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CATTARAUGUS COUNTY
COST OF MILK PROTUCTION SURVEY
1939-40

A farm management survey of 102 farms was made in the area around the
village of Battaraugus in Cattaraugus County for the year ended April 70, 1940.
Information was obtained concerning the whole farm business and detalled cost
data were obtained on the dairy enterprise. The survey was made by the Few York
State College of Agriculture in cooperation with the Oattarausus Gounty Farm
Bureau. The information was obtained by personal visits to the farms.

- -The area included in thig survey is
part of the extensive summer-dairy section of
gsouthwestern Few York. More than two—thirds
of the income on the farms in the survey was
from the dairy enterprise. Of the 102 farms,
U5 were selling milk to grade B plants and
56 to other markets including an evavorated
milk plant, and & baking company:

The land in Cattarausus County has been

- clagsified as to the intensity of wuse to which
it is adapted. The soils, topography, elevation,
crops grown, and gize and condition of the farm

\} i E | butldings are important factors in this economic

5 f ‘ clagsification of the land. The areas of land

_ clagses I and II are, in general, betfer suited
B Aren surveyed to forestry and recreational wuses than %o farming.

The areas of land classes III, IV and V probably
will remain permanently in agriculture. The
higher the number of the land class the higher
the proportion of good soils and the greater

the intensity ¢ land use. 0F the 102 farms

in the survey., 6 were located in land class II,
67 in land clags III, 25 in land clags IV, and

- Y in land class V.

CATTARATGUS CQUNTY

Pastures in this area in 1979 were substantially 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 improve-
ment in conditions. - For the state, pagsture conditions in 19%3 were 1% per cent
telow the average of the preceeding 10 years, and were lower than for any other
year during the decade except for 18734, '

One purpose of this study was to describe the relative importance of the
variousg costs in producing milk in an area near the edge of the New York City
milkshed. Another objective wag to help farmers study the apnliecation in their
commnity of gsome of the factors thal have consistently been found over a period
of years to be related to the cast of producing milk, and hence to farm incomes.
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THE ECONCMIC SITUATION, 1939-40

. Fbllowing the reinstatement of the federal-state mariketing order in the
New York milk market in June 197%9, the price of milk rose from the low level
reached while the order was suspended to.a point well above ofher prices
(figure 1). “Although the price of milk-declined from this point during the
rest of the year covered by the survey, it was st111 above other prices at the
end of the year. The peaic in the price of milk in November 1939 was higher than
2t any time since 193%l. 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 1910-14, In this study. in an area on the western edge of the New York
@ity mill shed, the average price received for 3.7 milk sold was $1.66. Average
prices paid to New York formers for all farm products were only six per cent
above the level in 1910-14 B
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TIGURE 1. ¥ARM FRICE OF MILE IN NEW YORK AND WHOLESALT PRICES OF BASIC
COMMOTIPIES IV THE UNITED STATES (1910-14% = 100} .

4

Turing the summer monthe the price of a dairy ration in Wew Tork was
about 10 per cent below its 191011 level, but following the declaration of war
in September 1939, grain prices rose rapidly and stayed about K per cent above
the 1910~14 level for the rest of the year. On an average, dairy feed prices
were 2 per cent above the 191014 averaze for the period covergd by the survey.
The average price per ton for dairy feeds purchased by farmers in this study was
$70. Hay prices averaged $9 a ton and succulents 4 a ton.
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Wages paid by New Yoriz farmers were about 26 per cent above their average
in the base period, and averaged SU0 s month for the farmers in the survey.

YEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS

Gosts and returns Per gcow

~During the year coversd by this study, it cost B120 to keep a dairy cow,
BGSJJLS the mil¥ produced, each cow on the averagé produced a calfl valued at
$4, and seven tons of manure worth $7. When the value of these other reiurns
wa.s deactud from the cost of ’eeplﬂg a cow, the net cost of producing milk
was 3109 a cow. :

Total cost of Teed per cow wes $61. On the average, each cow wag fed
i 6)0 pounds of concentrates, which, including home-growmn graing, were valued
at 325 (table 1). The value of the 2.4 tons of dry forage was $22 and the 2.1
tane of sueceulents were valued at $9. Dry forage inciuded, besides hay, small
arounts of corn fodder and other feeds. Corn silage made up most of the
succulent feeds. Tne 160 days on pasture, between May 11 and October 27, cost
3 cents & day or $5 a cow for the seasocn,

TABLE 1. AVERAGE AMOUNTS AND COST OF FEEDS AND LABOR PER GOW

102 Farms, Cattarangus County, 1939-—340
T AVQ;QEQEWmunt Averame : Cost .
Feoed . _ber cow, e PTiCe L DST COW_
Concentrates o1 ,650 pounds $71 a ton C $o5
Dry forage _ 2,1 tons 9 a ton 22
Buceculentd 2.1 tons 4 a ton 9
Pasture 169 days .03 a day 5
Man labor 162 houre® .22 an hour %6

AT 7 e P oo e e vt e e T e mitasie]

*¥Does not include man labor naullng milik.

