURNS
' 105 Farms, Cayuga County, 1939-40 -

Cogt per 100 ' Tumber Averagze cost Raturng per

pounds milk of - per 100 pounds hour of Iabor
produaced . tarms of milk produced - labor on cowg . income
Less than $1.90 25 $1.66 o $.37 $1,019
$1.50 to $2.30 36 2,08 .19 662
$2.30 to $2.70 o1 2,48 .09 233

$2.70 or more 23 .15 w08 -~ 223
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Pounds of Milk Produced per Cow

=

5

Bslation of Production pexr Cow to Various Factors

There were more cows in the herds with the lowest retes of production
than in the hishier-producing herde {table 5). Apparently scmewhat more labor
wag required to care for high-producing cows than for low-producing cows. In
this section of the report, man hours per cow includes time spent hauling milk,

TABLE 5, . RELATION OF MILX PRODUCTION PER COW TO VARIOUS FACTORS
C ' 105 Farae, Cpyuga County, 1939-H0

o npmmeiijrsimidpmen il - A e e A ryegenireppeerisiea TR Pl b e e L

- Pounds  Number .. Man Por ‘cent of  Pounds
Pounds of Number milk of cows hours nilk sold grain
milk produced: - of produced . per per October to  fed

2T _Cov : farms .per cow __ farm cog¥  Marech = PSr _COW

Less than 6,000 28 . 5,060 16 184 us 1,51k
6,000 ta 7,000 B S B N 151 13 olip Ly 1,900
7,000 to 8,000 - 2L 7,718 15 0 .e1y 5% 2,067
%,000 or more ‘ 27 9,183 13 232 S S 21537

primmpiioraiirisioribiry it P ik Sy ————— R S

*In this and succecding tables in this report. man hours per cow includes
time spent hauling milik.

For the two highest producing groups of herds, more of the milk was pro-
duced during the winter season than for the other herds. "As compared to the
low—producing group, about 1,000 pounds more grain was fed per cow Lo he cows
that produced the most milk, but about 4,000 pounds more milk was produced per
COTs : : : : : : L

. The aversgze amount ¢f milk produced per cow on all farms was 6,966
pounds. : S ' -

gg;*migggﬁgﬁjaydductibﬁ por Cou to O ts and Roturns

o e s

The amount of milk produced per cow was the most important of all factors
affecting costs and réturng. . The average cost per hundredwelght.was $2.61 in
the groun of herds with the lowest production, as compared with $1.94 fér the
ferms with the highest producing herds (table 6). In other words, it cost
farmers with an average producticn:of less than 5,000 pounds per cow almost
70 cents more to produce 100 pounds of milk than farmers vith cows producing
2,000 or more pounds of milk.. - : :
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TABLE &, RELATION CF PRODUCTION PER COW TO COSTS AND RETURIS

105 Farms, Cayuga County, 193910
Pounds of - Tumber . - Gost per, . Returns per T
milk produced . - of hundredweight (hour of . Iavor
percovw__ oo farmg . of milk flabor on cows income
Less vhan 6,000 28 $o.61" $.05° $ 131
6,000 to 7,000 29 ' 2.37 J17 188
7,000 to 8,000 2l 2.2k .16 50%
£,000 or more 27 S0 L.k .29 1,089

A e vt e o B

On farms with less than 65000 povnds of milk produced per cow, only
$131 was returned to the operator for his year's work, and returns per hour of
labor on cows averaged only 5 cents. Ilabor incomes averaged $1,089 for the
group of farms with the highest producing herds, and the herds in thig group
returned 29 cents an hour for time spent on them. In other words, the cows
returned 20 gents more an hour for lahor, and the farm operator recelved about
$960 more for his year's work on farms with herds producing 8,000 pounds or
more of milk than on farmg with herds producing less than 6,000 pounds per cow.

Relation of BSigze of Cow to Production per Cow
and Other Factors B -

The gige of cows was studied in relation to the amouwnt of milk produced
per cow. Weights of all cows in the barns at milking time were estimated by
uge of a tape meéagure that had on it the cow weight scale developed for this
purpose by the United States Department of Agriculture.

