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INTRODUC TION

This reporf consists of a series of letters which present preliminary
results of an economic study of commercial dairy farms located in the
Oneida~Mohawk region of New York.

Financial records were obtained for 762 farmms for the I2-month
period ended April 30, 1960. These farms are a 15 percent sample of
full-time farms in the region, with a differential rate used to sample
large herds at higher rates than small herds.

There are 14 letters in the series, the first one written in January 1961
and the last in March 1962, They were sent to those cooperating farmers
in the survey who reques-‘ted them and to county agricultural agents, high
school teachers of agriculture, college associates and other interested
persons. A final report of the study will be published in bulletin form.

Even in a relatively sta.bie industry like dairying many changes are
being made, particularly with respect to size of operation and amount of

mechanization. The series of letters made it possible to report some

results of the study much sooner than the conventional printed bulletin
method. Ancther worthwhile advantage of the procedure was the stim-
ulation of ideas about analysis of the data during the progress of the study.
The Oneida-Mchawk region is one of five major regions in New York
that has been outlined and described. Economic studies similar to this

one for the Oneida-Mohawk region have been made for the Central Plain,

North Country and Plateau regions. Study of the Hudson Valley region is

in the planning stage.
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE

AND HOME EcoNOMIGS, STATE OF NEW YORK

M. Y. STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE
U5 DEPARTMENT-OFAGRICULTURE

COOPERATING

January 2, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Your card has been received and
we are glad to place your name on the
list to get the series of letters. This
letter number 1 tells how the farms
were sampled, reports the counts of
farms and other places in the sample
road segments, and describes the
different soil areas of the Oneida-
Mohawk region.

Sample of Farms

This study is based on a random

wé'é'.mple of the commercial dairy farms

in the region. Farms with large herds
were sampled at higher rates than those
with small herds.

The first 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 pieces or segments each contain-
ing 6 dairy farms. Samples of these

DAIRY FARMING in the ONEIDA - MOHAWK REGION

Letter No. |

B. Another sample of 36 segments
was drawn in which farms with 20 or
more cows were enumerated - a total
of 117 records.

C. A third sample of 221 segments
was used in which farms with 40 or o
more cows were enumerated - a total
here of 254 records.

Records were obtained on 85 per-
cent of the eligible farms in these
sample segments. This is tangible

‘evidence of the excellent cooperation

received from farmers in the study.

In addition, all other farmers
with 60 or more cows were contacted.
Records were obtained on 173 farms
in this group. For this study, crop-
dairy combinations, institutional
farms and large estates were ex-
cluded.

road segments were then drawn as
follows:

A. One sample of 54 segments
was drawn in which farms with 6 or
more cows were enumerated, This
gave 223 farm records.

To show the actual sampling rates
by size-of-herd groups, the numbers
of farms enumerated were compared
with the numbers of all commercial
dairy farms in the region. The rates
ranged from 4 percent for farms with
small herds to 25 percent in the group



of farms with 40 to 59 cows. Ninety
percent of the farms with 60 or more
cows were included:

Number Number Percent sample
of of farms farms are of
cows in sample all farms

6 to 19 33 4
20 to 39 191 7
40 to 59 273 25
60 or more 270 90

Sampling at higher rates among
large herds provides sufficient num-
bers of records to permit sorting of
them to study relationships.

As will be explained later, oaly
parts of most of the counties are in-
cluded in this Oneida-Mohawk region.
One hundred or more records were
obtained in Oneida, Herkimer and
Lewis Counties:

Number

County of records
Fulton 25
Herkimer 129
Jefferson g0
Lewis 100
Madison 95
Montgomery 91
Oneida 150
Onondaga 37
Otsego 17
Schoharie 30
Albany 1
Schenectady 2

Total 767

Large farms, those with 60 or more

cows, were widely distributed through-
out the region.

Farms and Other Dwelling Places

Counts were made of all dwell-
ings in the sample road segments in
the open countryside of the region.
Nearly 75 percent of all the places
were rural residences. They were
occupied mostly by people with no
direct interest in farming.

About 20 percent of the places
were commercial farms run by
essentially full-time operators.
Ninety-two percent of these commer-
cial farms were dairy farms and 8
percent of them were poultry, crop
and other types of farms.

The other 5 percent of the places
were part-time farms, whose pccu-
pants had off-farm jobs and also did
some farming. The intermingling of
farm and rural non-farm families
has important effects on roads, schools
and social institutions in rural areas.

Soil Areas

Among the soils of New York
State, most of the soils of this region
have a relatively high productivity
rating. This is attested too by the
comparatively dense dairy cattle
population in the region. There is,
however, considerable variation in
the soils within the region., Professor
Cline and his associates of the Agron-
omy department divided the region
into 4 major soil areas for purposes
of this study {see map on back of this
letter). How well do you know the
comparative soil resources of your
area and region?



" Well-drained, high-lime upland.
The western part of the region was
defined to include the well-drained,
high-lime upland soils in Onondaga,
Madison and Oneida Counties. These
soils extend in a narrower belt east-
ward across southern Herkimer,
northern Otsego and northern
Schoharie Counties; they mark the
southern boundary of the region. This
s0il area, in which Honeoye soils are
dominant, is similar to much of that
in the Central Plain region of western
New York, except that elevations are
higher, the growing season is shorter,
and topography is less favorable.

Moderately well-drained, medium-
lime upland. Moderately well-drained,
medinm=~ to high-lime upland soils
form a belt extending through the
middle of the region. This soil area
begins in Jefferson County, extends
through the heart of the Black River
valley and across a narrow strip of
Oneida County. It widens through
Herkimer and Montgomery Counties
and its eastern end marks part of the
boundary of the region. The loamy
Nellis scils predominate in Jefferson

County eastward, Mohawk and Poland
soils associated with dark-colored

calcareous shales predominate. Some
small areas of coarser-textured acid

into the Mohawk Valley and eastward
to Schenectady County. It crosses the
Mohawk River in Herkimer County
and extends eastward across Mont-
gomery County. Camroden soils with
their fine-textured clayey subsoils
predominate.

Glacial outwash valley land. The
fourth soil area includes the glacial
outwash terraces found on the valley
floors of the region. These deep,

gravelly soils are predominantly -
Palmyra or Howard series south of
the Mohawk River. Those north of the
river near Utica are mainly Chenango.

The farm records were grouped
according to these 4 major soil areas
as follows:

Soil Number of

areas records

1. Well-drained high-

lime upland 274

2. Moderately well-drained
medium-lime upland 317

3. Somewhat poorly-drained,
acid upland 129

4 -Glacial-outwash valley -
land 47

Total 767

With this background of the soils

soils adjacent are included. These
are mainly in eastern Fulton County
and elsewhere around the Adirondack
fringe.

Somewhat poorly-drained, acid

of the region and of how the sample of
farms was drawn, the next letter will
contain a description of the crops
raised in the region.

Yours truly,

upland. The third major soil area
includes the somewhat poorly drained,
strongly acid upland soils which extend
from southern Jefferson County along
the eastern face of the Tug Hill Plateau

T E Eopovinghom

L. €. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE
AND HOME ECONOMICS, STATE OF NEW YORK

N. Y. ETATE COLLEGE OF AGRIGCULTURE . ’ EXTENSION SERYICE
U. 5. DEFARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ACGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS

COOPERATING ITHACK,  NEW YORK "

Letter No. 2

February 24, 1961
To Farmers Visited on

Farm Management Survey:

Some of the facts about 1959 crop group to about 450 acres for the group
production on the farms surveyed in of farms with 60 or more cows. The
the region are reported in this letter. percentages of land in crops and in
These include acreages, yields, soils, pasture were about the same in all
intensity of stocking the cropland, hay size-of-herd groups.
harvest dates, and amounts of rough-
ages. Good performance of crop pro- Use of cropland. The cropland was
duction is a first step in successful used mostly for feed crops for the
dairy farming. dairy cattle. Nearly 80 percent of

the cropland was used for roughage
Use of lJand. The average size of the production - hay, corn, grass and
commercial dairy farms in the region other silages. Another 17 percent of
was a little over 200 acres per farm, the acreage was in oats and oats and
“with nearly 100 acres of crops and 77 barley mixtures:
acres of pasture:
: Crop Percent of cropland
Land use Acres per farm
Hay 63

Crops 99 Corn for silage 12

Pasture 77 Grass silage 2

Woods 30 Other silages 1

Farmstead & other 11 Oats 15

Total 217 Oats & barley mix. 2
Other crops 5

In this study, all of the land op- Total 100
erated. as cne unit, whether ot not it
was owned, was included as one farm. Corn for grain and wheat were

each less than 2 percent of the total

The total acreage ranged frorm 130 crop aCres. Numerous other crops

acres per farm for the 6 to 19-cow were raised on some farms, but these



accountedfor only 2 percent of all crop-
land.

The large farms had a lower per-
centage of hayland but a higher pro-
portion of corn for silage than did the
small farms - a shift to provide more
roughage. Grass silage was also
somewhat wmore important on large
farms. Oats and oats and barley mix-
tures were raised on about the same
percentage of the cropland, regardless
of herd size. There was more corn
for grain but less wheat onlargefarms.

Percentage of farms having select-
ed crops. All of the farms harvested
hay, except for two of them. They
- bought all of their hay. Corn silage
and oats were also common crops -
raised on some 85 percent of the farms.
About one-fourth of the farms had some
grass silage. Nine percent ofthe farms
had other silages, including sudan,
oats, sorghum, millet, and mixtures
of these crops. Onefarm in three
harvested corn for grain. Only 7 per-
cent of the farms raised wheat. Crdps

were green-chopped for feed on 8 per-
cent of the farms.

Corn for silage was produced on
about 90 percent of the large farms,
but on only 60 percent of the 6 to 19-
cow farms. Iikewise, more than a
third of the large farms put up grass
silage, compared to only 6 percent of
the small farms and 17 percent of the
20 to 39-cow farms. The practice of
green-chopping crops for feed was
apparently unrelated to herd size.

Several other crops were raised,
mainly for sale,on afewfarms. These
crops included snap beans, dry beans,
potatoes, peas, cabbage, sweet corn,
buckwheat, soybeans, and rye. Any

_ had 200 acres each.

-2 -

one of these crops was important on
particular farms. The snap bean crop
is a good illustration. It was raised
on 10 farms, and two of these farms
Of coursge, spe-
cialized crop farms and even farms
with dairy cows but with morethan
50 percent of gross receipts from non-
dairy sources were notenumerated in
this survey. Five farms had some
land in the soil bank.

Average yields of majoi‘ crops. Aver-
age yields per acre of some crops in

the regionwere equalto or above state

averages. Corn silage yields of 10.5

tons per acre were just equal to state

average, but above state averages were
havy yields of 2.0 tons per acre and
oats of 58 bushels per acre. Yields

per acre of corn for grain, 49 bushels,
and of wheat, 24 bushels, were both
below state averages:

Yield per acre

Crops Region State
Hay, tons 2.0 1.8
Corn silage, tons 10.5 - 10.5
Qats, bu. 58 54
Corn for grain, bu. 49 53
Wheat, bu. 24 30

- Hay, corn for grain and wheat
yields were markedly higher on large
farms than on small farms. For in-
stance, hay production of 2.4 tons per
acre was harvested on large farms,
but only 1.8 tons per acre on small
farms.

The 1959 crop season in the region
was reasonably normal. Some drought
in the eastern part was reported. Ice
sheets during the 1958-59 winter dam-
aged legume stands in this and other
regions, but the 1959 average hay yield



in the state was higher than any of the
previous 5 years, except one, and on-
ly one-tenth of a ton per acre helow
that yvear.

S0il areas and crop yields. The aver-
age vyield of hay was nearly one-half
ton per acre higher in the area of well-
drained high-lime soils than inthe area
of somewhat poorly drained, acid soils.

Theyield was highest onthe valley soils:

Tons hay
Soil area per acre
Upland
Poorly dr. ,acid 1.7
Mod. dr.,med. lime 1.9
Well dr. ,high lime 2.1

Valley
Glacial outwash 2.3
Corn silage yields were similar in
the different areas, but averaged about
one ton per acre higher on the better-
drained soils. Also oat yields were
about 10 bushels higher on such soils.

Cropland and cows. The average of
all farms had 99 acres of cropland and

3 3 COWwWS. p.e.r... fa_r m., -Or.. SWO -G-I-'Gp- .a.c.r..es R

per cow.

The farms with small herds were
stocked lightly relative tothe cropland.

Those with 6 to 19 cows, averaging 14,

Crop
acres

Crop

Cows per farm acres

Range Average per farm per cow
6 to 19 14 55 3.8
20 to 39 28 86 3.1
40 to 59 46 130 2.8
60 or more’ 76" 208 2.7

As we shall see later, the rate of
stocking had an important effect on
crop yields. What is your situation
with respect to cropland and cows?
To calculate it, divide the total acres
of crops you harvested in 1960 by the
number of milk cows inyour herd dur-
ing the 12-month period of that crop
season and the following winter. In
the present era of rapid changes in
herd size, the adjustment of cropland
is sometimes neglected. Also, itis
frequently easier to add cows than to
obtain additional cropland.

Intensity of stocking and crop yields.

The greater the intensity of stocking
the cropland with cattle, thehigher the
crop yields. For example, farms with
less than 2.0 crop acres per cow had
hay vields that averaged 3. Otons per

acte At -the.other .extreme,..those.

with 5.0 or more crop acres per CoOw
had only 1.6 tons of hay per acre. In
the intermediate groups of farms, the
same relationship held true:

had 55 acres of crops, or 3.8 crop Crop acres Tons hay
acres per cow. In contrast, the farms per cow per acre
with herds ranging in size from 40 to

59 cows, averaging 46, had 130 acres Less than 2.0 3.0

of crops, or only 2.8 acres per cow. 2.0t0 2.9 2.6
Thefarms—with—the Igr gest rerds,; 0 30t 39 22

or more cows, were also stocked heav- 4.0to 4.9 1.8
ily: ' 5 1.6

.0 or more



Likewise, with corn silage and
oats, the more intensively the farms
were stocked, generally the higher the
vields of these crops.

Hay equivalentharvested per farm and
per cow. In addition to the 126 tons of
hay harvested per farm, there were
127 tons of corn for silage, 17 tons of

grass silage and 8 tons of various other
roughages. In terms of hayequivalent
(3 tons of silage or 5 tons of green-
chopped feed equalto 1 ton of hay equiv-
alent), the total amount of these crops
harvested was equal to 182 tons per
farm: : :

Actual Hay equiv.

Crop tons tons
Hay 126 126
Corn silage 127 42
Grass silage 17 6
Other roughage 8
Total 182

The total quantity of roughage har-
vested divided by the number of milk
cows in the herd, 33, gives 5.6 tons
of hay equivalent per cow. This figure
includes the roughage for the cows and
the accompanying stock on the farm.
Not all of this amount was consumed
by the animals,
storage losses and waste.
was sold from a few farms.

however, because of
Also, hay

Variation in amount of hay equivalent
per cow. The amount of roughage har-
vested per cow varied widely from one
group of farms to the next. Fifteen
percent of the farms harvested less
than 4.0 tons per cow and another 23
percent had only 4.0 to 4.9 tons. At
the other extreme, 17 percent of the
farms harvested 6.0 to 6.9 tons per
cow and another 17 percent had 7.0 or

more tons per cow. This latter group
undoubtedly included some farms that
green-chopped feed for their cows:

Tons hay equiv. Percent
per cow of farms
Liess than 4.0 15,
4.0t0 4.9 23
5.0t 5.9 28
6.0toc 6.9 17
7.0 or more 17
Total 100

Dates of hay harvest. Quality of the
roughage is important along with the
quantity. Like the quantity, the time
of harvest of the first cutting of hay
varied widely among the farms. Hay-
ing was started on about 30 percent
of the farms by mid-June. Nearly 50
percent of them were half done by the
end of June, and about 60 percent had
completed first cutting of hay by mid-
July:

Dates of

Percent
first cutting hay of farms
Started by June 15 31

Half done by June 30 46
Completed by July 15 59

The larger the herd, the higher the
percentage of farms that started hay-
ing by mid-June. For example, hay
harvest was started by mid-June on
only 15 percent of the 6 to 19-cow farms.
On the farms with 60 or more cows,
47 percent started by that date. How-
ever, less thantwo-thirds of the farms,
regardless of size of herd, completed
first cutting of hay by mid-July.

