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" INTRODUCTION

‘Statement.of.Probiemﬁ

| Agriculture todayhis changing,atvan amaaing rate.( In -
1'order to keep up with the problems of hlgh productlon costs,‘
changlng technology, and low proflt marglns- a farm manager
.must evaluate new productlon methods compared to. trad1t10na1 L
-methods and choose the most profltable.'v

The cotton industry is no exceptlon.;'With theicOStvof
1abor, fuel, equ1pment, and other 1nputs constantly r151ng,
the manager must f1nd ways to cut costs whlle retalnlng the
| ;same quallty of cotton pfoduced.. . | |
A relatlvely recent 1nnovatlon in the cotton 1ndustry

'that mlght help the producer is narrow row cotton.' Producers
thope that narrow row cotton will reduce tlllage operatlons
| and also increase productlon.' But,‘narrow row cotton:productél
ion is not W;thout its problems, and theeproducer must decide
if the advantages are greater than the disadvantages.

| In the north- central portion of Texas,_some producers
are chanylng to narrow row cotton and some are not. Take,
for instance, a 500 acre. cotton farm in Wllbarger County
'that con51sts of a dryland operatlon using four row equ1pment._.
The manager owns other land which grows wheat, so a wheat dr111
VlS already owned. He is con31der1ng 301ng to - the 20 lnch ‘TOW |
»drllled cotton instead of the trad1t10na1 40 inch row: cotton

but cannot decide if the new techn1que is really more -



‘*'profitable; He also has the option of elther buylng a new :
'ebroadoast harvester or hav1ng hls cotton custom harvested

j*‘What should ‘he. do7

deObjectives'

The obJectlves of this study were to determine:
. A. The costs and returns per -acre of an operatlon u51ng
trad1t10na1 40-inch rows and four row equ1pment. |
'[.B, The costs and returns per acre of an - operatlon u51hgf‘
vZO-lnchurow,drllled cotton assumlng the CrOP‘Wlll be
‘custom harvested. | .
o C.vThevcosts;and'returnSfper acre of ah operatioh using
| _20-inch row drilled cotton assuming ownership of a
rbbroadcast harvester w1th the fixed costs spread
d'over 500 acres. ' | | L
D, The amount of acreage at Wthh the costs of custom
h’harvest1ng are equal to the costs of o n;no a broad-

castustrlpper.

CCONCEPTUAL FRAMEWCRK

Algrléuiture is a Ebﬁplex business requiring good manff
agement deCISlons to kecp the operatlon profltabl Indorder
to- 1ncrease income in todays marketing systems, farm managers
must cut costs while holding productlon steady orblncreasev-

'production while'holding,costs steady by increasing efficiencyr

of present methods of production or making new innovations.



’hlnk that 1nnovat1ve narrow row cotton Wlll be more

:"?tprofltab]e than 40 lnCh row cotton prov1ded the farm 1s Op-

_ted by a good manager. The problem assumes that the man- f‘“'

*fager has both wheat and cotton operatlons and that he already

ngowns the necessary drllls and cotton equ1pment, except for the f“'l"'

*fdharvester."

If 20-1nch row productlon 1s to be used the producer

"-mus

ffbroadcast strlpper.‘s lsfchange w111 affect both the flxed

ticost and the varlable cost of the cotton operatlon. ;f% B

If the narrow~row cotton lS custom harvested, the flxed

vfcost curve and var1ab1e7cost curve Wlll change a 11tt1e.

d901de,1f he ,ants to custom harvest hlS crop or buy a ;,st***:”

"}custom harvested, no new equlpment lS necessary to produce 5_;]_5'"'

20 1nch row cotto:fbecaus’;the producer already owns the

7°Adr1113.7 So, the total flxed cost curve of the narrow row cot-wgz}:

'dfiton would be above the flxed cost curve of the 40 1nch row

”»‘voperatlon by the amount of the annua1 deprec1atlon on the

vbs;drlll. But the amount of the dr111 depre01atlon w111 not
’:‘dlncrease the tota] flxed cost of the 20 lnch row operatlon "v

“v,much over the flxed cost of the 40 1nch row operatlon.’”