There was a striking reélationship between the size of cow and pro-
duction per cow. 4 the size increased, production increased proportlonately
more {table 7). TFor herds with cows welghing on the average less than &50
pounds, only 5,756 pounds of milic were produced per cow, as contrasted to &,070
pounds per cow. for herds with an average weight of 1,050 pounde or more. Herds
with the larger cows averaged the same age as those with the smaller cows. The
average size of all cows measured was 965 pounds, with a producticn of 6,966
pounds of milk per cow, '

TABLE 7. REIATION OF SI’E OF COW TC PRODUCTION PER ‘COW AND OTHER FACTORS*
105 Farms, Cayuga County, 1939-40

o —— praR— C-s

Averager Pounds Per cent Coat per  Retuyns per
Size of cow Tumber  size of milk milk sold hundred-  hour of
{pounds) of cow produced October W?i%nt iabor on
e ferms  (pounds) Der cow to Uarch  progueen  cows
Toss than 850 12 g1l 5,766 lly &2 4y $.11
850 to 9RO 35 897 6,35% Lg 2.4 12
950 to 1,050 32 995 7,255 52 2.25 .16

1,050 or more 2R 1,004 8,070 50 2.07 .23

o o e o e e

*411 milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat,




AR 384 10

Mot only was more milk produced by large-sized cows, but it wag pro-
duced more efficiently Than by smaller cows. Thig was indicated by the cosi
of producing mllk. On the two groups of farms with the smallest cows, the
cost of producing 100 pounds of milk averaged $2.41 as compared to $2.07 per
nurdredweisht on farms with the largest cows. BReturns per hour of labor on
cowe increased as size and production per cow increased.

Relation of Season of Milk Production to Various Factors

The ares included in this ourvey ig located in west—central New Yorl,
For the 105 farms in the survey, 49 per cent of the milk was sold during the
six winter months from October to March. The drought during the pasture
season of 1970 may have. reduced the milk flow enough during this season to
have incressed to some extent. the proportion of winter milk on these farms
for the vear covered by the survey. A wide variation occurred, however, in
the geason of production on different farms.

The amount of milk producsd per cow increassd as the proportion of
milk sold during the winter season increased (table &). Herds that produced
B5 per cent or more of their milk during the period from Cctober to March had
an average production of about %,200 pounds per cow, while herds producing less
than HR per cent of thelr milk dUr1ﬂg thease months averaged about 6 ;000 pounds
ver cow. The amount of grain fed per cow also increased as the DrOpOTtIOﬂ of
winter milk increased.

TABLE 8, RELATION O'1 SEASCI OF IILY PRODUGTIOV TG VARIOUS FACTORS* :

10% Farms, Cayuga County, 1939uUO
Per cent “Por cent Pounds Aveﬂgé;'“mﬁgh
milk mold Number milk sold milk gize hours  Pounds
October to _of October produced of cow . per  of grain
Mareh . farms to March  Der cow (pounds) _ cow _..ner.cow
Less than U5 0 - 4o . 5,965 937 215 1,643
45 4o 55 by Ly - 6,861 g2 218 1,938
A% ar more o8 59 - g,o1l 999 227 2, ubh

1T nilk was standardized %o 3 T per cent butterfat,

The cows tendad to be somewhat heavier in -the herﬁs with the larger
proportion &f winter milk., The amotmt of time spent per cow tended to increase
as more winter n11K wag produced..
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Relation of Sesson of Milk Production
o Cogts and Baturng

Primarily as a result of the higher rates of mil¥ production, the cost
of preducing milk decreaged ag mors milk was produced during the six winter
months (table 9), Returns per hour of labor and labor incomes both increased
rapidly ag the proportion ¢f winter milk increased.

TABLE 9. RETATION OF SEASOW OF MILX PRODUCTION TO COSTS AFD RETURNSH®

105 Farms, Cayuga County, 193%9-40

Por cent T Gogt per - Returns

mili seld Humber Wumber nundred- Der hour

Qctober : of of cows weight of of labor lLaber
© 1o March farmsg per farm: will produced on cows income

Less than 45 70 15 $2.55 $.06 4 oz
U5 to 55 47 . 1k 2.2l 17 469

Bh or more 28 1 ) 2,12 23 975

¥411 milk was standardized taﬂg:f“pér cent butterfat.