Hay vields and crop acres per cow. A
major goal of the cropping system on
a dairy farm is a plentiful amount of




high-quality roughage. High yields of

the roughage crops contribute to this

goal. Intensive stocking of the crop-
land increases vyields, as has been
shown, but this effect is offset by the

reduced cropland per cow.

Various combinations of hay yield
and crop acres per cow are shown in
the accompanying chart (page 6). The
farm records were first sorted by the
number of crop acres per cow into 3
groups. Next, each of these groups
was sorted by the tons of hay per acre
into 3 groups, making 9 combinations
in all. The amount of hay equivalent

per cow for each group was then tabu-
lated.

Twenty-eight farms had low hay
yields andless than 2. 3crop acres per
cow. Only 3.3 tons of hay equivalent
per cow was harvested on these farms,
on the average. Another 136 farms
also hadlow hayyields but 3.3 or more

crop acres per cow. Theyhad 5.8 tons

of roughage per cow. This was about
half a ton morethanthat onthe 95 farms
with high hay vields, but with intensive
stocking. Thelargest amountof rough-
.age. - 7.6 tons. per cow.-~was.harvested
on the 25 farms with high hay yields
and with at least 3.3 acres per cow.

The relation of these variocus com-

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

Tons harvested

Crop Actual Hay equiv.
Hay _ 1
Grass silage + 3
Corn silage 3
Green-chopped
{eed 5
Total X X

Number of milk cows
Average per cow

Is the figure for your farm above
the regional average - 5.6 tons per
cow? We consider this one of the best
objective tests of your cropping pro-
gram. Results of this study provide

-bench marks by which to judge it.

Yours truly,

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist

binations of hay yield and intensity of
stocking to rates of milk prodiction

and profits will bedescribed in a later
. letter.
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COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK IN AGRICULTURE
AND HOME ECONOMICS, STATE OF NEW YORK
N. Y. STATE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE EXTENSION SERYICE

U. 8. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS
COOFERATING ITHACA, NEW YORK

Letter No. 3

March 28, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Numbers of cows kept on different
farms, herd replacements, housing of
cattle, and rates of milk production
are described in this third letter of the
series. '

Number of cows. With 33 cows per
farm, the average size of herd shows
the increase that has occurred over the
years in this region. Butfarmer expe-
rience with respect to size of herd
covers a widening range. Inthis discus-
sion, keep in mind that all the cows

—under-one  management;-even though

cows were milked in more than one
barn, were counted as one herd.

How many small herds are left?

Arelargeherds the rule? Small herds,
those of fewer than 20 cows, are still
very much inthe picture. Theyaccount-
ed for 17 percent of the total herds.
The highest proportion of the dairies,
55 percent, was._ in the size-of-herd

Percent of farms

21
17

L /
// / 6
/i N7 e
6-19 20-39 40-59 60-99 100 +
Number of cows per farm

AN

were widely distributed throughout
the region, but the proportion of them
found in the area of poorly-drained,
acid soils was only about half as high

as the proportion of modal-~sizedherds,
20 to 39 cows, in that area. On the
other hand, in thearea of well-drained,
high-lime soils, large farms were

proportionately a third more common
than average-sized farms.

range of 20to 39 cows. Largec herds
generally attract more attention than
their comparative numbers justify.
Only 6 percent of the farms had 60 to
99 cows, and one percent had 100 or
more:

Herd replacements. The farms in the

region as a whole are generally self-
sufficient with respecttoherd replace-
ments, but the number of heifers raised
and the number of cows bought in rela-



tion to the number of cows kept varied
widely from farm to farm.

There were 18 heifers of all ages
per farm. Included were 7 heifers
under one year of age, or one forabout

every 5 cows on hand:

Number per farm

Cattle (end of year)
Milk cows 33.8
Heifers
2 years or more 3.8
l to 2 years 7.5
Under 1 year 7.1
Total 18.4

There were 54 heifers of all ages
per 100 cows. largefarmshad a some-
what lower ratioof heifers to cows than
smiall farms;

Cows No. of heifers, all ages
per farm per farm per 100 cows

6 to 19 8 57
20 to 39 16 57
40 to 59 24 - 51
60 or more 42 53

Eight percent of the farms raised
no heifer calves intheyear of the study.
Only afew farms raised surplus heifers
to sell. Although the commonpractice
is for dairymen in this region to raise
most of their own replacements, some
did buy cows at times to bring their
herds up to capacity.

Of the total herd replacements, 70
percent were home-raised and 30 per-
cent were bought. However, one-half
of the farms bought one or more cows
for herd replacement during the vear.
Only 7 percent of the dairymen bought
all of their replacements .

Herd turnover. During the year of the

study, 21 percent of the cows were dis-
posed of, This percentage was figured
by comparing the number of cows sold,
died or eaten during the year with the
number on hand at the beginning of the
year. Some farms had a low rate of
"eulling' (under 10 percent), but others
had a high rate (30 percent or higher):

Percent of Percent

cows culled of farms
ODto 9 12
10 to 19 41
20 to 29 31
30 or higher 16
Total 100

With some exceptions, itis extreme-
ly difficult to get from farmers the
sales of cows whichwere for production
purposes. The percentage of cows dis-
posedofisin line withthe earlier state-
ment that raising surplus cattle for
sale is limited to a few farms in this
region,

Method of housing cattle. The milk
cows were housed in stall barns on
practically all of the farms. Among
the 763 farms, there were 10 farms
with loose housing, and one of these
farms had both systems. All but one
of the farms with loose housing had 60
or more cows. Thus, among large
farms - 60 or more cows - only 3 farms
in every 100 had shiftedto loosehouse-
ing in this region of the state. Commit-
ments in existing barns, ohservation
of mistakes with loose housing,and
lack of bedding were common reasons

given for continuing to use stall barns.

Among large farms operators, there
is considerable interest in milking
parlors inconjunction withstall barns.



Five farms included in the study had
this combination of facilities.

Of the 267 farmers with 60 or more
209 of them, or 78 percent,
milked cows in one barn, |7 percent
milked in 2 barns, and 5 percent milk-
ed in 3 or more barns.

COWS,

Milk production. The total amount of

milk soldaveraged 267,000 pounds per

farm and 8,130 pounds per cow. Milk

deliveries for eachfarm were convert-
ed from actual to 3.7 percent butterfat

test. The New Yorkstate average milk

production per cow during the period
of this study was 7,930 pounds. For

the state as a whole, 96 percent of the
milk produced is reported sold from

farms. Consequently, the state esti-

mate of milk sold per cow is7,610
pounds. The regional average of 8,130

pounds of milk sold per cow is 7 per-
cent higher than the state average.

Some herds in the region outprod-
uced others by a wide margin. Fifteen
percent of the farms had milk sales of
less than 6, 000 pounds per cow, where-
as 17 percenthad sales withinthe range
of 10,0600 to 11,999 pounds per cow,

mand..4 -percent. sold. 12, OOOpounds s 1

more per cow:

Targe herds had more milk sold
per cow than small herds. On farms
with 6 to 19 cows, milk sales averag-
ed 7,540 pounds per cow, but on farms
with 60 or more cows, the average
was 8,850 pounds:

Pounds of milk
sold per cow

Cows
per farm

6 to 19 7,540
20 to 39 8,000
40 to 59 8,690
60 or more 8,850

Where does your herd rankin rela-
tion to these averages? To obtain the
comparable figure, total the poundage
from the milk slips for a year, and
divide by the 12 months' average of
milk cows in your herd:
1960 year Your farm
Total pounds of milk sold
Average number of cows
Pounds of milk per cow

Among the soil areas of the region,
there were some differences in the

level of milk sales per cow. Highest,

was the area ofwell-drained,
Lowest was the area

cow,
high lime soils.

Pounds of milk Percent of somewhat poorly drained, acid soils:
sold per cow of farms
Soil Pounds of milk
L.ess than 6,000 15 area sold per cow
6,000 to 7,999 31
8,000 to 9,999 33 Upland
10,000 to 11,999 17 Poorly dr., acid 7,770
12,000 or more 4 Mod. dr., med. lime 7,880
Potal 1606 Well dr,., high Iime 8,540
Valley
Of the entire group of farms, there Glacial outwash 8,180

were just 2 that sold more than 14, 000
pounds of milk per cow.



Yield per acre of both hay and corn
silage were comparatively low in the
area of somewhat poorly drained, acid
soils.

Itis interesting tonote the combined
relationship of herd size and soil are¢a
to milk per cow. The farms with herds
of 60 or more cows in the area of well-
drained, high lime soils hadthe highest
average amount of milk sold per cow
of all the groups. This group of 104
farms inthe sample sold 9,420 pounds
of milk per cow - 16 percent above the
region average anhd 24 percent above
the state average.

The foregoing description of size
of herd and milk yield per cow shows
this to be one of the greatdairyregions
of the state and the nation. But these
facts raise certain questions.

in future letters.

What is the relation of size of herd
tolabor efficiency and tolabor income?
Why the wide differences in milk pro-
duction per cow from one groupoffarms
to the next? What questions do youhave
that might be answered from the data
available in this study? We would wel-
come receiving them.,

Answers tothe above questions and
those you may sendin will be taken up
The nextletter inthe

series will describe the labor force on
these dairy farms.

Yoeours truly,

. ?g'? /
C{ }'5 '(p_,qu\;\/V\@'Q\M LA
.

.. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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April 24, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Some facts aboutthe labor force on
the commercial dairy farms included
in the studyare describedin this letter
number 4 of the series.

Operator labor. Since the study is
based onfull-time farmers, there were
at least 12 months of operator labor
for each farm. Many of the large
farms were operated as partnerships.
In this study, only those partnerships

— rec ocutnted-in-which—the- P Frtparg

were full-time. About one farm in 10
was operated as a partnership. In
nmost cases, the partners were sons,
brothers or other relatives of the op-
erators. The importance of partner-
ships increased withthe size of opera-
tion. They were found on 28 percent
of the farms with large herds;

The operators of the farms with
small herds were about 10 years
older than the operators of the other
size-of-herd groups.

Family labor. Farm work performed

by members of the family was ex-

pressedin terms of months equivalent
of man time. Such family labor a-
mounted to 3.4 months per farm, and
was found on more than 50 percent of

: . the far ms It WS 1nclud ed lnthe farm SRR

expenses at a wage allowance of $175
per month in this study.

Family labor amounted to about 2

months per farm on small farms and
4 months on large farms, and was
commonly found in all size-of-herd
groups:

Cows Percent of Average Cows Mo. family Percent of

PET ' tarms with age ol per labor farms with

farm partnerships operators farm per farm family labor
6 to 19 0 55 6 to 19 1.8 42

20 to 39 7 46 20 to 39 3.7 61

40 to 59 15 43 40 to 59 4.0 57

60 or more 28 44 60 or more 3.8 48



Hired labor. Labor hired by the week
or month with board amounted to 2.5
months per farm, and was found on 31
percent of thefarms. Hired labor with-
ocut board amounted to2. 0 months pexr
farm, and was found on 17 percent of
the farms. Dayandhour labor was em-
ployed on about one-fifth of the farms,
but only in a limited way - equivalent
to 13 days, or 0.5 month, per farm.

The proportion of farms with reg-
ularhiredlabor was, of course, higher
for large herds than for small herds.
Regular help boarded was somewhat
more common than help not boarded.
Hired labor of one type or the other was
found on only 38 percent of the farms
with 20 to 39-cow herds, but on about
90 percent of the farms with herds of
60 or more cows:

Percent of farms

Cows with hired labor

per with without either

farm board board or both
6to 19 9 . 9 18

20 to 39 27 i4 38

40 to 59 51 25 69

60 or more 60 48 89

Wage rates. Help hired by the week
or month with board was paid cash
wages, on the average, of $115 per
month. In addition, estimated cash
cost of board at $30 per month was
included in the farm expenses. Cash
wages of hired help not boarded av-
eraged $194 per month. “

Average wage rates were related
to size of farm operations. Cash
wages per month of help with board
ranged from $106 on farms with typ-
ical-size herds to about $160 on farms

-2 -

with large herds:

Cows Cash wages per month
per farm with board without board

6 to 19 -- --
20 to 39 $106 $187
40 to 59 123 204

161 221

60 or more

Man equivalent. All farm labor a-
mounted tonearly 22 months per farm,
more than three-fourths of which was
performedby the operators and members
of their families: '

Workers Months per farm
Operator 12.0
Partner 1.1
Family 3.4,
Hired 5.0
Total 21.5

In this region, as elsewhere in
New York, the typical commercialdairy
farm continues tobe essentially a family
operation. '

The average man equivalent was
1.8 per farm (21.5 =+ 12). It ranged
from 1.2 per farm on small farms to
3.2 on large farms:

Cows
per farm

Man equivalent
per farm

6 to 19
20 to 39
40 to 59
60 or more

Ww N =
[N S I o AN WV ]

Your labor force. What was the man
equivalent for your farm last year?
If there were several workers, put
down the number of full-time months
for each worker as follows:




Worker Months Output per man. The average number

of milk cows cared for per man was
Operator 18. Another measure of labor use is
Partner the amount of milk sold per man. It
Sons takes into account the kind as well as
Other family the number of cows. For all farms,
Hired 151,000 pounds of milk was sold per

Total an.

Man equivalent
{Total months + 12)

Variation in size of labor force. Within
each size-of-herd group of {farms,
there was some variation in size of
labor force. Even with small herds,
6 to 19 cows, two-thirds of the farms
had some labor in addition to the op-
erator.

With 20 to 39 cows, the typical
labor force was within the range of 1.1
to 2.0 men, although some farms had
more and others less labor than that.
Among the farms with 40 to 59 cows,
nearly one-half of them hada labor force
of 1.1 to 2. 0 men and another one-half
had 2.1 to 3. 0 men.

With fewer than 60 cows, only a
small proportion of thefarms had more
than 3.0 men, On the other hand, with

60 oF mote Cows, baly Abeut 10 pers

cent of thefarms hadless than2.1 men.
In this large-herd group, 43 percent
of the farms had a labor force within
the range of 2.1 to 3.0, and another
30 percent had 3.1 to 4. 0 men:

Use of labor in large herds. Is labor
used more efficiently in large herds
than in small or typical-size herds?
To study this question, thefarm records
were sorted into size~of-herd groups.
The number of cows per man was then
tabulated for each group. The results
are shown in the accompanying graph.

The solid dots in the graph rep-
resent the average number of cows per
man, plotted from the vertical scale
onthe left, for each size-of-herd group
of farms., The scale for number of
cows per farm is on the bottom of the
graph. The line drawn through the
soliddots represents theaveragerela-
tionship between size of herd and use
of labor.

In general, the larger the herd,
the higher the labor efficiency. As

cows, the increase in number of cows
per man was rapid. In herds larger
than 45 cows, theincrease in efficiency
continued. right upthrough the group

of largest herds, although the rate of
increase was more moderate.