:vThe blggestleffe ence 1n COSt W111 probably be varlable:‘i

COsts., Narrow row cotton 1s planted and is not worked agaln SRS

i:untll harvested.z Conventlonal 40 1nch row cotton ln thls

" area is usually planted’anlfed, and cultlvated two tlmes.‘"

:,Obv1ously, the fuel costs, 1abor costs. and machlne malnten- .

-L“:ance costs w1ll be conslderably 1ess for the 20 lnch row




But, the cotton must be custom harvest-“v

"'V;*.ged{; ThlS cost w111.be hlgher than the cost of harvestlng

”'*vestlng,

'1;f40 1nch row cotron, and more seed 1s also planted. Thls 1n-;:°°f S
:’75;creased cost w111 Shlft the total varlable cost upward apaln.ﬂifvfﬂm*

“chhThe questlon 1s whether the savxngs for fuel labor, and maln-;fu°-

greater or

’“,lfdepre01at10n.: If the sav1ngs for

55 thanhthe 1nc'eased costs of har-vj'e7f'”*

'jathese 1tems are 1arger than the costs, then 20 1nch row pro-f”?w'i“iﬁ

'quct10n4w111 bekless expen51ve to produce than 40 lnch row

’.agprcductlon.»"

In addltlon to 1ncrea51ng proflts by decrea31ng pro-

: gesT ~_: 3

””fvfductlon, farmers hopefthat narrow row cotton w111 1ncrease

'frbe bouvht.~ Ihe tot

‘frevenues-t Accordlng tO_Marv1n Sartln of the Texas A&M Agrl-n;n-”?ﬁvf

‘foually ylelds about 104 hlgher than ylelds on 40 1nch row

”fﬂcotton. Slnce the,demand curve for an 1nd1v1dua1 farmer 1s

”i‘fﬁlnelastlc,‘1ncrea51ng the farm s yleld w111 lncrease the thjﬁ»ff55}”

'“Qfarm s_revenue. -

e comblnatlon of s'lghtly reduced productlon costs

f:uland 104 hlsher ylelds should make narrow row custom harvested 72

{&cotton more profltable to ralse than conventlonally ralsed

a,:cotton. :

'purchaségggf :Havrvfester‘ for 20- ih‘ch*ga«s.vs‘ v 40‘.;-1@11 Row =

njLubbock, narrow row cotton us- ;ia”777’

In somc places, custom harvesting may not be profltable ,:ff“i”’

:or 1n some nOt‘PVOH;pOSSlble, so a harvester would have to ’

aI ftzed cost curve of plantlng narrow row

'»;’cotton when a. broadcast harvester 1s bought w111 be lncreased “”'

C



D"»_

| by;the amounthof the new machine and the drili-depreciation

o ;over the total flxed cost of 40- 1nch row cotton.

The ‘total varlab]e cost of produ01ng narrow row cotton
w1th a purchased harvester W111 be less. than the var1ab1e
ost of produ01ng conventlonally grown cotton. The total

‘var;able cost of producing 20-inch row cotton would be in-

| 7acreased slightly due to increases in seedvdbut it wouid be:

reduced by decreases in fuel costs, 1abor costs, and machlne
Amalntenance. The net result probably w111 be a decrease 1n
"htotal varlable cost.l

| 1The_tota1 cost for 20 1nch row productlon w111 be hlgher

xthan the total cost for 40 1nch row productlon at 1ow amounts

V:.fof output, ‘but the total cost should eventually, as. output

rncreases, ‘become less for 20 inch row cotton than for 40-

vf.inch-row-cotton.- Also, the yleld on 20 1nch row. cotton

w:should be about 1OA hlgher than the y1e1d on 40 1nch row

cotton.. e | »' '
Narrow row cotton should be more profltable than 40 lnCh :

,‘.row cotton even w1th the hlgher flxed cost of ownlng the

ngroadcast'strlpper.

