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INTRODUCTION

In the summer of 1958, financial records were obtained for 1,075 commer-
cial dairy farms - a 10 percent random sample of such farms located in the
Plateau region of New York. The records covered the 12-mmonth period ended
April 30, 1958. Following completion of the field work, summarization and
analysis of the records were begun. As the work progressed, letters were
prepared to report preliminary results of the study. This report consists of
copies of these letters. A final report of the study will be published in bulletin
form.

There were 12 letters in all, the first one in December 1958 and the last in
June 1960. They were mailed to those cooperating farmers in the survey who
requested them and to county agricultural agents, high school teachers of
Agriculture, college associates and other interested persons.

Even in the relatively stable dairy industry many changes are being made,
particularly with respect to size of operation and amount of mechanization.
With this series.of letters it was possible to make the results of the study
available much sooner than the usual printed report method. A secondary
but worthwhile advantage of the procedure was the stimulation of ideas about
analyzing the data during the progress of the study.

The Plateau region is one of 5 major dairy regions in New York that have
been outlined and described. Economic studies similar to this one for the
Plateau region have been made in recent years for the Central Plain and North
Country regions. Study of the Oneida-Mohawk region was started in the

summer of 1960,
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To Farmers Visited on
Tarm Management Curvey:

Your card has been received and
we are glad to place your name on the
list to recelve this series of letters.
Progress 1ls being made in summarizing
the farm records and we plan to report
results of the study as we go along.

In this letter we will describe the
region more fully and explain the
grouping of the farms.

The Regicon

The Plaitean region embraces most
of the great expanse of upland aresa
that extends acrogs southern New York.
A marked feature of the region is the
network of valleys which cross it,
mainly in a north-and-south direction.
The slopes of the valley walls are
usually siteep. The tops of the platesu
are fairly level to rugged. The soils
were formed mainly from local shales
and sandstones.

Two broad groups of soils based
on their origing are found. Glacial
till is ground-up rock mixtures of
these ghales and sandstones deposited
by the glaciers. This mantle of scils
of varying textures lg found mostly
on the hills. By water action these
mixtures were sorted and deposited
as outwagh and other water-laid soils
in the valleys.

Groups of Tarms
Baged on the soils, elevation
and topography of the cropland, each
farm was placed in one cf the following
groups:
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1. Hill, Farms with all or practically
all (90 per cent or more) of the
cropland or glacial €11l soils.

Most hill farms are at higher
elevations than valley farms, and
some have rough and steep topography.

2. Valley., TFarms with all or practically
all (90 per cent or more) of the
cropland on outwash and other water-
lzid solls. The width and tcpography
of the valley floors vary greatly.

3, Hill-Valley. Farms with both kinds
of acils, but mere glacial till
(50 to 90 per cent) than of water-
laid soils.

Y. Valley-Hill. Farms with both kinds
of soils but more water-laild soils
(50 tc 90 per cent) than glacial
till.

Farms with equal proportions of till
and water-laid soils were grouped as hill-
valley or valley-hill depending on the
location of the farmstead and economic
land class. The percentages in these defl-
initions are more precige than is our
knowledge of the farms, but they serve as
ugeful limits. If you wonder what we
called your farm, drop us a line and we
will be glad to tell you.

Presenting the results of the study
in these groupe of farms will make it
pogsible for you to compare your farming
operations with the averages of farms run
under gimilar conditions.



The Pleteau region contains
nearly 4O per cent of all the dairy
Tarms in the State. Since not gll
of the farms in the region can be
studied, a sampling of them was
resorted to. The firsit step in the
sampling procedure was to locate on
detailed maps all of the dairy farms
in the region. Next, the roads were
divided into pileces or segments each
containing six dairy farms. A 10 per
cent random sample of these road
segments was drswn. Then personal
visits were made to all of the places
in each of these gample segments -
290 segments in all. Complete records
were obtained for the full-time com-
mercial dairy farms and brief records
were taken for the other places. A
summary of these counts shows:

Commercial dairy farms
records obtained 1,088

records not obtained 152
Commercisl farms of

other types 180
Total commercial farms 1,420
Part-time farms 723

Total farms 2,1E3
Rural residences
Total places

A comerclal farm was defined ag
cne with at least 100 days of produc-
tive work {6 or more cows) and no
more than 25 per cent of the gross
irncome from off-farm sources.

In the sample there were 2,143 farms,
of which one in 3 was a part-time farm.
Rural residences were much more numerous
than farms. All of these counts were
made outside of the villages, towns, and
suburban areas. Here is the distribution
of the 1,088 commercial dairy farms Tor
which records were obitained:

Number Per cent

Group of farms of Tarms
Hill a7h £2
Hill-Valley - 163 15
Valley 150 14
Valley-Hill 101 9
Total 1,088 100

About 60 per cent of the farms are
hill farms and an additional 15 per cent
of them are hill-valley farms. The
remaining 23 per cent of the farms are
valley or valley-hill operations.

With this information about the
region and the farm groupings, we are
ready to begin the description of the
farms in our next letter,

Yours truly,

0<ﬁ, 6 5 /l/f/\/\/\f\/{/\cyi\,%’\(v\w/

)

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economigt
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To Farmers Vigited on
Farm Management Durvey:

The use of land and the kinds and
amounts of crops produced in 1957 are
described in this gecond letter of the
series. The 1957 c¢rop season was a-
bout normal, according to the New York
Crop Reporting Service. Veather con-
ditionsg in 1957 were much more favor-
able for hay harvest than in 1958,
vhen frequent rains delayed the har-
vegt.

Acres per farm. The average size of
the 1,075 commerciel dairy farms in

the study was 24k acres per farm, of
which 85 acres were In cropg and 93

acres in pasture:

Land use Acres per farm
Crops 85
Pagture 93
Woods 56
Farmatead and other 10

motal Enn

In this study, a farm includes
all of the land operated as one unit.

In addition to¢ the individual
farm groupings, the region was divid-
ed into west and east sections, with
the west boundary lines of Tompkins
and Tioga Counties as the division
between the two secticuns.

Variation in acres of cropland. In
acreage of cropland, the farms were a
little larger in the west secticn than
in the esast section of tThe region.

In both sections, the valley farms
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were the smallest, whereas the valley-
hill farms were the largest. The
valley-hill farms in the west section,
with an average of 109 acres per farm,
were the largest of all the groups:

Group Crop acres per farm
of farms Vest Fagt
Hili Q0 81
Hill~Valley 85 80
Valley~Hill 109 93
Valley 78 75

Over the years, most farms locat-
ed in the valleyg have undoubtedly been
enlarged. Those which added valley
land we call valley farms. Those which
added hill land we call valley-hiil
farms. By 1957, these valley-hill
farms were about one-fourth to one-third
larger in crop acreage than the neigh- .
boring valley Tarms.

The amount of cropland per farm
vaeried widely in all groups of farms in
both the west and east sections of the
region. The most common size was in the
range of L0 to 79 acres. In both sections
very small farme (less than L0 acres) were
more common in the velley groups than in
the other groups. Very large farms (160
oY more acres) were more common in the
valley-hill groups.

Hay. In acreage, hay was, of course,
the mcgt important crop in the region.
The regular hay meadows accounted for
62 per cent of the total cropland, and
averaged 53 acreg per farm. The pro-



portion of the cropland in hay wae
highest on the hill farms, and in all
groups of Tarms was higher in the east
section than in the west section,
Nearly 20 per cent of the hay acreage
wag ''new seeding", or first-year hay,
which suggests that the meadows gen-
erally were left down about 5 years.
Reseeding was somewhat more freguent
on the valley farms than cn the hill
farms. Second cuttings were harvegt-
ed from 24 per cent of the first-year
meadows and from 8 per cent of the
older meadows.

The regular hay mesdows were
supplemented by about one-half acre
per farm, on the average, of grain
crops cut for hay, mostly oats. FEight
per cent of the farms cut such hay.
The practice was more common in the
east section than in the wesgt. Also,
in addition to the regular meadows,
about 2.5 acres per farm of hay was
bought standing or cut on cghares,
This practice wag found on § per
cent of the farms.

Hay yields on the regular mesd-
ows averaged 1.9 tong per acre in
the reglon as a whole. Average yields
were somevwhat higher on the valley
and valley-hill farms than in the
other groups of farms. Yields were
lovest (1.6 tons) on the hill farms
in the east section. The total ton-
nage of all hays harvested amounted
to 102 tons per farm.

Grass silage. Because of the impor-
tance of early harvest of the hay crop,
the practice of putting up grass si-
lage 1s of particular interest. TFor
the region as a whole, 25 per cent of
the farms put up some grass silage.
About 5 per cent of the total hay
acreage was s0 harvested. Those .vwho
put up grass silage harvested 13 acreg
per farm. The average yield was 6.3
tong per acre. A little over one-half
of the acreage harvegted for grass si-
lage was from first-year mesdows.

Grass silage was of similar importance
in the different groups of farms in the
region.

Corn for gilage. This crop was grown

on 11 per cent of the cropland. Most

of the farms (93 per cent) had corn

for silage, but it was of legs impor~
tance on the hill farms in the eacst
sectlon of the region. Yields per acre
averaged higher in the east section than
in the west, and were somewhat lower on
the hil! farms in both sections than in
the other groups of farme. TFor the whole
region the average yield of corn for si-
lage was 2.7 tons per acre.

Other crops for silage. Oats, millet
and sorghumg were harvested as silage

on some farms. These crops were much
mere common in the east section than

in the west. They were of particular
importance on ‘the hill farms in the

sast section, where 21 per cent of the
farms raised sither one or more of thesge
crops for gilage.

Grains. The principel grain crop was
oats, which occupied 15 per cent of
the cropland and was raised on 75 per
cent of the farms. The crop was much
mere dmportant in the west section
than in the east, although average
yields were similar in both gections,
The regionel average wag 54 busghels
Der acre,

Small acreages of corn for grain
were raised on 18 per cent of the farms.
There was more in the west than in the
east, and more on the valley farms than
on the hill farms. Cne-fourth of the
farms in the wegt section raised wvheat,
but only 4 per cent in the east. Barley,
buckwheat and rye were of minor impor-
tance; except cn a few farms.

The grains alcng with the hay,
grass sillage, and corn silage account-
ed for 96 per cent of the total erop
acreage.



Other cropg. Dry beans, potatoes

and canning crops were raised on only
s few farms in the study. By defini-
tion, only farms with 50 per cent or
mors of the gross income from dalry
were included.

Summary. The cropland on the dairy
farms in the region was used largely
for feed production, mostly roughage.
There were some interfarm sales of
hay, but the region is about self-
sufficient on roughage. In addition
to the 102 tons of hay harvested per
farm, there were 20 tong of grass
gilage and 95 tons of corn and other
grain crop silages produced per farm.
Tn terms of hay equivalent (3 tons
of silage equal 1 ton of hay equive
slent) the total smount of these crops
harvested was egual to 5.0 tong per
milk cow in the herd., This figure
ineiudes the roughege for the accom-
panying stock. Not all of this a-
mount was consumed by the animals,
however, because of storage losses
and waste.

The average amount of roughage
harvested per milk cow in this region
is larger than that in the North Coun-
try region, but lower than that in the
Central Plain region of the State:

Crop Hay eguiv.
Region yeal ner cow
Plateau 1957 5.0 tons
Horth Country 1955 4,6 tons
Central Flain 1953 5.8 tens

A11 3 crop seasons were similar
in growing conditions.

There was a marked difference in
the amcunts of roughege harvested per
cow in various narts of the Plateau
region. In general, the average amount
was larger in the west section than in
the eagt. Interestingly enough, the
hill Ffarms in the west section had the

largest average smount per cow (5.4 tons ),

vhereas the hill farms in the east sec-
tion had the smallest average amocunt per
cow (4.5 %ons):

Groups Tong of H.E. per cow
of farms West Bagt
Hill 5k 4.5
Hill-Valley 5.2 4.7
Valley-Hill 5.1 5.2
Valley 5.2 5.0

You can calculate this important
figure for your own farm by filling in
the following blarnks:

Tons harvested

Items actual hay equiv.
Hay 1
Grass silage <3
Corn silage =3
Total X X .

Number of milk cows
Average per cow

Compare your figure with the average
of the appropriate group above.

Unfortunately, no direct measure
of the quality of these roughages 1s
available. The approximate dates of the
hay harvest on each farm were enumerated,
but are not yet tabulated. They will be
reported in a later letter. The cettle
and milk production will be described
in our next latter.

Yours truly,

A sy .

/ -~ ,/ '__/ . !r ‘
L mminaba,
[ \ it L ~ v -fj»’!f\\ \/Y’U\

L. C. Cunninghsam
Extension Economlst



CROF PRODUCTICN, BY FARM GROUFS
1,075 dairy farms, Plateau Regilon, New York, 1957-58
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To ¥Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

The deiry herde and milk produc-
tion on the 1,075 farms in the farm
management study are described in
this third letter of the series.

Size of herd. In this discussicon,
keep in mind thet farms with fewer
than 6 cows were not included in the
study. Very few farms are that small
anyway. Also, the study is based on
egsentlally full-time farmers (not
more than 25 percent of the gross
income from non-farm scurces). This
limit excluded many farmg whoge opers-
tors had other interesgts.

