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INTRODUCTION

Method of Siudy

The Division of agricultural Economics and of animal Husbandry of the
Uhiversity of Minnesota cooperated with the Bureau of agricul turel Economics of
the United States Uepartment of Agriculture in a three-year accounting study of
twenty-four farms in Rock and Nobles Counties in Southwestern Minnesota, This
study was started March 1, 1920 and was continued through 1931, The farms were
selected in cooperation with the county agricultural agents in the respective
counties,~ Mr, C., G, Gaylord in Rock County end Mr., C, J. Gilbert in Nobles
County, Farms on which some type of beef production was a major enterprise
were chosen, The farmers cooperating in this work kept complete record of cash
receipts and cash expenditures, a daily record of the labor used on each crop
and each class of livestock, a record of the farm produce used in the house and
other detailed informstion regarding their business., These records were check-
ed at least twice a month by the route man and supplemented with inventories,
livestock feed records, reports of crop yields and practices and other signifi-
cant facts about the farm operstions. The data collected were sent to the
central office at University Farm, St. Paul, where z detailed set of records
for each farm was kept. From those records, the costs presented in this report
have been computed., This preliminary report presents the costs and returns in
1931 for the different classes of livestock kept on those farms, and slso =&
partial snalysis of the datn secured in 1929 and 1930, JAverages for 1929 and
1930 are presented for comparison,

Description of Area

Rock and Nobles Counties are located in the southwestern corner of
Minnesota, The s01l in Rock County amd the westcrn edge of Nobles County is a
wind~blown loess, This is one of the most fertile soil types in the state,
The bal ence of Nobles County is covered with a glacial till, the provailing
soil type of the southern and central part of the state. This, too, is a pro-
ductive type well supplied with lime,



Both counties are level to gently rolling with practically all of
the land tillable, There are some sections, especially in southern Nobles
County, that need drsinage to insure regular cropping. In Rock County, there
are limited areas of rock outcrop and also limited areas where the surface soil
is shallow and underlain by a gravelly subsoil, These latter soils are in-
clined to be droughty in a dry season. The annusl rainfall averages between
26 and 28 inches and the average growing scason is from 130 to 140 days,
according to the 1930 census, the average size of farms in Rock GQounty was 220
and in Nobles County 208 acres, Farms between 100 and 174 acres in size are
the most common in these countics, with those between 260 and 499 acres the
second in number, 1In 1930 the average wvalue of farm land per acre, including
buildings, was $103 in Nobles County and 3107 in Rock County. Only eight
counties in the stete reported a higher value per acre and seven of these sare
located close to Minnespolis and St, Paul, The average value of all farm land
in the state was $69 per acre, 4according to the 1930 cemsus 67% of all farm
lend in Nobles County and 70% of the lgnd in Bock County was operated by
tenants, Both cash and share leases are employed, Beef cattle and hogs are
the principal classes of livestock raised, Com, oats, and barley are the
principal grein erops., They are raised primarily for feed nltho there is a
considerable surplus available for sale on many farms, <The landlord's share
of the crop is usuelly sold off the farm. 41falfe and wild hay are the prin-
cipal roughnges grown,

Description of the Farms Studied

The average size of thefarms studied in 1931 was 346 acres, in 1929,
323, and in 1930, 360 acres, This is approximately 62%, 51%, ond 68% larger
respectively than the average size of the farms in these iwo countics as report-
ed in the 1930 census,
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Corn, oats, barley, flax, alfalfe hey, and wild hay were the principal
crops grown on the farms studied, Most of the feed raised on these fums! with
the exception of the landlord's share of the crop, is fed on the farm, Only two
of the farms studied in 1931 were owned entirely by the operator. &Lleven farms
were partly owned and partly rented by the operator, Only 34% of the land
opersted was owned by the operator, Both share and cash rentsl lenses were en-
ployed.

Crop Rotation and Cropping Practices

With the high percentage of tenancy, the two ysar rotation of corn and
small grain has persisted, Xither landlords heve not seen any benefit to be
derived from a rotation which tends to conserve soil fertility, or satisfactory
lease arrangements permitting the adoption of a more diversified cropping program
have not been worked out. 4pproximatsly 45 per cent of the crop acrcage on these
farms was in corn, 36 per cent in oats and barley, 5 per cent in wild hay, and 8
per cent in flex, a total of 98 per cent., This leaves a possible maximum of 8
per cent in legume crops. The proportion of the acreage in legume crops was
actuslly much less than this, Thess proportions agree closely with the figures
for all farms in these counties as given in the 1930 census, According to the
census, 43 per cent of the crop land in these two counties was in corn, 40 per
cent in small grain and 5 per cent in wild hay.

On all of the farms studied in 1931, cattle, hogs, and chickens were
kept and on five small flocks of sheep also. In 1931 an average of approximmtely
18,200 pounds of cattle and 34,500 pounds of hogs per farm was produced, Eightecen
cows and a flock of 214 chickens were kept. On two of the five farmshaving sheep,
feeder lambs were bought., 1In 1931, 40 per cent of the cash receipts was fronm
cattle sold, 4 per cent from dairy products, 32 per cent from hogs, 2 per cent
from sheep and 4 per cent from poultry, a total of 82 per cent from livestock and
livestock products, Fourteen per cent of the receipts was from crops, chiefly
corn, oats, and flax,

Price Conditions

Generally speaking, pricc conditions were very favorable for livestock
production in 1929, less favorable in 1930 and very unfavorable in 1931, The
average price received for livestock amd livestock products sold by these farmers
is presented in Table 1,

Table 1

Lverage Price Receiwed for Livestock and Livestock Products
Rock and Nobles Counties

1989 1930 1931
All cattle, per cwt. ¥11,.50 ¥8.70 $5.79
Hogs, per cwt. 9,53 7.81 4,42
Sheep, per dwt, 11.91 7.42 6.30
A1) chickens, per 1lb. 19 14 .14
Butterfat, per 1lb, A3 .35 .25
fgpgs, per doz, .28 « 20 +16

Wool, per 1b, .28 «16 .10




The severe decline in prices extending over the three-ycar period has
resul ted in decreasing cash incomes from the same physieal amount of production,

METHODS OF COMPUTING .ND PRESENT ING DaTh

The comparative costs and returns for each of the different classes of
livestock produced in 1931 are presented in this preliminary report., Insofar as
possible local prices were used in determining the costs and returns. Market-
able feeds were charged at local prices and non-marketcble feeds on a corpuarative-
feeding-volue basis, Man labor was figured at 30 cents per hour in 1926 and 1930
and 20 cents in 1931, Horse work was charged to the individunl farm at the rate
determined for that farm, The shelter chorge was btased on the annusl cost of the
buildings housing livestock, prorated on the basis of space occupied. The equip-
ment charge is based on the snnual cost of the particular closs of equipment used
by that class of livestock, Miscellaneous cash costs include veterinary fees,
medicine, salt, minercls, etc, The ramure credit is bzsed on a value of 75 cents
per ton in the barnyard, Only the aomount of the nanure actually sprend on the
fields was credited to the livestock, '