1custom:Harvesting,vs.HPurchase_of‘Harvester for.ZO-inch'Rows
A»If narrow rOw produCtion is used, the deciSion‘of vhether'

to buy a broadcast harvester or not should be determlned by

‘thebamount of output of the farm. ' The custom harvestlng

dcost will be constant per'output no matter how much outpui,f.

ﬂ‘chr:'is. 1f a'harvester‘is bought, the fixed‘cost’for a

-“smallramount of output is vory B°_ b, but the flxed cost dc-

4

creases with each additional unit of output. “t some p01nt



:défff'

-of output, the flxed cost of custom harvestlng and the flxed

. cost of buylng a harvester 1ntersects at p01nt Q At the

,“el of output, Q, 1t doesn t matter whlch method of harvest-(;‘
hrlng 1s used. If output lS less than Q, the harvestlng should
7be custom done. If the output 1s -more- than Q, the manager

hshould buy hlS own machlne.

d“Theoreticaily,Fassuming a good'manager;FZO?inchvrow?
_Vcotton w111 be a 11ttle more profltable than conventlonally
grown 40- lnch row cotton because of reduced productlon costs
;and lncreased ylelds. Whether to custom harvest or buy a
fhharvester w11] be determlned by the amount of output.x The
'3subJect farm would probably be more profltable 1f the man-~:

ager changed to narrow row productlon. .

'»t'RESEARCH METHODS’ANDLPROCEDUREsffig? Bt

Most of the lnformatlon for thls report WaS gathered by :.'
. talklng to agrlcultural spe01allsts at Texas A&N Research

”Centers, 1mp1ement dealers,vand cotton producers. Thls 1n-i’

’_formatlon was used to- prepare three budgets to compare re-~
v7]turns from dlfferent methods of produ01ng cotton on a per :

3acre ba31s. One budget was for produCLng cotton 1n conven-;u;_

”f_tlonal 40 1nch rows, one budget was for produc1ng cotton 1n{fj]5fd’

.70 1nch rows and haVLng the crop custom harvested, and the'y77

' thxrd budget was for produc1ng cotton 1n 20 1nch rows and

‘—-»»:r

o ownlng a broadcast cotton harvester..vv




R Bﬁdggt | for 4:03’-'Inch Row cotton

'°”?.XiTab1e“I;v Much of the budget that I developed was a modlfl-'d:? v

cfcatlon of two budgets from Mr. Norman Brlnts, Agrlcultural
"*if:Economlst Speolallst at the Texas A&M Agrlcultural Research
*tVStatlon 1n Lockett, Texas.] The budgets were developed forrdff,ﬁ“&"

’“h'jthe area. that the farm is located 1n.‘”

| ‘hlmgAhyielduof 275 1 s/ vas go»ten by studylng records;ﬁ
’dffrom the" ‘ASCS” offlce for farms in. the area.- The preharvest h{f@fdhfh
“Tavarlable costs lnclude seed ,herb1c1de, equlpmeﬂt 1abor, andfdj?g-f>
;thnterest on operatlng capltal. The equlpment costs were ob--;”
Ptalned by llstlng the type operatlon and Slze of machlnes d}q},gyﬂiﬁ
;T>*used 1n the area 1n Wthh the study was done-, Labor hours,'

'~“mach1ne hours, varlable costs, and flxed costs on a per acre e

talned from the Agrlcultural Research

7dCenter for each machlne.3 The 1nterest on operatlng capltal
:r.;assumed a six month 1oan on the preharvest varlable costs.vg?if"“f*¥*
j*tThe equlpment and 1abor costs for the harvest costs were

'ffobtalned from the same equlpment sheet that the varlable:yh;j‘hﬁf@li’_

’~if{equipment and 1abor cost’came from.