“The 162 hours of direct man labor used per cow, exciugive of time spent
havling milk, at 22 cents an hour cost §76 a cow. 3Besides direct labor on cows,
L hours of man labor worth $1 were used hauling milk., Other costs, including
bedding,milk hauling. use of buildings and equirment, bull service and other
items amounted to $22 a cowe

| {2
Gy On an average, the value of milk produced per cow was $288 , -including
$16% for milk sold and $%5 for milk used at home. Te-velee-ef-milk-produced. ..
gnd aet-nost.per-corarerejust.esuiak. The cows thus refummed ?@écents an hour
for labor, er.the same.as-Lhe-zvabe-at ‘which.labor-had.-besn~ghareed-to~the~eowms,
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Qggtggﬁylgﬁttrns per 100 povnds of mills produced

The average net cost of producing 100 pounds of milik for the year was
$1.87, after eredits to 19 cents, mostly for calves and manure, had been de—
ducted (table 2). All milk was standardized to a 3.7 per ceat butterfat basis
to facilitate comparisons of costs between farms and seascong of fthe year.

TARLE 2. YEARLY COSTS AND RETURNS IN PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILX*
102 Farms, Cettaraugus Gounty, 1939-H0

Oost and value

of 100 pounds ) Per cent
IHOMS o o PTOMRE of miliz produced of total
Co3TS
Feed ‘
'Goncentrates - © 28 pounds $ 3 21
Dry forage ' 1 pounds .38 19
 Bucculents 74 pounds - , S .15 7
Pasture 2.9 dayse : : 09 _&“
Total feed $1.05 51
Labor on cows 2.8 hours ‘ b1 30
Depreciation on cows o - .03 1
Interest on cows : 08 4
Milk hauling 4 : .11 5
Uge of buildings ' - 206 ) %
Tse of equipment : : 02 1
Bull service . ’ 203 1
Bedding . . L0P o1
Miacellaneous . ‘ , 05 3
Total costs ' $2.06 100
CREDITS
Manure $ .11 5
Calves S . Ce 07 . 37
Miscellaneous . R o 0L - o)
Totel credits S h 0§ .19 100
NET C0ST PER 100 BOUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED | $1.87 -
VATTE PER 100 POUNDS OF MILE PRODUCED. . $1.65 __ —

#,11 milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent bubterfat, and the value is for
miik of the same test. ‘ B
4#Includes .l hour of man labor hauling milk.
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_ Teed costs amounted to $1.05 and made up about one-half of the total
cost of producing milk. The 28 powmds of concentrated and the 8l pounds of
dry forage.fed per hundredweight of milk produced, each alone made up about
one~fifth of the total cogt. The 74 pounds of succulents wers valued at™1h
cents. and the 2.9 days of pasture accounted for 9 cents per 100 pounds of milk,

VThe é,g_hqﬁfs'ofidirect labor on cows coegbt 61 cents, or almost one-third
of the total cost, TFeed and labor together accounted for four-fifths of the
total cost of producing milki

. Although & net 1oss‘of_$10 was talken per head, on the averags, for cows
replaced, the cost of depreciation was only 3 cents per 100 pournds of milk, or
1 per ecent of the total cost. Interest at 5 per cent on the value of the cows
accounted for & cents. Other coste, ineluding milk hanling, use of Duildings
and equipment, Tull service and other items ampunted to 29 cents.

Of the total eredits of 19 cents, manure accounted for 11 centg and
calves for 7 cents.

SEASONAL COSTS AND RETURNS

During the summer while the cows were obtaining most of their feed from
pagture, the net cost per 100 pounds of milk produced was $1.18, ag compared to
$2.57 for the winter season, and $1.87 for the year (table 3). Production per
cow per day averaged 17 pounds for the pasture season, and 15 pounds for the
bara=feeding season. .

TABLE 3. SEASOWAL COSTS AND RETURNS IN PRODUGING MILL*
‘ 102 Farms, Catiaraugus County, 1933-L0

P

Cost and value of 100 pounds of milk produced

Ttems o Summer Winter _ .
Amount Cogt . Amount Cogat
COgTs

Feed
Concentrates 1% pounds %.19 Y pounds $.58
Dry forage 1 pound o 154 pounds 76
Sucoulents 24 pounds 05 12t nounds .25
Pasture . _ b days .18 — o
Total feed $ e 51,69
Labor oh*cows% ;. .., 2.2 hours g %41 hours, - <75
Other costs . . S 35 il
Total costs .- . - o $1.25 ' , $2.88
CREDITS - . - .- - Y 01 . .31
WET COST PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED $L.18 : 82,57
VALUE PER 100 POUNDS OF MILK PRODUCED ~$1.50 $1.81

11 milk was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat basis.
+Does not include man labor hauling milk,
#Less than $.005.
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foed costs during the sumer amounted to 42 cents per 100 vounds of milk
or about ocne-third of the total cost. During the winter, feed costs amounted
to @].qz, or ‘about three~-fifths of the total cost. In the pasture seascn only
13 pounds of grain ware fed per 100 prunds of milk, as compared to YN poimds in
the Darn-feeding season. The amounts of dry forage and succulents varied sven
more W‘del“ betwocen the seasons. Only 1 pound of dry forage and ol pounds of
succulsnts were fed per hundredweight of milk in the summer as ‘compared to 164
pounde of Ary forage and 124 pounde of succulents in the winter. GCosts for
these items of feed wvaried between seasons by about the same amount a's the
quantitics fed. The six days of pasture reguired to produce 100 pounds of
miik in the summer cost only 18 cents.