Farmer experience with respect
to size of herd covers a wide range
in pregent-day dairying. Few herds
of lesg than 10 cows remain. Twenty-
six percent of the farmsg had herds
from 10 to 20 cows and one~third had
20 to 30 cows:

Cows Humber Percent

per farm of farms of farms
Legs than 10 32 3
10 to 20 281 26
20 to 30 358 33
30 to 4o 231 21
40 to 50 95 9
50 to 100 Te 7
100 or more 6 1
Total 1,075 100
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Herds of 30 to 40 cows were found
on 2i percent of the farms, and herds
of 50 or more cows on & percent. Six
Tarms of the entire 1,075 had 100 cor
more cows. The largest one of thege
had 225 cows; twe others had 200 cows
each. The average number of cows on
all farms in the region was 28 per
farm.

The herds averasged largest on
the valley-hill farms in both the west
and east sections of the region. All
L groups of farms in the east section
had larger herds than those in the
west:

Groups Cows per farm
of farme Weat East
Hill 25 29
Hill-Valley 26 31
Valley~Hill 34 35
Valley 26 30

Cows and cropland. The average amount
of cropland cperated per farm, as des-
cribed in the previous letter, was

85 acres. With 28 cows per farm, this
meant 3.C crop acres per cow for the
region ag a whole. The farms were

more heavily stocked with cattle in the
east section than in the west (2.7 acres
per cow versus 3.4). The hill farms in
both sections, especially in the west,
had scmewhat more cropland per cow than
did the other groups. Also, the valley-




hill farms had more cropland per cow
than the valley Tarms, despite the
larger herds on the valley-hill farms:

Groups Cropn acreg per cow
of farms Wegt East
Hill 3.6 2.8
Hill-Valley 3.3 2.6
Valley~Hill 3.2 2.7
Valley 3.0 2.5

Herd replacementsg., Three-fourths of
the replacements added to the herds
were raised and one-fourth were bought.
There were 15 heifers of all ages per
farm, or 53 per 100 cows orn hand.

In the west section, the raising
of zome surplus cattle for sale was
shown by the Tact that there were 59
heifers per 100 cows in thisg ares
compared with 49 in the east sectiocn.

During the year, 5.7 cows were
sold end 0.6 butchered or lost by death
to make a total of 6.3 head per farm
removed from the herds. This figure
compared with the 27.8 cows on hand
at the beginning of the year gives a
culling rate of 23 percent.

Milk production. Total milk sales
averaged 216,000 pounds per farm, or
7,700 pounds per cow. The amount of
milk sold per cow varied widely from
Tarm to farm. On 91 farms, or 8 per-
cent of all farmeg, milk sales were less
than 5,000 pounds per cow. On 123
other farms, or 12 percent, produc-
tion was within the range of 5,000 to
6,000 pounds per cow. Intermingled
with these relatively low-producing
herds were other herds with high pro-
duction. Twelve percent of the farms
had milk sales of 20,000 pounds or more
per cow. Three percent had 10,000

to 11,000 pounds per cow and 1 percent,
or 1 farm in 100, sold 12,000 pounds
O More per cow:

Pounds cf Number Percent

milk per cow cf Tarms of Tarms
Less than 5,000 91 8
5,000 to 6,000 123 12
6,000 to 7,000 15k 18
7,000 to 8,000 225 21
8,000 to 9,000 182 17
9,000 to 10,000 131 1z
10,000 to 11,000 86 8
11,000 to 12,000 30 3
12,000 or more 12 L
Total 1,075 100

Milk production per cow averaged
about 300 pounds, or 4 percent, higher
in the east section of the region than
in the west. In the west section, there
vas little difference among the groups
of farms, except that production was =
little higher on the valley farmg than
in the cother groups. In the eagt sec-
tion, production per cow on the hill
farms was about the same as in the west
section, but lower than in the other
eagt groups. The valley farms in the
east section, with 8,450 pounds of milk
sold per cow, had the highest average
producticn of all the groups:

Pounds of milk

Groups sold per cow

-of farms Yegt Easgt
Hill 7,490 7,500
Hill-Valley 7,130 8,170
Valley-Hill 7,520 8,3k0
Valley 7,790 8,450

The average milk production per
cow in the Plateau region was above
that for the North Country region and
for the State as a whole, bui was be-
low the rate for the Centrsl Plain
region:

Crop ILbg.milk per covw
Region year actual est.1957
Platean 1957 7,700 7,700
North Country 1955 6,550 6,840
Central Plain 1953 8,050 8,630
New York State 1957 7,150 7,150



Milk per cow and hay eguivalent. The
impertance of roughage in producing
milk is shown by the amounts of hay
equivalent per cow for the groups of
Tarms with different rates of milk per
cow., On the farms with relatively low
rates of milk production only 4.7 tons
of roughage was harvested per cow

(see chart). But on the farms with
10,000 to 11,000 pounds per cow, the
amount averaged 5.5 tons. The amount
in the highest production group was
even larger.

It sheould be kept in mind that
these hay equivalent tonnages are the
amounts harvested per milk cow, not
the amounts fed. Also, these amounts
are Tor the cows and the accompanying
other stock on the farms. Differences
in quality of roughage and in pasture
conditicns are not known.

You are urged to calculate the
amount of milk sold per cow from your
farm during the year and, together with
the hay equivalent per cow calculated
as suggested in letter number 2, indi-
cate your own farm situaiion on the
chart.

Six to 7 tons of hay equivalent
per cow of the best possible quality
to sustain a high level of milk pro-
duction per cow is one of 2 major keys
for success in dairy farming. The
other is a large outiurn of milk per
man. This subject and relsted facts
will be described in our next letter.

Yourg, truly, _
S e L AACAVSAUASNU N
/ ) A TA

L. C. Cunningham i
Extension Fconomist
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DATRY HERDS AND MILK FRODUCTION, BY FARM GROUFS
1,075 dairy farms, Tlateau Reglon New York 1957 58

WEST h N
i 1 : ! 1
.§ o — E { g o g .-4 ~ E 5 | E
o1y — ~ o~ 1 ~ 3 E"I 5--! :—i —
Ttens £ |2 |HF 23| ¢ |E HE FE :
Cows per farm
Average 28 25 26 34 26 29 31 35 30
Range-% of farms with:

Fewer than 10 cows 3 Lt 3 0 1 1 5 2 6
10 to 19 cows 26 33 3k 26 3C 23 17 11 21
20 to 29 cows 33 35 34 30 35 32 36 32 31
30 to 39 cows 21 17 17 21 22 26 23 32 16
ho to L9 cows ) 5 L 9 8 12 13 12 1z
50 to 99 cows 7 6 8 12 4 6 6 8 14

100 or more cows 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 G

Totel 100G 160 | 100 | 100 | 1060 1l100 |Ico |Tdo 100

Crop acres per cow 3.0 3. 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.6 2.7 2.5
Heifers of all ages

Number per farm 15 15 16 19 15 14 15 i7 15

Number per 100 cows 53 59 £0 56 57 50 Ls 19 51
Percent of cows replaced 23 25 22 2k 22 22 21 22 21
Pounds milk sold per cow

Average 7700 ['TH90 17h30 7520 |7790 (7500 8170 8340 | 8450

Range-% of farms with:

Less than 5,000 1bs. 8 11 13 9 10 8 1 11 L
2,000 to 5,999 1lbs. 12 1k 12 5 8 12 1k 1k g
6,000 to 6,999 1bs. 18 16 21 25 20 20 | 13 18 17
7,000 to 7,999 1lbs. 21 20 21 16 a4 22 23 20 17
8,000 to 8,999 1bs. 17 17 14 21 19 16 15 22 20
9,000 to 9,999 1bs. 12 11 9 7 7 12 26 11 13

10,000 to 10,999 1bs. 8 7 6 12 i 8 6 3 14

11,000 te 11,999 1bs. 3 2 4 5 7 1 5 1 L

12,000 1bs. or more 1 2 0 G 1 1 0 0 2

Total 100 1100 {200 1100 {100 1100 100 1100 1.00
Percent milk sold Oct.-Mar.i] U7 hi L& Ly L6 b7 L8 Lo Ly
i i
5 ; L
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June G, 1959

To Farmers Vigited on
Farm Management Survey:

Important charactericticg of the
labor force on the 1,075 commercial
dairy farms included in the study are
described in this letter number L of
the seriesg.

Operator lebor. Since thisg study is
pased cn full-time farmers there were
12 months of operabor lebor per farm.
SBeventy-five, or 7 percent, of the
1,075 farm operators had full-time
partners. In most cases, these part-
ners were gong, brothers or other
relatives of the operators. The av-
erage age of all operators was 149
years.

Family labor. Tarm work performed
by members of the family was express-
2d in terme of months equivalent of
man time. Such family labor other
than operater and partner amounted
to 3.3 menths per farm and was found
on 60 percent of all Tarms. It was
included 1n the farm expenses at a
wage allowance of $150 per month.

Hired labor. Hired labor by the week
or month with board amounted to 1.8
months per farm, and was repcrted on
22 percent of the farms., Hired labor
without board amounted to 1.4 months
per farm, and was found on cnly L2
percent of the farms. Day and hour
labor was employed on ebout cne~fourth
of the farmes, but only in a limited
way - equivalent to 13 days cr 0.5
month per farm.

Plateau Region

Ietter No. b

Man equivalent. All farm lahor amount
ed to about 20 months per farm, most

of which was performed by the opexator
and members of his family:

Kind of worker Months per farm

Cperator 12,0
Partner 0.9
Family 3.3
Hired 3.7

Total 15.9

In this region asg elsewhere in
New York, the typical commercial dairy
farm continues to be egmentially a
family operation.

The average man eqguivalent on the

farms studied was 1.7 per ferm (19.9 = 12).

The average man equivalent per fzrm was
larger in the =agt section of the region
than in the west:

Group Man equivalent per farm

Wegt sechtion

Hill farms 1.6

Valley farms 1.6
Bast section

Eill farms 1.9

Valley farms 1.8



Variation in size of labor force.
Among the 1,075 farms, 143 were one-
man operstions. Man equivalents rang-
ing from 1.1 to 2.0 were found on 720,
or 6f percent, of the farms. Only 8
farms had a labor force of 4.1 or
more :

Man Number rercent
equivalent of farms of farms
1.0 143 13
1.1 to 2.0 720 67
2.1 to 2.0 182 17
3.1 to L.0 o2 )
4.1 or more 8 1
Total 1,075 100

Wage rates. Help hired by the week
or menth with board was paid cash
wages, on the average, of $113 per
month. In additicn, casgh cost of
board was included at $30 per month
s a farm expense. Cacgh wages of
hired help not boarded averaged $195
per month. Day or hour help not
boarded received on the average $8.81
per day.

Hired men's wage rates without
board in this region were about the
same asg that reported for 1957-58 in
the State as a whole., Wages with
board were, however, somevhat lower:

Cash wages per month

with without
Place board board
Plateau region 5113 8195
New York State 137 3192

Variation in wage rates. A wide
range in the zges and capabilities of
the hired men on these farms is
reflected in the wage rates paid to
individuals. Of the 266 men hired by
the week or month with board, 15 per-
cent of them received less than $50

e month and another 15 percent were
paid $50 to $74 a month. Nearly two-
thirds of such workers received wages

of less than $125 per month. Only
1C percent of the men earned as
much as $200 a month.

Similarly, of the 163 workers
hired by the weel or month but not
boarded, 7 percent of them earned
less than $100 a month. Seventeen
percent had wages within the range of
$100 to $149 a month. Much higher
wages wers pald to othere. About 50
percent of the hired men received
wages of $200 or more per month, and
of these 14 percent got $250 or more.

Many Tfarmers reported that they
could not get fully capable hired
help. It is also true that the out-
put of milk and other products on
gome farms was too low to Justify
fair wages to a good hired man.

Fercent of hired men

Wage rates with without
per month board board
Iess than $50 15 3
50 to T4 15 2
75 to 99 11 2
100 to 12k 22 10
125 to 149 8 7
150 to 174 17 17
175 to 199 2 6
200 to 224 7 31
225 to 249 1 8
250 or more _ @ _1k
Total 100 100G

Labor expense per farm., TFor all
farms, the total exmense for hired
help averaged $1,157 per farm. In
addition to the cash wages paid, this
total includeg the cash cost of board
of hired help, payments for sccial
security, compensstion insurance and
cther items incidental to hired labor.

The wage allowance for family
labor averaged SU91 per farm. The
partner labor was not included as
a Tarm expense, but wasg treated asg
sharing in the labor income of the
operator,



Cutput ner man. ‘The average number
of milk cows cared for per man was

17. Terhaps a better measure of labor
uge is the amount of milk sold per
man, largely because 1t takes into
account the kind of cows as well as
the number kept per man. Tor all
farms, 131,000 pounds of milk was

sold per man.

On the hill farms in the west
gection of the reglon where there is
somevhat more emphasis on feed crops
and heifers, the amount of milk sold
per man ves lower than in the other
groups of farmg. The valley farms
in the east section had the highest
amount of milk per man:

Thousand lbg.of milk
Group sold per man

West section

Hill farms 116

Valley farms 136
Bast section

Hill farmsg 133

Valley farms 153

Variation in amount of milk per man.
Much more milk was sold per man from
some farmg than others. ILess than
50,000 pounds of milk per man was
sold from 58 farms, or 5 percent of
all farms. Although this quantity of
milk is small, the proportion of farms
is also small. But only 50,000 to
100,000 pounds of milk per man was
sold from 298, or 28 percent, of all
farms:

Thous.lbs. Nuriber Percent
of milk of of
sold per man farms farms
Less than 50 58 5
50 to 99 258 28
100 to 1ko 365 3k
150 to 1599 221 20
200 to 2Lo 83 8
250 to 299 33 3
300 or more 17 e
Total 1,075 100

Thus, one-third of the farms had
an output of milk of less than 100,000
poundg per man. Such low productlvity
of labor places thege farms at a tre-
mendous competitive disadvantage.