i

The leGd costs for the budget lncluded equlpment and e

sxeland. The equ1pment cosU came from the equ1pment sheet

dfﬁdeveloped from lnformatlon from Mr..Brlnts; Almost a11 rent
"*.; 1n thlS area 1s pald on a’ sharecrop ba51s.; So, the 1and costﬁ,efﬂffff
fewas based on 1/4 of the crop 1ess 1/4 of the chemlcals, gln-”iffff=“

S nlng, bagOLng, and tles.;;dﬁ




pgff}Table I., Assumptlons Made in the Three Budgets of Prlces’_,j*fﬁ
‘ Pald and Recelved by farmers in Dollars o

“"}e»~66£teﬂ7éee5“f}5 R X RN L ;LLo,fi}jf' «
"?fHerblclde | “-X};QS Gallon S

*fs*narvestlng‘e)ig Cine

'55f1*,Cotton glnnlng '¥i}} fﬂ 'ffBale

'fE};Ga110n7f?eﬂf

;iDlesel

‘*::oi1;:f{j*fw;fif}f?;*‘"“‘  Gallen

[‘capital,"' " "*Vpéqléfﬁﬁﬁfu

~Prices Received . Uait Price

100 00j;,1w¢e»~r.a~

. Cottomseed  Tn




ﬁBudgétﬁfor*ZO-inchvﬁonCottont§fCnstomearvested;fohf:”?

The revenue portlon of thlS budget assumedta 1OA increase

‘ﬁ'<§f1n Y1eld. The amount of seed was flgured as 1604 of the wel?htfi[;ii

h*fOf the 11nt COttOﬂ- The preharvest varlable costs had a few fﬁifff‘

f;fmlnor modlflcatlons from the 40 lnch row budget for quantltles tft?‘ﬁ

v7of seed planted and the. 1nterest on: operatlng capltal.m But,

‘:4u;;the maJor change came from the equlpment and labor costs.dildfﬂ'fﬁf-t

Uf;0perat10ns that would not be needed for narrow row cotton.oe'jnfar'si

5}The operatlons that were removed were the 1lster planter two

‘Vﬂtlmes, the knlfe once, the cultlvator two tlmes, and the

7’str1pp1ng. The cost of drllllng was added back.f N”?;}’

The maJor change 1n thexharvestlng costs con51sted of
‘j:remOV1ng the strlpper and 1abor cost from the 40 1nch row ;}fﬁd*ﬁf

*rgbudget and addlng the cost of erlng custom harvestlng w1th

,zi}a broadcast strlpper._ ThlS cost of 06 cents per pound Was ikf.b”

: obtalned from farmers ln the area who custom harvest w1th a R
.‘broadcast strlpper.f Thewflxed costs were flgured the same

:a‘way as . the 40 1nch row budget flxed costs.;;[”r53

d'Budaet for~2041nch RoWKCbtton';*HarvéStervOmnedaﬂ'“ﬂ

7\1n whlch the producer has the costs of ownlng a broadcast

‘lr:strlpper 1nstead of havxng the crop custom harvested.;glfjalfjfj'fV

.d developcd thlS budget by modlfylng the . 20 inch row COtton ;:ﬁiftj‘

“l.fbudget that I made before. Thevonly maJor change was 1n the fflxi“

harvestlng cost. The cost of custom harvestlng was removed




,_t;ibﬁifa S

ffand the cost of the equ1pment and labor of ownlng the harvest

.”er was added.: The broadcast strlpper is relatlvely new 1n f

' fthls area so no one, lncludlng_the research ccnter had the

hv“cost of ownlnp one.p I developed a machlnery cost worksheet
ﬁassumlng a new cost of $25 000, 10 years of planncd use, and ?’7157*9
',wy125 hours annual use. These estlmates were from local 1mple-;ffgf§&~

v“a_"ment dealers and farmers.' The ownershlp or flxed costs 1n-- et

preCLatlon and 1nterest on average lnvest-’rfpf‘*

‘m nt ame to $28 33 per hour.- The operatlng or varlable

‘.fcosts 1nclud1ng repalrs,;fuel, and 011 came to $7 78 per hour..hx

ade 1n value for the deprec1at10n and the accumulated dla'T."i

vdﬁrepalrs were found by u51ng tables from the 1972 Agrlcultural :

| -:Enslneers‘Yearbook.; Thls worksheet assumed that 500 acres ofd‘hv-

v]cotton a year would be strlpped. If the cotton farm was

"“Thflarger, the cost would be less.v If the farm Was smaller,q”lefgfihtee

he cost would be more.’