Qaly 2.2 hours of man labor were used to produce 100 pounds of milk in
the summer as compared %o 3.0 hours for the winter season. The charge for labor
of 48 cente a hundredwel pnt in the sutmmer accoumtod for gomewhat more than one-—
third of the total ecogt in this seasen. During the winter, the cost of labor
was 75 cents a hundred pounds of milk, but was less than one~fourth of the
total cost.

Other costs were 35 cents during the summer and Y cente per 100 pounds
of millk produced during the winter, Oredits during the summer, mostly for
calves were 7 cents., The 31 cents of credlts for the winter season insluded
22 centg for manure produced.

sriation- i the cost of producing milk

The average net cost was $1.87 a hundredweight, but there was a wide
variation in costs on individual farms ag shown in figure 2. Fach vertical line
in the gravh represents one of the 102 farms, and the length of the line indicates
the cost of producing 100 pounds of milk on that farm for tne vear 1939~h0

Cost per 100 1bs. |
milk produced

2.00 T

T

200
——
Il Hlmlu.!@z !Jilnw:m

FIGURE 2., VARIATION IV THE YEARLY (OST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILE

i

Fach line revresents a Tarm, and the length of the line indicates the
cost 0f producing milk on that farm in 1939-4O.
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On about one-sixth of

for the year of less

So far, this
returng in producing

[

the farms, milk was produced at an average cost

than $1.50 & hundredweight, as compared to $3.,00 or mors
on one-tenth of the forms

milic in $hig area in 1939-40.

report nas presented a cross-section pic

ture of costs and
e rest of this revord

will attempt to show the main ressons way some farms produced milk at lower

cost, and why some farms had higher incomes

In the discussion that follows,

than othars.

two measures of returmg

ware used.

Returng per hour of labor on cows ie a measure of what the cows paid for the

mtlme gpent 01 them during the year. The average was :
ipncome id a measure of the refurn that the WhOlb farm made to tne operator for
his year'u,worK, after paying all farm expenses and sllowing

on the money_lnveste@. The average

i

labor income was $°98.

22 cents an hour.

Inbor

H per cent interesat.

There wag a wide variation in_%oth measures of returns between farms.

On: about one=fifth of the farme,

the cows pald all other sxpensss and made a

return of %0 cents an hour eor more for time spent on them, while on another

one-seventh of. the farms no rebturn was made to labor.
more. At the same time, more than one-fourth of the
that their incomes were not large enough to
ed and at the same time

incomes of $1,000 or

farms lost money, in the sense
5 per. cent for the money invest
S . .

cover thne chargs of
pay all farm expense

PACTORS AFFELCIING

E

Relation of cost

ar 100 pounds of millk to reburng

COSTS AND RATURNS IN PRODUCING MILK

Mine farms had labor

dince most of the income on these farms was from the dairy enterpriss,
there was a close relationship Debween the cost of producing milk end returns.
For the 19 farms with costs below $1.50 a hundréedweight, returns per hour of
iator on cows averaged $.3U and labor incomes 3715 as compared to a loss of 5

- & ~
cents an hour or $279 a farm for

the group with highest costs per hundred-
weight (table 4). Because of this close relationship between the cost of

prnduclng milk and incomes, the factors that are related to and affect milk
production costs are important to dalry farmers.

TABLE M. REAATION

0F COST OF PRODUCING 100 POUNDS OF MILK TO EETURNS

102 Famms, Cattaraugus County, 1939 w0

—————

ot e e b

Cost per 10O
prounds milk
ILpduced —

Returns per

Less then $1 50

51,50 to $51.90
81,90 t0 $2.30
$2. 30 or more

e e s . e e e

“Tumber Avorage cost ‘
of per 100 pounds hour of Iabor
_farms.  of milk produced labor on cows income
19 $1.36 $ .34 § 715
35 1.72 .20 561
R 2406 W10 213
26 2.9h -.05 -279

b 7 e b etk

g R e b £
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Pounds of Milk Produced per Cow

Relation of production per cow o various factors

The herde with lowest rates of production included, on the average,
Fower cows than the herds with the larger amounts of milk produced per cow
(table ). Only a few more hours of labor were required to care for high-
producing cows than for low-producing cows, partly because more of the farms
with nigh rates of production used milking machines end other kinds of labor-
saving eguipment.  In this spction of the report, man hours per cow includes
time spent hauling milk, ' :

TABLE 7, RETATION OF MILK PRODUCTION PER COW TO VARIOUS FACTORS

L 102 Farms, Gattaraugus County. 1939-40

Do Pounds. Fumber Per cent of  Han FPoundg
Pounds of Number milk of cows milik =sold Jhours grain
milk produced of ~ produced  per October to - per - fed
per cOw ___fFarmg _Per cOw farm Marech - - cow® per cow
Less.than 14,750 - a7 4,087 - 8 . 30 . 170 1,352
4,750 to 5,750 o5 B,e08 - 17 3 172 1,432
5,750 0 6,750 .26 6,190 20 38 181 1,852
6,750 or more - . .2k 7,4lp 22 he 18y 2,075

*Tn this and succesding tables in thid report, man houre per cow includes time
gpent hauling milk.. : : : : :

Tor the highest producing herds, more of the milk was produced during the
winter season than for the other herds. Cows in the 2i . herds with the most milk
produced per cow were fed about 700 pounds more grain, but produced almost B,HOO
pounds more milk than the cows in the lowest producing herds:. - o

‘The average amount of milk prodtced per cow on all farme was 5,687 pounds.