In studying the tebles end in considering the income from livestock,
one should keep in mind that these cre comparntive figures nnd represent charges
which Bre not all (fctual cash expensecs, «ll mon labor snd horse work interest
on the investnent, /the use of the buildings and equipment, as well as the foed
have been charged to the enterprise, Therefore, & minus return resns just that


http:t:�;~.ns
http:compa.rf'.ti
http:feedlng-vcl.ue
http:three-yc.ar

-3 -

the porticular class of livesteck has failed to pay the prices charged for the
different frctors, There may be no other nore profitable giternative use for
the buildings, much of the lubor, or for the non-rnrketoble feeds. « return
above the price of rurketable feeds end cosh expenses ray justify continued
production although these figures fail to show n gain,

The individual form fisures hove been nrranged in order 9f decreasing
returng, so that the one with the lowest cost or the greatest return comes at
the top of the table, In this way, each ccoperntor may quickly see how he com-
pares with the other cooperators, &ll tables have been corputed on a per hundred
pounds gein in weight, per snimml, or sore similar basis, all corn has been re-
duced to a shelled corn basis, The returns heve been cxpressed in several ways,
The gain or return over all costs is the niwunt left after deducting all the
cherges listed in the table. The return over feed ccst is what is left after
deducting feed froam the totrl income;or in other words, it is what is left to
pay for the labor, shelter, equiprent, interest, and miscellaneous cush costs.
The return per hour represents what the enterprise returned for esch hour of
man labor used in it, after allowaence had been made for all charges except labor,
The return per 56 pounds of grain represents whet was left te pay for each 56
pounds of farm grain fed after making allowance for all other feed and all of
the other charges. The unit of 56 pounds of grain was used because that corre-
sponds to the weight of one bushel of corn,

Feeder Cattle. This cless of cattle includes all cattle being fetten-
ed for market and covers only the feeding period, The return per 56 pounds of
frrm grain is cbtained by deducting from the selling price all charges except
that for farm grains fed, The result is then divided by the number of pounds
of farm grains fed ond multiplied by 56, Due to the impossibility of determin-
ing the pork credit for the feed picked up behind cattle, this item was omitted
from all calculations, This facet should be kept in mind when studying the
statements for cattle and for hogs.

Breedinz Herd, The breeding herd ineludes the bull as well as the
cows. Insofnr as was possible, decreases in inventory values due to the change
in price level have been eliminated for the cows which were listed on both the
opening and closing inventory. The cost per c¢alf was cobtained by dividing the
total cost of the herd by the number of c¢alves raised. The calves raised per
cow was obtained by dividing the number of calves raised by the avernge number
of cows in the herd for the yeer. a«n overage of more than one calf per cow ney
be obtained either by raising twin calves or by raising calves from cows which
remain in the herd less than a full year,

1l Cattle., Three more or less distinct types of beef prcduction were
found on the faorms studied.and aversges ere prosented for each type., Group A&
is composed of the forme on which deiry and beef production were corbined. Droup
B is composed of the farms on which more cattle are fattened than are raised in_
one year, The additionel number was obtained either by purchase or by accumula-
tion from past years. Group C is composed of the farms on which breeding herds
are meintained for raising calves. They are primnrily baby beef producers. The
"value of animal product™ was obtained by deducting the value of the purchases and
opening inwventory from the value of the sales, used in the house, and the closing
inventory. The low welue of animml product (in many cases a minus) is largely
due to the decline in the price of cattle, The average value per hundred pounds
of cattle on these farms March 1, 1931 was $7.09 and on March 1, 1932 it was {4.79,
e drep of $2,30, The average inventory weight wns approxirately twice the weight
produced which means that each 100 pounds of cattle produced was chorged with e
loss in inventory value of 34.60, The data far the individurl farms varied from
these averages. No attermpt was rrde to elininate the decreese in inventory values
due to the price decline as was done with the breeding herd,




Hogs. It is common practice on these famms to have hogs following the
cattle, However, due to the methods of handling the cattle and the practice of
supplementary feeding, it was impracticable to obtain any estimate of the feed
salvaged in this way. The smounts and the costs of feed presented are in addi-
tion to any salvaged behind cattle, The pigs raised per litter were calculated
by dividing the number of pigs raised to market weight by the number of farrowe
ings, The return per 56 pounds of grain was calculated in the seme manner as
for feeder cattle.

Sheep., The value of the product in sheep was calculated in the same
manner s for all cattle, nemely, by deducting the value of the purchases and
beginning inventory from the walue of the sheep and lambs s0ld, butchered, and
on the enmding inventory, The number of lambs per ewe mas obtained by dividing
the number of lambs raised by the number of ewes in the flock., The per cent of
death loss of lambs is for lambs up to six months of age., After six months of
age, they wmere considered as sheep., The large docline in lamb and wool prices
resulted in losses,
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Poultry. In the data presented, the equivalent in chickens was sub-
stituted for ducks, geese and turkeys, One duck was considered equal to one hen,
one goosc equal to two hens, anmd one turkey equal to three hens, Two birds under
six months of age were considered equal to one mature bird, ‘

Work Horses, The farms were divided into two groups for the presenta-
tion of work horse costs, One group comprises the farms on which tractors were
used for drawbar work and the other group comprises the farms on which tractors
were not used for drawbar work.

Tractor, Tractor cots are presented for both two-plow and three-plow
tractors:. In these statements, gasoline is charged at a price which 4id not in-
clude the three cent state tex even though some farmers did not ¢laim the tax
refund,

auto. Auto costs are presented for each cooperator. These costs do
not include & charge for shelter,

PLANNING THE LIVESTOCK ENTERPRISES

Two things ere necessary in order to obtain the largest income from the
livestock exterprises, These are, (1) the selection of the most profitable kinds
of livestock and (2) the adoption of profituble practices in hendling the classes
of livestock chosen,

Selection of Profitable Kinds of Livestock

Ro two farms or famers are exactly alike, Farms vary in the amount of
pasture available, in the kind =nd amount of hgy and grain raised, in the amount
of shelter available for liwestock, in the water supply, and in the adequacy of
the fencing., Further, farmers wvary in their likes =d dislikes snd in their
ability to handle different kinds of livestock, For these reasonsg the best
selection of the particuler kinds and combinntions of kinds of livestock will
vary with the individusl farm end the farm operator, However, the results of
the three years study will give valuable information for the planning of any farm
livestock progrem,

In general, these records indicate that the hog enterprise was cone
siwtently the most profitable major livestock enterprise; that the baby-beef type
of produwetion was the most profitable type of beef production; that the attempted
combination of milk and beef proiuction found on these farms was consistently the
least profitable type of beef production; eand that poultry properly handled are a
desirable part of the fa b}}siness. Altho the fattening of purchascd cattle was
the most profitsble type o??production in 1931 and the second in profitableness
in 1929 and 1930, the skill in buying and selling which it requires and its high~
ly speculative nature are such as not to recommend this type of beef production
for general adoption on any wery large scale, However, farmers who are par-
ticulsrly capable in buying and selling and who are good feeders may find the
feeding of purchased cattle very profitasble,



Profitable Livestock Practices

4 study of the records obtained for these three years indicate the
following results of different livestock practices,

Cattle

1. Breeding stock of good beef conformation and type re-
guired no more feed than low grade breeding stock but
at sale time the calves from the well bred stock come
maended an appreciable premium bver the calves from
low grade stock,