Remarkably high lsbor efficiency
was found on other Tarms. Thirteen
percent of the farme sold 200,000
pounds or more of milk per man, and
of these, two farms in a 100 sold
300,000 pounds or more.

Product units per man. Dalrymen prod-
uce varying amounts of hay, silages,
grains, heifers and other products on
their farms. A more dnclusive measgure
than the amount of milk per man can
serve a useful purpose. Product units
per men is such a measure. A product
unit is defined asg the eguivalent of
7,000 pounds of milk - the annual
production of an average dalry cow in
the State. Other product unit equiv~
alents are 22 tons of hay, T2 tons

of corn silage, 535 bushels of oats,
and 6.5 heifers on hand. Similar
equivalents were calculated for

other products.

For example, take a one-man farm
with 20 cows and 13 heifers of all
ages that sold 200,000 pounds of milk
for the year. The crops consist of
100 tong of hay, 75 tons of corm
gsilage and 550 bushels of cate.
Cbviously, 200,000 pounds of milk
wag s0ld per man. The total product
units amounted to 37 (milk 28.6,
heifers 2.0, hay 4.5, corn silage 1.0
and oats 1.0) per farm and per man.

The number of product units
was calculated for each farm in the
study. For all 1,075 farms, there
were L4 product units per farm and
27 product units per man. Of these
27 product units, 19 consisted of milk
and the remaining 8 of other products.
Hot only 4did the product units per
man vary widely from farm to farm,
but the proportions from milk and
other products were far from wiform.



Thers was congiderable differ-
ence in emphasgis on milk between the
hill farms in the west section and
the valley farms in the easgt, The
1nill farms had per men 16.6 product
units of milk and 9.5 product units
of other things (figure 1). Milk
made up only 64 percent of the totsl.
In contrast, the valley farms in the
ezst had 21,9 product units of milk,
but only 7.4 of other per men., The
percentage for milk was 75 percent
of the total. In other words, the
valley farms wers more specialized
in milk production than were the hill
farms. By both measures, however,
they had the highest labor efficiency.

Product unitsj -

If you have not alrezdy done 5O,
why not figure the outturn from labor
for your own farm? The relation of
this factor in income will be dea-
cribed in a future letter. Our next
letter will deal with the capital
investment in the farms with special
reference to power and machinery.

Yours truly,

- f
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L. €. Cunningham
Extension Teonomist
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Te Farrers Visited on
T'arm HManagement Survey:

4 degeriptlon of the capital
invested in the dairy farme, with
gpecial reference to power and ma-
chinery investment and expense, is
the subject of thig fifth letter of
the series.

Total capital. That it takes a lot
of money to be in the dairy busi-
ness is shown by the investment fig-
ures for the 1,075 farms included
in this study. The total capital
amounted, on the average, to about
934,000 per farm:

Items Per farm ¢ of total
Tand & buildings $17,060 e
TLivestock 9,890 29
Power & machinery 7,150 21
Feoeds & supplies 320 1
Total 43k, 150 100

Land, including 2hh total
acres (85 crop acres) and buildings,
used to house 28 milk cows and
accompanying steck, were valued at
$17,000 per farm, or $600 per milk
cow in the herd. This real estate,
which includes the farmer's reg-
idence, accounted for about one-
half of the total cepital.,

The investment in livestock was
about $9,900 per farm, or nearly 30
percent of the Ttotal. The average
inventory value of the milk cows wag
45262 per head.

EXTENSION SERVICE
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
ITHACA, NEW YORK

Plateau Region

Ietter oo 5

July 1k, 1959

The capital invested in power
and machinery asccounted for $7,150
per farm, or about 20 percent, of the
total capital. This figure 1g the
current depreciated value of the ma-
chinery, not its cost new.

With the inventory date(April 30)
near the end of the barn~feeding season,
the investwent in feeds and gupplies
was at a seascnal low point and amount-
ed to only one percent of the total
capital.

Variation in total capital. The
amount of capital invested in these
Tarms varied strikingly. Every
farmer had land and buildings, al-
though the gize of the farm and the
condition of the buildings varied
widely from fzrm to farm. And, of
course, every farmer had cattle, with
wide variations in both size of herd
and inventory price per head. Not
every dairyman had his farm equally
well equipped. Practlcally all of
the farms had one or more tractors,
but fewer than 10 percent of them
had bulk milk tanks. Hay balers and
field choppers were commonly reported,

These differences in amounts of
physlcal properties were reflected
in the capital per farm. Total cap-
ital of less than $20,000 per farm
was found on only 20 percent of the
farmg. A vange of $20,000 to $40,000
inecluded abeout one-half of them.



Total cepital of $60,000 or more was
reported on 8 percent, and $80,000
or more of capltal was invested in

3 percent of all farms:

Capital Number Percent
per Tarm of farms of farms
Iegs than 520,000 210 20
20,000 to 40,000 55G 52
40,000 to 60,000 21k 20
60,000 to 80,000 58 5
80,000 or nmore 34 3
Total 1,075 1C0

The average lnvestment in power
and machinery amounted to $255 per
cow. The top 10 percent of the farms
in power and machinery investment
per cow had more than double the
average of all farms. The bottom
10 percent had only one-third as
riuch., That is, 1f the average farm
had as much power and machinery as
the top 10 percent, the investment
in thiz item would be about $15,000
wer Tarm. This figure gives a
rough idea of future cepital re-
quirements in this phage of dalry
Tarm operation alone, as the trend
toward more mechanization continues.

Capital by groups of farms. As
might be expected, the total capital
rer farm was about 25 percent higher
Tor the valley farms than for the
hill farms in both sections of the
region. 'The velley farms had more
caplital in each of the four catego-
ries, but the largest percentage

as well asg dollar difference was

in the real estate.

in the western section, the
valley farms had 4 more cows and the
real egtate was valued $5,800 higher
than on the hill farms; in the east,
the valley farms carried 3 more cows
and were velued $4,800 higher than
the hill farms:

Cows Real estate

Crouns rer farm per farm
West

i1l farms 25 $15,880

Velley faxrms 29 21,710
East

Hill farms 29 515,810

Valley farms 32 20,650

Real estate values per cow were
higher in the western section than
in the east. In both sgections of
the reglon, the valley farms were
valued at a little more than $100
per cow higher than the hill farms.

The capital invesgted Iin power
and machinery per cow wag similar
on hill and velley farms, but was
larger In the western sgection than
in the east because of more crops
produced:

Invesgtment per cow

Real Power and
Groups egtate machinery
West
Hill farms 4635 $275
Valley farms 754 271
Eagt
Hill farms G538 5239
Valley farms Gl 210

Power and machinery depreciation,
Depreclation on power and machinery
for the year was calculated by sub-
tracting the end inventory value
from the total of the beginning
inventory and net purchases. The
increasing mechanization on these
farme 18 shown by the fact that the
net purchases ($1,288) excecded the
depreciation ($935) by about 3350
per farm:

Ttems Amount per farm

Beginning inventory $6,797

et purchases 1,288
Total @8,085

End inventory 7,150

Depreciation £ 935



rovey and machinery expense. The
depreciation and other major cxpenses
for power and machinery were calcu-
lated Tor each farm. Credits for
income from custom work and gesoline
tax refunds wers deducted to obtain
the net total of expenge for the year.
Tor all farms, the total expense
amounted to nearly $3,000 per farm
and the net expsnge tc about $2,900:

Ttems Amcunt per farm
Depreciaticn 3935
Interest on investment 348
Gazoline,oll and grease Lk,
Rapairs 330
Tireg,licenge & insurance 127
Bale ties TL
Milk hauling 276
Machine hire 132
Auto (farm share) 165
Flectrieity (farm share) 167
Total 42,995
Tneome from custom work 59
Gagoline tax refunds 52
Total (net) 52,8840

Interest on the invegtment in
power and machinery was figured
at a 5 percent rate and amounted
to sbout 5350 per farm. This item
of dnteresgt together with depre-
ciation accounted For more than 4O
nercent of the total power and
machinery expense. About S450 per
Tarm was sgpent for gasoline, oil
and greagse. Repairs were $330 and
bale ties about $70. Hired milk
hauling came to 9276 and machine
hire $132. The farm share of auto
expense and electricibty were each
shout 0165 per farm.

For all farms, the averags
power and machinery expense amount-
ed to $103 per cow. As with the
investment, the expense per cow
was ruach larger on scme farms than
others. The top 10 percent of the
Tarms In power and machinery expense
per cow had nearly double the ex-
penge on the average farm. The
botton 10 percent had only about
one-half =g much.

Az was true with the investment,
the expenge per cow wag similar on
hill and wvalley farms, bub was aboub
$20 larger in the west than in the
eagt because of more crops ralsed:

Groups Expense per cow
West
Hill farms 115
Valley Tarms 113
Bast
Hill farms $ ok
Yalley farms 92

Because of the importance of
mechanization in present-dsy dairy
farming, you are urged to make the
necezgsary calculstions to show the
invegtment in and expense for power
and machinery in your own operations.
A table with appropriaste blanks for
yvour farm and the avermges for the
different items by the four groups
of farmg is reproduced on the last
page of this letter. Compare your
figureswith the averages of the group
in which your farm belongs. Your
county agricultural agent will help
with the figureg if needed.

in expense of only 550 per cow
for power snd machlinery may mean too
Little mechanization for efficient
uge of labor. AL the other extreme,
an expenge of $200 per cov suggests
overmechanization and may lead to
financial difficulty unless the output
of lgbor is unusually large. A reg-
sonable goal is $100 of exupense per
COW.

Our next letter will include
g degeription of the incomes of the
farms in the study.

Yours truly,
e
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L. C. Cunningham
Iixtengicn Teonomist
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TOWER AND MACHINERY DXFENSE PLR FARM, DY GROUZS OF TARMS
Tlateau Region, New York

T

1957-58
Vet Bagt Your

ITtems . Hill Valley Hill Valley farm
Beginning inventory 56,627 67,687 56,605 57,132
Wet purchases 1,192 1,233 1,312 1,543

Total 57,819 88,920 $7,917 48,675
nd inventory 6,890 7,819 7,038 7,692 3
Depreciation 4929 $1,101 5 879 S 983
Interest at & pgrcent 338 389 338 374 R
Gagoline, oil end grease 33 L&Eo Log 510 o
Repairs 318 355 331 ELt o
Tifes, license and insurance 115 131 138 12
Bale tieé 70 Th 69 79
itk hauling 338 337 231 185
llachine hire.- 131 170 104 125
Auto (farm share ) 162 147 173 161
Alectricity (farm share) 161 182 160 194

Toﬁai 82,995 33,306 se,872 33,076
Custom work 56 | 32 o 81
Gasoline tax refunds 5l sl ts) 58

Total (net) 42,885 $3,260 52,763 $2,937 )
1111k cows per farm 25 29 29 32
Dypense per cow $115 5113 Sl 492
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To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

How much .income do dairy farmers farms included $164 for seeds, $315
meke? Vhat are the important items for fertilizer and 5179 for lime.
of expenses and receipts? How do These items were partially offset
incomes vary among farms? This sixth "~ on the income side by 582 of ACP
letter of the series containg some rayments. Veterinary, dairy supplies
figures bearing cn these topics. and testing, and breeding fees were

each about $100:
In previocus letters, the capital g
investment and the labor force were : Yer farm

‘described. Power and machinery Items Hill Valley
expenses were listed in some detaill.
Iet us now look st compleie lists of Feed bought 42,680 32,736
expenges and recelipts for the hill Lebor hired 583 - 916
and valley groups of farms. Livestock bought 585 611
Casocline,oil,grease 431 187
Operatlng expenses. Toial operating Power & mach.repairs 324 340
expenses on the 823 hill farms in the Auto (f.s.) 168 155
Plateau region amounted to sbout Machine hire 129 148
$7,500 per Tarm end on the 252 valley Milk hauling 283 - - 259
farms to $8,400 per farm. Teed bought Building repairs 283 251,
averaged about $2,700 in both groups. Real estate taxes 314 L3z
The expense Tor hired labor was nearly Fire insurance 119 155
3600 on the hill farms and $Q00 on Seeds 164 199
the valley farms. Some 3600 was for Fertilizer 315 363
livestock bought., FExpenses for power Lime 179 22k
and machinery on the hill farms in- Veterinary 102 121
cluded about $43C for gasoline, oil Dairy supplies & test. 85 95
and grease, $325 for repairs, $168 Breeding fees 80 100
for farm chare of auto, $129 for ' Electricity & tel. 196 228
mechine hire and $283 for milk haul- Miscellaneous U660 508
ing. Similar amounts for thesge items ' Tobal 37,480 58,357
were spent on the valley farms., Bulld- _
ing repairs were about $250. Real ' Note in the above list that only
estate taxes of 9432 and fire insur- farm items are included. No household
ance of $155 on the valley farms " expenses are ligted. Alsc note that
were both higher than on the hill family labor and interest payments are
farms. Crop expenses on the hill exciuded here. Thesge two items will e

treated later.