The two dashed lines drawnthrough
the circles on the graph indicate the
variability in the number of cows per

Man Number of cows per farm
equivalent 6-19 20-39 40-59 60+
1.0 36 9 1 0
1,1to 2.0 64 77 44 11
2.1to 3.0 0 13 49 43
3.1to 4.0 0 3 5 30
4.1 or more O 0 1 16
Total 100 100 100 100

man. For each group, the circlesare
plotted so that one-half of the farms
fall within those limits. Hence the

wider the spread between these lines,
the greater the variability.



There was no difference in varia-
tion from the average number of cows
per man in the groups of herds up
~ through the 70 to 79-cow group.

Among the two largest groups of
herds, the variability was greater,
however, as indicated by the divergence
of the lines, The average number of
cows per man in the group of herds of

100 -or more cows was 27, but the
number per man on different farms
varied more widely from the average
than was true in the small and medium-
size herds.

Cows

The use of labor is, of course,
affected by the amount of power and
machinery on the farm. The trend
towardincreased size of herdhas been
speeded up by the use of more and
more equipment. Our next letter will
contain a description of the mechaniza -
tion of these dairy farms.

Yours truly
-1
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L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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Oneida-Mohawk region, New York, 1959-60
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Letter Ne. 5

May 17, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

How much do you have invested in
power and machinery? What did it cost
to operate this phase of yourfarm busi-
ness last year? Some facts gathered
from the survey farms are presented
to help you judge the answers to these
and other important questions.

Inventory values and expense of op-
eration of all power and machinery on
each farm were enumerated. First,
let us look at the percentage of farms
in eachsize of herd group that had cer-
~ tain major pieces of equipment.

Forage equipment. The proportion of
farms with hay balers ranged froma-
bout 50 percent for small farms to more

than 90 percent for large ones:

Very few small farms and about
one-half of the farms in the 20-39-cow
group had field choppers. Since they
can ill-afford both, operators of small
farms might better own field choppers

Mow dryers were not very common.
Fifteen percent of thelarge farms had
them.

Nearly one-half of the 40-59-cow
farms and three-fourths of the 60-or
more-cow farms had hay conditioners,
despite the relative newness of this
tool.

One-fourth of the large farms had
mechanical silo unloaders:

Cows per farm

N chines 79 30239 40.59 60+
Percent of farms

Baler 55 88 93 99

Chopper 15 49 71 92

Mow dryer 12 3 10 15

Conditioner ) 28 48 12

Silo unloader 3 5 16 25

Other equipment. Although still not

. common (12 percent) on typical-size

and chop hay rather than own balers.
The chopper can be used, of course,
for harvesting corn and grass for si-
lage as well.

farms, about 40 percent of the large
farms had bulk milk tanks.



Milk pipelines or dumping stations
indairy stables were found on one farm
in about ten of the large farms.

Only one farm in 3 of the typical-
size farms had a mechanical gutter
cleaner. Among large farms, 3 farms
out of 4 were so equipped:

Cows per farm

Equipment 6-19 20-39 40-59 604+
Percent of farms
Bulk tank 3 12 29 41
Pipeline 0 2 3 9
Dump. station 0 2 4 10
Gutter cleaner 3 31 72 76

Investment in power and machinery.
The end-of-year investment averaged
$9,700per farm ontypical-size farms,
butrangedfrom $5, 300 on small farms
to $23,000 on large farms.

Despite the factthatthe large farms
had much more equipment, the invest-
ment per cow was about $300 compared
with $370 on small farms and $340 on
typical-size farms;

Investment

Cows

per farm per farm per cow
6 to 19 $5, 350 $369

20 to 39 9,660 343

40 to 59 15,160 332

60 or more 23,080 306

Expense for power and machinery.
Depreciation, interest on investment,
and operating expenses for the vear
were calculatedfor eachfarm. Charges
for farm labor to make repairs, insur-
"ance, and housing were not included,
however. Credits for
custotn work and gasoline tax refunds
were deducted to obtain the net total

income from

expense, On the average, the expense
amounted to about $4,000 per farm.
The two items - depreciation (equal to
15 percent of the end inventory value)
and interest oninvestment (at a 5 per-
cent rate) - accounted for more than
one-half of the total:

Items Expense per farm
Depreciation $1,684
Interest on investment 534
Gasoline, oil and grease 552
Repairs 479
Tires, license & insurance 152
Bale ties 87
Milk hauling 195
Machine hire 128
Auto {farm share) 189
Electricity (farm share) 207
Total $4,207
Income from custom work 61
Gasoline tax refunds 82
Total (net} $4, 064

The average expense amounted to
$128 per cow, but there was a wide
variation {rom farm to farm. As has
been shown, individual farms had dif-
ferent amounts of machinery. On the
10 percent of the farms with the small-
est expense per cow, the amount was
only $70. But on the 10 percent of the
farms with the largest expense, the
figure was $220, or 3 times as much.

Expense in large herds. How does
this expense per cow vary with size of
herd? With the farm records sorted

" by size-of-herd groups, the expense

per cow for each group was tabulated.
The results are shown in the accom-

panying graph.

This graph is constructed similar
to the one showing the relation of size
of herd to use of labor reported in the



The solid dots in the

preceding letter.
graph represent the average expense
per cow,plottedfrom the vertical scale
on the left,for each size-of-herd group
of farms.
cows per farm is on the bottom of the

‘graph. Thelinedrawn throughthe solid

dots represents the average relation-
ship between size of herd and power
and machinery expense per cow.

The larger the herd, generally
speaking, the lower the average ex-
pense per cow. At least, the expense

was relatively high in smallherds and =

P. & M. exp.

The scale for number of

- 80 cows,

low in large herds. The downward
slope of the trend line between these
two extreme groups was influenced
by the out-of-line expense of the 70-
79-cow and 80-99-cow groups. That
is to say, there was no significant
difference in the average expense per
cow in the herds ranging from 30 to
because the amount of me-
chanization increased. Even so, the
typical-size herd falling in the range
of 30 to 39 cows had $118 of expense

per cow, whereas the herds of 60to
69 cows had only $111. Yet in the

latter group, 3 more cows were cared

per cow

100
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RELATION OF SIZE OF HERD TO P. & M. EXPENSE PER COW
Oneida-Mohawk region, New York, 1959-60



for and 40,000 pounds more milk was
sold per man than on the fypical-size
. farms.

Large herds make possible high
labor efficiency. The high efficiency
is accomplishedinlarge partby mecha-
nization. Therefore, it is likely that
some of the remaining hand-labor jobs,
like feeding, on large farms will be
mechanized. Some dairymen in the
region, whom we like to callinnovators,
are already trying out different meth-
ods. Also many of the types of equip-
ment now found on large farms will be
adopted by existing typical-size farms,
thus enabling these operators toenlarge
their herds and increase their labor
efficiency. '

The two dashed lines drawn through
the circles on the graph indicate the
variability in the power and tnachinery
expense per cow. For each group, the
circles are plotted so that one-half of
the farms fall within those
Hence, the wider the spread between
these lines, the greater the variation.

limits. -

The range in expense per COw was
comparatively wide in the groups of
small herds. This isin contrasttothe
variability in cows per man in these
groups. Some small farms are over-
equipped, whereas others have con-
tinued with just a minimum amount of
tools., Hence, the wide range found in
expense per cow. Large farms, on the
other hand, are more uniformly equip-
ped with the major tools. The expense
per cow varies not so much because
some farms have the items and others
do not, but because of differencesin
operating efficiency. '

A future letter will report the re-
lation of labor efficiency and mechani-
zation to income. Our next letter will
deal with capitalinvestment, farm
expenses, farm receipts and labor
incomes of the farms included in the
study.

Yours truly,

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

How much capital is invested ina
typical dairy farm business in this re-
gion? How is this investment distrib-
uted among real estate, livestock and
equipment? How does the amount of
capital vary from farm to farm? This
sixth letter contams some figures on
these topics.

Average capital per farm. The money
invested in these dairy farms averaged
about $47, 000 per farm. 'Thus, with a
labor force of 1.8 men per farm, cap-

sAtal investmentamountedto.$26,000 per. . .

worker, about $10, 000. higher than the
average of $16,000. per worker in all

manufacturing industry in the nation.

The total investment is equal to nearly
$1,500 per milk cow in the herds.

To the question "’What is the current
market value of the land and buildings
used in your operations?' the average
of farmers' answers was about $21 000

~Land.&. buildings.......

Ietter No. 6

1961

With cows valued on the average
at $305 per head, and young stock
priced accordingly, the investment in-
livestock amountedto $13,500 per farm,
or 29 percent of the total.

At current depreciated values,
about ‘$-1 1,500 per farm was invested
in power and machinery - 24 percent
of the total:

Per Percent
Items , farm  of total

Iivestock 13,510 29
Power & machinery 11,530 24
Feed & supplies’ 570 L

Total ' $47,050 100

With the inventory date (April 30)
occurring near the end of the barnfeed-
ing season, the investment in feeds
and supplies on hand was at a seasonal
low pointand amounted to only one per-

per 'Fa ri T aHd &Hd—bﬂi—}éﬂﬁ-g—s—eeﬂ's—l—s—te‘d—ee nt o f the total ca “lta.l

of 217 acres (99 acres of crops), dwell-
ings, and barns for 33 cows and accom-
panying stock. This real estate value,
equivalent to about'7$100" per acre, or
$700 per milk cow, amounted to nearly
one-half of the total investment.

Reported here in this study is the
total capital used in thefarm business,
whether owned or borrowed. Indebted-
ness was not enumerated. Not included
here are household goods, non-farm



share of auto and outside investments.

Variation in capital per farm. Although
guite modestin amount on some farms,
total capital was very large on others.
Differences in size and condition of
buildings on different farms are widely
observed. It has already been pointed
out that some herds were much larger
than others, with varying inventory
prices of the cattle. From the previous
letter, it is evident that not all farms
were equally well equipped. All of these
differences in physical properties were
reflected in differences in the total in-
vestment per farm.

Only 7percent of the farms hadless
than $20,000 total capital. The range
in capital from $40,000 to$60, 000 in-
cluded the largest proportion of the
farms -~ 38 percent. Three percentof
the farms had from $80, 000 to $100, 000
and another 3 percent had $100,000 or
more:

Range in capital Percent of farms

Zero to $20,000 7
20,000 to 40,000 35
40,000 to 60,000 38
60, 000 to 80,000 14
80,000 toc 100,000 3

100, 000 or more 3

Total 100

Considerable variation in
existed within each size-of-herdgroup.
Among small herds, 6 to 19 cows, total

beginning of the year.

Additions to capital during year. Net
purchases of power and machinery dur-
ing the year of $2,600 per farm were
more than enoughto offset depreciation,
So there was an increase in inventory
of these items from the beginning to the
end of the year of $815. Also, the a-
mount spent for new buildings and re-
pairs exceeded depreciation, with are-
sulting increase in real estate inventory

of $676.

There were 2 more cows andl more
heifer on hand at the end than at the
Therefore, the
cattle inventory showed an increase,
even though cattle were valued at the .

"same pricelevelatthe beginning as at

capital

the end of the year. Finally, feeds and
supplies inventoryshowed a moderate
increase for the year. Overall, the
net increase in capital during the year
amounted to about $2,600 per farm.

More and more capital is being
used to enlarge the business and mech-
anize it more fully. Comparisons with
previous studies in this region show
that since the mid-forties, the amount
of capital per man has nearly tripled
What are thefinancialresults? Incomes
of the farms surveyed is the subject of
our next letter.

capitalaveragedabout $24, 000 per farm.
About 40 percent of these farms had
under $20, 000 and another 40 percent
had from $20, 000 to $40, 000, None had
as muchas $60,000. Among largefarms,
60 or more cows, total capitalaveraged
about $100, 000 per farm. None had
less than $40,000; 41 percent had at
least $100, 000.

Yours truly,

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

- Farm operating expenses, inventory
changes, receipts and net incomes of
dairy farmers surveyed in the region
are described in this letter. These:
figures will provide you with some prac-
tical standards by which to Judge your |
own financial operatlons

Farm operating expenses. Total oper-
ating expenses on- the croSs-sec}tidn
'sample‘of 223 dairy farms in the region
averaged about $9,500 per farm. Feed -
bought headed the list at $2,800. Some
$1,100 was used to buy cattle and other
livestock. Cash expenges for: hired

— la,ber were-rnearly §i;000+- Expenses :

“ . for power and machmery 1ncluded abou‘t_
$550 £or° gasoline; oiland grease, $675
for repairs; $180 for farm share of
auto, $187 for milk hauling, and $140
for machine hire. Building repairs
were $400, real estate taxes $475, and
fire insurance nearly $200.

Crop expenses included $277 for
seeds, $316 for fertilizer and $155for

J.J.[Il(:.'
set on the income side by $82 of ACP
payments. Veterihary expenseaveraged
$185 per farm. About $100 was spent

August 1,

These items w’e‘r‘e_p‘aiftfafl‘ry_cﬁf—ﬁl‘e‘cti'rcrtm = ity phone

Letter No. 7

1961

for dairy supplies and testing, and a
similar amount wentfor breedingfees.
The farm share of electric and tele-
phone bills exceeded $250. Many small |

miscellaneous items came to nearly
$500: '
Items - Per farm -
 Feed bought . $2’,'816- '
- Livestock bought 1,130
Labor hired 920 .
Gasolineg, oil, grease 556

674

L1797
18? -

140

Power & mach. repairs
Auto {(farm share) o
":-Mllk haullﬁg e
~Machineg hlre _

“ Building repairs™’ T 401
Real estate taxes 475
Fire insurance 194
Seeds 277
Fertilizer 316
Time 155
Veterinary _ 185
Dairy supplies & testing - 112
Breeding fees ' 104

FAVE|
Miscellaneous 477
Total - $9,559



Note thatthe foregoing list includes
only farm items; no household expenses
are listed. Also note that capital out-
lays for buildings and machinery, al-
lowance for family labor and interest
payments are not included. These items
are treated later.

Allowance for family labor. The value
of family labor, other than operator,
was taken into account at $175 per
month. This wage allowanceamounted
to $634 per farm, Beinga non-cash
itemn it was not included in the list of
operating expenses, but will be taken
into account,

Inventory changes, As shown in the
previous letter, net purchases of power
and machinery were about $2,600 per
farm. New buildings amountedto $645,
in additiontothe repairs of $400. These
capital outlays were more than enough
to offset depreciation. Also, there were
more cattle and somewhat more feeds
onhandatthe end of the year than at the
beginning., As a result, inventories
showed a net increase of about $2,600
per farm:

Items Change
Land & buildings $ 4676
Livestock +1, 006
Power & machinery +815
Feeds & supplies +111
Total $+2,608

Farm receipts, Milk sales averaged

$12,873 per farm. The average price
received for milk, on a 3.7 percent
butterfat basis, was $4.64 per 100
pounds. Cattle and other livestock sales
were about $1,580, and crops $180.
Miscellaneous receipts, including those
ACP payments of $82,

little more than $600,

amounted to a
Incomefrom all

-2 .

of these sources totalled $15,300:

Items Per farm
Milk $12,873
Other E. 5. products 60
Livestock 1,581
Crops 183
Miscellaneous 603
Total $15,300
Labor income. From the foregoing

figures, several answers with respect
to net income can be calculated.

Total operating receipts of £15, 300,
minus total operating expenses of
$9,559 gives a netoperating balance of
$5,741. Omitted are capital transac-
tions, interest on capital and family
labor. Such a measure of net income
has only limited usefulness.

Total operating receipts of $15,300
minus total operating expenses and
capital outlays combined of $12,777
equals $2,523 -a measure of cash bal-
ance for the year. It is simply the dif-
ference between what was taken in and
what was spent, agsuming no change in
debts. Interest payments arenot taken
into account, however.