Humber of Cows per Farm

Relation of Number of Cows mer Farm to Labor Efficiency
- 2ad Cogts and Returng

In a region in which the cows are an important enterprise, the number of
cows per farm is a usseful measure of size of business. The mest favorable re-
turns are obtained on a large as compared to a small dairy farm when the price
of milk is high, relative to costs, because then even a small profit per cow
or per 100 pounds of milk ig multiplied many more times than for a small farm.

As previously noted, the year covered by the survey was moderately
favorable ingofar as -the relationship of costs and milk prices was concerned.
Ag & result, costs per hundredweight were lower and labor incomes higher on
farms with large herds than on farms with small herds (table.lo). Retumns
par hour of labor on cows also increased as the numbsr of cows per farm in-
creased. Scmewhat more of the work on the farmg with emall dairies was on
other enterprises than for the farmg with large dairies.
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TABLE 10.

] P

AND CCSTS AND RETURNS

105 Farms, Cayuga County, 193g-10

REIATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO LABOR EFFICIENCY

Man - Pounds Cogt per Returns
Tumber Yumber  Humber - hours milk hundred— per hour
of cows of of - per produced welght of labor ILabor
rer farm farmg CawWs cow Per cow of milir on cows Income
Pawer than 10 25 g 260 7,380 $o.18 $.10 & k15
10 to 18 e 12 216 5,811 2,29 15 39
12 or more 188 6,885 2.15

28 23

21 568

In this area, larze herds made possible much more efficient use of labor
than small herds. On the average, only 188 hours were used per cow in the herds
of 1% or more cows, as compared to 260 hours per cow in herds of fewer than 10
cows. Avout U more cows wére cared for per man on the farms with the largest _
herds than on the farms with the smallest herds. Production per cow was highest
for the herds with the fewest cows,

Relation of Number of Cows Dér.Farﬁ
to Capital Efficiency

Another advantage of large herds was the result of more efficient use
~of the money invested. On the average, on the farms with fewer than 10 cows,
$350 wag invested per cow (table 11). This was $160 more than the investment
par cow on the farms with 12 or more cows. Since the cow enterprise furnished
more than one-half of the income on these farmg, the proportion of the fotal
farm capital invested irn this major income—producing enterprise was a usgeful
meagure of capital efficiency. TFor the herds with the fewest cows, only 10
per cent of the money was invested irn cows, as compared to 1% per cent for

the large herds. : '

TABLE 11. RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO CAPITAL ZFPICIENCY
105 Farme, Cayuea County, 1939-U0
TEEETTITTIT TTITTTTIT e _%;;7;52.q_”#mmkmhm
Fumber Tumbeor Huamber Value Total of total
of cows of of per capital farm capital
per farm farmg __ cowd oW BEr COW invested in cows.
Fower than 10 25 2 $ g1 $260 10
10 to 18 50 12 6 721 12

1% or more 28 23 89 700 13

podustyiaibieepizipreiiesivh

The smaller investment per income-producing unit on the large farms
resulte in more dollars of income for each dollar invested in the farm
business.
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Other akvantame of a larze—gized dalry farm business include:

1. A lower cest per hundrudveight for nauling larger
loads of millk.

2. Sope saving in cost of building use per cow since the
houging cost per cow tends to decrease as the number
of cows jncreases.

4. Lower cost of bull service per cow, because 1t coets
as much to feed and house a bull for a small herd as
~for a lawrge herd.

=

.  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.

Although the advantage of large herds may be small in some ¢f these
items, in some cases the ajurﬁgate offect may be a real economy to the farm
business. : : :

Relation of Jan Hnurs DerrCow 1o Var ous Factors

Efficient use of labor is one of the most important problems in farm
orcanization. The number of hours required to care for a cow a year ig one
measure of labor efflciency. '

Partly because herds were relatively small, and perhaps because some
of the dairy barns were not very conveniently arranged since many of them had
formerly been hay and grain barns, a relatively large amount of time was spent
per cow on wmany -of the farms. There was, however, a wide variation between
farms.

In the group with the most hours of labor per cow, thore were fewer
cows per farm, but mors milk was produced per cow than in the other groups
(tabls 12). Ssascn of milic production was about the same for the difforent
groups, and go did not seem tc explain why more labor was spent per cow on
gome farmg than on others.