Belation of production per cow to coste and returng

The . amount of milk produced.per cow was the most important of all fachors
affecting costs and returns. The average cost per rundredweicht was $2.49 in
the group of herds with the lowegt production, as compared.with $1.70 for the
faras with the highest producing herds (table 6). In other words, it cost
farmers with an average production of less than 4,750 pounds per cow almogt
0 cents more to prodice 100 pounds of milk than farmers with cows producing
6,750 or more pounds of milk, e

On farms with less than 4,750 pounds of milk produced per cow, -thers was
nn return to the operator for his yearts work, and returns per hour of labor on
cows aversged only 5 cenwts. Labor incomes averaged $723% for the group of farms
with the highest producing herds, and the herds in this group returned 24 cents’

"
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TABIE 6. . RALATION OF MILX PRODUCTION PER oW 0 COSTS AND RETURNS
102 Harns, Cattaravgus County, 1939~MO '

Pounds of . L Naber “Cost per Retarﬂs per

milk PTOched , of mindredwelght  hour of . Iavor
per. cow ' __farms of milk labor on cows . .. income
Legs than 4,750 27 $0.09 $ .05 $-125
4,750 to 5,750 2R 2,173 .10 166
5,750 to 6,750 26 1,80 .19 473
6,750 or more o4 1.70 ' ol 72%

R

4
5
.
%
l

an hour for time gpent on them. In other words, the cows refturned 19 cents more
an hour for labor, and the farm operator received 3250 more for his year's work
on farms with herds producing 6,750 pounds or more of milk than on farma with
herds producing less than 4,750 pounds per cow.

Relation of size of cow to. D _odﬁ tion Par cow
and otggx factors : :

The gize of cows was studied in relation to the amount of milic produced
per cow. Weights of all cows in the barns at milking time were estimated by
use of a tape measure that had on it the cow weight scale devsloned for thig
purpose by the United States Department of bericulture.

There was a striking relationship beiween the size of cow and production
ver cow. As the size increased, production increased proporty tionately more
($abls 7). TFor herds with cows weighing on the average less than 800 poumds,
only 5,176 pounds of milk were produced per cow, asg contragtad to 7,208 paunﬁs
per cow for herds with an average welght of 1,000 poundsg or more. The averag
size of all cows measured was 002 pounds, with a production of B, 687 pounds of
milk per cow. Herds with the larger cows averaged glightly oldev than thoge
with the emaller cows.

TABLE 7. RELATION OF SIZE OF 00W TQ PRODUCTION TER COW AND OTHEER FACTCLS*®
100 Tarmg, Cattaraveus County, 193G 10

[S—— —— - —_ e S i e i St P ok Tl . e
rap. pribbetupinpn g

- . Average  Pounds Por cent Cost per Returnea
Size of cow Mumber  size of  milk milk sold Tundred— oy poyr
(pounds) of cow produced October W?i§nt‘ of labor
R farms (pounds) per cow  to March %%oéuced on COwS
Leas than 300 o - TR0 5,176 32 $2.09 $ .13
800 to GO0 70 guo 5,315 36 2.16 | A1
900 te 1,000 30 936 5,501 %7 1,95 ST
1,000 or more 15 1,051 7,058 41 1.4% .21

*A11 mllf was standardized to 3.7 per cent butterfat.
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Hot only wag more milk produced by large—sized cows, but it wes produced
more efficiently than by smaller cows.. This was indicated by the cost of pro-

ducing milk., On farms with the omallest cows, the cost of producing 100 pounds
of milk averaged $2.09 as compared to $1.83 per hundredweight on farms with the

larzest cows. Returns per hour of labor on cows was highest on farms with the
largest cows.,

"Relatien of seagon of milk production to various factors

The ares included in this survey is located in southwestern New Yorik,
on the edze of the Wew York City milk shed. TFor the 102 farms in the survey,
36'per cont of the milk was sold during the six winter monthe from October to
March., The drought during the pasture season of 1939 may have reduced the
milk flow enough during this season to have affscited to some extent the pro-
portion of winter miliz on these farms for the yean covered by the survey. 4
wide vafiatioﬂ’GCCUrred, nowever, in the seagon of production on different
farms, ' ‘ : :