It is obvious that not all of the cap-
ital outlays should be charged against
current operations. The excess over
depreciation should be handled as an
increase in inventory. This was done.

To get a complete picture in terms
of what the farm business returned to
the operator for his year's work and
management, the figures were summa -~
rized in terms of "labor income'.

To the total operating receipts was
added the increase in inventories. To



the opérating expenses were added the
capital outlays and allowance for fam-
ily labor:
Items Per farm
Operating receipts $15,300
Inveantory increase 2,608

Total receipts $17,908

Cperating expenses $ 9,559
Power & machinery bought 2,573

New buildings 645

Family labor, exc. operator 634
Total expenses $13,411

Farm incomasa $ 4,497

Interest @ 5 percent 2,287
Farm labor income $ 2,210

labor income per operator $ 1,950

The difference between these two
grouptotals, amountedtonearly $4,500
per farm. This is called farm income,
From the farm income, interest at b
percent on the total capital was deduct-
ed, notjustinterest actually paid., This
interest charge amounted to $2,287,
and when subtracted from farm income,
gave a farm labor income of$2.210.

The labor . incormes..on.farms. op..e:c:a..te,d L

a8 partnerships werereported as labor
income per operator.

The average labor income per oper-
ator of the 2243 farms amcunted to
$1.950, or about $160 per month. As
the measure of financial success in this
study it willbeusedto compare individ-
sal farms and groups of farms. All
reference to labor income in this study

ing, obtained from the farm should be
added. Thus, ihe averagelabor earn-
ings in this region were $2,750:

Items Per farm
Labor income $1,950
Living from farmf{est. ) 800
Labor earnings $2,750

Nene of these measures necessa-
rily shows the amountof income avail-
able for living and saving on individual
farms, however, because of differences
in {1} amount of indebtedness, and (2)
other income of the family.

Income comparisons. Average hired

men's wages per month with house 1n
thie region were reported in letter
number 4 to be $194 per month. Thus,
theaverage labor income of thesedairy
farmers of $1,920, or $160 per month,
does not compare favorably with going
hired men's wages. Overalongperiod
of years in New York farming, average
incomes offarmers haveabout equalled
hired men'swages, althoughtherehave
been wide differences in some years.

For a selected group of 542 dairy

. farms . located ...m.o.s.t.}_.y. in..central New. . ... .. ...

York, those in the extension service
farm accouat projects, the average
labor income was $3,490 for 1959, as
compared with the $1,950 for the ran-
dom sample of farms reported in this
study.

Anocther comparison of interest is
with incomes of commmercial dairyfarms
All incomes are

hased on a9 ndorm somoles A farrms Fp
: O 5 T N et

in other regions.

from bera Am mmeame Iolheyr G een PPN 1
el S T T ML NEASES

operator. If compariscons are to be
made withincomes of non-farm groups.

the value of the living, including dwell-

T A= =+ R ey s Lo e

the figures are for different years. The
crop seasons were about normal, and
economic conditions were similar ,
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exceptfor higher croppricesin 1953-54
andlower milk prices in 1955-56 thanin
other years.

Oneida-Mohawk farm incomes av-
eraged higher than those in the North
Countryandofhillfarms in the Plateau
region. They were lower than those in
the Central Plain and of valley farms'
in the Plateau reglon

Region Year Labor income
Caneida-Mohawk 1959-60 $1,950
Plateau .
Hill - 1957-58 - 1,700
Valley 1957-58 2,660
North Countr”y 1955-56 890
Central Plain 3,140

1953-54

Differences in land resources and
market conditions as they are reflected
in how the farms are organized and op-
erated, together with some variationin

prices, largelyaccount for these differ-

ent levels of incomes.

Average incomes by size ofherd.' Even
more meaningful thanthe average labor
income of the cross-section of farms

in the region are the labor incomes of
the groups of farms with different sized
herds., Remember that the farms in
three of these groups are random sam-
ples. Also, the group of farms with
60 or more cows represents practical-
ly complete coverage.

Farms with small herds, those with
6 to 19 cows, had total capital of about
$24,000 per farm., The difference be-

tween total farm receipts and total farm:

expenées was somewhat - less than
$1,500. Labor incomes averaged only
$260. Some 17 percent of the farms in

‘the region areinthis size-of-herd cat-

egory. Such an inadequate level of
incomes is forcing many operators in
this situation to quit or seek off-farm
jobs. Other farmers in this group are
retiring.

Total capital per farm on the 20 to
39 cow farms reached nearly $40,000,
and labor incomes averaged $1,370.
Remember that 55 percent of the farms

. fall in this size-of-herd group. Even

with living from the farm taken into
account, this level of incomes falls
short of most accepted sta_n’da,rds:

Number of cows per. farm

Items % to 19
Total capital $24,106
Total farm receipts $ 7,045
Total farm expenses 5,577
Farm income $ 1,468
Interest on capital 1,205
Labor income per farm $ 263

Labor income per operator 3 263

20t0 39 40 t0 59 60'of more.
$39, 339 $60 834 ‘$1o4 342
$14,512 $25,173 $ 44,286
11,007 18,518 32,507
$ 3,505 $ 6,655 $ 11,779
1,967 3,041 5,217
$ 1,538 $ 3,614 $ 6,562
$ 1,370 $ 3,170 $ 4,920
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More than $60, 000 of total cap-

Variation in Labor Incomes, by Size of Herd -}

ital was reported on the 40-5% cow

labor income

Percent of farms

farms. Labor income rose to near-
ly $3,200. It is oanly where this

size of operationis reachedthat the
income level compares favorably
with that of urban workers.

With the most capital per farm,
in excess of $100,000 , nearly
$5, 000 of labor income was mmade
onthe farms with 60 or more cows,
averaging 75. The comparatively
good income level of this group of
farms lends encouragement for the
future in dairying.

The remarkable fact is that both
of these latter groups of farm op-
erators have done so well in light
of worsening price-cost relation-
ships in dairying. Their efforts to
enlarge size, adopt new production

Below $-2,000
- 2,000 0

0~ 2,000
2,000 - 4,000
4,000 - 6,000
6,000 - 8,000
8,000 or more

6-19 cows
A6

L L L L L LS AAO
’//////////Zl 33

Below $-2.000
- 2,000 - 0

0 - 2,000
2,000 ~ 4,000
4,000 - 6,000
6,000 - 8,000
3,000 or more

20-39 cows

’///'////,77] 31
"',/////////iZB

practices, and coatrol costs have

paid off.

Variation in incomes. Incomes of
most industrial workers are fairly
uniform from worker to worker ,

because of similar hourly rates and
hours worked. In sharp contrast,

incomes of individual dairymen were

found in this study to vary widely.
These income differences occurred

40-59 cows

Below $-2,000 V77

- 2,000 - 0
0 - 2,000 Vg
2,000 - 4,000
4,000 - 6,000
8,000 or more

even within the groups of farms with
broadly similar size of herds. The
larger the herd, however, the great-

er the variationin incomes(see chart

Below $<2,000
- 2,000 - 0

60 or more cows

A
GIVARY!

0 - 2,000 772
Among the farms with 6 to 19 2,000 - 4,000 L7412
cows, nearly one-half of them (46 4,000 - 6,000 77777 A 21
percent)failed to make a plus labor : L
income, although losses were small 0, V00 - 8, V0V LLLLa] >
on most of them. Thatis, these 8,000 or morel /L L L 2} 24

farms did not have enough income

H L] 1 ]

to meet farm expenses and interest
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on invested capital, = let alone any re-
turn for the operators' labor. One-

third of this group of small farms had
incomes within the range of zero to

$2,000, and nearly one-fifth of them
made from $2,000 to $4,000. But only
one farm (3 percentinthe sample) made
as much as $4,000. This is a highly
productive farm which had a large gain
in the cattleaccountfrom heifersfresh-

ened andhadmilk sales of 10,770 pounds

per cow.

Similarly, among the farms with
20to 39 cows, 11 percent incurredlarge
losses and another 16 percent failed to
make any return for operator labor.
Others fared better. Nearly 60 percent
made up to $4, 000, and 14 percent did
make $4,000 or more. Of these , a few
{3 percent) realized at least $56, 000,
but none made as high as $8, 000.

The percentage of farms with loss-
es was somewhat lower among the farms

with large herds than among those with

small herds. With 40 toc 59 cows, 20
percent of the farms had losses, 13 per-
centwere intheincome range of $6, 000
to $8,000 and 10 percent made $8,000
or more. Minus incomes were found on
18 percent of the farms with the largest
herds (60 or more cows). 'The others
did better,some much better. Twenty-
four percent {nearly one in 4) of these
large farms made at least $8,000. In
fact, incomes on a few of these large
farms exceeded $15, 000,

Using labor incomeas the compara-~-
ble measure of financial success, are
not these wide differences in incomes
amazing? Ashas beenshown; thefarms
are all of the same type-dairy; are all
locatedinthe same region; allreceived
similar prices for milk, andtherecords
are all for the same Crop year.

The major reasons for these differ-
ences in incomes are to be found inhow
the farms were run, The job aheadin
this stﬁdy is to analyze these reasons
and in so doing to resolve them into
guides to successful farming in the fu-
ture. These are the subjects for dis-
cussion in the letters to follow in this
series.

Yours truly,

LEE

- L. C. Cunningham
. Extension Economist
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To Farmers Visited on

Letter No. 8

August 29, 1961

Farm Management Survey:

The end inventory of farm pr.oper—

ty on the farms surveyed showedan state,
increase over the beginning inventory
Yetthe av- b. Ten percent of the principal re-

of about $2, 600 per farm.

erage labor incomewas only $2,210 per

farm or $1,950 per operator. How can :
s? Also,one c. Interest rate 6 percent.

one reconcile thesefigure
farmer's wife observed '
come for our farm looks

never seem to have any money'. What

is the explanation? How

cial progress did these farm families

make ?

'the labor in-

DAIRY FARMING in the ONEIDA - MOHAWK REGION

paid during the vear.

indebtedness of farmers in the

good, but we d. Family out-of-pocket living ex-

penses $3,000 for the year. Since

much {inan-~ 7 percent of the farms were oper-

ated as partnerships, this figure
amounts to $3,210 per farm.

Estimated Debts $10, 000 per Farm e. Family outside income of $300 per
‘ farm from off-farm investments,

Figures on farm receipts, expenses
and inventories were collected {rom
farmers for this study, but no infor-

mation about debts, fam

ily living ex-

similar sources.
is based on fragmentary evidence.

jobs of members of thefamily and
This estimate

penses, or family outside income was f. Value of houschold goods and other

obtained. The following estimates for
the average of the 223 survey farms

were made:.

vear.

personal property $5, 000 per farm
at both beginning and end of the

a. Amount of debts at the beginning
of the vyear $10,000 per {farm,

These estimates and the figures
from the survey were used to prepare

based on USDA reports of total financial statements for theaverage of



the survey farms.

Net Income of $1,600 available
for Investment

To the farm labor incoeme were
added the family labor allowance, in-
terest on owned capital and family out-
side income. Family living expenses
were deducted. The residual was the
amount available for investment or other
purposes:

Items Per farm
Farm labor income $2,210
Family labor allowance 634
Interest on owned capital 1,687
Family outside income 300

Total $4,831
Family living expenses 3,210
Amount available for

investment $1,621

This amount of $§1,621 from current
operations accounted for part of the
$2,608 increase in farmproperty. The
balance came from increased borrow-
ings.

Borrowings increased 10 Percent

Farm operating expenses and cap-
ital outlays for machinery and buildings
were described in the previous letter:

Items ' Per farm
Farm operating expenses $9,559
Machinery bought 2,573
New buildings 645
Interest pavments _ 600
Principal payments 1,000
Family living expenses 3,210
Total expenditures $17,587

Added to those items were interest
payments of $600, principal payments
of $1,000 and family living expenses
of $3,210. The total of all expenditures
exceeded $17,500.

Next, we need to accountfor all the
money taken in. Total operating re-
ceipts were $15, 300 per farm and out-
side family income was $300, so new
borrowings of $1,987 were necessary
to finance overall operations for the
year:

Items Per farm
Total operating receipts $15, 300
Outside family income 300
New borrowings 1,987
Total receipts $17,587

Payments on debts of $1,000 and
new borrowings of $1,987 meant a net
increase in debts of $987, or 10 per-
cent, during the year. The increase
reported for all farmers in the state
was 9 percent. The additional debt of
$987 and the $1, 621 of net income over
living expenses account for the $2, 608
of additional property.

Increase of $1,621 in Net Worth

The statement of what was owned
at the beginning of the period shows
total property of $49,439, debts of
$10,000, and a net worth of $39,439.

Taking into account the increase in
farm property during the year of $2, 608,
the total property at the close of the
year was $52,047, Debts increased to
$10,987, leaving a networthof $41, 060.
The increase in net worth during the
year was $1,621:
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Average per farm Your farm

Items | Beginning End Change Beginning End. Cha;lge :
Farm property $44,439 $47,047 $+2,608 | |
Personal property 5,000 S, 000 0

Total property $42,439 $52,047 $+2,608

Debts $10, 000 $10,987 $ +987

Net worth $39,439 $41,060 $+1,621

These figures represent, of course,
averages for a random sample of com-
mercial farms inthe region. Individual
farm situations variedfrom this average
picture. Why not fill in the figures for
your situation in the space provided.

The increase in net worth was rep-
resented not as money on hand or in
the bank but as more farm property.
This is why the farmer's wife found
cash to be scarce. The business was
expanded faster than net earnings were
accumulated. The explanations for the
increase in property being large in re-
lation to the labor income were that
(a) most of the capital was owned, so

GHIY A pATt of the Tnterest charge used

in calculating labor income was actu-
ally paid and(b)some of the funds used
to finance the increase were borrowed.

Conclusions

1. As agroup, dairyfarmers have large
equities (80 percent) in their busi-
nesses, but wide differences exist
from farm to farm.

financial progress varied widely
among farms.

3. Farmers expanded their operations
faster than earnings permitted, so
debts wereincreased. In this study,
expansion was financed about 60-40
out of earnings and borrowings. -

4. The financial progress of a farm
family depends on:
'a) labor income
b) equity in the business
c) other family income, and -
dj family living expenses.

The most important of theseis

“labor imcome. The analysis in this

study deals with the farm business
factors that affect labor income.

Yours truly,

2. Apparently farmers were able to
get ahead financially (averaging a-
bout $1, 600 per farm) during 1959-60,
the period under study. But again,

.. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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Letter No., 9

September 27, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

The relation of crop vields fo in-
come and the effect of some farming
practices on vyields are described in
this letter.

Size of herd is a major factor in
determining labor income, as was
shown in letter number 7. Therefore,
the analysis of other factors including
crop yields toincomeis based on three
size-of-herd groups of farms:

.Number of Number
cows per farm of farms
20 to 39 _ 217 .
40 to 59 276
60to 99 207

The number of records in each of
these groupsis large enough to permif
sorting to study relationships. In these
letters, the data for particular size
groups are presentedto show the facts

are used mostly for feed, as in this
region, crop vields are related to

income throughtheir effecton the feed
supply and in turn on the number of
cattle kept and the rate of milk flow
per cow. Crop yields are also relat-
ed to crop expense, power and ma-

- chinery expense and feed bought.

The per-acre vields of the major
crops of each farm were expressed
as a percentage of the average vields
of the region, This percentage figure
for cach farm is called ferop yield
index'", A crop vield index of 130 for
a particular farm means that the com-
bined per-acrevields onthat farmwere
30 percent above average.

Relation to roughage per cow. Crop
yvields wewre closely related to the in-
tensity of stocking of the croplaad with
cattle. Farms with high crop vields
in each size of herd group had as many

although the analysis covers all three
groups.