Operating receipts. Total operating
receipts smounted to nearly $12,000
for the hill fsrms and $14,000 for
the valley farms. In both groups,
milk accounted for sbout 80 percent
of the total. The average price
recelived per 100 pounds of milk, on
a 3.7 percent butterfat basis, was
24,58 in the hill group and $4.62

in the wvalley group. Caitle and
other livestock sales averaged

about $1,400 in each group. Crop
seles were only about $300.  “Work
off the farm, ACP payments and other
migcellaneous receipts amcunited to
about $500:

Per farm

Tiems Hilil Valley
Milk $ 9,48 11,k
Other L.S.products 230 299
Livestock 1,363 1,453
Crovs 306 317
Miscellaneousg 509 533

Total $11,856 $1k,013

Net operating income. The financial
results of a farm business can be
summarized in many ways. rerhaps
the simplest way 1s o show the
difference between the operating
recelpbs and expenses. The average
operating income of the hill farms
was about $4,400 and that of the
valley farms $5,600:

Per farm
Hill Valley

Ttems

Operating receipts $11,856 $14,013
Operating expenses 7,480 8,357
Net oper. income$ L,376 § 5,655

Our purpose in this study is to
measure the financial success of the
farm business in termg of inccome to
the farm operator for his year's
work and masnagement. To do this, it
is necessary to take into account (1)
wage allowance for family laber con
the farm, (2) changes in cepital
items, and (3) interest on the in-
vegtment, Our next step then is to
add to the operating expenses the

foliowing:

Per farm
Ttems’ Hill Valley
Tamily labor,exc.oper. $526 . $375
Power & mach.bought 1,318 . 1,376
lew buildings o 18s . 337
Operating expences 7,480 8,357
Total expenses 59,513 210,445

To the operating receipts is
added the net increase in inventory,
which takes into account changes in
capital:

Per farm
Ttems Hill Valley
Inventory increase $1,103  $1,288
Operating receipis 11,856 1k,013

Totel receipts $12,959  &15,301

The next item to be taken into
account in cur summary Lg interest
on capital. To have a comparable
mezsure among Tarms, an interest
charge on the total capital is made,
not Just interest actuslly paid:

Per farm
Hill Valley

Ttenms

$12,959 $15,301

Total receipts

Total expenses 9,513 10,445
Farm income v 3,uh6 $ L,856
Interest @ 5% 1,604 1,985
Tarm labor income 3 1,8h2 ¢ 2,871
Labor income p.oper. & 1,703 $ 2,658

Deducting the interest charge of
$1,604 from the farm income of the
hill farms leaves a farm labor income
of $1,842. Since some farms were
operated ag partnerships the labor
inccme per operator was $l,703, or
about $140 a month. For the wvalley
farms, the aversge operator labor
income was $2,658, or nearly $225 a
menth.

Operator lekor inccrme as our
meagure of financial success will
be uged to compare groups of Tarms.
If compariscns are to be made with



incomes of non-farm workers, the

value of the living including house,
chtained from the farm should te added.
Thus, the lsbor earnings per operator
of the hill farms were about $2,400
and of the valley farms $3,L00:

Per farm
Items Hill Valley

Living from farm(est.) $720 $7eo
labor income p.oper. 1,703 I2,658
Labor earnings p.oper.$2,423  §3,375

None of these measureg neceg-
sarily shows the amount of income
avalilable for living and saving on
individual farms, however, because
of variations in (1) amount of in-
debtedness, and (2) other income of
the family.

Tncome comparisons. Average hired
men's wages per month with houge
were reported in letter number kb

to be $192 in the Flateau reglom.
Thus, the average labor income of
these valley dailry farmers was above
and that of the hill dalry farmers
considerably below average hired
men's wages. Over a long pericd of
vears in New York farming, average
incomes of farmers have sboul &=
qualled hired men's wages, although
there have been wide differences in
Many years.

Reported here ig, of course,
a crosg section of all commercial
dairy farms. The average labor
income of a sgelected group of 4bh
dairy farmg in Central New York,
those in the farm account projects,
was $3,764 for 1957, as compared
with the $1,703 for the hill farms
and $2,658 for the valley farms.

Another comparison of interest
ig of incomes of farms in the Tlatean
region with incomes of commercial
dairy Tarms in other regions, even
though the figures are Tor different
years. Dceonomic conditions were
similar, except for a somewhat

lower milk price in 1955-56. The
average labor income of 556 such
farms in the North Country regicn
was $891, and that of 371 farms in
the Central Plain region was $3,135.
Differences in land resources and
market conditiong as they are reflec-
ted in how the farms are organized
and operated largely account for
these different levels of incomes:

Average
Regicn Year labor income
Plateau
Hill 1957-58  $1,703
Valley 1957-58 2,658
North Country 1955-56 g9

Central Plain 1953-54 3,135

West section versus east. As earlier
descriptions of The farms have sug-
gegted, there were important income
differences between the western and
eastern sections of the Tlateau
vegion. Among the hill farms, those
in the eastern sgection made, on the
average, about $500 more income than
those in the west. Even more strik-
ing, the valley farms in the east
made some $1,5C0 more than those in
the wegt:

Secticn of Price per Labor
region 100 1bg.of milk dincome
Hill Tarms
West $h. 50 $1,451
East L.63 1,957

Valley farms
West $h.58 51,776
East L.66 3,310

Part of these differences is
due to the price of milk., The hill
farms neerer to market received
13 centg per hundredweight more and
the valley farms & cents more for
milk than the regpective groups in
the west. More important, however,
ig the fact that the valley floors
in the ecastern section are generally
wider and mzke possible larger and



nmore intensive ferming operstions
than in the western part of the regicon.

Varistion in individual farm incomes.
In sharp contrast to incomes of most
industrial workers, incomes of ia-
dividual farmers varied widely from
the averages of $1,703 for all hill
farmg and of $2,658 for all valiey
farms.

Among the hill farms, 25 per-
cent of them failed to make g plus
labor inccme, and, in fact, some of
thege farmers suffered serious losses.
If free of debt, some of these
Tarmers get by, btut with a relatively
low standard of living. Others of
Tthem go into debt and in extreme
cases are Torced out of farming. This
situvation is not new nor confined to
This region alone. Here as elsevhere
some Tarmers are Just not able o
make adjustments that are nacessary
in a changing agriculture.

More than one-third (36 percent )
of the hill farms had labor incomes
within the range of zero to $2,000.
Other hill farmers were more succesgs-
ful. Sixten percent of them mede
et least $4,000 and three percent
made $8,000 or more. For those people
who are inclined to "write off" hill
farme, careful study of these income
figures should be worthwhile.

A similar wide distribution of
labor incomes was found among the
valley farmg. The main difference
was somevhat fewer farms in the lose
groups and more Tarms in the high
income brackets. About 20 percent
of the valley farms Teiled tc make
a plus labor income, but thirty
percent of them made at least 34,000
and six percent had incomes of $8,000
O MOre.

Roughly speaking, the chances

of making a high income were nearly
twice as great on a valley Tarm as

on a hill farm:

Fercent of farms

Labor income BEill Valley
$-2,001 or lower 5 b
-2,00C to -1 20 i7
0 to 1,999 36 28

2,000 to 3,999 23 21
4,000 to 5,999 9 17
6,000 to 7,999 Iy 7
8,000 or more 3 _ 6
Total 160 1060

From the foregolng description
of the incomes of dairymen in the
Platesu region we may conclude that:

(1) the year 1957-58 in comparison
with other years of the post-Korean
period was reasonably favorable,

{2) despite the small differences in
prices recelved Tor milk, wide dif-
ferenceg in labor incomes were

found, which suggest that alternative
Jjob opportunities will continue to
attract many ferm families away from
dairying, and

(3) the comparatively good incomes
of the upper orne-third of the farmers
lend encouragement for the future.

To show how these farmers were
able to do so well in relation to
their neighbors is the subject of
the remaining letters in this series.

Yours truly,

/i;/ﬁi::i//{:::) [
D A_Js/wm,w\ﬁj?\ AN
=

1

L. Co Cunninghan
Extension Economist
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Letter No. 7

October 20, 1959

To Farmers Vigited on
Farm Management Survey:

Some of the differences in labor
incomes of individual farms describ-
ed in our last letter was due to dif-

ferences in the yields of crops. The

relation of yields to income and the
relation of some farming practices

to yields are described in this letter.

But, first, what were the farms
like that had different crop yields?
The farms were sorted into‘group's,
according to the crop vield index of
each farm and important factors and
incomes were tabulated. Crop yield
index is the percentage that crop
yields per acre of a farm are of the
average yields in the region.

Crop Yields

. On dairy farms where the crops
are used almost entirely for feed,
as in this study, crop yields are re-
" lated to income through their effect
on the feed supply and hence on the
number of cows kept, the rate of
milk flow per cow and the feed bill.

Relation to roughage supply. High '
crop yields paid off in more feed for
the cattle. On both hill and valley
farms with the lowest crop yields,
only about 3.8 tons of hay equivalent

was harvested per cow, but on farms
with the highest yields, about 6.0
tons of roughage was supplied per
cow. This held true despite the fact
that the acres of crops per cow were .
smaller on the high-yield farms than
on the low-yield farms:

Crop yield. Tons H.E. Crop
index harvested acres
Range Average per cow

per cow

hill farms

Less than 70 56 3.8 3.9
70 to 89 80 4.6 3.4
50 to 109 99 5.0 3.2
110 to 129 119 5.3 2.7
130 or more 145 6.0 2.7

valley farms

Less than 70 59 3.7 3.6
70 to 89 82 4,2 3.0
90 to 109 39 5.0 3.2
110 to 129 120 5.1 2.7
130 or more 151 5.9 2.3

Relation to other factoers. On both
hill and valley farms, the higher the
crop yields the larger the average
size of herd and the larger the num-

ber of cows cared for per man., Like-
wise, crop yields were linked to the
rate of milk production. As crop



vields rose, the amount of milk sold
per cow increased. Purchased feed
expense per cow stayed about the
same, however, so the percentage

of milk sales that was spent for pur-
chased feed tended to decline. The
milk response to increased crop
yields, although not uniform in either
group, was somewhat greater on
‘valley farms than on hill farms.

Relation to income. As might be ex-
pected, average labor incomes rose
as crop yields increased on both hill
and valley farms. With below-average
yields, incomes were relatively low,
As yields increased, incomes went

up. With high yields, incomes were
good:

Number Average

Crop yield
index - of labor
Range  Average farms income
hill farms
Less than 70 56 111 % 800
70 to 89 80 - 207 1,320
90 to 109 - -99 255 1,580
110 to 129 119 154 2,300
130 or thore. 145 96 3,030

. : ‘ valley farms
Less than 70 59 17

$ 500
70 to 89 82 42 1,280
90 to 109 99 . 65 3,020
110 to 129 120 65 2,810
130 or more 151 63 3,630

With high yields, herds were

larger and milk per cow was higher

on valley farms than on hill farms.
Therefore, with high yields, incomes
were somewhat higher on valley farms
than on hill farms. In other words,
it paid to get good crop vields, espe-
cially on the valley farms..

Practices Related to Crop Yields

What did farmers do to get good
crop yvields? As has already been
pointed out, average crop yields were
somewhat higher on the water-laid
s0ils {valley farms) than on the glacial
till soils (hill farms): '

Average per acre

Tons Tons B,
Groups hay corn sil. oats
Hill farms 1.8 9.2 53
Valley farms 2.1 10.8 57

But in both groups of soils there
were wide differences in yields on
individual farms.

High crop yields were the result
of many farming practices. Among
those which could be analyzed in this
study were frequency of reseeding of
hayland, intensity of stocking, and
application of fertilizer and lime. The
relation of each practice to crop yields
is emphasized. It is ndt feasible to
determine precisely and separately
the relation of each particular prac-
tice to income. Obvicusly, many
practices like reseeding and ferti-
lizing are combined on the same farms,
so the relation of one practice to yields
and income is influenced at the same
time by other practices.