TABI®E 2. ' REIATION OF MAY HOURS PLR COW TO COSTS AND RETUINS
105 ¥arms, Gayu oA, Gounty, 1939~JO
Average Pounds  Cost per R@turns

Han hours Wumber man Humber milk - hundred— per hour
par cow of hours of cows  Pproduced welght of labor Labor

N farms _ per cow __ per farm per cow milk  on cows __ Aincome
Iess than 160 23 132 16 6,130 $0.31 $.15 § Ll
150 to 260 57 =iz 15 7,090 2.19 .15 572

260 or more o5 215 11 7,508 2.5% 10 252

- o s o . e e i -
O R e e AT B Y o - - » PP
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Hoecause thore were nearly as many cows in the hords and congiderably
more milk was produced per cow, the cost of producing milk was lower and
roturns por hour of labor on cows and labor incomes were higher in the middle
group than in the group with the fewest hours per cow. Tven though gtill more
mill was produced per cow in the group with the most hours per cow, costs were
considerably higher and returns much lower than in the groups that were more
afficient in use of labor.

Relation of Cows per Man to Varicus Facboxs

Labor efficiency, as measured by the number of cows kept per man also
varied widely betwesn individual farms. As the number of cows ecared for per
man increased, the number of cows per farm increased, showing that on the largs
farms more work was sccomplished per man than on the smaller farms (table 13},
The amownt of milk produced per cow was lowest for the group with the most
cows kept per man. C

TARLE 13, RETATION OF WIMBZR OF COWS PER VAW 70 VARIOUS FACTCRS
105 Farmg, Cayuga County, 193940

Average Pounds Per cent . Man
Number Humbar number Mumber  milk work hours
of cows of cows per of cows  produced units : per
ner man farmg men .. per farm per cow on cows L cow
Fewer than 6 25 i g 7,545 o390 280
5 to 10 67 g 1 6,942 - KL 21
10 or more 17 12 21 6,203 56 150

e T T T e T e e e T T T RS e T T TUTTT

As indicated by the number of cows per farm and the per cent of work
units on cows, more of the work on the farms with the most cows kept per man
was on cows and relatively less on obher enterprises than for the farms with
fewer cows Per man. Man hours per cow decreasod rapidly as the number of cows
kept per man increased. o L

Gosts and Returns

Relation of Cowg nexr Man to

The average cost of producing 100 pounds of milk on farms with fewer than
6 cows per man was $2.40 {table 14). The cost per hundredweight decreased as
more cows were kept per man. Returns per hour of labvor on cows increased ag
more cows were kept per msn, and labor incomes averaged the highest for the
group with the most cows per nman.
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TARLE 14,  RELATION OF WULGEDER OF COWS PER MAN TO COSTS AFD RETURNS
105 Farms, Cayuge Counbty, 1939-U40

DT R T ol i des iyt ooy ieraebedisios e fuvatiae el Al S Ao g e e e i e o
e a— P ity A

Fumber Tumber “Gost par ~ Return per hour
of cowsg - of . hundredweight - of labor _ Labor
Dor man forms __of milk on cows . _._____.__jincome .
Tewer than 6 05 $0.,10 $.13 L9
6 to 10 . 63 2.29 .16 139
10 or more 17 2.17 18 £01
- Grop Yields

_R_,eg,g,_t,‘_qz Hf ‘GI‘OD Yields t‘c;_ Variou stam,n tors

Efficiency in crow production wag an 1mportﬂnt factor in relatinn to
incomes on these Tarms because a conslderable part of the income was from
crop ‘sales, and because all of the roughage crops and most of. the concentrabes
worz crovn on the farms where they were fed,

Aa erop vields increased, milk production per cow tended to increase
(taole lr). The proportion of the milk sold during the winter montns and the
amouat of orain fed per cow alse ihcreased as crop yields and milk rroduction
per cow increased.