 -Breakeven Acreage .

' also used the machinery cost worksheet for the grgad_' e
t? cast harvester to f1nd the breakeven acreage between hlrlng :
‘¢custom strlpplng and assumlng the costs of ownlng and operat- ij*Q**»
‘llng a harvester.l The cost of custom harvestlng 1s $18 18 |
'I;aper acre.‘ If a. harvester lS bought, the labor cost per acre:1 :e1a 
Iiafand operatlng costs per acre will be constant at $l 03 and ;
$1 95 respectlvely. The ownershlp cost per aore w1ll change,ltifun,V
hdependlng on. the number of acres that 1t 1s used on each : ho‘f§nbh
year. Subtracting $1. 03 and $1 95 from $18 18 gives $15. zo SRR

'as the ownershlp cost per acre at the p01nt that the coat of s




'fhgﬁtwogha”est costs arefequal.h A,

D1v1d1ng the total ownershlp cost of $3541 per year by:j,x

h:(tj\the ownershlp COSt per hour at the breakeven p01nt of $6O Boﬁcdlf o

thglves 58 hours per year as the breakeven 1eve1.: Multlply 58ﬁafﬁg***?

*hd]hhours by 4 acres/hr. to get 232 acres as the p01nt where theitio";sfﬂ

: FINDINGS S

The flndlngs are centered around the results of the ‘V”[ N

A'idbudget that I developed for 40 1nch row cotton and 20 1nch

R frow c tton w1th'and w1thout'ownersh1p costs of a harvester.,gV“'ffj}_~

d:A short summary of these flndlngs are 1n Table II. In’»add-‘-f‘-v

'?fﬁdltlon, the p01nt at whlch the cost of custom :arvestlng and rfii}j

_jownlng a harvester are equal was computed.“,

1. L

”*~Comparlson of“Custom Harvested Narrow Row and Harvester

sﬂfd‘*owned Narrow“Row o

ﬁThﬂThe preharve;

Theegross recelpts of $139 14 per acre w111 be the same SN

"'?;because the harvester ownershlp w111 not affect the yleld.\p,j?;f97-~

,hf $37 03 per acre w111 also be the same.,f

'VvyThe harvestlng costs W111 be hlgher by $15 20 per acre for

\

'ticustom harvested cotton over cotton harvested W1th the farm s‘;7;
s;own machlne. So the tot11,var1ab1e costs are also $15 20

.hlgher for custom harvested cotton ' *he Flkcd costq,'of coursc,f77

h‘;are' lgher for the ha.vcstor Ot '&cOtton.a But the ‘lﬁedQCEstsz,y




o 'fMethods of Produ01ng 1n W11barger County
: ton a Per Acre BaSLS.fy_' et !

 Budget Heading  40-inch rows 20~ inch rows = 20- 1nch rowsfrf“rfr
T R I ST V'Ajcustom harvested harvester owned .