2. There was a wide variation between fams in the amount
of grain and hgy fed tc breeding stock, The data would
indicate that feed in excess of enough to keep the
breeding stock in feir flesh, but not fat, brought little
or no return,

3., The farmers who fed oilmeal to fattening cattle secured
more economical gzains than those not feeding oilmesil,
A comparison of the feed expenditures is presented in
Table 2,
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Table 2

Relation between Amount of Oilmeal Fed and Feed Consumption
per 100 Pounds Gain in Weight for Feeder Cattle,* 1930,1931

Amount of oilmeal fed MNo,of 0il- Grain Dry Pasture
per 100 1lbs, gain in farm meal 1lbs, roughage days
weight ~years lbs, 1bs,

10 1bs, or less 14 3 986 370 10
Over 10 1lbs, 13 27 824 266 2

*0Only farms producing over 5000 pounds gain in weight in-
cluded in this compwrison,

At 1931 prices, the difference in total feed cost per one hundred pounds
gain in weight is $1.34 in fawor ofr those feeding oilmeal,

Hogs

1. Vhere complete swine sanitation was properly carried out,
unit costs were materially reduced, The data for one
farm illustrates what is possible in some cases (Table 3).
Sanitation, to be successful, must be carried out complete-
ly.

Teble 3

Expenditures per 10C Pounds Gain in Weight for Hogs, Farm &
) Man Grain Skim- Pasture Feed Pigs

hr, 1lbs, milk days cost* raised
1bs, per
‘ litter
1929, witbout sanitation 23 646 50 - $6.48 3.8
1930, complete sanitation 1 485 131 28 5.14 6,7

*At average prices for 1930,

2. Hogs raised under a one-litter a year system used less feed
and labor per one hundred pounds gain in weight than hogs
raised under a system involving both spring and fall farrow-
ing, {See Table 4)

Table 4
Feed and Labor Used per 100 Pounds Gain in Weight for Hogs

Raised under One-Litter and Two-Litter per Year Systems
1929, 1930, 1931

System No.of Total Skim~ Pasture Man
farm concen~ milk days hours
years trates 1bs,

1bs.
One-litter per year 42 457 46 26 2%
Two~-litter per ysar 23 490 59 25 2

3. When the pigs were pushed along, thereby securing more
rapid gains, less feed was used for a hundred pounds
gain in weight than wkere gpins were slower (Table 5),
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Rate of Gain in Weight and Feed and Labor Used per 100 Pounds
Gain in Weight for Bogs ~ 1929, 1930, 1931

Gain in weight  Farm Average Total

Skim- Pasture Man

per mature* hog record gain concen~ milk days hours
day years 1bs, trates 1bs,
I 1bs,
Less than ,9 1b, 23 .84 505 52 34 2%
.9 to 1,20 1lbs, 21 1.11 460 55 23 2
1.21 lbs, end over 21 1.32 438 45 20 12

*Two pigs under 8 months equal to 1 mature hog,
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4, Less feed and labor per pound of gain was used when from
S to 6,9 pigs were mised per litter than when less than
5 were reised (Table 6),

Pigs Raised per Litter and Feed Consunption per 100 Pounds
Gein in Weight for Hogs
1929, 1930, 1931
Pigs reised No. of Pigs per Total ©Skim- Pzsture Man

per litter farm litter grain milk days hours
years* lbs, 1lbs,

3 to 4.9 23 4,2 492 70 27 2%

5 to 6,9 a7 6.0 456 39 27 2

*Farms on which feeder pigs were bought were excluded from
this compariso,

Sheep

1. The largest returns from sheep were received from smsll
flocks which obtained a laorge pert of their feed from the
yards, road, and other places where this foed would not
have otherwise been utilized,

2, Flocks that were culled regularly and the ewes sold
before they bacame eged gave the grentest returns,
High death 1loss due to o0ld age resulted in large
losses on some farms,

1. 4 high death rate due to disease, lorgely as a result
of lack of sanitetion, was nn important cesuse of low
returns,

2. The mising of chickens added to the profit from the
- poultry enterprise, The farmers roising a large nunber
of chickens relative to the number of laying hens had
lurger net returns from the poultry enterprise than
those raising relatively fewer chickens,

3, High egg production per hen was an important cause

. of high returns from the poultry enterprise., Good
breeding, careful culling, and heavy feeding of mash

and skimmilk are necessary for high egk production,

By carefully studying the date for his farm in comperisan with that
for the other farms, each farmer will find some conditions in his livestock
enterprises which may be improved with profit,



Cost and Return for Feeder Cattle - Rock and Nobles Counties - 1931
(ver 100 pounds gain in weight)

Farm- Pounds -Corn,

Small Protein Hay &  Silage, Pasture Hours Feed ILabor GShelter Equip~ Interest Misc.

no. gain 1b. grain, feeds, fodder, 1b. days Man Horse ment cash
1b. 1b. 1b.

113 5080 340 93 22 66 224 - 2% F $4.25  $.62 $.34  $.25 $.58 $.06
123 12090 677 62 7 204 - - 25 1x  5.93 .62 .08 .05 35 .02
218 12u75 711 - 6 215 - - 3 2 6.01 .69 .02 .08 .32 .07
602 20710 752 58 1k 190 94 - 22 1 6.55 .56 .72 .09 'ij .04
312 5625 667 95 L 399 ~ - h% 3 6,37 1.23 L .02 RISE . Ol
419  gokos 548 157 3L 89 539 9 23 £ 7.6% .63 .2k 1k .16 .05
105 11138 467 192 1 223 - - ui 3 591 1.18  1.29 .0l .54 .11
115 2435 681 210 - 193 - 1k 3 i 6.99 .76 .98 .31 .51 .03
502 1810 1002 - - Ly2 - 20 2 11 7.24 .51 .71 b2 77 .01
202 5825 755  Lb 2 195 Lgz 13 | 8.70 .91 Kol .36 R -
104 25730 1074 168 - 319 353 34 1 1} 10.55 .38 24 04 .04 .06
207 680 1112 75 - 243 - - 7 10.1 1.48 .05 .07 .52 .03
201 9210 806 349 - 310 - - L 1 g.99 .84 .93 - Ry 01
102 2135 gl - - 211 1324 - 2 - 9.10 Jo1.28 .01 .62 .01
116 2205 140 - - i1 - - 6 1 10.210 1.4 - .18 .10 .01
boir 19195 1175 - 12 269 134 - a% 23 10.09 .98 Ne'l .02 1.14 .20
319 1850 1141 199 - 229 - 22 3 10.05 1.09 .16 .19 .69 .02
302 10820 911 333 43 250 - - gi 1+ 10.66 .86 .10 37 .55 .07
301 1851 756  L7h - 135 - - 6% 9.13 1.75  3.14  1.77 .91 .01
Average ) '

1921 12172 828 132 9 249 166 6 3% 1% 8.1k .89 .57 .23 .50 Ok
1930 11608 389 186 12 373 91 5 3L 13 12.80 1.12 .25 .15 1.13 .07

*None sold.

Closing inventory value used as sale price.