TAEBLE 1%, RELATION OF CROFP YIELDS TO VARICUS FACTORS

105 Farms,,anUPd County, 1939 40

Toon photdn T Tumbor  Tumber | Pounds Por oont 6f  FPounds
in per cent ‘ of . of cows milk millk sold grain fed
of aversge ___ farms __mer faym . per cow Qct, = ¥ar. _____Tper cow_ ..
Less them 80 o6 1 6,67 6 1,646

80 to 90 32 15 6,750 T g 6,750

90 to 100 17 1% 7,304 by 7,304

100 or more 30 . 15 7,671 B3 7,671

Relation of Crop Yields tqﬁQgggg;@n@;Betugqg

Although tne cost of producing mnilk was about the same on farms with
different yilelds of crops, the farms with the nlgnest erop yields made much
greater returns $o the farm operator for his year's work than farme with lower
crop vields (table 16),
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TTABTE 15, BITATION 0OF CROP YIELDS TO COSTS AND TETURNS

105 Farmsg, Cayuga County, 193%9-140
NS maT n I T e T A Tl e e A B T 1 S T STl e B A = Yi el& = | it e bt Re turns =
Crep yields Hupber  Yield - of - - Cogt per per hour
in per cent of of hay silage cwt. nilk of labor Labor
ol svorose farms per acre per acre  produced __on cows _ income
Legs then &0 o6 1. 7 $2.70 .1k 5089
g0 to 90 32 1.5 00 10 2,34 ‘ .15 o5
90 to 100 17 1.7 12 2.22 217 605
100 or more 30 1.9

13 2.7%0 a8 773

e R AR TR A LTI TR E =T _— e

In this study, home grown feeds wore charged to the cows at their market
value, which varied somewnat but weg approximately the same for different farms.
On the farms with high yields of hay, silage., and grain per acre, these feeds
were probably produced at lower cost per unit than on farms with low yields of
those crops. o B ' '

If these foeds could have been charged at their cost of production on
cach farm, the cost of producing milk would probably have decreassd ag orop
yielde increased. The fact that lsabor income incressed with crop yields, while
the cost of producing milk remained about the same for all groups would seenm

to confirm this explanation. E

Gomhineijiﬂ“

Qﬁ of Tmportant Factors

The four most important factors that were found to be related to costs
and returns in producing milic and to farm incomes in thig area were the amount
of milk produced per cow, number of cows in the herd, use of labor, and crop
vields., It has been shown that it pald to be above average in gach of these
" factors. It paid even better to be above average in more than one factor.

For the 12 farmg that were below averase in all four factors, the cost
of produeing 100 pounds of milk averaged %045 (table 17). On these farms
only O cents an hour were returned to labor on the dairy enterprise, and the
operator received only $22 from the whole farm for ais yearVs werk. Costs on
the 33 farms that were average or above in gne fagtor were also $2.45 but there
was o return of 12 cents an nour for labor on cows, and labor income for this
group averaged $37H. Tor the 10 farms that were averase or belter in gll four
factors, coste of production averaged $2:02, returns per hour of labor on cows
25 ecents, and labor incomes $957.
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TABLE 17. COMBINED EFFECT OF IMPORTANT FACTORS®
' 105 Farme, Cayuza Counby, 193940
T ” ; T Coat per Returns
‘Mumber - hundred-— per hour Averags
of wolght milk of labor labor
FKumber of factors o farmg  produced ___ . .on cows. _  income
Balow average in all } factors 12 $o.45 $-O9 $ gp
Averape or above in 1 factor ‘ %3 2.u5 .12 37U
Average or above in 2 factors - 33 . 2.22 .16 725
Average or above in 3 factors ‘ 17 2.19 20 209
Average or above in all L factors 10 2.02 .26 an7

T A e o gk e

e s . it cymiiiteimdiriin st ttaammtniureR SRR EENENEEEEEGRIEIEE S 6 SESedh st

*Thg four Tactors are: HNumber of cowe per farm, number of cowg Per man, rate
of milk produetion, and use of labor.

Ten farms, or about cne of each 10 in the gurvey, were average or bettor
in all four factors. The averages for these farms were not spectacular, but
were wall above the averages for all faims (table 18). The size of business
of the 10 farms, as measured by numbar of cows per farm, wasg one-~third greater
than average. The amount of work acconplished per man, measured by cows per
man, was also about one-third greater than the average for all Tarms. “The
amount of milk produced per cow averaged %,°42 pounds with about 2,700 pounde
of grain per cow on the 10 farms as compared to 6,966 pounds with a ton of
grain per cow for all farms.