The smount of milk produced per cow increased as the proportion of
nillk sold during the winter season increased (table 8). Herds that produced
two~fifths or more of their milk during the period from October %o .March had
an averagse production of about 6,500 pounds a cow, while herds producing less
than 30 per cent of thelr milk during these months aversged about 4,700 pounds
s cow. The cows tended to be heavier in the herds with the larger proportions
of winter mili. ’ ' : ' N

TABLE 2. RELATION OF SWASOY OF WILK PRODUCTICN TO VARIOUS FACTORSH*

SRR 102 Tarms, Oattaraveuns Counby, 1939-40
Fer. cent - o . Per cent . .Pounds Average = Man o
milk sold -~ . Number — -milk.sold . millk size " hours . Pounds
Octover -  ~ .of - - October : . produced of cow .. vper  of grain
to Maren - farms - %o liarch . TOT cow (pounds) ___cow Ber cow
Legs than 30 op Pl U, 743 gl 176 . 1,572
30 to 35 22 32 5,U55 gk 175 1,591
b0 B0 . .25 L 370 . B,637. . 887 175 1,588
40 or move 37 ER o E6,BOG 916+ 179 1,882

#4111 milk was standariized 0 3] per cent butterfab..

- For the 3% farms with two~fifths or more of tleir milk produced during
the peried from October to March, only slightly more labor:and grain were used
per cow than for the farms that produced less winter milic,
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Relation of season of milk production
to costg and returng '

; As the proportloq of winter milk 1EGTSade, the number of cowg kept per
farm als o increased, showing that the most winter milk was produced in the
large herds. ILargely as a a regult of the nigher rate of milk production, and
the efficiencies in operation thai accompany a large-gized herd, the cosgt of
milk production declined as more of the milk was produced during the winter
seazon (table 9) Returns per hour of labor and labor income tendsd to in~
crease ag the proportion of tne milk sold during the winter months increased.

TABLE 9. RELATION OF SEASQH COF MILK FRODUMYION 7O COSTS AND RETURNI*
102 Farms, Cattarsugus County, 1939-40

— - = "

Per cent - . Cogt per Returns

milk gold Wuanber — Momber ndred—  per hour

October Cof of cows weilght of of labor Labor

to Mareh _farms  per farm milk produced on cows income
Less than 30 20 14 $o,%6 $ .02 $-gl

0 to 35 oz . 19 2,04 .16 276

?D to HO °5 20 1.9% 217 Pl

i

0 or more ‘ 3 a2 1.91 20 hT8

*All milk was standardized to Z T per cent butterfat.

Y3olds of Rouchage Crops

Rel_ﬁ of vield of silase to various factorns

Herde on farmg that produced corn for silage were larger and had higher -
rates of milk prodﬂctionfwith the same amount of grain fed per cow,than herds
on farms without silage {table 10)}. TFarms without silage for a winter succulent
feed produced less milk during the winbter season than farms with silage. Cows
on farme without silage wers somewhat lighter in weight than cows on farms '
producing silage,

TABLE 10, RELATION OF YIELD OF SILAGE TO VARIOUS FACTORS
102 Farmg, CGatiaraugus Commtby, 1939*&0

S - puteomveipbieg T eratE i TEp . e vemremts ek el (L T Y An projtai ity

Nﬁmbar-‘Lumber Pounds Par gent - Poundg Gize of
Tield of silage of . o0of . miik - milk sold  grain COWS
per acre 7 farmsg  ocows  per cow _Oct,-Mar, . Per cow (pounds)
Wo silage zrown by 16 5,389 33 1,668 gRh5
Less than 11 %tons 25 22 5,649 %8 1,664 g82

11 tong or more v - 22 £,185 39 1,683 gelt
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Relation of vield of gilase to cogts arid _returns

The cost of producticn milk was highest, and returns were lowest on the
farms with low vields of silage (table 11)}. Although costs were about the same
on the farms on which no silage was grown as on those with high silage yields,
returng were considerably higher for the group with good yields of silage. This
was vartly the result of the large number of cows kept and of the higher rates
of production obtained. Apparently it did not pay to produce silage unless
reasonably good yields could be secured. ' )

IABLE I1. ~ RELATION OF YIELD OF SILAGE TO COSTS AND RUTURNS :

S 102 Tarms, Cattaraugus County, 1939-40
Tield of Wumber ~ Average - - Gost per Returns per 4
silage of tons silage ewt. milk . hour of labor Labor
per_acre . farms _ per acre produced on cows _ income __
Yo silase zrown 47 — - $1.99 $ .16 $2r9
Liogs than 11 tons . ) 8 - _ 2.27 08
11 tons or more - 30 13 o 1.93% .18 pHE

Although some of the s0ilsg in this area may not be well adapted to the
production of corn silage, an important advantage of corn silage as a home-
grown roughage feed'was shown by the survey in thie area. Due to the severs
drought in 19739, hay yields on many farms were abrnormally low. Silage vields
ware relatively gzood. Because of the hay shortage, hay prices were hlgn.
Farmers without silage were forced to buy more hay at these high prices, to
carrvy thelir stock through the winter than farmers who produced milage for
vart of their roughage. Thig ﬁrrbably rartly also explainsg why labor incomes
were higher for farms with good yilelds of silage than for those withou® silage.