Crop Yields

On dairy farms where the crops

cows as farms with low vyields, but the
cows were kapt on fewer acres of crop-
land, That is, farms with high crop
yvields were much more intensively
stocked than were farms with low yields.
For example, in the group of farms
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with 40 to 59 cows, as the crop vield
index rose from less than 70 to 130 or
more, the average number of cows per
farm was about unchanged at 48, but
the average acres of crops per farm
declined from 182 to 106. The acres
of crops per cow went down irom 3.8
to 2.2,

Despite the reducedamount of crop-
land per cow, high cropyields produced
more roughage per cow than didlow
yields. With low yields only 4.4 tons
of roughage was harvested per cow,
whereas with high yields the harvest
was 6.2 tons per cow in the group of
40 to 59 cow farms:

Crop vield Crop Tons H. E.
index acres harvested
range per cow per cow
Lessg than 70 3.8 4,4

70 to 89 3.2 5.0

90 to 109 2.9 5.4

110 to 129 2.4 5.8

130 or more 2.2 6.2

Relation to milk per cow. Milk per cow
increased significantly as crop vields
went up, because of the additional rough-
age made available. With a cropyield
index less than 70, on the farms of40
to 59 cows, averaging 48, milk sales
averaged just under B, 000 pounds per
cow. But with an index 130 or more
theaveragewas about 9,600 pounds per
cow:

Crop yield Cows Lbs. milk
index per sold
range farm per cow
Less than 70 48 7,980
70 to 89 48 8,180
90 to 109 48 8,240
110 to 129 48 8,920
130 or more 477 9,620

Relation tc selected expense groups.
As would be expected, the expense for
seed, fertilizer and lime per cropacre

went up as crop vields increased. But

power and machinery expenseper Ccow

showednoconsistent relation to yields,
The additional milk per cow associated
with high yields, mentioned above, was
obtained without additional feed bought
per cow. To illustrate, as the crop
yvield index rose from less than70 to

130 or more, crop expense per Crop
acre increased from $5 to $11, but ex-
penses per cow for power and machin-
ery and for feedbought remainedabout
unchanged on the farms with 40 to 59

COwSs:

Crop vield Cropexp. P& M Feed
index per crop expense bought

range acre per cCow per cow
Less than 70 $ 5 $117 $95
70 to 89 7 112 86
90 te 109 9 124 86
110 to 129 9 119 92
130 or more 11 118 92

Relation to income. Incomes roseas
crop yields increased in all three size-~
of-herd groups. The relationship on
the 40 to 59 cow farms was represent-

ative:

Crop yield Number Average
index of labor
rarnge farms ipcome
Less than 70 31 $1,630
70 to 89 52 2,660
90 to 109 74 2,380
110 to 129 60 3,820
130 or more 59 5,200

The 31 farms of this group with
crop vields 30 percent or more below
average made an average labor income
of only about $1,600, whereas the 59



farms with yields 30 percent or more
above average made of
$5,000.

in excess

Soils related to Crop Yields

It was pointed out in letter number
2 that crop yields, particularly of hay.
were higher inthe area of well-drained,
high-lime soils than in the area of
somewhat poorly draimed, acid soils.
But in all four soil areas, there were
differences in yields onindividualfarms.
Some practices were found to be di~-
rectly related to variations in yields.

Practices related to Crop Yields

High crop vields were the result of
many farming practices. Awmong those
affecting amounts of plant food which
could beanalyzed in this study werecrop
expense, intensity of stocking and the
amount of plant food awvailable from
manure and commercial fertilizer.

Crop expense per Crop acre.
for seeds, fertilizer,

Cutlays
lime and weed
sprays were grouped as crop expense,

In general, crop vields rose as the

increased. Laborincomealso lncreas-
ed,
which the money was spent were. prof-
itable.. . The average expendifures in
the highest groups was $20 per crop
acre. The relationship found on the
60 to 99 cow farms was as follows:

indicating that the practices for

Intensity of stocking. The farms that
were stocked the heaviest with cattle
in relation tothe cropland had the high-
est crop yields, because of the addi-

tional plant food from manure. In the

group of farms with 40 to 39 cows, for
example, thosefarmsthat were lightly

stocked, 4.0 or more Crop acres per
cow, had an average c¢rop yield index
of only 81. In contrast, farms that
were heavily stocked, less than 2.0
Crop acres Pper Ccow, had an index of
125. A similar relationship was found
in the other size groups of farms. The
more intensively the farms were stock-
ed, the higher the crop yields and the
larger the average labor income:

Crop acres Crop Average
per Cow yield labor
Range Average index income
less than 2.0 1.6 125 $4,390
2.0to 2.9 2.4 112 3,200
3.0to 3.9 3.4 94 2,840
4.0 or more 4.9 81 2,540

Additional cropland per cow did
provide more roughage per cow, but
milk per cow did not increase because

cause the hay produced was of lower
Alsc, as the amount of crop-
cow increased, power and

quality.
land per
machinery expsnse per cow went up
markedly.

Manure and commercial fertilizer.
The rate of stocking the cropland with

Crop expense Crop  Average cattle influenced crop yields through
PET CTOopacre vield labor the amount of manure produced. The
Range Average index income amount of plant food available from
' stable manure produced on each farm

Il.ess than $5 $ 3 103 $3.380 was calculated. It was assumed that
5to 9 7 109 4,060 8 tons of manure was produced, other
10 to 14 12 118 5,700 than that on pasture, per ¢ow or other
15 or more 20 124 5,830 anpimal unit, and that a ton of manure



contained 10 pounds of nitrogen. 5

pounds of phosphoricacid, and 10 pounds
of potash. The actual amount of plant
food available for the crops depended
oh 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 overstates the actual

situation. On the 20 to 39 cow farms,
for example, 350 tons of stable manure
was producedper farm. This amounted
to 3.9 tons of tmanure containing 98
pounds of plant food available per crop
acre, '

Practically all of the dairymen
used some commercial fertilizer on
their 1959 crops. On the 20 to 39 cow
farms, the applicationamounted to the
equivalent of 100 pounds of 10-10-10
mixed fertilizer, or 30 pounds of plant
food, per crop acre. For all three
size-of-herd groups, manure was much
more important than commercial fer-
tilizer as a source of plant food. Also,
farms with large herds had somewhat
more plant food per crop acre from
both sources than didfarms with small
herds:

Cows per farm

Source 20-39 40-59 60-99
Ibs. of plant food
Manure 98 104 106
Com.fertilizer 30 37 _é_é_
Total 128 141 152

The plant food available from ma-
nureand commercialfertilizer combin-
edhada strong influence on cropyields.
Astheamountper crop acre increased,
crop vyvields as measured by the index
rose strikingly, especially up to 150
pounds per acre (see chart, page 5).

It paid well toprovide the additional
plant food. This is shown by the fig-
ures for the group of farms with 40 to
59 cows. On farms with limited plant
food, 0 to 99 pounds per crop acre, the
crop yvield index was only 79 and the
average labor incomewas about $2,500.
With liberal plant food, at least 200
pounds, the yield indexwas 132 and the
average income exceeded $4,600:

Pounds of plant food Crop  Average
per crop acre yield labor
Range Average index income
0to 99 75 79 $2,530
100 to 149 120 103 2,670
150 to 199 1e8 116 4,020
200 or more 235 132 4,630

To supply additional plant foodwas
an outstanding practice to improve
crop vields. This was done by heavy
stocking of the cropland{about 2 acres
per cow} and the application of the
equivalent of 250 to 300 pounds of com-
mercial fertilizer per crop acre. That
is, a 50-cow farm would have about
100 acres of crops to which would be
applied 12 to 15tons of fertilizer. This
combination of practices should provide
the desired roughage supply of 6 tons
of hay equivalent harvested per cow.,

Yours truly,

. /7; ?{fj ,:;?f,f;/‘a A/‘v{ ’;\"\@é\m

L. C. Cunningham
Extens_ion FEconomist
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RELATION OF PLANT FOOD PER CROP ACRE TO CROP YIELDS
762 dairy farms, Oneida-Mohawk region, New York, 1959-60

Crop yvields were directly related to available plant food. The response in
_yields to additional amounts of plant food was striking, particularly at the low

and intermediate levels.
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T,etter No. 10O

October 31, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

The amount of milk per cow varied
widely from farm to farm and account-
ed for a great deal of the variation in
labor incomes of the farms in this
study. In this letter is shown the rela-
tion of this important factor to crop
yields, use of labor and selected ex-
pense groups, and to labor income.
Also shown is the relationship of some
farming practices to milk per cow.

As with crop yields, the analysis
of milk per cow is based on either the
three size-of-herdgroups of farms, or

on all farms. Presented in some sec-

tions of this letter to show the facts,
however, are data for only particular
size-of-herd groups.

Milk Scld per Cow

You will recall that we are dealing
with the amount of milk sold per cow,
not the amount produced. The total
pounds of milk delivered to the plant,

Relation to crop yields, labor and ma-

chines. Milk socld per cow and per-

acre yields of crops were interrelated,

as was shown in the previous letter.
The records of each size-of-herdgroup
were sorted on milk per cow and crop
yields were tabulated. As milk per
cow Irose, crop yields went up fairly
consistently in the medium and large
sized herd groups, but less so in the

small herd group.

The number of cows cared for pef
man was about as high on farms with

'h"ig'h milk production per cow as on

farms with low production, except in
the 60 to 99 cow group where the num-
ber was somewhat fewer. DBut power
and machinery expense per cow in=
creased as milk per cow rose. Gen-
erally, the farms with good cows were
more fully mechanized than were the
farms with poor cows. On farms with
40 to 59 cows, as milk per cow rose
from less than 6,000pounds toll, 000

convertedfirom actual butterfat testto
3.7 percent, was dividedby the average
number of milk cows in the herd.

pounds or more, the number of cows
per man declined from 23 to only 21
but power and machinery expense per
cow jumped from $100 to $135:



P. & M.

Pounds of Cows

milk sold per expense

per cow man per cow
Less than 6,000 23 $100
6,000 to 7,000 25 114
7,000 to 8,000 23 108
8,000 to 9,000 23 119
9,000 to 10,000 23 121
10,000 to 11,000 21 127
11,000 or more 21 135

Livestock expense, including veter-

inary fees and medicines, breeding
fees, milk testing, dairy supplies and
miscellaneous items, averaged about
twice as much per cow on farms with
high-producing cows as on those with

low-producing herds.

How well on the
average did high-producingherds pay?
What were the odds of making a $5, 000
labor income with such cows? As any
experienceddairyman would know, the
relationship of milk sales per cow to
labor income was indeed striking.

Relation to income.

Take the figures for the 40 to 59
cow group to illustrate the point. The
21 farms with less than 6,000 pounds
of milk sold per cowincurred a serious
loss on the average -
income of $1,760:

a minus labor

Pounds of Number Average
milk sold of labor
Der Cow farms ihcome
Less than 6,000 21 $-1,760
6,000 to 7,000 29 220
7,000 to 8,000 50 1,910
8,000 to 9,000 56 3,500
9,000 to 10,000 52 4,020
10,000 to 11,000 37 5,450
11,000 or more 31 7,400

One-half of thesefarms had losses
of at least $1, 000 and none made as
much as $5,000. As milk per cow
went up, average incomes rose. The
31 farms with 11, 000 pounds or more
of milk per cowmadean average labor
income of $7,400. Only one farm in
this group had a loss - the loss was
small - andfour out of five of the farms
made $5,000 or better.

A 1,000-poundincrease inmilk per
cow railsed the average labor income
about $700 on the small farms, $1, 500
on the medium-size farms and $1, 800
on the large farms.

Practices Related to Milk per Cow

Of the many farming practices that
bear onthe rate of milk production per
cow, season of production, herd turn-
over, roughage harvested and feed
bought could be analyzed in this study.

Season of milk production. The higher
the percentage of winter milk produc~

tion, generally speaking, the larger
the amount of milk sold per cow and
per man, thehigher the price received
for milk, and the larger the incorme:

Percent of milk Pounds of Average
sold Oct. -Mar. milkscld labor

Range Average per cow income
Less than 40 36 7,300 $ 40
40 to 44 42 7,800 2,010
45 to 49 47 8,590 3,320
50 to 54 52 9,440 4,530
55 or more 58 8, 890 4,060

On specialized dairy farms, such
as these, year-round milk production
is of particular impertance in the effi-

cient use of labor. Thefigures for the



with 40 to 59 c¢ows show that
about 50 percent of the milk produced
in the 6 months October to March was
optimum.

farms

Percent of cows removed. To figure
this the number of cows
sold, eaten ordiedduring the year was
divided by the number of cows at the
beginning of the year.

percentage,

In each sizeof

herd group, milk per cow was lowest
in the herds with the slowest turnover
In the 20 to 39 and 40 to 59
cow groups, production was highest in
the herds with 30 percent or more of
the cows removed. Inthe 60 to 99 cow

group, it was highestin the herds with

of cows.

turnover inthe range of 20to 29 percent.
Generally speaking, however, labor
incomes were highest where culling
was held within the range of 10 to 19
Incomes were lowest where
The

figures forthe 40 to 59 cow farms show

percent,
turnover was at either extreme.

the typical relationship:

Percent of Pounds of Average

value of cows houghtand heifers fresh-
ened:

Lioss on

Percent of Livestock
cows remoaoved expense cows per
Range  Averapge per farm farm
0to 9 6 $505 $ 386
10 to 19 i5 654 1,042
20 toe 29 24 672 1,581
30 o0r more 37 695 2,611

The amount of
hay equivalentharvested per cow taken

Amount of roughage.

by itself showed onlya limited relation.
to milk vield per cow in all three size
groups. This was largely because of
other influences whichwillbe discuss-

ed later.

Kind of roughage. All 762 records
were sorted according to the kind of
roughage harvested. On 91
where hay was the sole roughage, the
hayharvestaveragedonly 5.0 tons per

farms

cow and milk scld only 7,780 pounds
per cow; 25 farms with hay and grass

cows removed milk sold labor silage did better, and 465 farms with
Range Average per cow income hay and corn silage did still better.
Butthe best average performance was
te Qe b 7,600 .82,.010 ~onlB8lfarms withallthreeroughages -
10 to 19 15 8,700 3,880 hay, grass silage and corn silage:
20 to 29 24 - 8,840 3,280
30 or more 37 9,7010 ' 2,540 Kind Tons H.E. Pounds of
of harvested milk sold
The figures for this same size roughage per cow per cow
group of farms show that not only was
somewhat more money spent on veter- Hay 5.0 7,780
inary bills and similar items of live- Hay, grass silage 5.2 8,240
stock expense, butthatthe loss on cows Hay, cornsilage 5.6 8,580
mounted rapidly as the percentage of Hay, grass silage,
cowsremovedwent-up- corn silape 5.8 8,830
T.oss on cows was calculatedby Using the one size-of-herd group,

subtracting the total of end inventory
value plus value of cows removed from
the beginning inventory value plus the

40 to 59 cows, whereherd size 1s rel-
atively constant andnumbers of farms

are sufficient, a similar increase in



milk per cow is shown, as is also the
advantage inlabor income for the farms
having the combination of all three

roughages:
Kind Pounds of Average
of milk sold labor
roughage per cow income
Hay 8, 080 $2, 300
Hay, corn silage 8,580 3,200
Hay, grass silage,

corn silage 9,070 3,820

Date
experiences check with experimental
results which show that more milk is
produced with early cut hay than with
late cut.

of hay harvest. These dairymen's

In all three as the
percentage of first-cuttinghay harvest-

edby June 30 increased, milk per cow

size groups,

rose. The single exception was the
sub group of farms with 90 to 100 per-
cent of the crop cut by June 30 in the
20 to 39 cow size group. Hay equiv-

alentharvested per cow and the amount
of feed bought per cow showedirregular

trends. The relationship on the 40 to
59 cow farms was representative. With
no hay harvested by June 30, milk
sales averaged onlyabout7,700 pounds
per cow, but with the hay harvest near-
ly completed by that date, milk sales
exceeded 9,200 pounds per cow:

Percent hay Tons H.E. Pounds of
harvested harvested milk sold
by June 30 per cow per cow
Zero 4.9 7,720
1to 49 5.4 8,430
50 to 89 5.8 8,940
90 to 100 5.5 9,270

Feed bought per cow. The total dairy
feed bought, including roughage if any,

was divided by the average number of
cows intheherdto calculate this expense
The amount of dairy feed bought
per cow was closely related to the
amount of milk soldper cow. However,
average labor ihcomesindicated that
additional feed bought, of itself, did not
pay. Take the large farms, 60 to 99
cows, for example. Asfeed bought per
cow rangedfrom less than $50 on some
farmsto $125 or more on others, milk
per cow rose irom 7,370 pounds to
10,430 pounds, but labor incomes did
not go up:

item.