Percent new seeding. The larger the
percentage of the hayland that was new
seeding, the higher the crop yvields in
both groups of farms. But the differ-
ences in yields were small. Average
labor incomes indicate little or no
economy in frequent reseeding on hill
farms and upper limits of about one-
third of the hayland of reseeding on




valley farms: : - Iniensity of stocking. The farms that
were stocked the heaviest with cattle
Percent of hayland Crop Average in relation to the cropland had the
in new seeding yield labor highest crop yields, because of the
Range Average index income additional plant food from manure.
On hill farms, for example, farms
: : hill farms that were lightly stocked, 5.0 or more
Zero 0 97 41,800 crop acres per cow, had an average
1l to 24 14 92 1,420 crop vield index of only 87. In con-
25 to 49 33 105 2,160 trast, farms that were heavily stock-
50 or more 70 106 1,580 ed, less than 2.0 crop acres per cow,
' had a crop yield index of 110. A sim-
' - valley farms ilar relationship was found on the
Zero 0 107 $1,450 valley farms.
1to 24 i6 110 2,930 '
25 to 49 33 117 3,160 ' On both hill and valley farms, the
50 or more 67 108 2,340 most profitable intensity of stocking
appeared to be 2 to 3 crop acres per
Crop expense per crop acre. Crop cow:
expenses included here are sceds,
fertilizer, lime and weed sprays. Crop acres Crop Average
- Farms with low crop expense per per cow yield labor
crop agre had low yields. As more Range Average index income-
“was spent, average yields increased
moderately and labor incomes rose, hill farms
indicating that the practices for which Iess than 2.0 1.6 110 $2,050
the money was spent were profitable 2.0to0 2.9 2.5 10z 2,160
on both hill and valley farms. The 3.0t0 3.9 3.4 94 1,410
average expenditure in the highest 4.0to 4.9 4.4 91 1,540
groups was about $18 per crop acre: 5.0 or more = 6.5 87 1,010
Crop expense Crop Average valley farms
per crop acre yield labor Less than 2.0 1,6 124  $2.,430
Range Average index income . 2.0toc 2.9 2.4 116 3,110
3.0to 3.9 3.4 102 2,560
hill farms 4.0to 4.9 4,4 101 1,900
Less than $5 § 2 83 °$ 810 5.0 or more 6.4 88 2,290
5to 9 T 99 1,650 '
10 to 14 11 107 2,370 The hay equivalent harvested per
15 or more 18 114 3,010 cow on the heavily stocked farms was
‘ small, however, because the increased
valley farms . vyield per acre was more than offset
Less than $5 § 2 98 $ 860 by the smaller area of cropland per
 5to 9 7 115 3,090 Cow.
10 to 14 12 111 2,980

15 or more 19 124 3,470



This, in turn, limited the rate.of
milk production per cow on the heav-
- ily-stocked farms:

Crop acres
per cow

Tons H.E. Lbs.milk
harvested sold
Range Average per cow per cow

hill farms

Less than 2.0 1.6 3.5 7,230
2.0to 2.9 2.5 4.5 7,730
3.0to 3.9 3.4 5,5 7,310
4,0t 4.9 4,4 K”,9 7,490
5.0 or more 4,5 7.2 7,490

valley farms

Less than 2,0 1.6 4.0 7,690
2.0to 2.9 2.4 4,9 7,850
3.0to 3.9 3.4 5.8 8,170
4.0 t0 4.9 4.4 6,0 7,760
5.0 or more 6.4 7.7

8,110

Manure and commercial fertilizer.
The rate of stocking the cropland with
cattle influenced cropyields through
the amount of manure produced. - The
amount of plant food available from
stable manure produced on each farm
was calculated. It was assumed that
8 tons of manure was produced, other
than that on pasture, per cow or other
anirnal unit, and that a ton of manure
contained 10 pounds of nitrogen, 5
pounds of phosphoric acid, and 10
pounds of potash. The actual amount
of plant food available for the crops
depended on how the manure was
handled. The common practice on
most farms was to spread the manure
daily. For the few who did not follow
this practice, the calculation over-
states the actual situation. On hill
farms, for example, nearly 300 tons
of stable manure was produced per
farm. This amounted to 3.5 tons,
containing 87 pounds of plant food,
available per crop acre.

FPractically all of the farmers
used some commercial fertilizer on
their 1957 crops. The total amount
of commercial fertilizer applied to 7
cropland on the hill farms amounted
to the equivalent of 120 pounds of
10-10-10 mixed fertilizer, or 36
pounds of plant food, per crop acre.
On valley farms, the average rate
was 41 pounds per acre. Manure
was much more important than.
commercial fertilizer as a source
of -plant food:

Pounds per acre

hill valley

Sour ce farms farms
Manure 87 94
Comm. fertilizer 36 41
Total 123 135

As might be expected, manure:
and commercial fertilizer combined -
had a strong influence on crop yields.
On both hill and valley farms, as the
amount of plant food per crop acre
available {from these two sources
increased, crop yields rose in strik-
ing fagshion. The yield response was
somewhat greater on the valley farms
than on the hill farms {see chart).
Average labor incomes provide
strong evidence that it paid to fer-
tilize the soils:

Pounds of plant food
per crop acre
Range Average

Crop Average
vield labor
index income

hill farms

l.ess than 100 75 82 $1,050
100 to 149 119 97 15700‘
150 to 199 166 108 1,990
200 or more 243 113 2,630

valley farms
Less than 100 79 90 $1,430
100 to 149 120 104 2,630
150 to 199 167 122 3,120
200 or more 232 129 2,900



In surmmmary, good crop yields -
around 50 percent above the average
of the region - were profitable. Crop
yields were closely linked te both
size of herd and milk production per
cow for the obvious reason that high
vields provided more feed.

Average crop yields were higher
on valley farms than on hill farms.
Supplying additional plant food was
the outstanding practice to improve
vields on both hill and valley farms.
Moderately heavy stocking of the
cropland (2.5 to 3.0 crop acres per
cow) and liberal application of com-
mercial fertilizer were both profit-

able practices. That is, a 30-cow
dairy should have 75 to 90 acres of
crops for harvest. The balance of the
plant food would be supplied by the
purchase of commercial fertilizer.
This combination of intensity of stock-
ing and fertilizer application would
provide the desired 6 tons of hay
equivalent for harvest in a normal
crop season per milk cow in the herd.

Yours truly,

7 Bansing

WUNN

L. C., Cunningham
Extension Economist

Crop yield
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Relation of Amount of Plant Food Available per Crop Acre

to Crop Yields
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December 7, 1959

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Experiences of large numbers of
farmers are particularly useful in
determining the incomes from herds
of different levels of milk production
and how much feed to raise and how
much to buy to obtain high milk pro-
duction.

Milk per Cow_

To determine the relationship of
milk per cow to income, the records
were sorted into groups according
to the amount of milk sold per cow.
Important factors and incomes were
tabulated for each group. '

Relation to other factors. Farmers

with good cows generally had high
crop yields. Also, herds were some-
what larger and as many cOws were
cared for per man on farms with

good cows as on those with poor cOwS.

Relation to input factors. As the
amount of milk sold per cow went

up from group to group, the average
amounts of both hay equivalent har-
vested per cow and of purchased feed
per CoOw increased to provide the
necessary feed. The increase in

feed bought was larger of the hill
farms than on the valley farms.
Power and machinery expensé per
cow and crop expense per crop acre
also rose. These two items were,
of course, involved in producing the
additional feed. Real estate expense
per crop acre showed little or no
change.

Relation to income. Financial suc-
cess of the farm business hinged

to a large degree on the level of milk
production per cow. On hill farms
with low milk production, 5, 000 pounds

or less per COwW, SEVere losses av-
eraging nearly $1, 000 a farm were
incurred, and there was no chance

of making a high income. Even with
sales in the range of 5,000 to 6,000
pounds per COwW, the farms as & group
failed to make a plus Jabor income.
Twenty-two percent of them lost
$1,000 or more and none made a good
income. A level of at jeast 8,000
pounds per cCow was necessary to
make a labor income equal to going
hired men's wages. High levels of
production paid well. The average
income of farms with 11, 000 pounds
or more of milk per COW averaged



about $5, 000. No one of the farms in
this group lost as much as $1, 000
and 4] percent made $5, 000 or more.

A similar and even more striking
relationship between milk per cow
and income was found on the valley
farms. With the lowest level of pro-
duction, less than 5,000 pounds per
cow, the average loss per farm was
about $2,000. 1In the highest produc-
tion group, the average labor income
cxceeded $5,800; none of the farms
had a loss of as much as $1,000 and
half of them made $5,000 or more:

Pounds of Number Average
milk sold of labor
per cow farms income

hill farms
Less than 5,000 74 $ -960

5,000 to 5,999 105 ~-20
6,000 to 6,999 147 1,050
7,000 to 7,999 176 1,520
8,000 to 8,999 133 2,560
9,000 to 9,999 100 3,400
10,000 to 10,999 61 3,940
11,000 or more 27 5,230

valley farmasg

Less than 5, 000 17 $-2,010
5,000 to 5,999 18 -100
6,000 to 6,999 47 900
7,000 to 7,999 49 2,200
8,000 to 8,999 50 3,580
9.000 to 9,999 31 5,130
10,000 to 10,999 25 5,210
11,000 or more 15 5,830

A 1,000-pound increase in milk
ber cow meant on the average a boost
in labor income of nearly $900 on hill
farms and of $1,100 on valley farms,

Feeding Practices

Of the many things that bear on
the amount of milk a cow produces
in a year, forage production and
feeding practices received major
attention in this study.

Amount of roughage. The amount of
roughage production was a key factor
in the rate of milk flow per cow., On
both hill and valley farms, as the
amount of hay equivalent harvested
per cow increased, the amount of
milk sold per cow went up, except in
the highe‘st—roughage groups. The
tesponse was somewhat greater on
valley farms than on hil] farms. The
increase in milk Per cow occurred
despite the fact there was a tendency
to reduce the amount of feed bought
as roughage production increased:

Tons of H. E. Feed Pounds of
harv. per cow bought wmilk sold
Range Average per cow per cow

hill farms

Under 3.0 2.4 $107 6,910
3.0to0 3.9 3.5 92 6,900
4.0 to 4.9 4.4 89 7,530
5.0t 5,9 5.5 89 7,760
6.0to 6.9 6.4 90 7,940
7.0 or more 8.4 85 7,690

valley farms
Under 3.0 2.6 $ 83 6,500
3.0to 3.9 3.4 87 7,240
4.0 to 4,9 4.5 " 93 8,010
5.0to 5.9 5.4 80 8,050
6.0 to 6.9 6.5 88 8,630
7 more 8.0 74 8,360

.0 or



Average labor income rose mod-
erately as the amount of roughage
increased.

Kind of roughage. Farms with hay
and silages had higher average milk
production per cow than those with
Furthermore, those with
both corn silage and grass silage
combined with hay got better results
than the farms with corn silage and
hay. It is important to note that the
combinations of roughages provided

hay only.

more hay equivalent per cow than
havy alone:

Kind Tons H.E. Pounds of
of harvested milk sold
roughage per cow per cow
hill farms

Hay only 4.3 6,780
Hay. corn silage 5.3 7,460
Hay, grass silage

corn silage 5.6 7,920

valley farms

Hay only 3.7 7,110
Hay, corn silage 5.2 7,660
Hay, grass silage

corn silage 5.7 8,690

Somewhat more feed per cow was
bought on the hay farms than in the
other groups. Size of herd was much
larger on the farms with the mixtures
of roughages than on the hay farms.
The hay farms made the lowest average
labor incomes and the hay, grass and
corn silage farms made the highest
incomes in both hill and valley groups.
Date of hay harvest. Farmers' ex-
periences as well as experimental
results show that early cut hay pro-

duces more milk than late cut hay.

On hiil farms, for instance, milk per
cow averaged about 8,000 pounds on
farms where the first cutting of hay
was completed by the end of June,
compared with only about 6,900 pounds
per cow on farms where no harvesting
Although the
average amount of purchased feed

wag done by June 30.

per cow was about the same in these
groups of farms with different hay
harvesting dates, the early-harvest
groups did have more hay equivalent
per cow than the late-harvest groups.
S0, obviously the increase in milk
per cow was linked to the amount

as well as the date of harvest of the
forage.

Likewise, on valley farms, the
ecarlier the hay harvest, the larger
the hay equivalent harvested per cow
and the higher the amount of milk per
cow:

Percent hay Tons H. E. Pounds of

harvested harvested milk sold

by June 30 per cow  per Cow
hill farms

None 4,5 6,870
1 to 49 4.9 7,390
50 te 59 5.3 7,820
60 to 99 5.0 8,000
100 essrmore 5.0 7,980

valley farms

None 4.5 6,760
1 to 49 5.1 7,590
50 to 59 5.1 8,120
60 to 99 5.6 8,900
100 savrmrore 5.4 8,580

Bven when sorted first into groups
by the amount of hay equivalent per
cow to hold this factor constant and
then sorted by date of hay harvest,



on both hill and valley farms, the
early-cut group had an increase in
milk per cow over the late-cut group
at each level of hay equivalent har-
vested per cow.

Purchased feed per cow. Most impor-
tant of the practices related to the
rate of milk production per cow was
the amount of feed bought per cow.

QOn both hill and valley farms, as the
amcunt spent for feed increased, milk

per cow went up fairly regularly and
rapidly. On valley farms., the amount
of hay equivalent harvested per cow
remained about the same as feed per
cow increased. But on the hill farms,
the hay equivalent went down as pur-
chased feed went up:

Feed Tons H.E. Pounds of
bought harvested milk sold
per cow per cow  per cow

hill farms

Less than $50 5.5 6,250
50 to 74 4,9 6,710
75 to 99 5.0 7,180
100 to 124 5.0 7,960
125 or more 4.7 8,930

valley farms

Less than $50 5.1 6,720
50 to T4 5.0 7,430
75 to G99 5.3 £,130
100 to 124 5.0 &,330
125 or meore h, 0 9,090

On hill farms, average income
went up gradually as feed bought per
cow increased. On valley farms,
however, the highest income was at
about the average level of purchases.
small size of herd limited income at
the highest level of feed bought.

Hay equivalent and feed bought. To

study the interplay of these two impor-
tant factors - hay equivalent and feed
bought - on milk per cow, the groups
of farms with different levels of feed
bought per cow were sorted by the
amount of hay equivalent harvested
per cow.

On both hill and valley farms, the
lowest production was on farms with
the least roughage and smallest
amounts of feed bought per cow. The
highest average amount of milk per
cow resulted from the combination of
high purchased feed per cow and large
hay equivalent per cow:

Feed Tons of H.E. per cow
bought under 4.0 6.0 or
per cow 4,0 to 5.9 more

milk per cow - hill farms
Less than $75 5,810 6,720 6,940
75 to 124 6,910 7,800 7,900
125 or more 8,320 9,110 9,620

milk per cow ~ valley farms
Less than $60 6,040 6,860 7,750
60 to 99 7,030 7,900 8,560
100 or more 7,770 8,880 §,940

The relationship of these two
practices to milk per cow on hill farms
is shown graphically in the accompany-
ing chart. Each row of figures in the
table was plotted as a line in the chart.
Here it can be seen that at each level
of feed bought per cow, increasing the
roughage per cow raised the milk flow,
but going from 3 tons to 5 tons gave a
much greater response in milk per cow
than going from 5 tons on up to 7 tons
per cow.



