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Coet per Trip to Market

$3.59, This included $2,04 for lahor, $0.92 for truck ex-
pense, and $O 6% for market fees.

Under $2 42 to 43 $3 to $Q %4 to @5 £5 or over

The average cogt per trin to the Rochester Public Market was

Hew York State College of Agriculiure
Department of Agricultural Economice and Farm Management
Cooperating with the Monroe County Farm Bureaun

Prepared by
Franik W, Brumiey

Prom a Study of Vegetable Farms Made by J. L, Paschal and E. G.
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REPORT OF A FARM MANAGEMENT SURVEY OF 72 VEGETABLE FAKR!S
IN MOWROE COUNTY, 1633-34

A farm management survey of vegetable farms in Monroe County
wag made during April, 1934, Records covering the year ending March 31,
1934 were obtained by a personel visit to each farm, They included a com-
plete summary of the years business together with such information as crops
grown, yields of crops, methods of marketing and the like. This report
includes a summary of the business organization of the farms, and some of
the factors related to profits or losses on these farms.

The farms studied were located within a 14 mile radius of the
Rochester Public Market, This feport includes cnly the 72 farms without
greenhouses. During the L2-year period 1892 ~ 1933 this area had an av-
erage growing season of 178 days. The avefage‘annual precivitation from
1929 to 1933 was 32.94 inches, 14, UL of which fell during the months of
April to August inclusive. The precipitation was 78 per cent of normal
dguring the year 1933 and 72 per cent of normal during April to Avgast in-
clusive. Most of ths vegetables were grown on the sandy soils of :ood
drainage.

The Agricaltural Situsation

The period covered by this study was not an encouraging one
for vogetable growsrs., The 19%3 New York farm price index for all commod-
ities was 23 per cent below pre-war. Prices of vegetable crope for New
York State are not available for the pre-war period 1910-14 but those for
1933 were considerably below those for 1920 te 1930. United States whole~
sale prices were U per cent below pre-war, and costs of living 29 per cent
above pre-war. Many liems of farm expense were.gﬁill above pre-war, This

cansed relatively low returns from farming and gave farmers a reiatively
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low purchasing power for the year 19373, However, they were in a more

favorable vmosition then during the year 1932,

Metheds of Marketing

The city of Rochesier had a population of 325,019 in 1930.
The Rochoster public market was the chief outlet for the vegstables grown
on the farms included in this study. In addition to handling a large share
of the produce consumed in Rochester, the market olays an importent part in
swoplying vegetables for outlying towns, _Most of the farms studicd were on

hardesurface roads within 30 minutes drive of the market.

Table 1. Merketing Produce on the Rochester Publie Market
G2 Vegeteble Farms, Monroe County, 193%--34

Average per farm

Value produce marketed for year $1317
Trips made to market per year 76
Mileage braveled to and from rmarket 1216
Costs for marketing produce $273

Average per trip

Value of produce : &1
Hours fone from farm 6
iiles traveled 16
Cost per trip 53,59
Averaze per $100 of produce sold
Labor e
Transportation 6
Market costs 3
Total ' 221

VYalue of Produce and Cost of Marketinsz. The cost of marketing

produce on the Rochester rarket was obtained from 02 of the 72 farmers.
They marketed an average of $1317 of vegetables per farm on the market,
The average number of trips o market was 76. In addition to providing a
wholesale or retail outlet for produce 1t provided an opworfuinty for more

work for the operator and his truck in comnection with the farm buginess. .
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The cost of marketing includes charges for man labor, ﬁse of truck, and mar-
ket fees, The man labor and truck charges covered all labor and mileage
from the time the truck left the farm until it returned {(Table 1).

The averase cost per triv was $3.59, Sixty-four per cent of
the farms had a cost of less than $4,00 per trip (Table 2). Only 15 per
cent had costs of over $5.00 per trip. Of the total costs, 57 per cent

wags for labor, 26 per cent for transportation, and 17 per cent for market

feas
Table 2. Variation in the Cost per Trip to Market
o 62 Vegetable Farms, lonroe County, 193334

Cost per trip to morket Mumber Por cent
Less than $2 C 2 3
$2 to 83 16 26
$3 to 4 22 35
$4 1o $5 13 21
$5 to &6 7 12
$6 or wore 2 %

Total 62 100

The larger the velume of produée marketed per grower the lower
the cost of making $100 sales on the market (Table 3). As the volume of
produce increassed the grpwers made a larger munber of trips over a longer
season and carried more produce per trip. The value of the produce carried
per trip increased from $lO.to $33 per trip when the farmers increased the
amount of produce soid on the market from $340 to $3267. The greater thé
volume required little additional time and expense ver trip. Thercfore,
the cost per $100 of produce sold decreased from $4U4 to $13. The cost of
marketing $100 of produce was lowest for those growers who had encugh pro-
duce to visit the market regularly over-a long period with a full load of

produce each trip.