Feed Pounds of Average
bought milk sold labor
per cow per cow income
Less than $50 7,370 $4,000
50 to 74 8,600 4,850
75 to 99 8,660 4,725
100 to 124 9,590 5,090
125 or more 10,430 4,720

Feed bought per cow and crop yields.
Additional roughage obtainedfrom high
crop yields gave a greater response in
milk per cow than that {rom a large
The combination

Crop area per COw.
of feed bought and roughage from high
vields had a pronounced effect on milk
production per cow. The facts are

shown by a "double sort' of all 762

records, first
index inte four groups and the records
in each of these groups sorted by a-

sorted by crop vield

meount of feed bought per cow.

With low crop yvields and low feed
bought per cow, milk sales averaged
only about 6,900 pounds per cow. At
each level of crop vields, as more feed
was bought, milkper cow went up{see

chart on next page).

The combinaticn of high crop yields
and large amount of feed bought per cow



Pounds of milk
sold per cow
10,000 L 125 or more S~
<s— 100 to 124
9,000 f-
&S Less than 75
§, 000 Crop yvield indexes
7,000 L
6,000 d i ! ' : i
50 75 100 125 150
Amount of dairy feed bought per cow
Relation of Amount of Feed Bought per Cow to Milk Sold per Cow,
With Different Levels of Crop Yields
resulted in average milk output of feed bought per cow, this prac-
10,600 pounds per cow; tice did not raise profits, except
in the group of farms with high
Feed Crop yvield index crop yields. With low yields,
bought Under 75 100 125 labor income roseasfeed bought
per cow 75 to 99 to 124 or more increased up to $125 per cow,
but then income fell back. With
Pounds of milk per cow the crop yield index in the range
af 75 to OQ, inrnmpcxvp'r‘ﬂlﬂhhl]f"
Under $75 6,880 7,510 8,080 8,170 ~ unchanged as feed purchases
75 to 99 7,870 8,240 8,480 9,340 rose. Again, with the crop
100 to 124 8,360 8,940 9,250 g, 380 yield index in the range of 100
125 or more 9,170 9,620 10,460 10,600 to 124, labor incomes fluctu -
ated irregularly but did not rise.
Notwithstanding the strong response Only in the group with high crop yields,

in milk per cow from added amounts of index of 125 or more, did average



-6 -

incomes tend to improve with increas-
Here, unfortunate -
ly, the increase in income was irreg-

es in feed bought.

iular because of differences in size of
herd. The group of farms with a crop
vield index of 125 or more and feed
bought of $75 to $99 made an average
labor income of nearly $5,800. How-
ever, the group with similar high
yields andstill more feed bought, $125
or moreper cow, was themostsuccess-

ful with an average incore of nearly
$6,200:

Summary of practices. These prac-

tices gave the highest response in milk
per cowand, generally speaking, were
the most profitable:

1. Produce about 50 percent of
the vear's total milk inthe 6
months October to March.

2. Holdthe turnover of cowsin
the herd within the limits of 10
to 20 percent for the year.

3. Provide the combination of

three roughages - hay, grass

silage and corn silage.

Feed Crop yield index
bought Under 75 100 125
per cow 75 to 99 to 124 or more

Labor income

Under $75 & 880 $2,470 $4,180
75 to 99 1,290 2,620 2,580
100 to 124 2,010 2,330 3,620
125 or more 900 2,350 3,820

We can loock at the above income
At each level
of feed bought per cow, average labor

figures in another way.

incomes rose markedly and fairly con-

sistently as crop yields improved,
because the high yields meant more
feed. That 1s, both additional home-
grownfeedand purchasedfeedproduced
more milk. It was most profitable,
however, to buy additional feed where

high crop vields were obtained.

4. Complete the first-cutting
hay harvest at least by the end

of June.
$4,310
5,760 5. Combinea liberal amount of
4,430 roughage (6 to 7 tons of hay
6,170 equivalent per cow)obtainedfrom

high crop yields with moderately
heavy purchase of feed ($125 to
$150 per cow, basedonprices in
the period of this study}.

Yours truly,

" ~

¥ P .
Z\Hz Q‘, éé&i/‘ubxurwu{g%\ﬁxj%k)

i
I,. C. Cunningham s
Extension Economist
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December 22, 1961

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Perhaps the most important ques-
tion facing you as a dairyman is 'what
size of herd?' To watch what your
neighbors are doing is one guide. But
much more can be learned from the
systematic study of groups of farmers'
experiences than from readingabout
some widely-publicizedindividual case
here or there.

Special emphasis was placed on
the problem of size of herd in this
study of farms in the Oneida-Mohawk
region. Records were obtained on a
high proportion of large herds to pro-
vide substantial evidence on their oper-
ations.

Average labor incomes were shown
in letter number 7 to be much higher

tion to the acres of crops on these
farms presented no fixed pattern .
Although each dairyman mayhave been
striving for some desiredrate of stock-
ing, the situation on many farms was

partly happenstance.

The largerthe herd, the larger the
acreage of crops per farm, of course.
But the ratic of crops to cows went
down as size of herd increased. That
is, the farms with large herds were
stocked much heavier with cattle than
were the farms with small herds. The
6 to 19 cow group had nearly 4 crop
acres and the 20 to 39 cow group had
3.1 acres per cow. But the three lar-
gest size-of-herd groups all had under
3 crop acres per cow:

for large herds than for small herds. Cows Crop Crop
Let us turn in the present letter to a per farm acres acres
further description of these size-of-herd Range Average per farm per cow
groups and an analysis of the reasons
for the differences in incomes 6 to 19 15 58 3.9
20 to 39 29 90 3.1
large Farms Stocked Heavier 40 to 59 48 134 2.8
e 60 to 99 71 198 2.8
The number of cows kept in rela- 100 or more 131 338 2.6

ITHACA T NEW- Y ORI :



The question may be raised 'what
is the most economical combination of
cropland and cows?', but the answer
must wait until other points have been
considered.

Crop Yields Higher on Large Farms

Crop vields were higher on large
farms than on small ones. This is to
be expected because of the heavier
stocking of the large farms. Despite
higher yields, however, the amount of
roughage harvested per cow was no
larger onbig farms than onlittle ones.

Small herds had an average Crop
yield index of only 89, or 11 percent
below average. The group of herds
with 60 to 99 cows hadanaverage yield
indexof 113, Yet theamounts of rough-
age per cow in the two groups were
similar, becausethe high yields on the
large farms were offset by the reduced
area of cropland per cow. The farms
with 100 or more cows hadyields 9 per-
centaboveaverage, butbecause of lim-
ited cropland, had a comparatively low
amount-of roughage per cow:

Cows Crop Tons H. E.
per - yield harvested
farm index per cow
6 to 19 589 5.8

20 to 39 97 5.6

40 to 59 106 5.5

60 to 99 113 5.7

100 or more 109 5.0

Milk per Cow Also Higher

Do large herds produce less milk
per cowthan small herds? Theanswer
is 'no'. The groups of herds of40 to
59, 60 to 99,

and 100 or more cows

all had significantly higher milk sales
per cow than did the smaller herds.
It might be expected that the small
herds, 6 to 19 cows, would have rela-
tively low production per cow. DBut it
is somewhat surprisingtofind that the
60 to 99 cow group had 800 pounds more

milk per cow than the 20 to 39 cow
group:
Cows Lbs.milk Feed
per sold bought
farm per cow per cow
6 to 19 7,510 $81
20 to 39 5,140 82
40 to 59 8, 640 90
60 to 99 8,940 88
100 or more 8,740 81

The amount of feed bought per cow
was not closely correlated with size
of herd. Aswas justshown, the amount
of roughage per cowwas alsounrelated
to size of herd. Therefore, it appears
that other practices were largely re-
sponsible for the higher rate of milk
flow per cow on the large farms than
on the small ones.

More Cows More Income

It was shown in letter number 7
that the 6 to 19 cow farme made an
average labor income of only about
$300, whereasthe herds of 60 or more
cows as a group returned an average
income of nearly $5, 000. Incomes of
the other two size-of-herd groups were

in between these two extremes.

This relationship of size of herd
to labor income is shown graphically
The solid
dots inthe graph represent the average
labor incomes, plotted from the ver-

in the accompanying chart.
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RELATION OF SIZE OF HERD TO LABOR INCOME
762 dairy farms, Oneida-Mohawk region, New York, 1959-60

tical scale on the left, for the different
size-of-herdgroups. The scale onthe
hoftom of the graph is for the number
The line drawn
through the dots shows the average re-

of cows per farm.

lationship of size to income.

In general, the larger the herd the
higher the income. The increase in

income was greatest in moving from

The shaded area along the line
shows the variability in incomes. Ia
each size group, one-half of the cases
fallwithintheshadedarea. The greater
the width of the area, the greater the
variability inincome. Note thatincomes
of farms with large herds were much
more variable than were incomes of
farms with small herds.

small herds to moderate sized herds.
Buttheincreaseata slower rate carried
on right up to the largest herds, those
of 100 or more cows. '

Why Large Size of Herd Pays

Higher crop yields and larger a-

mounts of milk sold per cow aretwo



explanations why large herds were more
profitable than small herds. There are
others. Large size of herd makes

possible gains in the efficiency oflabor
and of capital investment in machinery
and buildings. Let us look at some of

these relationships.

28 Cows per Man on Large Farms

The larger the herd, thehigher the
labor efficiency as was shownin letter
number 4. The figures are stated in

more detail here.

On farms with small herds,b to
19 cows and averaging 15, the labor
force in terms of man equivalent was
1.3, This meant 12 cows caredfor per
man on the average. Average age of
operator {54 years) in this group of
farms was some 10 years older than
that of each of the other groups.

The labor force increased, of course
as size of herd went up, but not in a
fixed ratio. On 40 to 59 cow farms,
averaging 48, the labor force was a
little more than 2 men. In this group,
The
highest labor efficiency was obtained
on the largest farms. On farms with
100 or more cows and averaging 131,
about 5 menwere employed. On these

the number of cows per man

23 cows were cared.for per man.

farms,
averaged 28:

Cows Man Cows
per equiv. kept
farm per farm per man
6 to 19 1.3 12
20 to 39 1.7 19
40 to 59 2.2 23
60 to 99 3.1 24
100 or more 4.9 28

-4 -

High labor efficiency is one of the
major advantages of large farm busi-
nesses over small ones. The use of
labor is, of course, influenced by the
amount of power and machinery on the
farm.

More Machines on Larpge Farms

Large farms were found in this
study to be more fully mechanized than
small farms, as described
letter number 5,

weare in

The power and machinery invest-
ment per cow was aboutthe same in the
various size-of-herd groups, except
for the group of largest herds. The
expense per cow did go down markedly,
however, as size of herd increased.
For the most common size of herd, 20
to 39 cows, the expense averaged$128
per cow. But for the largest herds,

100 or more cows, it was only $93:

Cows Power & machinery
per Investment Expeunse
farm per cow per cow
6 to 19 $337 $144
20 to 39 346 128
40 to 59 327 118
60 to 99 320 116
100 or more 245 93

It is apparent that good labor effi-
ciency was attained on large farms
without excessive expense for power
and machinery. In fact, second only
to the labor advantage of a large busi-
ness is the fulluse of equipment in such
a business.

Real Estate Expense no Higher

large size has still another advan-



tage. The investment in landandbuil-
dings amountedto $600to $700per cow,
exceptforthe 6 to 19 cow group, where
it was $970per cow. At least one res-
idence is usually involved irrespective

of the size of herd.

The annual expense for real estate,
including interest, depreciation, repairs
and other items, on a per-cow basis,
wasg no higher on large farms than on
This was true
despite the fact that large farms gen-
erally had more newand remodelled
buildings than small farms:

medium sized farms.

Cows Real estate
per Investment Expense
farm per cow per cow
6 to 19 $970 $85
20 to 39 670 69
40 to 59 600 62
60 to 99 660 68
100 or more 730 68

Spreading the overhead expensefor
land and buildings over many units is
a thirdmajor advantage ofalarge farm
business.

How Large Should a Dairy Farm Be?

The data from this study show that
for this region most of the advantages
to be painedfrom size of business alone

in the use of labor and machinery were
attained where size of herd reached
about 60 cows. Withpresentkinds and
gizes of machines, some such number
of cows permits reasocnably full use of
machinery as well as of labor. The
addition of major investments, like a

milking parlor, favors or even compels

~ a herd size larger than 60 cows.

In more general terms, the dairy
farm operation should be large enough
to provide:
(a) full employment for at least 2
men, and
{b) economic use of major machines,

like balers and bulk milk tanks.

This 60-cow figure is stated withthe
full realizationthatnearlythree-fourths
of the farms inthe regionhad fewer than
40 cows, and that only one farm in 14
had as many as 60 cows. But any farm-
er should have in mind what the opti-
mum size of operationisfor his region.
Then,for him, size of operationdepends
on his experience, knowledge,available
capital and his personal goals.

Yours truly,

T Cmiafon

L. C. Cunningham
Extension FEconomist
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the results of the Oneida-Mohawk region study.
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As with these letters,
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Letter No. 12

_ Janvary 26, 1962

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

The average number of cows kept
per manwas 18 and the amount of milk
sold per man was 151 thousand pounds
on the cross-section sample of farms
surveyed inthe Oneida- Mohawk region
These and other characteristics of the
labor force were described in letter
number 4. Let us turn in the present
letter to the relationship of labor effi-
ciency to other farm business factors
and to labor income.

The analysis of relationshipsis
based on the records of the three size-
of-herdgroups of farms, 20 to 39 cows,
40 to 59 cows and 60 to 99 cows, in
which size is held
Since increasing size of farm operations

nearly constant.

is onhe ofthe principal ways of improving
labor efficiency, this analysis empha-
sires relationships exclusive of the

were found. As the number of cows

per man increased, the amount of milk
sold per cow tended to decline, espe-
cially with 30 or more cows per man.

Also, the amount of roughage harvested
per cow decreased moderately.

Take the 40 to 59 cow farms for
example. On farms where less than
15 cows per manwere kept, milk sales
averaged 8,870 pounds per cow and
hay equivalent 6.4 tons per cow. But
onfarms with 30 or more cows per man,
milk per cow was down to 8,180 pounds
and hay equivalent per cow only 5.2

tons:
Cows Pounds -Tons H. E.
per milk sold harvested
man per cow per cow

effect of the size factor. Less than 15 8,870 6.4
| 15 to 19 8,840 5.8
Number cf Cows per Man 20 to 24 8,700 5.4

: 25 to 29 8,480 5,2
Relationto milk per cow and to roughage 30 or more 8,180 5.2

per cow. When the records in each
size group were sorted by the number
of cows kept per man, two important
relationships bearing on production

As the number of cows per man
increased, milk per cow was maintained
up to 30 cows per man in the 20 to 39



cow gr‘oup, -but it decreased signifi-
cantly in the 60 to 99 cow group.