Relation of yield of hay.%o yaricus'faétors

ulmce dairy farmers in tnzs area usually produce a1l of the nay fed
on their farms, the yield and qua11ty of hay produced are of con51derable
imporrtance. Cows on farms with high hay yields were fed more arain, and
produced more milk than cows on Tarms with low hay yields {table 12).
few more cowg were Kept per farm an tne farms with the high ylelds.

TABLE 12, HELATION O? YIuLD Oﬂ HAY TO VARIOUS FAGTORS
102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 1939~”O
: Wumoer ~ Yumber . Pounds ,._'Pounds_', Sivze Q%&
Tisld of nay _ , of . of cows' milk grain cows
per acre o forms | Ter farm __ Per cow ver cow ... (pounds)
Less than 1.2 tong 2% s 5,061 E 1,530 838
1.2 to 2.2 tong ¢ 5g 18 - BESPRC IR S 1,609 2a5

2.2 tong or more " 21 22 - 6,180 2,000 931
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Tormg with the highest hay yields also had the heaviest cows.

Relatlon of vield of hay %o gosts and roturnsg

“The cost of producing 100 pounds of milk was not congigtently related
to the vield of hay, but was lowest for the group with the highest yields
{table 13}, Returns per hour of labor on cows and labor Incomes were largest
on thé Tarms with the highest yields of hay.

TABILE 1% - REIATION OF YIELD OF HAY TO GOSTS AND RETURNS

102 Farms, Oattarauvgus County, 1939-40

o - T ost per | Returms
Yield of Mumber Averagze nundred- ner hour _
hay par of tons hay walght milk of labor Labor
acreg - . T farmg -~ per acre produced  on COWS incoms
Legs than 1.2 tonsg - 23 e . $2.01 $ .17 ' $124
1.2 %o 2.2 tons CoRg L R R R 2.11 .12 227
2.2 tons or more - 21 2.8 L1.88 .19 6en
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Wumber of Cowg per Farm

Relation of number of cows ner farm.to labor efficiency
end coste and returnsg

In o dairy region, the number of cows per farm is a ugeful measure of
gize of business. The most favorable returns are obtained on a large as com-
pared to a small dairy farm when the price of milk i1s high, ralative to costs,
because then even a small profit per cow or per 100 pounds of milk is multiplisd
many mors 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 concerned.
As a result, costs per hundredweighi were considerably lower and labor incomes
much higher on farms with larege herds than on farms with small herds {table 14).

TABIE 1%,  RELATION OF NUMBER OF COWS PER FARM TO TABOR EFFICIENCY
' ‘ AND COSTS AND RETURNS
102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 193940

. Man Pounds Cost per  Returns
fumber Fumber Fumber hours milk huindred~  per hour
of cows of of per produced weight of lahbor Tabor
rer farm . farmg [soXiks cow . _Dper cow _of mili  on cows income
Fewer than 14 °~ 28 10 227 5,389 okl $.05 f-2p
14 to 20 33 16 16k 5,682 - 1.98 .15 278
20 to 25 21 23 138 5,650 1.85 .20 373
26 or more 20 33 148 6,1&9

1.82 20 700
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In this area, large herds mads possible much more efficient use of
labor than small herds. On the average, only 148 hours were used per cow in
the herds of 26 or more cows, as compared to 227 hours per cow in herds of
fower than 1Y% cows. About 7 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 tne smallest herds and hi. nest for the nerds w1tn the
most cowsa., -

Cost per 100 pounds of milk produced averaged $0.U1 for the herds with
fewer than 11 cows, and $1.82 per hundredweight for the herds with 26 or more
cows. Returns per hour of labor increased as more cows were kept per farm.
Labor incomes slgo increaseu regularly for all groups as the number of cows
in tne nerd 1ncreased

Relajian of ﬁumber‘of _GOWS bef’farm 4o cabital'efficienqv

Anotner advantagse of 1arge nerds wag the result of more. efficient uge
of the mounsy 1nves§ed. On the average, on the farms with fewer than 1l cows,
$UG0 was invested per cow (table 15). This was about $60 to $80 more than the

investment per cow on the farme 'with 20 or more cows. Since the cow enterprise

furnished most of the income on these farms: the propoftion of the ftotal farm

capital invested in this major income-producing enterprise was a. useful measure
of ecapital efficiency. For the herds with the fewest cows, only 1% per cent of
the money was invested in cows, as compared to 1§ per cent for the large herds.

TABLZ 15.  RETATION OF NUMEER OF COWS FER FARM TO CAPITAL. EFFICIENCY
102 F&rws, Cattaraugus County, 19739-40.

L 58 e e

R o R S . . Per cent
Number . Tumber | Wumber.  Value Total ~~  of total,
of cows. . . of . of . - .per . .capital = famm capital
por faym, .. . farms __ cows_ . _ _.COW per cow ... invested in cows
Tewer than 14 28 10 $h2 - $46D S B R
M oto 20 33 16 TH Yo 17
20 to 260 2L 2% R - R L A
o6 ormore 20 3% T Cohor o s 19

The smalleér irnvestmeit per income~producing unit on ihe large farms

regults in more dollars of income for eacn dollar invested in the farm business.