AT 96 N T

Table 3, Relation of Volume of Produce to Marksiing Costs

62 Vegetable Farmg, Monroe County, 1933-3Y4
Total volume  Number Humber Valuo Cost per  Cost per
produce sold - ~ of trips produce trip to $100 of
on marketb farms ner year  per triv market produce
Less than $500 7 3l $10 43,28 Al
$500 to $1500 39 53 18 3.55 25
$1500 to $2500 9 108 19 - 3.62 22
32500 to 43500 7 101 : 33 3,76 13

411 farms 62 .76 g2 83,59 $21

Gost of Operabing Trucks. Cost of truck use, or ﬁransportation,

amounted to 26 per cent of the cost of marketing protuce. A4 truck is al-
most & necessity on market vegetable farms. The products are perishable
and require guick action during bqth production and marketing. Most of the
frucks used were of a ton.or ton and one-half capacity. The average cosi
of operating A5 trucks on the £2 farms during the year is sho¥n in Table

L. fThe three larzest items were gas and oil, depreciation, and license,
Because the average load of vegetables was relatively ligat it 414 not re-
quire a véry large or valuablg truck for these farms. The most important
factor influencing low cost per mile was the annual mileags, Trucks driven
over 6000 miles had a cost of $0.03 per mile corpared with $0.07 wer mile

for trucks driven under 2C00 miles,

Teble U, ' Cost of Cperatimg Trucks
62 Vegetable Farms, Monroe County, 1933-34
' Average pow - . . Average per Par cent
truck , mile qﬁhtotal
Average value per truck $2g2
Miles Ariven annually 3473
Costs :
Gas and oil $48.79 $0, 014 28
Depreciation 37.58 0,011 22
License 26,57 0.008 15
Interest 17.5% 0,005 10
Tires 12.97 0. 00k g
Repairs ' 10,72 0,003 ©
Other costs 18,1k 0, 0GR 11

Total $172.33 0,050 100

R "H.
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Use of Land
The average land area ﬁas 36,4 acres per farm (Table 5).
This is relatively small compared with most other types of farming in the
state,  Only 6.of the 72 farms operated more than 100 acres, About two-
thirds of the land area was used for all crops and half of the crop land
wag in vegetables., The farm buildings, road, and other land used a relative-
1y high per cent of the total land area. fThe field crops were [Jrown pri-

marily for feed and made up only 1 per cent of the farm receipts.

Table 5. Uge of Land
72 Vesetable Farms, Monroe County, 19333} B
Acres used for Average ner farm Per cert of total
Vegetable crops 12.3 3l
Field crops 8.9 2l
Fruit and berries 5.3 15
Total crop acres 26,5 73
Double cropped 1.5 L
Used for crops 25.0 )
Pasture 2.6 7
Toods 3.0 &
Nther land 5.8 ) 16
Total LR 100

Veretable Crops Grom

There were h5 vegZetable crops grown on the farmé dnring the
crop year 1933, TWo crop was sold by every farmer, Tomatoes were grown on
the largest nurber of farms and accounted for 21,7 ver ceﬁt of the verptabla
crop sales., Ten crops Were sold by thirty-six or more farmers. nnd they .
accounted for 72 per cent of the total vegetables sold. Thirteen of the
veretables accounted for less than 1 per cent of the total salee, The

P :

averase receipts per farm, acres per farm, yields per acre, and —rices per
unit for the 10 vegetables that were grovm by the largest numbers of farmerg

are shown in Tables 6 and 7, Other important vegetables grown on a large
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nurber of the farms were celery, eggplant, parsnips, beets, spinach, tur-

. nips, peas, onions, cucumbers, and lettnce., There Was an average of 12 veg-
tables sold per farm, . . ' .
Table 6, Yields&icreages of Ten Leading Vegetable Crops
: ‘ 72 Vacetable Farms, Monroe County, 1933~3u