Tetal  Manure ¥et Aver8ge Return
exvense expense selling ver 564
price grain
$6.10  $.83  $5.27  $6.52  $.5]
7.05 .13 6.92 8.26 RITS
7.19 - 7.19 7.78 43
8.29 .38 7.91 7.31 .33
8.51 .02 8.49 6.97 .25
8.87 .35 g.52 6.L4g .22
9.07 .37 .70 7.96 <33
9.58 .12 9.U6 5.82 .12
9.66 - 9.66 L4, 30% .01
10.43 .29  10.14 7.31 .20
11.31 .57 10.74 5.69 A4
12.30 1.41  10.89 6.65 .20 <
11.24 A4 11.10 8.5 .26 ¢
11.43 .22 1l1.21 5.58 none
11.96 A7 11.49 4.06 .03
12.47 .73 11.74 7.09 .19
12.20 - 12.20 L. L6 .03
12.61 A4 12,47 7.06 .13
16.71 40 16.31 5. 80 none
10.37 .35  10.02 5.50 .16
15.52 B4 1,89 8.82 .32
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Cost per Head for Breeding Herd -~ Rock and Nobles 5ogngies‘— 19 L,.
Tarm Corn Small Misc. Hay & Silage Pasture _ Hours Feed 1labor Shelter Equip- Interest Misc. Deprec. Total
noe: - 1bs grain conc. fodder 1b. days Men Horse ment cash exovense

b, _1b.  1b. o
o Herds Keont Primarily for 3eef Production

200 - 1% - 509 - 248 50 # $9.96 $10.00 $3.3F $.56  I2.8% $.06  $7.83  $34.63
301 434 - - 1902 - 240  60¢ si 20.46 12.7% 1.71 .27 2.4g 62 1.65 39, 93
218 - 236 - 3950 - 2319 37 5% 21.46 g.24  2.68 .28 3.07 .01 3.73 39.47
105 228 L5 - 2947 - 233 5 g 23,89 11l.24 1.16 .75 3.35 32 3,84  Lb,s5
202 148 2L0 - 1951 BG2 21 21 3 30,41 440 2,76 .09 3.85 .16 2.12 3.8
123 - 216 - lLE3s - 37 22¢ 9 24,20 5.28 1.8% .55 3.65 .15 7.51 u3,18
113 178 283 - 309 8473 241 552 4 29,11 11.49 2.36 .ko 3.01 .84 5.20 52,41
602 272 912 - 1929 5892 227 hg% 73 ™70 9.33 5,35 b 2.93 .23 - 52.68
o1 191 202 4 1039 11039 158 L 9 34.55 9.10 6.34 .50 3.57 02 8.59  62.67
Average ' ' N

1931 161 239 -~ 2138 3407 aag hgi & 251 9.10 3,06 .39 3.20 27 4.bg  Ls,92
1330 1138 267 1 2017 1212 2 3 L 22,35 12.21 1.52 .59 4.30 4 7.00 L3,3t

Herds Kept for Both Milk and Beef Production

116 48 W6 -~ 305 ~ 269 113 5 15.37 23.06 1.30 .64 2,41 .30 4.52  U48.60
104 251 - - 34k 1718 216 80 ;; 22.31 16,36 L.25 .69 2.85 68 3. 50. 55
207 143 1173 - 3870 - 246 1173 32.71 24.19 11.89 1.39 2.94 .33 - 73.45
502 167 532 - 3347 - 249 59 7% 23.19 14.53 3.28 .50 2.15 .04  1.28  Lk.97
115 8m 668 - 1262 - 2 17 2 25.43 3u,L3 7.40 1.50 2.27 .6l 3.95  7%.62
312 371 38 - 2755 - 243 4 18,19 1L.g7 Ao 46 2.21 1.03 6.81 47.01
319 L35 328 - 1925 - 236 62 22.40 13.33 W90 .75 2.7% .31 . 9.82  sM.2%
501  £55 878 - g9z - 241 100 44,92 20.35 5,15 2.49 2.63 3.37 1.59 81.00
211 63 1830 23 Ls26 - 221 117§ 12 Uh.g7 2k.7 7.33 .69 3.3 .16 13.88  95.00
318 389 1149 - 3819 - 233 188 12 31,10 38.74 10.74 .97 2.23 +59 L5 gh.g2
102 175 Lok 2 3032 9329 218 1 1% 9.45 28.28 12.29 1.20 3,18 .08 2.17  96.65
Loz 618 1200 - 2386 - 238 117 113 31.36 2k.36 2.2 .78 4.17 - 25.97 89.16
02 493 2187 234 L4390 - 214 1k + 50.37 29.45 3.40 1.29 347 1,20 7.48 96.566
19 ugh 1284 203 1484 6991 231 17 L L7.82 135.07 11.18 2.57 2.79 .85 10.79 112.07
Averagﬁ *

1931 459 867 33 3017 134 237 119% 7 2.89 2k.48 6.36 1.IB 2.81 .12 6,58 74,98
1930 Lu2 959 5 2656 715 237 113 61 .64 3h.s2  L.gk 1. 3.57 .79 8,29 88;36




5

Tiry Prodfoti.

Tienure Total THet “Cost Calves

Seld Used PFed credit cost per raised
— . calf per cow
$5.37 $2.21 $1.35 $.49 $9.42 $25.21 $38.20 .69
6.89 L.74 1.79 .84 1k.26 25.67 El,ho .65
3.03 2.20 .20 1.45 6.8 32.58 34.65 .98
1.08 3.59 .91 .84 6.42 38.13 "2.23 .76
- 2.4 05 2,12 4,62 39.18 55.97 .73
1.02 .86 .36 1.46 3,70 39.48 U9.35 .33
5,52 1.39 2.59 2.69 12.19 h40.22 42.34% .98
4,32 3,52 2.02 2.52 12,33 40,30 41.98 .99
3,72 2.51 1l.42 1.24 8.89 53.78 58.46 .96
344 2,60 1.19 1.52  8.75 37.17 U4s5.89 .84
6.79 2.64 1.14 2.10 12,67 35.64 U5.83 .80 |
t
24.81 3.07 1.45 1.99 31.32 17.28 14.90 1,23
19.35 3.91 6.73 2.67 32,66 17.83 21.82 .83
.24 1.20 5.58 10,81 51.83 21.62 20.59 1,07
31.29 9.43 6.61 .99 Ls. 27.30 26.00 1.16
12,43 2.78 1.03 1.22 17. 29.55 49.25 .64
14,06 4.27 2,35 1l.25 21.93 32,32 29.38 1.15
21.54 9.96 4.37 2.10 37,97 L43.03 L2.60 1.06
13,44 32,53 2.58 2.62 51.17 u;,sg 47.64 1.00
30.72 1.85 1.85 3.16 37.58 U47.24 U4g8.20 1.07
35.10 3.92 3.75 L4.12 46,39 U49.76 57.20 .9%
31.12 1.43 3.52 2.87 38,94 50,22 73.85 .73
29,90 2.42 5,84 2.14 U40.30 56,36 68.73 .89
18.23 9.11 5.93 2,58 35,85 76.22 124.95 .65
22:85 7.05 3.76 2.79 26.45 38.53 43.29 .93
12,28 7.77 5.28 3.05 u4g,38 L0.08 59.66 .7




Cost and Returns for All Gattle - Rock and Nobles Counties - 1931
(ner 100 pounds gain in weight)