. Other advantages of a 1argeasized dairy farm bu31ness include:

1. A 1ower cost per nuadredwelwnt for hauling larger .
.m‘loads of mllnwf

2. Sorie savingzin”cost of building yse per cow since the
housing cost:per cow tends to decrsase as the number - -
of cows increages. :



AR 387 ‘ 15w

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

L. The possibility of taking advantage of quantity discounts
' on purchases of feeds may be greater for owmersg of large
herds than for owners of small herds.

Although the advantage of large herds may be small in some of these
items, -in some cages tne agoregzate effect may be a real economy to the farm
buginess.

Use of Tabor

Belation of man hours per cow to various Ffactors

'Efficient use of labor ig ome of the most important problems inm farm
organigation. The number of nours reQulred to care for a cow a year ls one
meggure of ‘Iabor-efficiency. o -

There was an inverse relationship between the number of hours of man
labor per cow and the number of cows per farm (table 16). The group of farme
that were most efficient in use of Jlabor kept 23 cows, as compared to 13 cows
for the least efficient group. Beasmon of milk 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 farme than on others. Milk produciion per cow was
highest for the group of farme with the most labor per cow.

TABLE 16, RELATION OF AN HOURS FER COW TO COSTS AND RETURNS
102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 1939-U0
. o , . Pounds Cogt per  Returns

Man hpours . Number TFumber milk Fer cent  hundred~  per hour
per cow . of of produced milk sold weight of labor Tabor

e farms __cows .__per cow _ Oct.-Mar., milk on cows___income
Less than 130 Qi 23 5,586 34 $1.79 $ .21 $E4U
1%0 to 175 20 5,685 36 1.79 .19 475
175 to 220 D2 20 5,587 U 2.26 .10 136
220 or more 23 1% 5,88 - 36 2.45 05 5

As more time was spent per cow, the cost of producing milk increased, and-

returns per hour of labor on coweg and lahor incomes decreased rapidly.

Relation of cows per man to various facters

varied WldelJ between individual farms. As the number of cows cared for per
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man increased, the Auiber of cows per farm ircreased. showingf%hat more worlk

was aceomplished per man on the large farms (table 17). Althouzh there appeared
to be no cong 1Dtent relatlonsnwp between labor efficiency and the amount of milk
produced per cow, producblon Per COW was loweSu for the group w1th the most cows
kept ner man.

TATLE 17. WEIATIOY OF WUMBER OF COWS PER MAN TO VARIOUS FACTORS
ST 102 Farms, Cattaraugus Gounty, 1939~HO
Pounds Per cent Man
Wumber Mumber  Average Number milk work hours
of .cows of cowg per of cows produced units per
per man__ farmg  man - per farm _per cow ___ 0ON COWS 00
Fewer than & 2l 6 12 5,777 . k2 o .. - 238
g to 11 30 g o1g s m,ees o B g o
11 te 14 . 26 12 2% B,8L. . 69 . ., . 161
1 or more . . 22 16 25 . S B,i86 71 -. B Ny

ke 1mﬂlcateL oy the number of cows ‘per farm and the per cent of work
unitd on cows, mere of the work ‘on the farmé w1tn the mos b'é¢¢101ent tuge of
labor wasg on cows an& ”elatlvelv lesg on other entermrlbes than for tne Farms
with fewer cows per man. an nouvs pcr cow decreased rapﬂ&ly as tne nmmber'of
cows keph Per man 1nc¢eased, t : - : -

Relation of cows”per.man.tqﬁggsts an&"returng

The average co“t oF “red cing 100 pounds of HiTE on farms with fewer
thai "8 cowd "pér man wds ¢2 e (table 18) . The ¢ost per hundredweight décreased”
as labor ‘efficiency 1ncreaﬁed, except that for the group with the most cows per
man tnls rblau10ﬂsﬁ1p was reversed amd costs increase& sllgntly. Returns per
hour of labor on cows and labor 1ncomes 1n0feased as more cows were kept per man,
except for the group with the mo €t cows per mzn, Tor whichs as with-cost of
milk produetion, there was Little change from the third ¢roup¢ '

TATLY 13,. . BELATION OF NUMEER OF COWS FER MAN TQ COSTS AND ERTURNS
- 102 Farms, Cattaraugus countJ, 1930Huo
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g to 11 70 2.00 17 . 316
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f,gﬁﬁ of Imwortént Factégg

The four mbst imporbant factors that were found to be related to costs
and returns in producing milk in this arsa were the amount of mill produced
per cow, number of ecows in the herd, yields of roughage crops. and the number
of cows Zept pel man. It has been shown that it paid to be above average in
each of bthese factors. It paid sven better to be above average in more than
one factor. o

For the 12 farms that were below averase in all 4 faectors, the cost of

roducing 100 pounds of milk avemwaged $2.74 (table 19). On these farms there
was no return to labor on the dairy enterprise, and the operator received no
return from the whole farm for his Jear’s worlt, Costs on the 20 farms that
wers average or above in one faclor were $2.31, There was a return of 7 cents
an nour for labor on cows, but tqese farme on the average also made no return
tg. the farm onerator. For the 10 farms that were average or better in gll
four factors, costs of proouotzon averaged $1.62, returns per hour of labor

26 cents, and labor incomes $1,10%.