Namber Acresg per  Per cent of Average
farms farm vegetable yield
Crops growing crowing crop acreage per acre
Tormtoes (market) 66 2.0 14,6 G42 12 gt.bas.
PenneTs - 60 1.0 7.1 goz wowou
Carrots , 58 8 5.0 28l tu,
Melona ; 53 1.6 9.6 183 doz.
Beans (market) "0 b 3.6 304 12 gb.bas.
- Cauliflower by 1.0 B,2 28l doz.
Squash (winter) Lz 1.0 b,a 5 tons
swest corn (early) up 1.8 gl 345 doz.
Potatoes (late) 27 1.8 7.5 79 bu.
Cabbage (late) 36 1.3 5.3 2.6 tons
Table 7. Prices and Receipts for the Ten Leading Vesetable Crops
70 Vemetable Farms, Monroe County, 1G33-34
Receipts Per cent of  Receipts Price
Crops per farm total veg- per . per
- growing etable sales acre unit
Pomatoes (market) $311 1.7 &1%g  $.22 12 qt.Bas.
Pevpers : 95 6.0 gi . .17y momov
Carrots 9% £.0 127 49 bu,
Melons \ alh 13.7 153 - .87 doz.
Beans (market) . BE 3.0 g9 .32 12 qgt.bas.
Caulificirer - 211 9,8 201 .| 79 doe.
Squash (winter) S 1Y 2.2 50 14,59 ton
sweet corn {early) g7 3.9 g .15 doz.
Potatoes {late) 4 gl 3.2 b5 LT3 .
Cabbage (late) 59 2.6 54 26,00 ton
Capital

The average capitél per farm amounted to £12,364 (Table 8)..
ILand and Builaiﬁgs gcccgnted for $10,75? or 87 -er cent of the total in-
vestment.” This represented an average of $296 ner acre for the 36,4 acres
ner farm. Thig ig a relatively high investemm? per aére for ¥ew York

State. Machinery accounted for 7 per cent and livestock 3 per cent of
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the total capital per farm. Seventyhnef cent of the farmg had invest-
ments of between £5,000 and $15,000.

Table 8, Average Capital per Farnm
- 72 Vegetable ¥armg, Monroe County, 19333k

Ttems ' Average per farm Per cent of total

Land and buildingé £10,757 ' 7
Machinery and equiprent 836 7
Livestocl 343 | 5
Cash and sup-lies  uog o 3
Totalr‘ : o $1p,36L ‘ | 130
Receipts

Receipts average $18%1 per farm. The cash receipts represented
$1810 of the total.(Table 9). The most immortant source of reccints was
vegetable crops., The second most immertant source wag. fruits and berries,
These accounted for 70 per cent and 15 per cent of the total receints.

Other sources such asg field crons and livestock products were ralatively

unimporiant,
Table 9, " Receipts
' 72 Vezetable Farms, Monros Couniy, 193334 e
Item Average 72 farms Per sent of total

Crop sales ' .
Vesetable crops $1313 70

Fruit and herries 288 15
Fiell crops 47 1
Total crop sales $1618 Ze
Livestock products 136 7
Miscellansous 56 3
Total cash receipts $1810 96
Livestock increase 33 2
Increased value tuildings and equipment 58 2

Total all receipts $1881 , 100




Exnensesg

All farm-expenses_expépt interest and wafes for the operator
amounted to $1765 per farm., Unpaid family labor other than the operatorts
amounted to $405 per farm, This left a net of $1359 for.caéh farm expenses
(Table 10).

Hired labor was the largest single item of cash expenses. it
smeunted %o $194 or 11 per cent, of the total expenses. Various aquipment
expenses, such as truck, tracfor, repairs, aﬁd new machinery, amounted to
$270 ver farm, Materials such as fertilizer, mamure, seeds, spray and
dust materials totaled $241. Taxes and other real estate expemses amounted
0 $2U3,  Teed, packages,‘and gelling expenses were the only other expenses
of any significance.