Relation to size of labor force and to
Within each of the three
the farms with
highlabor efficiency, in terms of cows

machinery.
size-of-herd groups

per man, had a considerably smaller

labor force per farm than did those
they
lower power

with low efficiency. Furthermore,
actually had somewhat
and machinery expense per farm. The
high efficiency was attained by fitting
the size of the labor force tightly to the
size of the job to be done and appar-
ently by cutting corners wherever pos-
sible.

In the 40 to 59 cow group, farms
with 30 or more cows per man had an
average man equivalent of less than
half aslargeas that for farms with less
than 15 cows per man. Even so, aver-
age power and machinery expense per
farm was smaller than on the farms
with less than 15 cows per man:

Cows Man P. & M.

per equiv. expense

man per farm per farm
Less than 15 3.4 $6,580
15 to 19 2.7 5,730
20 to 24 2.2 5,620
25 to 29 1.8 5,730
30 or more 1.4 4,990

The aver-
age labor income rose rapidly and
fairly consistently with increases in the

Relation to labor incotme.

aumber of cows per man, exceptin the
60 to 99 cow group.

In the 40 to 59 cow group, the av-
erage labor income was about $4, 600
where 30 or more cows were kept per

man, as compared with only about
$1,100 where there were less than 15
' Most of this increase
in income is due to the saving in labor,

Cows per man,

since size of herd was about constant
and milk per cow went down with the
increasing number of cows per man:

Cows Average
per man labor income
Less than 15 $1,090
15 to 19 2,540
20 to 24 3,580
25 to 29 3,440
30 or more 4,640

The relationship to income was
in the 20 to 39 cow group of
But in the large herds, 60 to
99 cows, average incomes did not in-
crease as cows per man went up, ap-
parently because the large decrease
in milk per cow just about offset the
saving in labor. This is a good illus-
tration ofthe point that it does not pay
to keep somany cows per man that the

similar
farms.

level of milkproductionper cow is de-
pressed.

In this study, the maximum num-
ber per man appeared to be about 30

and the optimum number roughly 25.

Amount of Milk Sold per Man

'This is a kind -of composite measure
of efficiency. Obviocusly, it is influ-
enced not only by the number of cows
kept per man but also by the rate of
milk productionper cowas well. Labor
efficiency measured in this way tells
more about the success of a dairy farm
than any other factor.



Relation to cows per man and to em-

phasis on milk. High output of milk per
manwas associated witha large number
as would

of cows cared for per man,
be expected, and with a relatively high
proportion of milk in total products.

In the 40 to 59 cow group, for ex-
ample, with less than 100 thousand
pounds of wmilk sold per man only 15
cared for per man on the
average. This was true despite the
fact that milk per cow was much lower

CoOwsg were

as was shown in the
preceding section. And milk was ocnly
55 percent of all products. But with
250 thousand pounds or more of milk
per man, 29 cows were kept per man
and about 75 percent of the total prod-
ucts was milk:

in these herds,

Thous. 1bs. Cows & milk is
milk sold per of total
per man man products
Less than 100 15 55

100 to 149 18 65

150 to 199 20 70
200 to 249 23 72

250 or more 29 74

Relation to wiilk sold per " cow andto -

season of milk production. The farms
with high output of milk per man had
relatively high-producing herds. In the
40 to 59 cow group, farms with less
than 100 thousand pounds of milk sold
per man had herds that averaged ocaly
about . 5,400 pounds of milk seld per
cow. Butfarms with 250 thousand

pounds per man had herds thataverag-

ed nearly 9,900 pounds per cow.

Thous. 1lbs. Pounds Percent
milk sold tmilk sold milk sold
per man per cow Oct. -Mar.
Less than 100 5,410 42

100 to 149 7,240 47

150 to 199 8,470 47

200 to 249 9,590 51

250 or more 9,880 49

Relation to labor force and to machin-
ery, On farms where a large amount
of milk was sold per man, the labor
force generally was geared closely to
the size of the job to be done. The
amount of milk per man seemingly
showedlittle relation to mechanization
expense per farm. Thatis, as the
amount of milk soldper man increased
in each size of herd group, the size of
the labor force declined, but the power
and machinery expense per farm was
aboutunchangedinthe 20 to 39 cow and
40 to 59 cow groups and increased only
moderately in the 60 to 99 cow group.

Let us look at the figures for the
40 to 59 cow farms. On farms with
less than 100 thousdnd pounds of milk
sold per man, the man equivalent av-
eraged 3.0 per farm and the expense
for power and wmachinery was about
$5,900 per farm:

Farms with high cutput per man
also had more uniform seasonal milk
production that did those with low out-
put:

‘'was considerably smaller,

Thous. lbs. Man P. & M.
milk sold equiv. expense
per man per farm  per farm
Less than 100 3.0 $5.890
1GO to 149 2.7 5,590
150 to 199 2.4 5,420
200 to 249 2.1 6,140
Zbh{) or more 1. B H, 58U

But on farms with 250 thousand or
more pounds per man the labor force
only 1.6,



With a given herd size, the high
labor efficiency farms sold more milk
with a smaller labor force and prac-
tically the same amount of machinery
expense - about $125 per cow.

Relation to labor income., The amount
of milk sold per man was closely re-
lated to labor In all three
size groups, as milk per man went up,
The income response

income,

incomes went up.
was greater, however with large herds
than on small ones.

The relationship to income on the
20 to 39 cow farms and on the 40 to 59
cow farms is shown graphically in the
accompanying charts.

On the 20 to 39 cowfarms(upper graph),

the average labor income was minus
with milk per man ata level of only
about 75 thousand pounds, butincreased
rapidly as output reached 175 thousand
pounds per man. Beyond this amount,
the income advantage continued to gain
butata slower rate of increase, because
size of herdtended to placea ceiling on
income. Withabout 300 thousand pounds
per man, theaverage laborincome rose

to about $4,500.

The shadedarea along the line shows
the variability in incomes. In each
milk-per-man group one-half of the
cases fall within the shaded area. The
almost uniform width indicates similar

variabilityinall of the income averages.

On 40 to 59 cow farms{lower graph) ,
these farms with low output of milk per
man also had a minus average labor
income, but as milk per man went up,
Beyond 175 thou-
sand pounds per man, went
higher than on 20 to 39 cow farms. In

incomes increased.
incomes

this situation of larger herds, output
of about 300 thousand pounds of milk
per man raised the level of income to
nearly $6,500. incomes
covereda wider range in this relation-
ship than in the one based on the 20 to

39 cow farms.

In general,

Summary

There is a close and positive rela-
tionship between labor efficiency and
labor ircome. Thelarger the herd, the
more striking the relationship. On av-
erage, 50 thousand pounds additional
milk per man meant $1,500 additional
labor income. Highly efficient dairy-
men inthis region sold about 300 thou-
sand pounds of milk per man. Such
high output per man was found to be
closely relatedtothese farm practices:

a) Run about 25 cows per man.

b} Hold power and machinery ex-
pense to no more than $125 per
COW.

c) Sell at least 10,000 pounds of
milk per cow.

d) Produce some 50 percent of the
year's total milk in the 6 months,
Cctober to March.

e) Make milk output the central job

of the labor force.

Yours truly,

L. C. Cunningham
Extension Economist
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A Beminder To You

Qur TV Farm Management courseof 5 lessons on Saturdays began
January 27. We welcome this opportunity to bring to you in the
comfort of your own home the highlights of this Oneida-Mohawk re-
gion study. The findings can be of great help in planning your farmy
ing operations for the yéars ahead. Have you enrolled? See your
county agricultural agent soon and get your packet of materials, in-y

cluding the TV workbook prepared especially for this course.

Station Channel Time

Utica WKTV 2 1:00 to - 1:30 p.m.
Syracuse WSYR-TV 3 7:00 to 7:30 a.m.
Schenectady WRGB 6 12:30 to  1:00 p.m.

Watertown WCNY-TV 7 12:30 to 1:00 p.m.
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Letter No. 13

February 9, 1962

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Where are you headed with your
farm business in the next decade? The
systematic study offarms, such as this
study of the Oneida-Mohawk region,
provides not only a cross-section pic-
ture of the farming in the region. The
study also enables us to establish some
reasonable and practical goals for an
individual dairy farmer.

These goals are based on attain-
ments by significant numbers of top
farmers, not just by one or two out -
standing individuals. We don't want to
imply that these goals are what every-
one mustreachright away. Rather, we
meanaimsto work toward in the future.
Such goals can give direction and tempo
Also, they can give
"balance'to your plans,

to your éefforts.
and prevent
your riding a particular hobby.

1. Keep 60 or more milk cows. The

region-wide averape was 34 cows. per

reached or exceeded the goal. The
goal is set up with the conviction that
the dairyfarm business shouldbe large
enough to provide:

a) full-time work for 2 men, and

b) economic use of major pieces of
equipment such as a baler, gutter
cleaner and bulk milk tank.

This goal means neither 20 cows
nor 200, but in the neighborhood of 60
cows, Our ideas about size of herd
have changedoverthe years, of course,
and will continue to change as mechani-
zation in dairy farming increases..

27 Provide 2.5 crop acres per cow.
This goal refers to the intensity of
stocking of your farm with cattle. By

crops we mean the acres harvested by
man. Pasture acreage is not included,
The average for the region was 3.0
acres of crops per cow. Widely dif-

farm. Nearly two-thirds of the dairy
farms had fewer than 40 cows. Teo the
operators of these farms, this goal of
60 milkers may look pretty high. How-

ever, 7 out of every 100 had aii‘eady

ferentintensities were found from farm
to farm.

It is arealartto attain the optimum

combination of cows and cr opland. Land



is not always available at the time or
in theacreage needed fora given-sized
herd. L.ots ofthings must be taken in-
to consideration like a) kind of land,
b} crop yields, «c¢) amount of grain
raised, d) productivity of pastures, and

e) amount of young stock. The area of

" cropland must be large enough to sup-
ply ample roughage for the herd. On
the other hand, the expense for im-

proving and maintaining cropland is
significant. Hence, the advisibility of
providing justthe optitmum acreage per
COwW,

3. Obtain above-average crop yields.
Raise per-acre yields of at least 3.0

tons of hay, 15 tons of cornsilage, and

80 bushels of ovats. Average yields per
acre for the region in the year of the
study were: hay 2.0 tons, corn silage
11 tons and oats 58 bushels.. As a rule
of thumb, vou can afford to aim {for

feed-cropyields some 50percent above

the average of your area.

These yield goals were attained on

roughly 20 percent of the farms in the -

study. Theyapply to the entire acreage
of each crop on a farm, not just to a
particular field. Such yield goals
volve consideration of: a) soils, b)
tensity of stocking with cattle, c)
d) choice of

in-

use
of commercial fertilizer,
crop varieties and hybrids, e) weed
control, and f)other management prac-

tices.

4. Harvestatleast 6 tons of hay equiv-
alent per milk cow. Quality is as im-
portant as quantity. So let'sadd - first
cutting of hay completed at least by
June 30. Average farmer experiences
in the region were: 5.6 tons harvested

per cow, 46 percent of first-cut hay
harvested by June 30. This goal is
easier to attain if hay and grass and

in-

corn silages rather

than hay only.

are produced,

We should consider these pcints in
interpreting this goal: a) number of
heifers - normal is 1 for each 2 cows,
b) feed from pasture, c) supplemental
summer feeding, d} losses in storage,
e) breed of cows, and f} carryover or
sales of roughages. '

5. Sell 12,000pounds or more of milk

per cow.

The average for all farms
in the study was 8, 130 pounds sold per
cow. This figure is on the basis of
3.7 percent butterfat. Also, remem-
ber, this is the amount of milk sold,
not the total produced. In the study,
4 percent of the farms reached this
goal. It is about 3, 000 pounds per cow
above the average of all of the herds
of 60 or mmore cows. Many manage-~
ment practices in addition to these
discussedinthese letters are involved
in the attainment of this goal.

6. Produce 50 percent of milk in win-
ter. This goal calls for even milk
productionthe year-round. In specific
it is 50 percent of the year's

terms,
total milk produced in the 6 months
October to March. The average for
the region was 49 percent.

Year-round production not
matches fluid milk market requirements,
but also makes gocd use of labor on
the farm. It costs more to produce
milk in the winter than in the summer.
But even productionis more economical,

only

in a -higher price for the
spring or

and results
year than highly seasonal
summer production.

7. Keep perceatage of cows removed
within 10 to 20 percent. This goal is
to hold the number of cows removed




frotn the herd during the year to with-
in 10 to 20 percent of - the beginning
Inthe region,
cent of all cows were disposed of dur-

ing the 124-month pericd. About40 per-

number of cows. 21 per-

cent of the farms met this goal in the
year of the study. However, one farm
inevery six "'culled'' 30 percent or more
of their cows. ILoss on cows is heavy
at such high rates of culling. Disease
control is, of course, of great impor -

tance in attaining the goal.

8. Spend not more than 20 percent of
milk sales for feed. The average for
the region was 23 perceat, with wide
Believe it

differences among farms.,
or not, but some farmers spent as high
as 40 percent of their milk checks for
feed. Feed bought includes mixed ra-
tions and hay, if any. Admittedly this
is a hard goal to attain,
harvest a liberal supply of good rough-
age - our fourth goal. Attainment of
the goal depends in part on the amount
of homegrown grain. The average a-
mount of spring grains was 17 acres

unless you

per farm, or one-half acre per cow.

9, Sell 300,000 pounds or more of

Average for the region

milk per man.

was about 150,000 pounds of milk sold

per man. This is perhaps the most
important goal of all. It is practically
not attainable in small or even moder-
ate-sized herds. It -was - reached by
about one farm in 25 in the region. To
reach it requires: a}) a good-sizedherd,
b} high-producing cows, aad c) labor
saving equipment. If does not neces-
garily mean long hours. But it does
mean careful planning and good farm

such a gecal easily'. That statement
relates to our tenth and final goal.

10. Keep expense for power and ma-

chinery under $125 per cow. The av-

erage expense in the region was $128

but there was a wide varia-
tion from farm to farm. Some farms
had only about $70 of expense, but

others spent more than $200 per cow.
Because of the trend to more mecha-
nization, 1t is urusually important to
study this phase of your farm opera-
tions. It is easy to misjudge, partic-
ularly under the pressure of a good
salesman. DBecause of the uptrend in
the use of equipment, this goal will
undoubtedly change with passing time.

per cow,

The Innovators

With respect to these goals for
dairymen generally, we recognize that
there are iandividual operators who
exceed one or more of them by wide
margins. For example., in the study
five farms had upwards of 130 cows
each, sold more than
14,000 pounds of milk per cow, milk
sales per man on one farm exceeded

400, 000 pounds.

two dairymen

These aggressive farmers we call
"innovators'' - those who are trying
new things. They have pushed some
frontiers of farm operation into new,
high ground. These innovators are
interesting tc watch, andthey add tc our
knowledge of dairy farming. Further
testing of these new experiences
necessary, however, totell which ones

are novelties and which are profitable

is

organization., You might say 'give me
the moneyfor equipment and Ican make

practices. Until then, such perform-
ances should not be accepted as real-
istic goals.