Pounds of milk

gold per cow

9.000 I $125 or more
4
8,000 [-
~£}
$75 to 124
7,000 L 0
less than $75
6,000 L
o
5,000 ! L ! i i 1
3 4 5 6 T 8

Tons of hay equivalent harvested per cow

Relation of Amount of Roughage per Cow to Milk Sold per Cow With
Different Levels of Feed Bought per Cow on Hill Farms

However, incomes did not follow
this pattern consistently. True, the
groups of farms with the least rough-
age and the smallest amounts of feed
bought per cow did make the lowest
Alsc, at each level of feed
bought, incomes went up as roughage
per cow was increased from 3 tons to
5 tons.
from 5 tons to 7 tons gave a varied

incomes.

But the increase in roughage

response in income, despite the in-
crease in milk:

Feed Tons of H . E. per cow
bought Under 4.0 6.0 or
per cow 4.0 to 5.9 more

labor income - hill farms
Less than $75 $ 850 $1.830 $1,150
75 to 124 1,540 1,890 2,070
125 or more 1,460 2,400 1,950

labor income - valley farms
Less than $60 $ 190 $1,590 $3,780
60 to 99 2,230 3,220 3,360
100 or meore 1,490 3,230 3,180




One group of farms - those in the
valleys with low feed bought and high
roughage - had a relatively good in-
come. But two other groups - those
on the hills with low feed bought and
high roughage and those with high feed
bought and high roughage - failed to
make increased incomes. The re-
maining groups with high roughage
simply showed no significant change
in income compared with the groups
with average roughage.

Likewise, at each level of rough-
age per cow, incomes generally failed
to go up as feed bought per cow went
from average to high.

Differences in other factors that
affect income, particularly size of
herd, serve to explain much of the
failure of income to rise as roughage
and feed bought were increased to the
highest levels. Apparently, the costs
of growing, harvesting and storing
large amounts of roughage per cow
were excessive on some farms,

Feed Lessons from the Survey

The amounts of roughage harvest-
ed and feed bought accounted for much
of the wide difference in the rates of
milk production per cow. ‘

More roughage per cow meant
more milk per cow, up to at least the
6.0 to 6.9 tons range.

Farms with combinations of hay
and silages made more milk per cow
than farms with hay as the sole rough-
age, largely because of their having
more hay equivalent per cow.

Within the experiences of these
farmers the earlicr the hay harvest,
the larger the hay equivalent harvest-
ed per cow and the higher the amount
of milk per cow.

As feed bought per cow went up,
milk per cow rose strikingly.

The response in milk per cow
was stronger and more consistent
from increased purchases of feed
per cow than from larger amounts
of hay equivalent harvested per cow.

The combination of high feed
bought and large hay equivalent per
cow gave the highest rate of milk per
cow, but incomes were limited by
other factors and costs of roughage
production.

Yours truly,

L. €. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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February 16, 1960

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

A wide range in number of cows
kept by individual farmers is shown
in the survey of dairy farms in the
Plateau region. This letter reports
the relation of size of herd to other
farm characteristics, including a-
mount of cropland, crop yields, rate
of milk production, labor force, and
investment. Also reported is the
relation of size of herd to income,
overall and with different levels of
crop yields and milk per cow.

- Perhaps the most important
question confronting dairymen for the
sixties is 'what size of herd?' Much
more can be learned from the sys-
tematic study of groups of farmersg'
experiences with this problem than
from reading about an individual case
or two.

The records of hill farms and
valley farms were sorted into groups
by number of cows and the associated
factors and incomes were tabulated.
There were only 3 hill farms and 3
valley farms with 100 or more cows
in the entire sample of farms so they
were not included in this analysis.

in the

Crop acres.

EXTENSION SERVICE
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
ITHACA, NEW YORK

Plateau Region

Letter No. 9

Relation of Size of Herd to:

The larger the herd, the
larger the acreage of crops per farm,
of course. On valley farms, the a-
mount of cropland was nearly 3.0
acres per cow in all size-of-herd
groups, except for the smallest-herd

group:

Crop
acres

Cows Crop

per farm acres

Range Average per farm per cow
hill farms

6to 9 8 49 6.4
16 to 19 15 60 3.9
20 to 29 24 81 3.4
30 to 39 33 98 2.9
40 to 49 43 117 2.7
50 to 99 59 150 2.5
valley farms
6to 9 8 33 4.1
10 to 19 14 43 3.0
20 to 29 24 70 2.9
. 30 to 39 34 92 2.7
40 to 49 43 127 2.9
50 to 99 58 160 2.8



But on hill farms where cropland
is generally considered to be more
readily available, additions to crop-
land did not keep pace with increases
in herd size. The hill farms with
large herds were stocked more heav-
ily in relation to the cropland than
were those with small herds. The
farms with 50 to 99 cows had on the
average only 2.5 acres of crops per
COoOwW. ‘

This relationship of cows to crop-
land had an important bearing on crop
vields and roughage supplies.

Crop yields and amount of roughage.
On both hill and valley farms, cr op
yields went up with size of herd. They
were roughly 20 percent higher on the
large farms than on the small farms.
The relationship was closer and more
consistent on hill farms, largely be-
cause of the heavier stocking of the
farms with large herds:

Cows Crop Tons H.E.
per vield harvested
farm index per cow

hill farms

6to 9 74 7.1
10 to 19 94 5.6
20 to 29 97 5.1
30 to 39 101 4.8
40 to 49 101 4.6
50 to 99 111 4.9

valley farms

6to 9 10z 6.3
10 to 19 g8 4,6
20 to 29 111 5.1
30 to 39 123 5.1
40 to 49 114 5.6
50 to 99 123 5.5

Despite the higher crop yields, the
tonnage of hay equivalent harvested
per cow on hill farms went down as
size of herd increased, except for the
largest-herd group. On valley farms,
exclusive of the smallest-herd group,
the tonnage of roughage per cow went
up with size of herd.

Obviously, the amount of milk per
cow was affected by these differences

in roughage supplies.

Milk per cow. On hill farms, the a-

mount of milk sold per cow was not
quite as high in the large herds as in
the medium-size herds, even though
the amount of feed bought per cow was
as large. ‘

But cn valley farms, milk per cow
rose as size of herd increased and
was much higher in the two groups of
largest herds. 'The group of herds in
the range from 50 to 99 cows (average
58) had milk sales of 9,260 pounds per
Cow:

Cows Feed Ibs.milk
per bought sold
farm per cow  per cow
hill farms
6to 9 $88 6,920
10 to 19 54 7,220
20 to 29 91 7,560
30 to 39 94 7,720
40 to 49 94 7,610
50 to 99 95 7,500

valley farms

6to 9 $79 7,330
10 to 19 80 7,160
20 to 29 38 7,790
30 to 39 85 7,840
40 to 49 91 8,820

50 to 99 84 9,260



Labor force. The labor force, in
terms of man equivalent, was a little
more than one man on the farms with
small herds. In the group of largest
herds, the man equivalent averaged
slightly larger than two and one-half
men. The large herds were run by
somewhat younger men than were the
small herds, particularly in the
valieys:

Cows Man Age
per equiv- of
farm alent operator
hill farms
6to 9 1.2 66
10 to 19 1.3 54
20 to 29 1.5 46
30 to 39 1.8 45
40 to 49 2.1 48
50 to 99 2.6 49
valiey farms
6to 9 1.1 64
10 to 19 1.2 57
20 to 29 1.5 46
30 to 39 1.7 47
40 to 49 2.1 40
50 to 99 2.6 43

Labor efficiency measured by the
number of cows per man was nearly
twice as high, on the average, in the
large herds as in the small herds. In
the large herds, 22 cows per man
was the standard,

Only about 50, 000 pounds of milk
per man was sold from the farms with
small herds. With large herds (50
to 99 cows), however, nearly 180, 000
pounds per man was sold from hill
farms, and about 220, 000 pounds per
man from valley farms:

Cows Cows Thous. lbs.
per per milk sold
farm man per man
hill farms
6to 9 & 52
10 to 19 12 89
20 to 29 16 127
30 to 39 i9 158
40 to 49 20 163
50 to 99 22 179
valley fé,r_‘ms
6to 9 8 56
10 to 19 12 86
20 to 29 16 136
30 to 39 20 162
40 to 49 21 202
50 to 99 22 219

High labor efficiency is one of the
big advantages of large farm businesses
over small ones.

The total invest-
ment per farm in land and buildings,

Total investment.

livestock, power and machinery, and
supplies increased, of course, as size
of herd increased. But the investment
was about the same per cow in large
herds as in small herds, except for
the 6- to 9-cow farms. The large
farms, however, had more modern
buildings and more up-to-date equip-
ment generally than did the small
farms.

On the largest farms, the total
investment averaged about $66, 000
per farm and $1, 100 per cow on hill
farms and $75, 000 per farm and
$1,300 per cow on valley farms.
difference in total investment on a
per-cow basis between hill and valley
farms is somewhat less than is

The
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generally thought to be the case. Real The investment per farm went up
estate makes up, of course, a smaller as the size of herd increased. Despite
proportion of total investment in more mechanization on the farms with
present-day farming than formerly: larger herds, the investment per cow
was about the same in large and small
Cows Total investment herds.
per farm per farm per cow
Power and machinery expense. The
hill farms year's operating expenses for power
6to 9 $14,850 $1.930 and machinery per farm, including
10 to 19 21,410 1,380 such items as gasoline and oil, re-
20 to 29 27,650 1,170 pairs, depreciation, interest and
30 to 39 39,290 1,170 machine hire, went up, of course, as
40 to 49 47,040 1,090 size of herd increased. But, per cow,
50 to 99 65, 880 1,120 the expense tended to ke less in large
herds than in small herds. About
valley farms $100 per cow was spent for these
6t to 9 $12,000 $1,470 items in the large herds:
10 to 19 20,220 1,410
20 to 29 31,940 1,330 Cows P. & M. expense
30 to 39 46,100 1,360 per farm per farm per cow
40 to 49 54,690 1,260
50 to 99 74,960 1,300 hill farms
6to 9 $1,020 $127
Power and machinery investment. R 10 t0 19 1,860 i24
The investment in power and machin- 20 to 29 2,540 106
ery showed a similar change: 30 to 39 3,300 100
40 to 49 4,000 93
Cows P. & M. investiment 50 to 99 5,720 g7
per farm per farm DETr cow
valley farms
hill farms 6to 9 $ 760 $ 95
6to 9 $2,100 $262 10 to 19 1.580 113
10 to 19 4,140 276 20 to 29 2,640 110
20 to 29 6,000 250 30 to 39 3,370 99
30 to 39 8,450 256 40 to 49 _ 4,560 106
40 to 49 10,880 253 50 to 99 5,340 92
50 to 99 15,280 259
Labor income. Large herds returned
valley farms higher average labor incomes than did
6to 9 $1,180 $147 small herds. The relationship of size
10 to 19 3,320 237 to income was similar on both hill and
20 to 29 6,360 265 valley farms up to herds of about 40
30 to 39 8,840 260 cows. On hill farms, incomes in-
40 to 49 10,230 238 creased as size exceeded 40 cows, but

50 to 99 15,950 275 the increases were moderate,



On valley farms, incomes rose
even more rapidly in the higher
ranges of size than in the lower
ranges. This was in part because
of the high rates of milk production
in these large herds, as described

earlier:

% of farms with:

Cows Average $-1,000  $5,000
per labor or lower or more.
farm income income income
hill farms
6to 9 % -130 ) 0
10 to 19 740 15 1
20 to 29 1,600 9 7
30 to 39 2,360 1O 18
40 to 49 3,090 12 28
50 to 99 3,280 10 18
valley farms
6to 9§ 600 0 0
10 to 19 650 13 0
20to 29 1,720 13 9
30 to 39 2,790 11 16
40 to 49 5,370 ) 42
50 to 99 7,440 0 5%

The chances of making a good
income, $5,000 or more, were non-
existent with small herds. With large
herds on valley farms, more than hal{
of them made at least $5, 000,

Income, with different crop vields.
On farms with low crop vields, in-
creasing the size of herd raised
incomes moderately. But with high
crop yields, additional cows paid
much better, especially on valley
farms.

The valley farms with low
crop yields and small herds made,
on the average, only about $500;
those with high crop yields and large
herds made nearly $6,000:

Cows Crop yvield index

high

per farm low medium

labor incoeme-hill farms

6 to 19 $ 250 % 780 $ 910
20 to 39 1,260 1,840 2,450
40 to 99 570 2,680 4,730

labor income-valley farms

6 to 19 $ 420 $ 430 §1,220
20 to 39 1,700 1,910 2,500
40 tc 99 % 6,890 5,970

* only 3 farms

Income, with different rates of milk

per cow. Farmsg with low-producing

cows {less than 6,000 pounds per cow)

had losses regardless of size of herd,
although losses on hill farms were
reduced some as size of herd in-
creased. But with high-producing
cows, incomes rose rapidly as more
There was a dif-
ference on valley farms of about

$8, 000 between the average labor
income of the small herds of poor
cows and that of the large herds of

good cows:

cows were kept.

Pounds of milk

per cow
Cows Less 6,000 9,000
per than to or
farm 6. 000C 8,999 more
labor income-hill farms
6to 19 $ -610 § 990 §$1,610
20 to 39 -290 1,750 3,530
40 to 99 -210 2,560 6,730

labor income-valley farms

6 to 19 $ -720 $ 730 &%2,190
20 to 39 ~690 2,020 4,120
40 to 99 s 4,740 7,540

# only 1 farm



With milk sales per cow in the
medium range, an additional cow
increased labor income nearly $50
on hill farms and about $100 on valley
farms.