‘FQEQZWeight Corn Small Com. Hay & Silage Pastwre _ Hours Feed Iabor Shelter Equip- Int. Misc. Tot=l Manure Dairy
no. produced 1b. grain feeds fodder 1b, days Men Horse . ' ment @ 54 cash expense vroducts

ib. 1b. 1b. e e e

4198 3520 504 187 3R 3% 595 W 3 8775 S s §a5 $.20 §.07 $9.53 $.36 §.31
602¢ 37794 Ggy 152 g 377 10 36 6% i g2 102 1.4 .07 .60 .15 11.280 .54 .57
218c 19465  us6 37 4 L430 - Is 72 1% 7.14  1.70 .36 .09 .67 .08 10.04 .21 .71
1154 10595 . 238 185 - 253 - 60 20 £ 5.8 L.0b 1.3 .23 .85 .09 13.32 24 5,08
1048 3490 535 0 H#  -  A13 k26 Mg W 1y 800 .99 .33 .05 .16 .06 9.59 .52 1.1
301B 22938 139 56 - 3 - 91 7 1 5.0 1.53 L4300 .18 .32 .07 7.58 .32 1.13
2074 5055 392 o1 - 1021 - 78 25 1% 12.61 5.4 2,15 .25 .64 .09 20.88 2.82 6.97
123c 18420 L4k 112 5 9ug - 4y 6% 22 g.69 1.:1 L5 0,11 .87 .08 11.71 .35 .31
5024 7785 258 140 - 791 - 72 13k %% 7.48 2.4 .99 .17 .69 .01 12.15 12  2.64
3124 10940 394 96 2 706 - 56 1u§ 7.29 3.0 1.5s1 .07 .51 .21 12.79 .35  2.24
105¢ 16218 368 212 1 L6l - Lg 12 3% .34  2.71 1.11 .14 .92 .26 13.48 .86 .85
Lo1B 25345 879 30 10 312 1296 26 7% 3 11.33  1.83 .99 .07 1.23 .15 15.60 .99 .82
3188 "~ 8690 51 237 - 724 - 90  27i 2% 7.13  5.72 1l.84 .16 .43 .12 15.40 51 L.l
2114 3550 129 428 3 g2 - 43 18 2L 10.64 3.84 1.3 .09 .68 .03 16.62 . 5.94
3028 16895 630 U478 &b 77 - 43 164 1% 13.23 3.50 .38 .36 .88 .18 18.53 .0 3.59
201C 12535 592 281 - 337 - g6 1k 3 9.ug 2.95 2.06 .11 .9 02  15.58 .28 1.83
113¢ 11240 217 167 10 108 2587 g2 132 1% 10.7 2.81 86 .19 1.1 .09 15.83 .98 1.85
3194 12315 296 221 - 692 - 93 1 2; 9.8 3.03 1,76 .16 .90 .09 15.52 RTI T 1
202  1lsss 347 r72 9 W78 1353 gh 9 1@ 11.80 1.85 .90 .27 1.35 .64 16.& 56 52
1024 6475 328 118 - 771 2480 76 29% + 15.78 5.89 3.37 .22 .95 .02 26.23 .87 7.59
1164 7270 g2 153 1 520 - 179 355 2% 11.62 7.28 .59 .22 1.28 .09 21.08 .99 7.64
2011 2955 330 386 - 2059 - 155 35¢ 2¢ 20.46 7.33 3.11 .88 1.37 1.52 34.67 1.27 10.84
4024 304K 4g9 862 - 1362 - 182 + 6L 21,8 11.82 1.66 .34 2.22 .43  38.28 1.63 15.77
Aver. 1931

Group

894 225 99 26} 2X 11.93 s.46 1.80 .25 .94 .25 20.63 .89 6.62
o7 463 Wb g 1f 9.07 1.76 .51 .16 .56 .1 127 . 1.39
Ly 560 57 10} 13 8.82 2.18 .98 .12 .86 .11 13.07 5% 1.08

552 Lk 76 173 2 10,49 364 1.27 .20 .85 .20 16.65 .70 3
1930 22416 375 206 Lo 137 64 14 1% 9,67 3.90 80 a6 .93 .15 1K.61 69  3.87
1929 18683 332 175 Lig 274 W b 15 11.58 L.67 .90 .k 1.20 .12 18.61 .88 5
*Animal value vproduct is the net value of Bnimals oroduced after allowing for differences in inventory values.
**A minug (~) indicates a failure to cover the expenses charged.
**%Grouv A,- farmers combining dairying and beef »roduction; Group B,- farmers feeding more cattle than were raised; Group C,—
production.

A%wx  T1H2 329 293
B 41838 537 169 1
c 19282 Yog 160
Aver, - all farms
1931 18179 4o1 226

-4 O O \O +




Tctal Net Animal  Gain** Aversge
credit expense value selling
e o _product* price
$.67 $8.86 $7.48 $-1.38 $6.3%
1.5 10.29 5.10 -5.19 7.19
.92 9.12 3.67 ~5.45  7.28
5.32 8.00 1.73 -6.27 5.8
1.63 7.9 1.57 -6.29 5.16
1.h45 6.13 -1.25 -7.38 k.88
9.79 11.09 3.58 ~7.51 6.65
b6 11.05 2.3+ -g.71  7.28
2.76 9.19 .22 =9.17 -
2.59 10.20 14 210,06 5.77
1.7 11.77 .88 -10.89 7.96
1.8 13.79 2.31 -11.kg 7.12
4,93 10.47 -1.30 -11.77  2.37
6.48 10.14 -3.08 -13.22 3.88
3.99 1h.sh 1.31 -13.23  6.88
2.11 13.47  -.05 -13.%2 g.54 !
2.4 12.99 -3.10 -16.09 5.8
4,16 11.42 -L.8g6 -16.28 2.63 !
1.08 15.73 -2.68 -18.41 7.76
8.4 17.77 -1.10 -18.87 5.59
8.63 12.45 -8.19 -20.64 3.97
12.11  22.56 -4.03 -26.59 L.40
17.40  20.88 -13.14 -34.02 L4.06
7.51  13.12 -2.73 -15.85 L.ml
1.91 10.26 2.31 -7.95 6.08
1.62 1l1.k5 1.7 -9.98 7.44
b by 12.18 -.54% -12.72  5.79
k.56 11.05 4,37 -6.68 8.70
6.14  12.47 11.15  -1.32 11.%0