TABLE 18, COMPARISON OF GOOD FARMS WITH THE AVERAGE

105 Farms, Cayuga County, 1939-H0
T kverage
Factor: 10 farms average or 105
L e above in h_ﬁgggors farms

Sige of Pusiness _ | |

Tumber of cows per farm 19 14
Use of Labor

Number of cows per man ' Y f 7

Man hours per cow® 228 : 208
Bates of Production

Pounds milk produced per cow g,242 6,966

Crop yiclds in per cent of average 116 100
Qther Factors |

Per cent milk sold Oct.-llar. 52 49

Pounds grain fed per cow 2,720 2,001

Size of cow (pounds) 1,011 96%
Soghy and Heturng

Cosb per cwt. of milk produced 32.02 ge.lz

Returns pser hour of labor .26 $ .lo

Iabor income $957 $ubg

*Inciudes man labor hauling milic,
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Orop vields on the abovew~average farms were considerably better than
for all farms. The cows averaged about 4n pounds larger.

Tho cosh of producing 100 pounds of milk was $2.02 or well below the
all~ferm average. Returns per hour of labor on cows was much greater and
labor incomes were twice as largu as the average for the 105 farms.

AVERA.GES 0F IMPORTANT FACTORS
105 Farms, Cayuga County, 1939-40

T T T L T L S T A e ot e ke e - e i, . o -

Average

Items .o e e Your farm ___ g1l farms
Size of Business

Cows vwer farm 7 a — . | 1k
Use of Tabor

Cows per man ' JER—— 7

an hours per cow R | . - R ' | . 208
Bates of Production

Pounds milk produced per cot* - ___ .. t £,966

Tons of hay per acre | o | 1.6

Tons of silage por acre i ’ RS
Other Factors

Por coent milk sold October to March e ’ 49

Poundg of grain fe&. i)or cow e o 2,001

Siwe of cow (pounds) e 965
Costs znd Returns | .

Gost per cvt. milk produced® e 7$2 17

Returns mer nour of labor on cows e _ $..16

Labor income - . 58

L ]

P LR T o T Ry o e T L s i) TITE R T RN

#A11 milk standardized to 3 7 per cent butterfcit basis.
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VARTATION IN IMPORTANT FACTORS
105 Farms, Cayuga County, 19%9-40

¢

|l IAROD
i
| {an
‘Cowrg | hours
ner
8oy
30 booo | 1id
20 10 bk
18 i 9 | 165
gt é g | 185
!
1% g 1207
12 7 | ee2
10 6 | ous
10 6| 259
¢ L lege
7 bo1363

T TRATES OF
. PRODUCTION

OTHER FACTORS

COSTS AND RETURNS

Crop < Pounds Cost porl Boturng
Pounds |yields Imilk grain | Size wt . per
milc  lin % |lsold | fed |of milk hour of Iabor
Per of Oct . par Cows Pro- labor income
cow_ |ave. Uarch couw (1bs.) || duced |on cows
10,09 | 123 62 13,550 11,145 || $1.56 $0.49 po,1ls
g,752 | 108 57 | 2,960 {1,005 1.68. 0,30 | 1,186
7,95 101 55 | 2,518 11,001 1.90 0.25 855
7,207 g5 52 | 2,280 1,007 2.05 0.22 6L5
7,017 859 g 11,964 | 980 2,11 0.18 Les
5,698 25 bg | 1,800 guy 2,20 0,13 2h8
5,207 g1 ug | 1,655 920 2.2 0.09 138
5,88 1 T8 Lho,uR0 2ag 2,58 0.0% 32
|
Byal 72 bo | 1,245 ¢ &4 | 2.90 |-0.0L | ~208
L, 206 36 870 809 7.1 ~0.17 ~762

T,

.
avararms o

ere are ten numbaers in each column.
f the highest or mcst efficient one—tenth of tha farms for that

factor. The columng are independent of each other.
middle tfeparates the upner one-~half from the lower one-hal? of the farms

for each factor.

The number at the top is the

The line acrogs the