How Large?

The hill and valley groups of
largest herds {(about 60 cows) made
the highest average labor incomes.
Whether still larger herds, say those
of 100 cows, would have been even
more successful is impossible to
determine because of so few of such
farms in this study.

Large size of herd paid because
of (a) high labor efficiency, (b) spread-
ing investment and expenses, especial-
ly for power and machinery, over a
large number of units, and (c¢) selling

many units of product at a given margin

between prices and costs.

A farm business should be large
enough to provide full employment
for at least one man and efficient use
of one set of machinery.

Most of the gains in the use of
labor from size of business alone
were apparently attained in the 50-
and 60-cow herds. Most major pieces
of present-day equipment like balers,
field choppers, bulk milk tanks, gutter
cleaners, and siio unloaders are used
to reasonably full capacity in such
gize of herds. Therefore, it may
well be that those individual dairymen
who want to run more cows than that,
should consider ancther separate
farm unit,

Yours truly,

L. €. Cunningham
Extension Fconomist
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To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Some measures of the use of labor
on the Plateau region dairy farms were
described in letter number 4. We are
now ready in this letter to discuss the
relation of them to other farm factors
and to income.

Let us look first at the relation of
the use of labor, as measured by the
number of cows kept per man; to size
of herd, milk production per cow and
income, '

Number of Cows per Man

Size and milk production. On farms
where less than 10 cows per man were
kept, herds were relatively small.
Even with 10 to 14 cows per man, herds
averaged only 21 cows per farm on
both hill and valley farms. In contrast,
herds were about twice as large where
there were 20 or more cows per man.
It is difficult to make good use of labor
in a small herd.

The average amount of milk sold
per cow was about the same in all
ranges of number of cows per man.

EXTENSION SERVICE
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
ITHACA, NEW YORK

.........
......

Plateau Region

Letter No. 10
19460

Evidently, additional cows per man
were not kept at the expense of the
quality of the job done:

Cows Cows Lbs.milk
per man per sold

Range Average farm per COW

hill farms

Less than 10 8 13 7,350
10 to 14 12 21 7,400
15 to 19 17 29 7,570
20 to 24 22 35 7.310
25 or more 29 41 7,780

valley farms

J.ess than 10 8 11 7,710
10 to 14 12 21 7,360
15 to 19 17 32 8,310
20 to 24 22 33 8,170
25 or more 29 50 7,750

Income. The average labor income

increased rapidly with increases in
the number of cows cared for per man.
On valley farms, for example, the
average labor income was about
$4,800 where 25 or more cows were
kept per man, as compared with only



about $300 where there were less than
10 cows per man. The reiationship
was similar on hill farms.,

It was shown in the previous section
that as labor efficiency went up size
of herd increased. The differences in
labor income between the different
groups are therefore largely the result
of labor efficiency, but partly the result
of gains in efficiency of the larger herds
in other factors than labor:

Cows Number Average
per man of labor
Range Average farms income

hill farms
Less than 10 8 83 $ -90

10 to 14 12 223 940
15 to 19 17 273 1,790
20 to 24 22 150 2,200
25 or more 29 94 4,160

valley farms

l.ess than 10 8 16 $ 320
10 to 14 12 71 860
15 to 19 17 T 2,940
20 to 24 22 46 3,800
25 or more 29 42 4,820

Amount of Milk Sold per Man

The amount of milk sold per man
is a test of labor that takes into account
the kind of cows as well as the number
kept per man. Let us look next at the
relation of this measure to size of herd,
milk production, mechanization and
income.

Size and milk production. High output
per man was obtained on some farms
by: (1) having moderately large herds,
(2) getting high production per cow,

and {3} producing milk about evenly
the year round.

The hill farms that sold 250
thousand pounds or more per man had
42 cows per farm and sold nearly
9,500 pounds of milk per cow. About
half of the total milk for the year
wag sold in the 6 months October to
March. BSimilarly, the valley farms
that sold 250 thousand pounds or more
of milk per man had 46 cows per farm
and sold about 9,900 pounds of milk
per cow; milk production was season-~
ally quite uniform. In both hill and
valley groups, the low output-per-man
farms had relatively small herds of
low-producing cows:

Thous. Pounds Percent
pounds Cows milk milk

milk sold per sold sold

per man farm per cow Oct.-Mar.

hill farms

Less than 50 14 4,860 38
50to 99 21 6,590 44
100 to 149 28 7,540 47
150 to 199 34 8,460 48
200 to 249 38 9,290 49
250 or more 42 9,480 51

valley farms

Less than 50 16 4,490 35
50 to 99 18 6,780 47
100 to 149 30 7,570 48
150 to 199 36 8,630 49
200 to 249 42 9,370 51
250 or more 46 9,890 52

The high-labor-efficiency farms
were run by relatively young men.
The average ages of the operators
with high output per man were 40
years on hill farms and 41 years on



valley farms. With low output per
man, the average ages were 62 and
54 years respectively.

Emphasis on millk,; As might be
expected, the groups of farms with
high output of milk per man had a

somewhat smaller proportion of other
products per man than did the groups
of farms with low output of milk per
man. For example, on hill farms,
milk was only about 60 percent of

the product units per man in the group
of hill farms with 50 to 99 thousand
pounds of milk per man, compared
with 75 percent in the group of farms
with 200 to 249 thousand pounds per
man., A similar relationship - the
larger the amount of milk sold per
man, the higher the proportion that
milk was of total product units -
existed on valley farms.

Mechanization. The relation of the
output of milk per man to mechaniza-
Substi-
tuting machines for handlabor was

tion is of particular interest.

an important way to get high output
As might
be expected, the average power and

per man on many farms.

machinery expense per man went up
rapidly as the amount of milk sold per
man increased. In the highest output
groups, this item amounted to about
$2,900 per man on hill farms and
$3,400 per man on valley farms, or
more than double the expense per man
on low output farms.
expenses for mechanization are nec-
essary if a high level of output per
man is attained. Such combinations
of output and expense were profitable,
as will be shown a little later.

As the output of milk per man
increased from group to group, power

Moderately high

and machinery expense per cow de-
clined slightly on hill farms and re-
mained about the same, except for
the lowest output group, on valley
farms. The high-output farms had
more equipment, but the expense per
cow was smaller because the herds
were larger:

Thous. lbs. Power and Machinery
milk sold expense
per man per man per cow

hill farms

Less than 50 . $1,015 $116
50 to 99 1,421 115
100 to 149 1,762 107
150 to 199 2,120 106
200 to 249 2,375 100
250 or more 2,880 96

valley farms

fess than 50 $1,406 $123
50 to 99 1,224 102
100 to 149 1,717 103
150 to 199 2,160 108
200 to 249 2,380 102
250 or more 3,373 110

Income. A high output of milk per
man is essential for a good income

in dairy farming. Since it reflects
size of herd and rate of milk produc-
tion per cow, as well as use of labor,
milk sold per man accounts for a great
deal of the wide variation in labor
incomes of individual farms described
in a previous letter.

Losses averaged more than $1,000
a farm on farms that sold less than
50 thousand pounds of milk per man.
Furthermore, farms with 50 to 99
thousand pounds of milk per man re-
turned only meager incomes to their

operators. As the outturn of product
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per man rose to higher levels, average
incomes on both hill and valley farms

rose sharply. An average labor income

of nearly $6, 300 was made on hill
farms and nearly $7,400 on valley
farms that sold 250 thousand pounds
or more of milk per man:

Thous.lbs. Averagse$-1,000 $5,000
milk sold labor or lower oOr more

per man income income income
hill farms
Less than 50 $-1,090 42 0
50 to 99 130 19 0
100 to 149 1,660 6 4
150 to 199 2,840 3 17
200 to 249 5,210 0 47
250 or more 6,290 0 56

valley farms

Less than 50.$-1,030 50 0
50 to 99 240 19 0
100 to 149 1,500 9 6
150 to 199 3,850 5 23
200 to 249 6,650 0 54
250 or more 7,390 0 44

With a low output of milk per man,
not only was the average income very
low, but the risks of loss were large
and the chances of making a good
income were nonexistent. On both
hill and valley farms, with less than
50 thousand pounds of milk per man,
abcut half of the farms had losses of
at least $1,000 and none of them made
as much as $5, 000,

With a large outturn of product
per man, not only was the average
labor income high, but the risks of
large loss were nil and the chances
of making a good income were favor-
able. For example, with 250 thousand

pounds of milk sold per man, none
of the farms had serious losses and
about half of them made $5,000 or
more.

The relation of output per man to
income was equally strong when
measured by milk per man or product
units per man. Evidently. high out-
put per man was the payoff, whether
milk accounted for 60 or 80 percent
of the total.

In summary, the amount of milk
sold per man was a key factor for
financial success in dairy farming
during the year of the study in this
region, It is expected to continue
g0 in the future.

Yours truly,

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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May 26, 1960

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

From the study of the experiences
of the 1,075 dairy farmers in the
Plateau region several goals have been
developed toward which farmers may-
work in the future. Some dairymen
have already attained one or mmore of
these goals, but only a very few have
reached all ten of them. Such goals
can give balance to your farming
efforts and help to avoid riding a
particular hobby. '

l. Keep 50 or more milk cows. The
averages were 27 cows per farm on
the hill farms and 31 cows on the
valley farms. More than half of the
farms had fewer than 30 cows. To
the operators of such farms, a goal
of 50 milkers may look pretty high.
At the time of the study, 6 percent of
the hill farms and 10 percent of the
valley farms had at least 50 cows.

This goal is set with the cenviction
that the farm business should be large
enough to provide: a) full-time work
for at least cne man, and b} economic
use for one set of power and machinery.

At present, this means not 20 cows
nor 200, but in the neighborhood of

50 milkers in this region. Our ideas
about size of herd have changed over
the vears, of course, and will continue
to change as mechanization in dairy
farrhing increases,

2. Improve and maintain about 3 crop
acres per cow. By cropland we mean
the acres harvested by man. Obviously
this figure is strongly affected by the.

productivity of the cropland and by the

amount and quality of pasture. Wide
variations in both directions from the
3-acre goal were found on different
farms. Land is not always available
at the time or in the amounts needed
for the size of herd that is to be kept.
The area of cropland must be large
enough to supply ample rcughage for
the herd. On the other hand, the
expense for liming, fertilizing and
seeding & new meadow frequently
ameounts to as much as $40 per acre.
Hence, the advisability of improving
just the optimum amecunt of cropland
per Cow. '



3. Obtain above-average crop yields
per acre. i.e., 2.5 tons of hay, 14
tons of corn silage, 75 bushels of cats.
In general, the aim is for vields about
50 percent above the average of the
region. Crop vields were found to be
somewhat higher on the valley soils
than cn the hill soils.

These crop yield goals were at-
tained on more than 10 percent of the
farms. Intensity of stocking the crop-
land with cattle, liberal use of com-
mercial fertilizer, fairly frequent
reseeding of hay meadows, and selec-
tion of varieties and hybrids best
suited to particular field locations
were all important practices, on those
farm's..,_

4. Harvest at least 6 tons of hay equiv-
alent per milk cow. Although quantity
is emphasized in this goal, quality of
the forage is of equal importance.

This goal is easier to attain if both
hay and corn silage are produced,
rather than hay alone. The regional
average was actually 5.0 tons of hay
and silages {(hay equivalent) harvested
per cow, s0 the goal calls for one ad-
ditional ton of forage over the average.

This figure of 6 tons needs to be
carefully interpreted: a) the amount
covers the feed for the heifers as
well as the milk cows, and is based
on the usual ratio of one heifer for
each 2 cows, b) if more than the
usual supplemental feeding of roughage
on pasture is practiced, the 6-ton
figure should be raised, c) if losses
in storage are excessix,s*’éaéJ the goal
should be increased, d) the vellow
breeds of cows take less forage than
black and white cows, and ¢) any

carryover or sale of roughage needs
to be taken into account.

5. Sell 10,000 pounds or more of milk

per cow. On hill farms, the average

amount of milk sold per cow was
7,600 pounds, with 22 percesnt of the
farms under 6,000 pounds per cow.
On walley farms, the average was
8,100 pounds, with 14 percent under
6.000 pouads. One hill farm in 10
and one valley farm in 8 had attained
this goal at the time of the survey.
The amounts of feed bought per cow
and of hay equivalent harvested per
cow both played a big part in reaching
the goal on these farms. Two impor-
tant points to remember are: a) this
is milk sold, not produced, and b) milk

is ona 3.7 p'ercent butterfat basis,

6. Produce 50 percent of the year's

milk during 6 months, October to
March., The aim here is about even
milk production the year-round. Such
a seasonal pattern of production not
only meets fluid milk market require-
ments, but also makes good use of
labor on the farm. True, the cost of
produt:img 100 pounds of milk is less
in the summer than in the winter, but
year-round production is more econom-
ical, and the year's price is higher.

7. Spend not more than 20 percent of
the year's milk sales for feed bought.
Feed bought amounted to 28 percent
of milk sales on hill farms and to 24
percent on valley farms. About one-
fourth of the grain fed to cows was
home-produced. Admittedly this is a
difficult goal to attain, but some

farmers in the region did reach it.

Their secret was an abundance of
roughage - the fourth goal. Feed



bought referred to here includes
mixed feeds and hay, if any, for
dairy cattle.