farmers specializing in baby-beef


http:Tb7$g.ib

Cost and Returns for $winex- Rock and Nobles Counties - 191

Farm Pounds Corn Small (om. Tankage Total Skim- Pasture _ Hours Feed Labor Shelter ZEquin- Int. Misc. Total !
no. preduced 1b. grain feeds 1b. conc. milk days Man Horse ment @ 54 cash exvense .
1b. 1b. ~__1b, 1b. _
401 30580 347 5 - 7 ﬁga 21 45, 1 3 $2.62 $.26  $.16  § - $.,10 $.12  $3.26
115 2185 3710 3 - - : 70 19 11X - 2.6 .28 .20 Ne .08 .01 322 |
419 6933k 256 50 11 9 336" L7 11 1L % 2.82 .30 .15 .20 a1 .10 3.68
105 29415 311 g2 - 15 Log 28 28 2 5 3.07 b2 .11 .03 10 .02 3.75
218 33830 2 72 3 5 422 - 13 1% i 3.2 Rt .03 .03 .09 .02  3.69
123  6L010 ™3 91 4 4 Ly 1 9 1 3 3.07 .24 .06 .07 Jd2 .21 377
207 19100 315 108 1 5 429 107 12 12 - 3.08 .38 .62 .03 A4 b L,39
102 9210 330 21 - - 3’ 188 27 3§ ~  2.69 .73 .37 .03 10 - 3.92
302 82460 367 27 9 19 422 51 12 1L - 3,39 .25 .05 .10 Ak ok 3,97
312 25085 234 96 1 2 333 18 36 2% + 2.84 .51 .25 .02 .18 .20  4.00 |
201 2lsges 374 87 - - Lg1 53 19 b - 321 43 .09 .02 a1 .16 L0200
319 33397 307 319 2 7 435 60 46 13 - 33k .32 b .03 10 .18 W11
116 13515 371 70 - - Ly 38 11 2 - 3.13 .o .27 .01 30 .23 Wy o
301 25303 358 145 4 5 512 62 L 13 I 3.4 L35 11 .04 a1 .16 ues |
211 43795 316 175 3 10 305 7 33 1% - 3,61 .25 .20 .03 .08 .12 4,29 f
113 L3274 274 1L6 L 6 30 49 33 15 L 3,09 .34 .20 .0l 06 .61 T T
502 28490 327 107 - 7 wa 24 27 3 ! 307 2 33 o1 a3 .08 W36
602 35270 2ubh 174 7 9 L3y 38 18 2 2 3.0 46 .37 .13 .10 .1k L4.60 1
501 19470 522 83 - 5 610 83 26 2 i+ 7,91 R .23 .08 .13 .13 h.89 |
202 29755 391 93 3 11 504 - 26 2 % }.ES R .31 .1k d2 .13 4.79
318 11345 23 105 10 6 ) 70 bl 3% i 3.L3 .73 .16 .06 .07 .28 k4,79
hoa 327178 13 172 it 11 500 55 22 2 L L.u2 40 .03 .09 .18 .03 5.15
104 50070 237 208 - 2 507 111 Ly 13 % 4,16 .30 .15 .08 12 .28 5.09
Average
1931 3us41 339 101 3 6 450 57 26 2 % 2.27 o] .20 .06 A1 .15 k.19
1330 31288 339  1k2 i 6 490 52 31 2 5 5.a8 52 .21 .08 .20 .20 5.49
1929  2guilh ks 105 5 5 562 W1 23 23 3 7.1k .84 .24 .09 .32 .27 8.90

*The data presented arc for 100 vounds galn 1n welght.



per litte:

Average Return Pigs
grain

expense selling per 56# raised
price

Manure Net
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Farm No.of Grain Hay & Silage Pasture gE

no. sheep 1b. fodder 1b. days Man
1b..
Lol 126.94 65 65 2 2 1%
113 64.64 61 14 2m 226 12
211 181.44 83  Lsy - au3 2
318 24.58 42 227 - . - 265 4
105 21.25 - 289 - - 289, 2-
Average |
1931 84 50 205 51 - 2W7 2
1930 80 58 101 - 3% 227 1§
1929 16 120 113 29 28y 2

*A minus {-) indicates a loss.

Two locba uf



Cost_and Return per Mature Sheep - Rock and Nobles Counties - 1331 _— - —
™ Teed Labor shelter Equip- Interest Misc. Total Manure Net Value of Product Gain* Selling Price Lambs % Death
Too o ment cash expense expense Sheep Wool Total Wocl Skeep  per s

ver 1lb. ver ¢wh eywe Sheep Lambe

14 32.15 $. ho $. oh $ - $.32 $.14  $3.05  $.07 $2.98  $.34 $.60 $.94 $-2.04 .09 5.2 1,06 12 g

2.33 .02 .35 S 3,89 .07  3.82 81 .63 1.4k 2.3 .10 6.uk 98 18 21
1 3,36 5& oe .03 .29 I LU O - .20 L.18 A1 .69 .80 -3.38 .10 5.55 1,07 10 11
, 2.35 .su 1.63 .25 .27 15  5.49 L6 5,03 52 .97 1.49 -3.84 .11 L.23 1.13 5 6
1§ 2.30 .50 .21 03 .32 .03 3.39 - 3.39 -1.60 1.38 -.22 -3.61 .10 4,21 1,00 - §

1 2.50 B4 k2 07 .31 20 Lo .16 3.88 .04 .85 .89 -2.99 .10 5.30 1.05 9 10
2.43 b5 1k .02 M8 20 3.72 19 3.53 .56 .96 1.52 -2.01 . .16 7.42 90 11 17
i 3,49 667 .21 260 .50 .15 . 5.28 06 5.22  3.22 1.34 L.s6 ~;66 .28 11.91 1.04 16 12

to 5 months of age considered equzl to 1 mature sheep.


http:1.344.56

Cost and Return for Poultry - Rock and Nobles Counties -~ 1931

{per 100 chickens)

Parm Size. 4 of Grain Coml. Skim- __Hours Feed Labor Shelter Equip~ Int. Misc. Total Manure Net Velue Produced Gain*
no. of flock 1b. feeds milk Men Horse cagh expense expense Poultry Eggs Total

flock laying 1b. 1b.