Cash Income -

M-e-avorage famm cash récelipts ercecedel the cash expenses by-
$UK1 (Table 11). . This is the avéraée amount the farm family had available
fpom the farm business to pay family living expenses, interest and prin-
cipal payments on debts, and for gavings. It does not take into consid-
eration the. non eash recéipts and‘exﬁenses af the-farv business, therefore,

it is not a good measure of the profitableness of different farms.
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Table 10, Expenses
72  Vesetable Farms, Monroe County, 1933-34

Expenges Average 72 farmg Per cent of total

Cash Expensos

ﬁabar .
Hired 8164 g
Board of hired labor 30 2
Total hired labor s10k 11
Equipment ,

T TrucTt expenge 107 6
Tractor expense 29 2
Farm share of auto 19 1
Repairs, tools and new machinery 11C 6
Other equipment expense B -

Total equipment expense 270 15
Materials
Fertilizer and lime &7 5
Manure 71 L
Seeds and plants 53 3
Spray, dust, etc. 17 1
Other materials 13 1
Total materials 2y 14
Real sstate
Tazes 135 i
Building repairs T i
Insurance 25 1
Wew buildings ‘ 11 1
Other roal sstate expenses 1 -
Total real estate expense. 243 14
Feed 172 10
Fackages T 120 T
Selling expense 59 3
Miscellaneous 60 3
Total cash expenses $13R9 17
Won Casgh Expenses
Value uvnpaid labhor, including board Lo6 23

TOTAT, TARM EXPENSES $1765 100
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ILabor Income

In order to make camparisdns between farms it is necessary %o
talce more than the cash receints and expenses into consideration. Credits
sﬁould be given for increases in the falueé of livestock and feed on hand.
Chargzes should be made for labor of members of the'farm family who worked
on the farm without pay, or for decreases in the value of livestock on hand,
In Table 11 non cash receipts of #71 afe added to the casgh income and non-
cash expenses of H406 deducted. Mhis leaves an amount of $116 as a rebturn
to cover interest on the farm investment and pay for the operator's time,
Since some farmers had more invested in their farm businesses than others,
it is also Qesirable to charge interest on the invegtment befors comparing
indifidual farms,

¥hen an interest charge Qf 5 mer cent on the investment am—
ounting to $618, was deducted from $116, it shows that the opérators
failed by $502 to have anything left for their year's work, Only far;
mers free of debt can stand conditions such as existed in 1933 for any
length of time. In addition to the incomes already mentioned the operator's
and their families also had a house to live in and such farm products as
milk, 8BS, garden, etc, for hiome use, Since labor income is wary similar to
the wages of a married hired man, most of the hired men on these Tarms
were better off in 1933 than the operators,

Table 11. Surrary Raeceipts and Expenses
72 Vermetable Farms, Monroe Ogunty, 193334

Averare 72 farms

fash receints %1210
Cagh exXpenses 1359
Cash available for interest, family living and
saving Y]
Plus non cagh receints 71
hae
Tess non cash expenses 406
Wet income for carmital and operator's labor{farm incomey 116
Interest on capital ($12,3¢K) at 5 per cend 018

Labor incone ~-$r02
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Variationg in Labor Income., While the average labor income

was -3K02 there was a widé'variatioh between indivi&ﬁal farmers. Thirty-
nine of the farmers made better than the average tabtor income and 16 had
plus labor incomes.(Table 12). ZEight of the farms showed a loss of $1500

or more when measured by labor income. The turvose of the followihg analysis
ig to find out why this great variation in labor income,

Table 12. B Variations in Labor Income
72 Vepetable Tarms, Monroe County, 1933-34

Range in labor Income Yumber of farme Por cent of farms
~82500 to -%2000 1 1
~$2000 to -$1500 7 10
81”00 %o -31000 11 15
~81000 to -8500 14 19
8500 to © 23 32
0 to +7500 | ' 10 o 1k
+8500 to +&1000 Y 6
+81000 ~r moTe : 2 i : 3

Total 72 100

Tactors Affecting Labor Income

gize of Pusiness. OStudies of larse numbers of ¥ew York farms

have shown that farms 1argﬁr-than the average usually pay best, The best
measure of size of business on the farms. studied was acres of veretables
per farﬁ. The average acres of vegetables per farm was 12, The range
was from 3 o 30 scres., There wers 25 growing less than 10 acres and 21
‘growing 16 or more acres. As the number of acres of vepstables increased
tﬁe receints increased faster than the expenses causing a higher farm in-
come and labor incore (Table 13), While conditions were generally unfav-
orablé for the vegetable growers in 1933 those having a large nunmber of
acres of vesetables made hicher farm incomes and showed amaller minus
labor incomes than the farmers growing a small number of acres of vege-

tables,
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Tevle 13, Relationship of Acres of Vegotable Crops to Snpddel, TFarn Incore
and Labor Income, 72 Versetable F¥arms, Monrce Counbty, 1933-34