8. Sell 250,000 pounds or more of
milk per man. This is perhaps the
most important single goal. The
averages for hill and valley farms
were 125,000 and 145, 000 pounds
per man, respectively. One-third
of the hill farms had under 100, 000
pounds per man. In the year of the
study, 1957-58, one farm in 20
reached the goal, not necessarily by
working long hours, but by having
good-sized herds, moderately high-
producing cows and more than the '
usual amount of labor-saving power
and machinery. Someone might say
""give me the money for equipment
and I can easily make that goal''. So
what about goals for mechanization?

9. Keep investment in power and
machinery under $350 per cow. The
average investment in these items

on both hill and valley farms was
about $250 per milk cow. The values
here relate to current depreciated
values, not the cost new. In 1957-58
most all farms had milking machines,
manure spreaders, milk coolers,
tractors, and balers. Several farms
had gutter cleaners, field choppers,
hay dryers, and hay conditioners.
Only a few farms had bulk milk tanks,
silo unloaders, pipeline milkers and
similar newer items. This goal will
go up, of course, as more and more
farms get these newer things.

10. Keep annual expense for power
and tmachinery under $125 per cow.
To obtain high output per man it is
necessary to have machines to work

.own situation.

with. Therefore, the goal of $125

per cow is actually higher than the
average expense of approximately
$100 per cow for all farms. However,
it is important not to go overboard

in this mechanization business. For
instance, some of the farms in the
study had as much as $200 per cow of
expense in ti:is phase of their operations.
Included in these power and machinery
expenses are: depreciation, interest
on investment, repairs, gasoline and
0il, hired milk hauling, machine hire,
farm share of auto, and electricity.
Credits include gas tax refunds and
machine income from custom work.
The figure of $125 can serve as a
guide to an individual in judging his
Because of the trend
to more mechanization, the present
goal is subject to revision upward.

The Innovators

In establishing these goals for the
rank and file of dairymen, we recognize
that there are individual operators who
exceed one or more of the goals by 2
wide margin. For example, six farms
in the study had 100 cows or more.
One dairyman sold 14,000 pounds of
milk per cow. More than 400,000
pounds of milk was sold per man on
2 other farms. 5till another farm
with an almost complete line of power
and machinery had an investment in
these items in excess of $500 per cow,
even in a 70-cow herd. These aggres-
sive farmers we call 'innovators''.
They have pushed some frontiergs of
farm operation into new high ground.
Their innovations are interesting to
watch, and they add to our knowledge
of dairy farming. Further testing of
these new experiences is necessary,.



however, to tell which ones are Check List of Goals

novelties and which are profitable Below is a list of these goals.
practices. Until then, such perform- You are urged to check the ones you
ances need not be considered by have already reached, and proceed
dairymen generally as useful goals. with the development of pla.ﬁs to attain

the others in the years ahead.

L8 g
L7, A Ko

L. C. Cunningham
' Extension Economist
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10.

GOALS FOR DAIRYMEN
Plateau region, New York

Keep 50 or more milk cows.

Improve and maintain about 3 crop acres per cow.
Obtain above-average crop yields per acre, i.e.,
2.5 tons of hay, 14 tons of corn silage,

75 bushels of cats. ‘

Harvest at least 6 tons of hay equivalent per cow.

Sell 10,000 pounds or more of milk per cow,

Produce 50 percent of year's milk during the
6 months, October to March.

Spend not more than 20 percent of the year's milk
sales for feed bought.

Sell 250,000 pounds or more of milk per man.

Hold investment in power and machiriery
under $350 per cow.

Keep annual expense for power and machinery
under $125 per cow.
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June 15,

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Studies similar to that for the
Plateau region have been made in other
regions of New York. This letter re-
ports some comparisons of the dairy
farms in these regions.

Surveys were made of random
samples of commercial dairy farms
as follows: 371 farms in the Central
Plain region for 1953-54, 556 farms
in the North Country region for 1955-56,
823 hill farms and 252 valley farms in
the Plateau region for 1957-58 (see
map).

Milk Prices and Labor Incomes

S5ince these regional studies were
made for different periods, changes in
milk prices need to be taken into ac-
count when income compatrisons are
made. For 1953-54, the New York
State average farm price of milk was
$4.30 per 100 pounds. The average
price received by Central Plain dairy-
men was 10 cents higher, because
some of them sold to upstate markets.
From 1953-54 to 1955-56 the level of
milk prices declined 17 cents. Owing
to their long distance to market and
their high proportion of summer milk,

Plateau Region

Letter No. 12
1960

North Country dairymen received
$3.92 - 21 cents less than the State
average price. By 1957-58, New York
State milk prices had risen to $4.60
the price received by Plateau region
farmers was about the same as this
State average price.

Because of these differences in
milk prices as well as differences in
land resources and how the farms were
organized, average labor incomes were
not the same in all regions. The 1953,
1955 and 1957 crop seasons were all
reasonably normal. The labor incomes
were $890 in the North Country and
$3,140 in the Central Plain, Plateau
farm incomes were in between those
of the other regions. Valley farms
made about $800 more than did hill
farms in the Plateau region:

Price per cwt. Average
Survey N.Y.S. labor

Region farms farms income
Plateau-hill $4.58 $4.60 $1,700

-valley 4.62 4.60 2,660
North Country 3.92  4.13 890
Central Plain 4,40 4.30 3,140
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Some farms lost money and others
made good incomes in each of the
regions. Losses in excess of $2,000
were incurred on 2 to 5 percent of the
farms in all areas. From an eighth
to a third of the farms failed to break
even. That is, receipts were not
enough to meet farm expenses and
interest on capital, let alone any
return for the operator's labor except
farm privileges. In sharp contrast,
labor incornes of $4,000 or more were
made by 5 percent of the North Country
farms, by 16 percent of the hill farms
and 30 percent of the vaile‘y farms in
the Plateau, and by 32 percent of the
farms in the Central Plain. Further-
more, a small proportion of the farms
made as much as $8, 000 labor income
in all areas except the North Country:

Labor
income Plateau North Central
(thous.) Hill Valley Country Plain

Dercent of farms

$-2 or less 5 4 4 2
-2to 0 20 17 27 10
0to 2 36 28 46 26

2 to4 23 21 18 30

4 to 6. 9 17 4 16

6 to 8 4 7 1 9

8 or more 3 6 0 7

Total 100 100 100 100

Prices Paid and Unit Costs

The index of prices paid by New
York dairy farmers was 346 (index,
1910-14 = 100) in 1953-54. 1In the
Central Plain region that year, the
average cost of producing 100 pounds
of milk was $4.59. With prices paid
at about the same level in 1955-56, the
average cost in the North Country was

$4.45. This figure is a reflection of
the relatively extensive nature of dairy
farming in this region. By 1957-58,
prices paid had risen 6 percent. In
that year hill farms in the Plateau had
an average cost of $4, 94 and valley
farms $4.50. The 44 cents difference
between the two groups of farms in this
region is largely a matter of difference
in land resources and resulting farm
cperation:

Prices paid

by N.Y. Average
farmers cost
Region 1910-14 - 100 per cwt.
Plateau-hill 367 $4.94
-valley 367 4,50
North Country 345 4,45
Central Plain 346 4.59
Labor

The average size of labor force,
measured in man equivalent, was
similar in all regions, but was some-
what larger in the Central Plain:

Average M. E.

Region per farm
Plateau-hill 1.6
~-valley 1.7
North Country 1.7
Central Plain 1.9

The proportion of strictly one-
man farms was about the same in all
regions, but the Central Plain had a
higher percentage of farms with a
labor force of 3 or 4 men than did the
other regions. Even there, however,
only 4 percent of the farms had a
labor force larger than 4.0 men:



Man

equiv. Plateau North Central

per farm Hill Valley Country Plain
Percent of farms

i.0 13 16 14 13

1.1to0 2.0 68 62 54 39

2.1to 3.0 17 i8 28 35

3.1t0 4.0 2 2 3 9

4.1 or more 0 2 1 4

Total 100 100 100 100

‘Valley farms ranked highest in
average amount of milk sold per man -
145,000 pounds. Although easily
understood, such a measure of the
uge of labor is less inclusive than
product units per man. A product
unit is 7, 000 pounds of milk or the
equivalent of other farm products.
Valley farms led by this measure
also; Central Plain farms ranked well
because of their larger crop production:

Product

Thous.1lbs.
milk units
Region per mahn per man
Plateau-hill 125 26
-valley 145 29
North Country 109 22
Central Plain 93 24

Being a sort of composite measure
of size, rates of production and labor
efficiency, differences in product units
per man accounted for much of the
wide variation in incomes in each
region. With low output per maun,
less than 20 product units, average
incomes in all regions were compar-
atively low. As output increased,

incomes rose consistently in all
regions. Increases in labor incomes
from increased labor efficiency were
found to be greatest in the Central
Plain and next highest on valley farms
in the Plateau region, both regions

of comparatively favorable land
resources.

Size of Herd

The hill farm group in the Plateau
region and the North Country had the
same average size of herds - 27 cows.
The valley farm herds in the Plateau
region were the largest and the Central
Plain herds were the smallest:

Milk cows
Region per farm
Plateau-hill 27
-valley 31
North Country 27
Central Plain 22

The Central Plain survey was made
4 vears earlier than the Plateau study,
so shifts in herd size have probably
narrowed the difference.

There were relatively more small
herds in the Central Plain than in the
other regions. In fact, 4 farms out
of 5 in the Central Plain had fewer
than 30 cows. Other farm enterprises
added to the size of business on these
farms with small herds. In the other
regions 2 farms out of 3 had herds of
fewer than 30 cows. At the other
extreme in herd size, one farm in 20
had 50 or more cows, except on the



valley farms where one in about 10
was that large:

Number
of cows Plateaun North Central

per farm. Hill Valley Country Plain

Percent of farms

6to 9 3 2 2 9
10 to 19 28 22 23 39
20 to 29 34 33 39 33
30 to 39 21 23 23 12
40 to 49 9 11 8 5
50 to 99 5 9 5 2

Total 100 100 100 ~ 100

The relation of number of cows
per farm to average labor income was
positive in all regions, but it was
significantly stronger in the Central
Plain and for the valley group in the
Plateau than in the North Country and
for the hill group in the Plateau.

Cropland

The amount of cropland per farm
was about 85 acres in the Plateau and
North Country regions and 125 acres
in the Central Plain, On a per-cow
basis, the latter region had, of course,
much more cropland, 5.6 crop acres,
than did the other areas. As might
be expected, the valley farms were
stocked with cattle more intensively

than were the farms in the other regions:

Acres of cropland

Region per farm per cow
Plateau-hill 85 3.1
-valley 86 2.8
North Country 89 3.3
Central Plain 125 5.6

Hay and Total Roughage

Seventy-five percent of the crop-
land on North Country farms was in
hay, compared with only 30 percent on
the Central Plain farms. The amount
of hay and silages, on a hay equivalent
basis, harvested per cow was about
5.0 tons in the Plateau region. Rough-
age supplies per cow were much larger
in the Central Plain than in the other
areas, particularly in the North
Country:

Percent of Tons of
cropland H.E.harv.
Region in hay per cow
Plateau-hill 63 5.0
-valley 57 5.1
North Country 75 4.6
Central Plain 30 5.8

Although thé average amount of
hay equivalent harvested per cow
differed among regions, the response
in milk per cow to increased roughage
per cow was similar. With a limited
amount of roughage per cow, the rate
of milk flow was relatively low; with
moderate to large amounts, the rate
was comparatively high. It was true,
however, that amounts of roughage in
excess of about 6 tons per cow did
not give corresponding increases in
milk. This is explaired, in part at
least, by the fact that the amount of
purchased feed per cow was lower in
such situations.

Homegrown and Purchased Feed

Nearly 3,000 pounds of concen-
trates were fed per cow in the Plateau



and Central Plain regions, but con-
siderably less than this in the North
Country. Grain production is much
more important on Central Plain farms
than in other regions, especially in
the North Country where only 17 per-
cent of all grain and other concen-
trates fed to cows was homegrown.
Feed bought for dairy cattle was

equal to about one-fourth of the year's
‘milk sales in all regions, except the
Central Plain where homegrown feed
production was relatively large.

Milk per Cow

The average rate of milk produc-
tion was lowest in the North Country
and highest for the valley group in the
Plateau and in the Central Plain:

Pounds of
miltk seold
Region per cow
Plateau-hill 7,570
-valley 8,080
North Country 6,550
Central Plain 8,050

Some low~-producing herds and
some high-producing herds were found
in all regions, but the proportions did
vary. In the North Country for example,
38 percent of the herds were under
6,000 pounds per cow, but in the valley
group in the Plateau and in the Central
Plain only 14 percent of the herds had
such low production. On the high side,
16 percent of the valley farms and 14
percent of the Central Plain farms
sold 10,000 pounds or more of milk
per cow.

The amount of milk sold per cow
was directly related to labor income
in all regions. Good cows paid better
than poor cows everywhere., The
relationship was most striking, how-
ever, for the valley farms in the
Plateau region. Here, low-production
farms lost the most; high-production
farms made the largest incomes,

Summary

There are similarities and dif-
ferences of economic significance
between these dairy regions. They
exist not only in the average sit-
uations but also in the relationships
found between farm management
factors and labor incomes. The most
striking feature is the wide variation
in incomes of individual farms within
each region. Well-organized farms
made good incomes, but the better
the land resource, the greater the
returns.

This is the final letter of the series

~about results of the Plateau region
study. Thanks again to all of you who
provided the data on your farming
operations. Without your cooperation
such a study would not have been pos-
sible. As the study of still another
dairy region, Oneida-Mohawk, is
begun I wish each one of you success
in your farming operations.

Sincerely yours,

L G

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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