_hens

211 309 ug 3937 522 538 1% $39.08 $15.87 $11.26 32,51 $2.37 $80.41 $1.27 $79.14 3125.15 $34.40 $159.55 580.41
bo1 308 ®2 4glg L20 3639 7 52.13 15.36 13.64 2.63 - 1.46 £9.91 2.43 - g7.bs 63.33 75.72 140.05 ®2.57
502 197 64 1418 - 98 Lg 9.93 9.98 5.79 1.23 .29 29.99 1.14 28.85 2h.h2 " 5K.13  79.55 50.70
602 227 36 Lo2g 671 2174 163 47.15 32.97 2.64 1.73 3.49 100.15 1.98 98,17 101.97 U4h.36 1L5.33 Lg.16
713 91 75 3584 504 1721 227 37.33 U6.02 13.19 2.46 3.13112.33 1.65 110.68 47.30 108.35 1%5.65 uk4,97
218 227 &% 2723 161 991 105 22.55 21.12 9.94 2.85 Al s58.48 - 56.45 K5.19 L4.92 101.11 L2.63
102 216 53 3052 382 1070 118 30,33 23.63 - 2.7% 1.23 1. 33 2.19 - 69.64 56.99 52.05 109.0% 39.L0
202 378 U6 2249 833 198 9 37.42 13.15 5.81 3,69 6.9% 76.67 1.58 7TH.99 Al.48  35.83 100.31 25.32
115 270 69 1259 26 1302 skt 13.58 10.83 A.67 3.38  2.96 39.78 .8%  38.95 23.26 39.61 62.87 23.92
113 232 Wy 2548 1315 1572 95§ 50.84% 19,98 19.24 2.55 10.34 110.16 1.8 108.35 63.49 66.83 130.32 21.97
319 239 6k 2534 . 995 103} 19.55 20.86 12.80 L2 5.02 61.92 1.19 A0.73 23.44 86,79 80.23 19.80
302 231 53 4336 1039 671 96 £5.19 19. 23.90 2.89 10.67 127.32 3.90 123.42 5&.&7 77.86 132.33 8.9
104 31 5 2363 88 1605 62 24.37 12, 10.03 3,12  5.99 60.23 2.64 57.59 12,77  37.03 9.80 ~7.79
312 97 62 2392 263 2030 1k 24,16 29.35 21.03 2,62 2.8% 85.05 R”.79 &0.26 1.44 62.14 63.58 -16.68
207 129 78 128 224 2108 115 15.19 23,02 20.93 2.7% 4,38 g2.84 14.s3  68.31 -19.69 57.73 Lg.O4 -20.27
501 108 &9 1289 - 717 88 10.03 17.73 21.11 3.62 - 55.96 3.47 52,49 -M4.17 72.88 28.71 -23.78
105 419 49 Lozk 286 1210 8 36.81 16.30 12.89 2.59 7.63 sh.u1 3,73 80,58 15.52 29, 63 4s. 15 ~35.53
301 39 77 g4 - 638 21 7.72 47.72 36.92 2.36 - 96.51 1b.41  82.10 -20.31 2.7 ho, 29 .67
201 178 75 2782 - 839 19 21.89 38.15 2.70 3.78 - 6h5.52 L.,25 G2.27 -U6.77 6M.20 17. u;
122 321 86 62 1246 1057 102 54.02 20.51 17.08 3,74 5.37 111.73  3.81 107 92 26 50 71.99  L4s.49 -2, n;
11 99 6 1430 1 1264 1913 13.08 38. 0.30 2.66 -  87.30 3.0 26.05 -12.54 -96.81
k19 55 03 21%8 ? - 167 13.1& 33.23 22.31 .24 g.33 1u§.39 %.h% 1ho ou-los 29 70.23 —36.?2-176.20
Average S » " |
1931 214 62 2777 370 1207 1193 29.45 24.15 17.31 3.02  3.82 8345 3.59 79.76 19.49 57.30 75.79 -2.97
1930 261 57 3060 395 1027 125 45.27 37.66 14.78 3.51  7.42 11k.91  2.%0 112.51 21.19 55.90 90.09 -22.h2
1929 250 57 3700 ho2 479 1653 59.67 50.46 16.92 4.15 4.61 142.20 3.96 138.24 U640  94.75 1hl.1v5  2.91
*A minus (~) imdicates a failure to cover the charges indicated.


http:36.16-176.20

Return Return ZEggs Price
over per per recd.
feed m8n hr. hen  per doz.
cost eggs sod
3120.4%7 $1.21 57 $.19
87.92 «89 &5 .22
69.62 1.23 75 L
99.17 49 89 18
118.32 40 130 .1h
73.56 b1 75 .13
78.21 .53 91 «13
62.89 Jhiz 4 .1k
43,29 b4 sl +1h4
79.k4g A3 93 .2
60.58 .39 2 13
67.14 .29 1_013& A7 -
25.43 .07 Lk 21 W
39.u42 .09 87 .13 !
31.85 W02 77 .1
18.68 nond 65 .15
8.3% none. 57 .13
34.71 .02 6l -
none none |2 b
none none 7[5 Ak
none none KO -
none none &2 .16
47.34 .18 76 .16
Ly, 82 .12 26 .20
1.8 .31 74 .28




Farm Feed Man Peed
no. Hay Grain Pasture hrs.
1b.  1b, days
104 2165 3999 178 23 $23,00
502 2233 33l2 218 yiy 33,18
202 2850 3765 153 32 38.90
501 2743 2012 173 3a§ 29,74
502 1821 3394 166 L6 32.52
419 1sh2  hgz2 129 L4, 06
313 1775 3989 163 5 4. 64
211 535 3244 133 51 3
401 2600 3325 134 60 35.19
115 622 2027 220 37% 20,74
216 h2s7 2331 170 262  37.70
Average
1931 2483 3111 172 412 -
1330 3115 26k2 182 Lg 1.03
1929 3382 3229 139 512 _ 53.55
116 2723 354 150 54 3455
302 W176 3527 165 35§ 39.53
105 2600 111 150 52 39.37
123 5145 2648 163 gg% 39,01
312 2335 2495 153 30.46
201 2U17 2372 147 6% 27.18
207 L4872 2316 178 33 43,92
102 Lg3s  l1ke 25 68 u49.29
300 5702 3771 126 L6t  U47.67
318 283 2342 179 3 .55
113 Lozl u3is 133 53 ai&}
Average
1931 3862 3235  1u4 47 38.81
1930 3755 3504 1kg 53 L9.h7
1929 3582  Logh 125 L7  61.61
1931 3172 3173 158 4Ll 53
1339 3255 2953 155 503 5.07
1 34 3632 132 52 63.71 °

*Credit for horse rented out.



Cost of Horse Labor per Horse - Rock éndAgbbles'COuntieg - 1931

Shelter Equip- Interest Misc. Deprec. Total Msnure Colt Tetal Net Hours Cost Crop
labor ment cash cost credit credit. cost worked per acres yer
hour horse

Farms on Which Tractors Were Used for Drawbar Work

5 $E.66 $4,07 $6.18 $.10  $11.34 354,94 $1.55 $2.06  $3.61 $51.33 g3k 5.2 21.8
.97 3,44 4,42 1.13 3,73 59.87 3.73 - 3.;3 55.1 88 6.5 40.7
5 1.60 2.57 3.83 - 8,33 51,68 1.69 - 1.69 59.99 9k 6. 33.56
7 5,87 3,94 4,00 Ol 3.19 54.55 4.78 - 4,78 43.77 702 7.1 35:16
U 5.52 3.49 3.13 Ol g.62  62.55 1.29 - 1.29 61.37 689 8.9 34,33
.08 8.1 £.94 4,27 1.84 15.20 83.80 2.57 - 2.57 86.23 9323 9.2 2y .24
11,74 10.3% 9,32 533 .13 7.50 79.07 5.02 - 5,02 74.05 730 9.5 34.20
10.33  1.82 3,23 5.27 15 2,51 70.23 2.5 - 2.45 67.78 6381 8.7  25.18
12.01 6.00 2.10 5.28 .01 19.00 79.83 3.00 - 2.00  75.393 723 10.5 33.11
7.49 10.06 3,32 2.91 .19 12.10 56.81 1.3g - 1.37 55. 4l R13k  10.8 33‘5u
.23 3.6 2,08 2.59 02 15.86 2.4 1. - 1,06 7i.e8  s77 12,3 2h.i
.35 6.31 4.07 4.7 .34 3.75 67.38 2.63 .18 2.81 64.57 153% 8.6 3.2
. 6.00 3.73 4.73 N7 8.18  78.54 5.75 1.12 4.87 13.57 g1 3.1 28.7
12 5.48 5.25 4,82 .49 3.67 101.58 41 22 4,63 96,95  ggik  11.0 28.3
Farmg on Which Tractors Were Not Used for Drawbar Work "
10.84 3.07 3.01 4.18 .05 5.00  60.70 1.88 - 1.38  56.82 933 5.3 30,50 ©
7.13 L.46 3.56 5.66 .06 2.53 62.33 3.27 - 9.27 53.66 782z 6.9 31.10 !
10.44  16.00 3.09 5.71 .28 .44 84,33 4.50 2.22 £.82 77.51 100 7.7 22.40
6.91 4,89 3.21 Sk .25 2.79 50.21 3.55 - 3.55 56.66 693 8.1 21.25
8.00 8.91 5.00 .82 .36 L.s 62.05 5.37 23 5.60 56.46  635¢ 8.2 20.05
12.75 9.54 2.36 3.60 .06 7.22 62.711 1.68 - 1.68 61.03 738 8.3 34,27
6.63 19,22 7.66 5.20 .20 10.89  93.72  12.39 - 12.39 81.33 910% 8.9 25.39
13.70 9.75 4.20 3.88 1.18 10,00 92,00 9.28 - 9.28 82.72  907% 9.1 39.91
9,25  10.92 2.38 5.36 .21 25.77 101.%6 84 - .84 100.72 1101 9.2 41.20
776 6.67 1.84 3.21 .27 2,3u 53.64 2.00 - 2.00 S51.64 537 9.6 15.85
|_10.95 3.16 .11 56,130 4,07 14,00 29.02 6.77 __1.00 7.77 _81.25 771 10.5 25.92
9.l49 8,78 3.77 4,64 an 8.68 74.81 5.24 .3 5.55 69.26 325 8.1 28.0
6.75 3.75 4.92 .38 7.97 69.26 L.64 g 5.12 841k 916% 9.2 28.2
17.38 7.9% 5.13 5.%0 .67 11.67  117.%1 5,05 1.5 .57 110.94 94’5  11.7 28.2
All Farm
8.92 7+55 3.92 L4y RV 9.22 71.09 3.93 .25 4.18 65.91 789% 8.5 28.8
15.18 6,36 3. 74 4,82 43 8.07 83.67 L.17 .82 4,99 76.68 8635 9.1 28.4
- 17.3% 6.77 5.02 5.17 .60 10.24  109.92 4.75 .0 5.55 104.27 916 1.4~ 28.5