,:L~,wross.reéeiﬁts,;e,v 2 e 3139 147;i3f" $139 14; ﬂ;ifif

'7;3jF1xed»costsf“':"' 39,

v:fs:Tota1 costs'r73'w

>“’eret returns ESOT




are hlghervby only $7 08.> So the total costs are less for

__rownlnp a,harvester lnstead of custom,harvestlng“by $8 12 per

VQfacre; “Slnce the revenue 1s the same, ownlng a harvestcr lS

‘,fthe most:profltable way to produce narrow row cotton by $8 12 |

‘7;¢per acre. The net return from custom harvested cotton was

'5$36 88 per acre, and the return from harvester owned cotton

:71vrproductlon was $45 per acre. Of course, the costs of ownlng

'";Wager %armed SOO acres of cotton.; If less land 1s worked, the

‘?»costs of ownlng a harvester would be 1ncreased unt11 a p01nt e

"'_w"lljbe reached where custom harvestlng the cotton 1s more

*ﬁd Harvester Owned Narrow Row VS, 40 Inch Row

The gross recelpts from narrow row cotton should be about

K’i-ﬂ§104 hlgher than 40 lnch row cotton because the y1e1d should

_3139 14 The preharvest cost for 40 1nch rows was $8 32

"thaiharvester were computed under the assumptlon that the man-sf o

higebe about 104 hlgher. The revenue for 40 lnch row cotton wasvfi"

h*{;$126 50 per acre. and the revenue from 20 1nch row cotton was;{ff§7

:umore expen81ve due to. the addltlonal amount of tlllage.; But, e

'ffthex',rrow row cotton cost more to. harvest by $2 70._ The

fffbroadcast harvester added $3 69 per acre onto the flxed cost

of the narrow row productlon,» So the net return for narrow 7\"

o row cotton was $45 OO per acre compared to $29 63 per ‘acre jj;ﬁf’;fi:

- 1*for 40 lnch row. productlon.b?'

' Breakeven Ac':rv:—»azzge'for'Harv'estv:i.n;i',;';f“’E

»,-.“‘

The p01nt at Wthh the costs of ownlng a self propclled




"71broadcast strloper and the costs of hav1ng the crop custom

1'ﬂr jharvested is at 232 acres of cotton.

' :Chaoge in~PriCG ASsumptionf_

If the assumptlon 1s made that cotton is 301ng to brlng

"-$ 30/1b. lnstead of $ 38/lb. the results stay about the same.f '

_.The 40- 1nch TOoW. cotton w111 return $7 63 per acre, ‘the custom
.harvested 20 lnch row cotton Wlll return $12 64 per acre,-‘
jand the 20 lnch row cotton w1th ownershlp costs w1ll return‘u'
;$20 76 per acre. The 20 1nch row cotton w1ll stlll return asv'
lmuch as 313 13 per acre over 40 1nch row cotton or $6 565 on f_,

;the entlre subJect farm.'r"

;‘s"UMMARr AND CONCLUSIONS

S The obJectlve of thls study}was to compare the proflt-:
‘hablllty of producxng 40 lnch row cotton Wlth the proflt-'

ablllty of produc1ng 20- 1nch row cotton. Also, to determlne‘;_
: whether it is _more profltable to custom harvest 20 1nch row"
vcotton or to own a broadcast strlpper on a SOO acre - farm in

) W1lbarger County. Texas.'
'g.Sumﬁaryv o

_hBudgets for;404inéﬁ-f¢w cotton{hZO-iﬁChlrowicustoof S
.'vharvested:cotton;'and<20;inch’row cottohyharvested with,t;luu
Lthe producers own machlne were deve]oped._ The budgets were‘:
developod wath 1nformatlon obtalned from agrlcultural re-.“‘

search centers, lmp]ement dealers, and areq cotton produccrs



S“ffff*whlch lS to ‘be” custom harvested was developed by modlfylng

'”;The 40 1nch row cotton budget was developed by modlfylng twof

ﬂ;;budgets obtalned from the Tcxas A&M Agrlcultural Research

The budget for 20 1nchfrow productlon

pﬂthe 40 lnch budget and gatherlng lnformatlon from producers‘fpﬁffiffi

"»f{of 20 1nch cott;n.; The budget developed for narrow row g

: ¥h;"cotton w1th omncrshlp costs of broadcast harvester Was doneff;~f~

ian”the other budget for 20 1nch row cotton.j Ajf:ﬁffftﬁf“‘"