Range in Tanber Acres of Total

acres of of vaeretables canital Farm Labor

vefetables farms per farm per farm income income

Under 10 25 6.5 87836 ~&1l7 ~$539

10 to 16 26 12.3 &1h,338 ~ 464 ~-8781

16 or more 21 19.1 815,095 +8653 -*112
Averane : 12.3 £12,364 +%116 ~A502

One of the important reasons for the smaller losses on the
larse farms was the more efficient use of labor and capital (Table 1),
on farms naving 16 acres or more of vegetables per farm the acres of‘veaeu
tables per man, value of vegetables per man, and receipis per 100 copital
was considerably above the average for all farms., The recelipts per man
more thau doubled whereas the emnenses per man were much less than double.
Another method of increasing the size of the farm was to grow iore of the
intensive vemetables. In $his way the high canitalization per acre was
distributed over a larser volume of receints.

Table 14, Relationshin of Acres of Vegetables to Lahor Efficiency
72 Veretable Farms, Monroe County, 193334

Ranre in Nuamber Acres of Man eq~ Acres of Value of  Rece’nts

acreg of of veretable wivalent verctables vegeianles per *100
veretables farmns Crovs Her man ner_man of casital
Under 10 25 6.5 1.7 b1 2391 814

10 to 16 26 12,% 2.2 6.0 K74 13

16 or more 2l 19.1 2.6 7.8 920 23
Averase 12,3 2.1 6.0 $611 815

Lobor Efficiency. Iabor represented 14 per cent of the cagh
farm expsnses and 34 mer cent of the total farm expenses. The total cost

of hired and unnaid la“or, not including that of the operator, amounted
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to $600 ser farm, The efficiency with which a farmer ussd this lahor hal
an irmortant influence on hig la“or incomas,

The measure of lahor efficlency used for these farag was acres
of vepretable crons per man. The averase Was.6 while the ranse was from 2
to 17, The 22 farms with less than 5 had an sverare loss of 2007 wer farm
Talle 15). The aversse . lador income for the 18 farms most efficlent in
the wee of lakor was a nimte 2220, The farms crowines more acres of vere—

fatles mer man reduced thie cost of labor per acre and increaged the income

per van, One of the methods of inereasing the efficiency of la’nr was to

have a larrer sized tuginesg. FHowever, this wag not the only meinod,

Table 1%, Relation of lcores of Vegstahle Crovos per llan to Labor Incom
72 Vepctatle Farms, Monroe County, 1935~5hgwwl

[R——

Ranfe in acres Turber Acres of Value of Acreg »f

of vessta™le of veraetahles vortetatles verat-Tles Tahor
crons Der man forms Ter nan BT man ver Inrt income
Less tHos § 22 3.4 53r3% 7.2 %907
5 to & 32 5.8 638 13.2 ~3E2

& or over 18 9.7 B0 16,0 ~220
A1l faros 72 6.0 8611 12.7 5.502

Tields per Acre. Since venetahlos sccounted for 70 —er cent

“of the farm recaips the yield of vegetable cronmg wer acre was oue of the
“est measures of wroductlon, To measure this a veretahle cron ‘nidex was
calculated for esach farm., The aversge yields of all veretables - rown in
the area during 1933 were taken as 100 —er cent, or averase. A veie-
ta¥le crow index of 90 for the farm means that the yields of the vecstable
crons arown on that farm were 90 ner cent of the average yieldé i oall
farms,

As the vegetable crop index increasel the loss measured hy

lahor income was smeller (Tahle 16). The 20 farms havinsg a crop index of
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less than 80 per cent of averagpumadﬁ a mimig lahor imcome of ggh7,  Those
having an averace crep index of 120 or over lost only 5385. As the veme-
tatle crop yields increased the mah equivalent, acres of vegetahles, and
acres o vegeiables par pnan remained ahout the same, On the other hand
the average capital.per farm increased. This was nrohahly due to the faét

thot the farcers cebting higher yields were on better soils.