Farm Man hrs. Gasoliﬁe Kerosaﬁg

no. servicing gal. gal.
115 Lo hgo 70
501 1 751 -
319 gi 675 -
213 63 520 L1
202 6 385 -
Averags ‘
1931 15 564 22
1330 23 530 L5
602 33 1019 789
Lg 38 858’ -
104 18 1622 322
401 104 33

211 87 205 -
502 22% 135 skl
Average

1331 321 gls 354

1930 65 396 324




Sumary of Tractor Expense - Rock and NoBleg_gounties - 1971

Distillate 0il Depre- Man Fuel Mige. Int, Use of Total Hours Worked Cost Fuel per OI1 per
gal. gal. ciation 1labor & oil eceésh @ 54 auto expense Draw- Belt Total per hr, 10 hrs, 10 hrs.
bar £al. zal,
‘Iwo-Plow Tractors
- 17  $50.00 $8,00 $59.95 $1.00 $23.75 $.37 3153.07 349 L0 390F  5.39 14 R
- 45 150.00 2,70 100.01 - 31.25 - 283.96 L2b3 h5§ L72% .60 16 1.0
- 40 130.00 1i90 109.73 14.60 35.25 - 292.48 1382 665 uus§ .65 15 9
- 22 100.00 1.2 77.8%5 -  30.00 - = 209.10 228  90i 3163 .66 18 .7
- 14 75.00 1.20 55K.50 13.61 15.38 - 161.19 129% 60i 190 .85 20 .7
- 27% 101.00 2,01 82.51 5.8+ 27.43 .07 219.96 303 6 363% .60 16 .8
75 34 31.67 5.83 115.61 k.68 20.23 .43 229.55 309% 534 363 .63 18 .9
Three-Plow Tractors
232 g0k 50.00 7.60 2W1.91 27.75 28.752.78  358.79 Lozl 3usl 7ug RI%: 27 1.1
200 B £0.00 7.50 158.65 20.30 11.25 1.03  2L43.83 13 310 L .56 24 1.2
- 46 200.00 3.0 242.80 &.50 25.00 - 430.00 294 u17 7114 .68 28 .6
&3 33 160.00 2.10 130.05 - 43,00 1.11 336.26 3B 31&— 351 .96 39 .9
ug2 73 130.00 1E.uo 102.25 26.21  35.5%0 4.16 362.52 115 14 % 1.37 26 2.8
- 16 120.00 77.36 16.46 36,00 .84  255.18 1 oi 2% 1655 1.38 36 .9
302 505 126.67 6.47 1%8.84 16.55 30.08 1.65  340.26 1923 258 um13 .75 29 1.1
322 75 125.63 19.50 173.4§ 16.38 3§58 5 an 372.21 2185 2533 Ln .79 22 1.6

..i.“[—


http:901-3151-.66
http:4721-.60

Sumnary of Auto Costs - Rock and Nobles Counties - 1931

Farm Man Gasoline 011 Misc. Interest Devre- Total Miles Cost Miles per
ne.. . labor cash e 5% ciation cost driven per mile zellon of
: . (cents) gasoline
201 $ - $5hel5  $11.68  $23.25 $3.38 $35.00 $187.96 6359 3.0 15.1
102 .30 7948 11.55 34.80 23.12 125.00 279.25 9280 3.0 17.2
218 5. 51.42 5.92  66.593 8.12 75.00 212.45 5400 3.3 17.5
301 1:80 40.69 3.60 W& 5.00 - 94.90 2852 3.3 3.5
116 ) 29.13 12.12 32.25 6.12 35.00 115.22 3053 3.3 15.7
211 1.50 76.05 7.00  67.26 28.7% 150.00 30.57 8195 4.0 16.0
502 4.10 212,52+ - 49,07 32.50 200.00 98.19 12348 4.0 -
Lo 2.85 52.51 L.7b  398.35 10.52 75.00 2uh,17 6000 4.1 16.0
202 1.35 98.12 11.14 62.05 15.62 75.00 263.28 6344 4.2 9.9
115 10.25 101.40 10.84 111.01 17.85 115.00 366.38 8535 4.3 11.3
207 19. 6.:30 30.30 17.50 100.00 220.87 R099 4.3 17.0
302 2. 15.49 37.24 32.50 200.00 797.32 8562 4.5 12.2
319 9,10 21.41  159.61 29.38 27%.00 652.59  14k65 4.5 13.1
105 .50 8,00 60.51 27.50 150.00 239.91 6025 5.0 15.3
318 2L.69 19.33 ¥5.80 2.50 70,00 265.15 5264 5.0 10.4
123 8.60 14.90 74.88 25.00 200.00 399.23 7%60 5.3 4.2
113 3.00 17.33 108,67 h1.25 150.00 391.41 6798 5.8 1.5
602 .20 10.61  79.06 26.88 125.00 230.45 5000 5.8 13.0
501 6.20 11.40 13,00 5.25 150.00 215.22 3300 6.6 1b.3
104 2.70 25.29 80.80 17.50 100.00 315.12 4400 7.2 6.9
312 - 3.14%  18.75 3.75 50.00 91.39 817 11.2 7.7
Average :
1931 5.00 11.07 63,82 18.11 119,75 292,03 6522 4.5 13. L
1930 5.06 13.03  g3.6L 5.2 13.9

23.07 142,34 355.88 5812

*Includes gasoline and oil.
**Exclusive of Farm 502,