TABIE 19. COMBINED EFTHCT OF IMPORTANT FAGTORS*

Cogt per . Returns :
HMumber hundred-—~ per hour Average
§ of welght milk of labor labor

Number of factors wﬁﬂ;y-_,m,,T_ﬁﬁth  produced _ ___ on cows ____ income |
Below average in all Y factors 12 e 74 $ Ol 0 ]
Average or above in 1 Tactor 20 2.31 .07 - Bl
Average or above in 2 factors 32 1.95 .16 233
Lverase or above in % factors 20 1.88 .19 291
Averagze or above in all U factors 18’ 1.62 .2h 1,103

*The four factors ares “umbbr f COWS per Tarm, punber of cows per man,'
rats of milk production, and use of labor.

Fighteen farms, or about one of each & in the survey, were average or
better in all four factors. The averages for these farms were not spectacular,
but were well above the averagss for all farms (tatle 20). The size of
business of the 18 farmsz, as measured by number of cows per farm, was about 50
per cent above average. The amownt of work accomplished per man, measured by
cows per man, was aboub one—fifth greater than the average for all farms. The
amount of m11f produced ver cow averaged 5,944 pounds on the 18 farms, as com-
pared to 5,687 vounds for all farms.

Tields of roughage crops on the above-average farms were considerably

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

grain fed per cow on the 10 farms were each about one-fifth greater than
average. The cows averazed about 55 pounds larger than for all farms,
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TABLE 20. COMPARTSON OF COOD FARMS WITH THE AVERAGE

102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 1939--40
T T S :m‘ Averasms _
_ ‘ ‘ . 18 farms average or 102

Factor L o shove in U factors _ .. farms
Slze of Businese : ‘ , S

Humibar of cows per farm ' ' .. 29 . . 19
Use of, Labor

Humber of cows per man | , 12 _ 10

Wan hours per cow*® . ’ - 151 ' _ . 166
Rateg;g£ Produétion_‘: ‘ : ' o

Pounds milk produced per cow 6;9MH T C o R”,687

Tield of hay per acre ' 243 T ul.T

Yiel& of silage per acre R = T 1l
0 ggrnﬁgctors " | : : . -

Per cent nllk sold Oct ~Har, : Lo / _ 75

Pounds grain fed per cow 989 1,650

Sige of cow (pounds) - =~ - - S gblt . 902
Gosts and Returm '

Jost per cwhe. of milk rroduced : $1.62 - $1 ST

Returns per hour of labor . _ $ .26 $ 22

Labor income. S $1,103 $2983

*Iﬂcludes man 1abor haullnp m11&.

The eost. of producine 100 pounds of milk was $1.62 or well below the
all-farm average, Rebturng per hour of labor on cows was about- 20 per cent
greater, and the labor incomes four times ag large -as the average. Tor all
farms.



| AVERACES OF TMPORTANT FACTORS

102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 1939-U0

ks e e A e e s e : -

i o

Ttang

o i g e i i e M ATASR S e SO e kTR e
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Cowe per farm

Use of Taborn

Cows per man

Man hours per cow

Rates of Production.
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Labor income
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®A11 milk standardized $0 3.7 Der cent butterfat ba31s.
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VARIATION IN IMPCORTANT FACTORS

102 Farms, Cattaraugus County, 1939=40
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5173 0F - ‘07 | BATES OF -

BUSTHESS, TATOR PRODUCTION || OTEER FACTORS  COSTS AND REIURNS

T T T Yan T Pounds| Tons|| % milljPounds |Size || Cost ver | Returns | '

Tumber ! Cows hours| milk | hay | sold grain of CWha Ter houn

of ' per | per per per fOct.~ |fed per| cows {imilk of ilaboy Labor
COWS _}yan cow il cow acreiliarah CoOW (lbsf) gfg@uced o1 cows_miggggg

|
%8 L1811 &9 g,154] 7.2 RO L,000 11,075 || $1.28 $o.H4 | $3,556
28 15 | 117 7,005 2.1 | U5 2,580 | 1,001 ] 1.46 0.1 G
2l 17| 133 6,609| 2.0 1 U1 2,126 952 1,60 0.23 6073
21 12 | 143 6,251 1.9 75 1,840 920 1,70 0.20 490
12 11 | 159 5,8511 1.7 1 37 1,680 891 1.82 0.16 750
15 10 1172 5,487 1.8 3H 1,490 863 1.93 0.12 178
15 g 1192 4,992 LHh %3 1,33%6 ge7 2.06 0.09 5B
13 g | 213 L,689] 1.2 30 1,170 796 2432 0.0l ~92
11 7|2k b,700| 1.0 | 27 970 | 772 |l 2.70 ~0.01 301
g 6 | 408 3,506E 0.9 § 20 710 | 736 Z.5U ~0.17 ~717

There are ten numbers in eagh column.

The number at the top-ig the

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

The columng are independent of each other.

the upper one~half from the lower one-half of the farms for each factor.

Tne line across the middle separates