Pable 16. Relation of Veretable Crop Index to Capitnl,.FﬁrnlIncemo‘aﬁd
Tator Income, 72 Vegetable Farms, Monroe County, 1933_34

Per cent of Tumber Average per farm .

averaie vef- - of Vemetable - Farm Iator
etable riclds Farns crop _index Canifal income  income
Under 20 20 - 63 2 g,800 8357 a.ghy
80 - 120 30 ot:s 12,603 +273 ~357
120 or over 22 1k3 1,355 +373 385
Averese 100 12,368 5115 3-502

. . nt ke I
Receipts per £100 Canital., The averare farmer sol” ahout $1b

of farm nroducts for every £100 capital invested in the farm. Jhiis means
it teok a%&ut 6 years for the receipts, at 1933 n»rices, to equal the farm
canital in this area, The receipts péf 8100 of conital varied rroatly
from farm te farm, The lowest was 8L and the hichest ghe, It took a2 hih
percentage of the receipts to cover the overhead cosis of interstu, depreci-
ation, and repairs when the receipts mer 8100 of cepital were low,

The farm having receipts of 220 or wore pér S100 of
farn capital rede a labor income of 872 comparel with & loss of $#930 when
the receipts were $10 or less per $100 capital (Tatle 17). The 20 farms
with 5~ hishest receipts mer $100 capital had receipts about double those
of the averame farm with slishtly below the averale investment. Tals fav-
orahle ratio was obsained by havins 33 1/2 per cent more acres of ved-

etables per farm, yields of 11 =er cent aYove the average anl My growing
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more acres of intensive vegetables.

Table 17. Relation of Receipts per $100 Capitai to ILabor Ineome and Other
Tactors, 72 Vemetable Farms, Monroe County, 1933-34

Receipts wer Number Average . Oapital Vesetable Total Acres Labor
3100 of of receipts per cron farm ves- incore
capital farms  vper 3100 farm index receipts etable per

. capitdl : Crome farm
Less than $11 20 87 213,615 97 s1022 g $-330
£11 to %20 32 15 11,8%0 100 1718 12 -593
420 or more 20 28 11,920 111 U2p 16 + 712
411 farms 72 15 §12,364 100 #1881 12 $-502

Most Successful Farms

There were 16 farms that made a plue labor income. They av-
erared 3467 compared with an average loss of -3502 for all farms,

It ig interesting to note that they were above the average in
the factors that are shown to have been related to profits. Very few of
the 16 farms were highly efficient in more than one or two of the factors
but most of‘them wore averare or above in all the irmmortant faciors. .Tabls
18 compares theéa 16 farms with the averase of 2ll farms.

Table 18, Comparison of 16 High Isbor Income Farms witlh Average All Farmg
72 Vogeteble Farms, Monroe County, 1933-34

e e

Average all Averarss 16 "FPar cont
farms hign la*or arove ave
income farms  erare

Labor income 8-Ro2 S+U6T
Acres of vegetables 12.3 15.5 26
Acros intsnsive vegetables 8.4 12,0 I3
Per cent of vegetable crops

intengive 68 77 15
Form capitel 412,364 412,900 Y
Receipts ner farm 41881 33612 Al
Receints per $200 capital 815 £28 g7
Vesetable croy index 100 118 18
Azres or verstables per man 5,0 7.1 18

VYalu-: of veretahlesner man 8611 sgg2 61

bR des NS + e
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These farms were 26 per cent above average in acres of ves-
etables per farm and 92 per cent ahove average in farm receipts, while
having an investment of only Yy per cent above average. These and other
facts caused the receints per 3100 capital to he -87 rer cent.aﬁove averaﬁé.
The;@igh labor income farms were from 15 to 18 mer cent ahove average in
vééétable yields, acres vegebables per man and ner cent of the vegetahle

crops that were intensive,

Summary of Your Farm Business

A summary and comparison of your farm business with the average
of the 72 farms is attached, This summary was prepared by Dr. Paschal and
Dr, Migner.. |

How does your farm compare with the average of all farms and
the 16 most profitable farms {mable 1#), in regard to profits and fackors
related to profits? Space 1is provided below for you to list the factors]in
which your fa;g was above and below the average of all farms, It is sug-
gested tha%.&éﬁ first list the factors found in Table 18 as they are some

of the more important.

Above Average

RBelow Averagg

et