Check List of Goals : goals in the years ahead. It is much

-4 _

Below is alist of these goals. Check
the ones that you have reached. How

wiser to strive for all of them than to
reach or even exceed 2 or 3 of them
but neglect or ignore the others.

many of thetn have you attained? Our
guess is that you may be just a little Yours truly,

disappointed in the

reached. Very few farms in the whole
study had attained all of them.

number you have

Q. %wkwﬁu%

You are urged to proceed with the L. €. Cunningham

development of plans

to meet all of the Extension Economist

—

10.

FARM BUSINESS GOALS FOR DAIRYMEN
Oneida-Mohawk region, New York

Check the goals that have been reached:

Keep 60 or more milk cows,

Provide 2.5 crop acres per cow.

Obtain above-average per-acre crop yields, i.e.,
3.0 tons of hay, 15 tons of corn silage,

80 bushels of oats.

Harvest at least 6 tons of hay equivalent per cow.

Sell 12, 300 pounds or more of milk per cow.

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

Keep percentage of cows removed within 10 to
20 percent.

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

Sell 300, 000 pounds or mcre of milk per man.

Keep expense for power and machinery to less
than $125 per cow.
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Letter No. 14

March 15, 1962

To Farmers Visited on
Farm Management Survey:

Qur final letter in this seriesto
reportfindings of the study of commer-
cial dairy farms in the Oneida-Mohawk
region deals with the ever-interesting
subject of the cost of producing milk .
- What was the average cost? How did
unit costs vary from farm to farm?
What is the significance of costs?

Average Cost $4.76 per 100 Pounds
of Milk

..On the sample of 223 farms in the

region,farm expensesaveraged$13, 650
per farm (letter number 7). To this
sutm were addedinterest on capital ata
5 percent rate in theamount of $2,287

and a wage allowance for operator and
partner labor at average hired men's

wages ($200 per month) in the amount
of $2,572 per farm. Therewere lbpart
ners to the 223 cperators. The total of
these charges for labor, land, buildings,
cattle, machinery, and all other inputs

These inputs produced 278,067
pounds of milk that sold for $12,873
and $5,274 worth of cattle and other
income. The income other than milk
was credited against total charges to
obtain the net cost of the milk sold -
$13,235 per farm:

Items Average per farm
Total costs $18,509
‘Income other than milk 5,274
Net cost of milk sold $13,235

This net cost of milk sold averaged
$4.76 per 100 pounds, or 10.2 cents
per quart.

On this "whole farm basis' of cal-
culating wmilk producticn. costs, any
profits or losses of other enterprises
are merged into those of the major
enterprise-dairy cows.

was $18,509 per farm:

Items Average per farm
Total farm expenses " $13,650
Interest on capital 2,287
Operator wage allowance 2,572

Total costs $18,509

Unit Costs Varied Widely from Farm
to Farm

Some farms produced milk much

‘more economically than others. Eight

percent of the 223 farms had costs of
less than $3.50 per 100 pounds and
another 28 percent had costs under



L,

of farms
of the total

$4.50. These two groups
accounted for 50 percent
milk sold.

Other farms had comparatively high
unit’ costs. Costs of $6.50 or more
were found on 20 percent of the farms,
although this group accounted for only
9 percent of the total milk. The bal-
ance of the farms had costs in between
these extremes:

Percent

Cost per Percent
100 1bs. of of
of milk farms milk
Less than $3. 50 8 13
3.50 to 4.49 28 37
4.50 to 5.59 28 29
5.50 to 6.49 16 12
6.50 or more - 20 9
Total 100 100

Large Herds Had Lower Costs,

In addition to the records of the 223
farms representing a cross-section of
all dairy farms in the region, records
were obtained on many other large
farms. Thus, averages and variations
are available for these herds also.

Some of the variation in unit costs
was associated with herd size. Within
the limits of farmer experience, the
larger the herd on the
lower the cost. The biggest change
occurred , however, in moving from

average the

smallherds to moderately large herds.
Costs averaged about $6.50 on farms
with herds of 6 to 19 cows,and dropped
to nearly $5.00 on 20 to 39 cow farms.
This is a decrease of almost $1.50.
Costs declined further to about $4.40
o 40 to 59 cow farms, a decrease of
another 66 cents. Gains in efficiency
continuedbut wereless siriking in still

larger herds. Costs averaged$4.15 in
60 to 99 cow herds and about $4.00 in
herds of 100 or more cows, averaging
131 cows:

Cows Number  Average cost

per of per 100 lbs.
farm farms of milk
6to 19 - 33 $6.52
20 to 39 192 5.08
40 to 59 271 4.42
60 to 99 233 4,15
100 or more 33 4,01

The relation of size of herdto costs
is shown graphically in the accompany-
ing chart. Number of cows per farm
is shown on the horizontal scale at the
bottom of the chart. Cost per 100
pounds of milkis shown on the vertical
scale at the left. The dots represent
average costs for each size-of-herd
group. The solid line represents the
average relationship. Sharp reductions
in costs were made as size increased
from small herds to moderately large
herds, and additional small reductions
were made in large herds. The a-
mount of milk sold per cow was higher
in large herds than in small herds.
Therefore, part of the reduction in
cost was due to this factor. :

Costs Varied Within Size-of-Herd

Groups

Although differences in herd size
accounted for some of the variation in
unit costs, considerable variation in
costs was found within major size-of-
herd groups.

Inthe 20to 39 cow group., 7 percent
of the milk was produced for less than-
$3.50per 100 pounds and 36 percent at
costs within the range of $3.50 to
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REMTION OF SIZE OF HERD TO COST PER 100 POQUNDS OF MILK
762 dairy farms, Oneida-Mohawk region, New York, 1959-60

$4 49 But13 percent of the milk was

produced at a relatively high cost -
$6.50 or more:

Likewise, in the 40 to 539 cow and
60 to 99 cow groups, milk was produced
at varying cost levels. It is worthy of
note, however, that only a small pro-

Cost per 100
Ibs. of milk

Cows per Iarm
20-39 40-59 60-99

Percent of milk

porticn of the milk was producedat
high costsinlarge herds. Large herds
with high costs are soonput out of busi -
ness.

Less than $3.50 7 16 23

3.50 to 4. 49 36 45 45 Average Cost Exceeded Price by

4,50 10 5.49 31 23 25 13 Cerrts

5.50 to 6.49 13 13 6

6.50 ocr more 13 3 1 The average price received for
Total 100 100 100 milk sold from the 223 farms was



$4.63 per 100 pounds, 13 cents less
than the average cost. Both the price
~and costfigures are for milk of 3.7 per-
cent butterfat content. The excess of
cost over price simply means that
labor (or other items of cost) did not
garn the rate at which it was charged.
Operator labor in the cost calculation
was chargedat $2,400 for the year, as
shown earlier. Actual
short of this figure. The average labor
income per operator was $1,950.

income  fell

Amount of Milk per Cow Necessary to
Break Even

In the group of farms with 20 to 39
cows, averaging 29, the rate of milk
production necessary to break even
wayg 8,800 pounds or more of milk sold
per cow. In the group of farms with
40to 59 cows, averaging 48, the break
even point was at least 7,800 pounds
of milk per cow, and in the group with
60 to 99 cows, averaging 71, it was
7,500 pounds per cow.

Relation of Unit Costs to Price of Milk
and Labor Income

Unit costs showed little relationto
average prices received for milk, but
a strong inverse relation to income.
Farms with costs of less than $3.50per
100 pounds of milk, received $4.59 for
milk and madeanaverage labor incomme
of nearly $8,500:

Cast per Price Average
100 1bs. received labor

of milk per 100 1bs. income

Less than $3. 50 $4. 59 $8,470

3.50to 4.49 4. 65 4,560

4.50 to 5.49 4.61 1,510

5.50 to 6.49 4.61 -240

6.50 or more 4,62 -1,900

As costs went up, the price of
milk was aboutunchanged, but incomes
fell sharply. Farms with costs of
$6.50 or higher made an average loss
of nearly $2,000.

An individual dairyman can some-
titnes bargainfor a few cents premium
for his milk, and this obviously helps
to improve income. But cost reduction
is by far the most important way to
increase net income. Xach 10 cents
per 100 pounds reductionin cost raised,
on the average, the labor incomeabout
$250 during the yvear of this study.

The farm manapetment practices
that raised incomes, as discussed in
previous letters, did so usually by re-
ducing unit costs.

Cost is One Measure of Efficiency

, Unit cost of milk production is a
composite measure of overall dairy
farm efficiency. There are many fac-
ets offarm operation - cropproduction,
use of labor, power and equipment ,
herd replacement, milk production,
and the like - each of which may be
judged by one or moretests, but all of
the operations are reflected in the cost
of producing 100 pounds of milk,

In this sense, the unit cost of milk
is similar in usefulness to labor in-
come - the returntothe operator after
paying farm operating expenses and
interest on capital investment. Both
are gauges of how well the business is
operated. As was shown, there is a
close inverse correlation between the
two measures. A limitationof the cost
measure, however, 18 the inclusion of

-an arbitrary wage allowance for each

operator. Some farms are so small

or otherwise 1inefficient that labor



does not usually earn much of any
wage. This is a partial explanation of
the very high unit costs onsomefarms.
ILabor income is, of course, affected
by the price received for milk as well

as by the cost of production,

A Comparison of the cost with the

price received shows whether the
operators received more or less than
the wage assigned, the interest rate on

capital used,
item charged, in the calculation.

or the cost of any other
The
labor income shows directly what the
received for his labor and
management for the year. The tradi-
tional use of cost as a criterion of

operator

price is of continuing interest, but such
use is of less economic significance
than as a measure of production effi-
ciency. '

Cost Comparisons by Regions in
New York

Similar studies of the cost of milk
production have been made for other
regions of New York, although for dif-
ferent vears.

In the Plateau region for 1957-58,

 the average " 0fproduc1ng T

pounds of milk was $4.94 on hill farms
and $4.50 on valley farms.

In the North Country region for
1955-56, the average cost was$4.45.
The comparatively low costwas largely
because of the extensive nature of dair-
ying in that region.

In the Central Plain, region for

economic conditions have changed over
the period covered by the studies. In
general, average costs wereinthe range
of $4.50 to $5.00 in these regions .
Quality of land resource and intensity
of dairying were relatedto costs. Farm
to farm variations inunit costs of milk
were much more important, however,
than differences in average costs bet-

ween regions.

Average costs exceeded average
prices received for milk in all regions
except on valley farms in the Plateau
region. The cost-price disparity was
greatest for the North Country and for
hill farms in the Plateau.

Last Letter of Series

This brings to a close the series of
letters to report major results of the
Oneida-Mohawk region survey.

This systematic study of the expe-
riences of groups of dairymen in the
operation of their farms has provided
useful benchmarks or standards by
which to judge individualfarms andwith
reliable guides for farming in the future.
We hope the findings are helpful to you

in knowing your farm and your region,

Thanks for your cooperationand
best wishes for your success in dairy
farming.

Yours truly,

9,00 o4

1953-54, the average cost was $4.59
per 100 pounds of milk,

Simple comparisons of theseaverage
costs by regions are difficult because

e AP A VV»XWW

B

L.. C. Cunningham
Extension Eccnomist



DAIRY FARMING REGIONS
NEW YORK

Lairy farms - 1960

Nunker Percent
PLATEAU 17,200 L1
CENTRAL PLAIN 6,0C0 1L
ONEIDA - MOHAWK ~ 6,3C0 15
NORTH COUNTRY ©,300 15
LOWER HUDSON 2,500 T
CTHER w_‘woo - 8

I2,000 100




SUMMARY

Regiorn. The Oneida-Mohawk region covers a 20-mile belt in the
Mohawk Valley and a narrower strip of country in the Black River Valley.
Parts of ten counties are included. It extends from Syracuse on the west
to Schenectady on the east and to Watertown on the north. This is one of
the important lowland areas of the state. The land resources are similar
to those in the Central Plain region of western New York, but the elevation
is higher, the growing season is shorter and the topography is more rolling
in some parts of the region.

People. In the open countryside three-fourths of all the places were
rural residences - occupied by people with no direct interest in farming.
Twenty-one percent of the places were commercial farms - run by essen-
tially full-time operators. The other 5 percent of the places were part-
time farms, whose occupants had off-farm jobs and also did some farming.

Farms. Some 6,300 dairy farms, or 15 percent of the state's total,
are located within the region. About 80 percent of them are full-time
commercial dairy farms. This study is based on a random sample of
these farms. ‘

The average labor force per farm amounted to the equivalent of nearly
two men. Herd size averaged 34 milk cows per farm. Nearly 100 acres
of crops, mostly for feed, were harvested per farm. These dairymen sold,
on the average, 8,130 pounds of milk per cow.

To the question 'what is the current market value of the land and
buildings used in your operations?' the average of farmers' answers
was about $21,000 per farm. The total money invested averaged about
$47,000 per farm. Thus, capital investment amounted to $26, 000 per
.worker - about $10,000 higher than the average per.worker.in.all.manu- . ..
facturing industry in the nation.

Average labor income. The average labor income per operator of the
223 farms amounted to $1,950, or about $160 per month., As a measure

of financial success in this study it is used to compare individual farms
and groups of farms. If comparisons are to be made with incomes of non-
farm grouaps, the value of the living, including dwelling, obtained from the
farm should be added. Thus, the average labor earnings in this region
were $2,750.

Variation in incomes Incomes of most 3
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uniform from worker to worker, but incomes of individual dairymen were
found to vary widely. These income differences occurred even within the

groups of farms with broadly similar size of herds. The larger the herds, |

however, the greater the variation in incomes.
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Rates of crop and milk production. High crop yields provided more
feed for cattle, which in turn meant more milk per cow. Hence, the effect
of high crop yields on labor income was favorable. Of the cropping practices
studied, heavy applications of plant food from stable manure and commercial

fertilizer gave the largest increase in crop yields.

The rate of milk production per cow made the difference between high
incomes and low incomes. A 1,000-pound increase in milk per cow raised
the average labor income on small farms about $700, on medium sized
farms $1,500, and on large farms $1,800. The rate of milk flow per cow
went up as the amount of dairy feed bought increased, but it was profitable
to buy additional feed only where high ¢rop vyields were obtained.

Size of farm business. Differences in herd size accounted for much of

the variation in incomes. Generally speaking, as the number of cows per
farm increased, income went up. The increase in income was greatest
in moving from small herds to moderate sized herds, because of large
gains in efficiency of production. Herds larger than 60 cows did not have
lower unit costs, but returned higher incomes because of the multiplier
effect (number of units sold x a given margin between prices and costs).
The chance of making a good income with a small herd was extremely
limited, With a large herd, there was a chance for loss, but the odds of
" making a good income were favorable. A dairy farm business should be
large enough to provide: a) full-time work for 2 men, and b) economic use
of major pieces of equipment such as a baler, gutter cleaner and bulk
milk tank. Under the conditions of this study, a herd of about 60 milk
cows fulfilled these requirements. ‘

Use of labor and machinery. If less than 100, 000 pounds of milk was
sold per man, the return to labor was usually small or even nonexistent.
However, if as much as 300, 000 pounds of milk was sold per man, income

was excellent. Such a high output per man was the most important key to
success ih dairy farming. Dairymen who obtained high ocutput per man
matched their labor force with considerable outlays for equipment.

Cost of producing milk. The average cost of producing 100 pounds
of milk was $4.76. One-half of the milk was produced at a cost of less
than $4.50. About 20 percent of the milk was produced at costs in excess

of $5.50. The average price received per 100 pounds of milk was $4.63.
Fach 10 cents per 100 pounds reduction in cost raised, on the average,

Similar studies of other dairy regions in New York show that average
costs were in the range of $4.50 to $5. 00 per hundredweight. Cost levels
were affected by land resource and intensity of dairying. Farm to farm
variations in unit costs of milk were much more important, however, than
differences in average costs between regions.