etvhad to be developed for the strlpper

ﬁ“ibfor thls last budget.; Informatlon was obtalned from 1mple-fhf;f»ﬁ

| T?ﬁment dealers and cottonbproducers for the machlne cost work- BRI

’?fsheet.v_“

The results were that the most profltable way to producelirh* o

:fwas to grow 20 1nch row cotton and the producer own hls own

“lf*harvester.; Thls method of producrng returned $45 OO per acre_@ffﬂﬂ{9

”'iffzilor $22f500 for th entlre 500 acre farm._ Thlfcustom harvest-lf?f*dlﬁ

,ﬁjfied narrow row cotton returned $36 88 or $18 440 for the farm iﬁifsf?ﬂ

’;‘7.The 40 1nch TOW cotton returned $29 63 per acre or $14 815

.cfor the farm.~ The breakeven acreage for ownlng a self-pro_ f@l:

7—"

'.3pelled broadcast harvester as opposed to hav1ng the work donef;bfffﬂf

’~Qﬁls 232 acres.. If less than 232 acres of cotton 1s produced,

'”f,the manager should hlre the crop custom harvested.* If more

"f,than 232 acres of cotton is produced, ownlng a broadcast ;}iiij:“:

‘strlpper is cheaper.',,,xl;7'f'

| I-mpiic_‘atio_n%.; ,

ThlS report qupgssts that a good manager can make more

K

E ;fmoney by growlng 70 lnch row cotton than he can by grow1ng

"’540 1nch row cotton.' If the nroduccr ls small ho hlll be 31”7517':




:T"ipfducer W111 be ahead 1n the'long run tO

d“toahave hlS h;rvcstlng custom done.pp

trlpper.f I thlnk that more narrow row cotton w111 be plant-f“ e

iifjed 1n Wllbarger County after producers watch the farmers thatfh;fﬁf{j

ahfpare now produclng narrow row cotton.1 I thlnk that 1t 1s 31g515f°*7”

‘3r"n1f1cant to mentlon that the producers that are buylng the'ﬂihvafh B

”;gpself propelled broadcast harvesters and changlng to narrow

“~ﬁ,,near future,

-frow cotton' ow are the same people that are generally thought]lf?? S

"7?of as‘ke pj'g'the best record of operatlons 1n the communlty

'5>Narrow row cotton w111 berome more w1de1y accepted 1n the

and eventually I belleve that most cotton W111

Eabe‘ rown in narrow rows. ,3[rbﬁ;§;ﬁf
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~ APPENDIX



. BUDGET FOR 20-INCH ROW COTTON - CUSTOM HARVESTED

 ﬁ2erﬁit" Price or.
S Cost/Unlt

Quantlty

Value or
Cost ‘

jHerb101de
H_Equ1pment
“'Labor :
Interest on'
Operatlng
Cap1ta1

Total

Harvest~iv

Total

D Total Varlable COSts, TR

Tncone Ab°"e Vaﬂable Cos1zs=

‘leed Costs.

Equ1pment o

+ Land B
7f,: Total e

 Net Retums:

Gin, bag, tles

1"Gross Recelpts from S
. Productlon._.- -
~Lint '
Seed

o *s“:«.gs,;.ﬁ

t.acre 5. 06 1
~ acre. . 8.9%
’;;ahour-:1a[;2.15;u:;

bale  3L.00
“Custom" harvestlng 1b3'7f' 7_f06“”~ti

scre $ 13 75ffe”fexv¥e
v“_siacre; 5v 26 1@@ o

$ 115.14 V' L
C % T
- __'-_.:’: $ 139 14 .‘: - A : .. <:7 .

5 06 S

“ifj7,62gV17 

”‘e{$1oz 65;;:;;,r,«
$ 36 88




| BUDGET FOR 20-INCI ROV COTTON - HARVESTER OWNED

o Item - o _‘-vssfi‘Unip'  Price or. '*Quantityl«Vaiue‘orgI ffg7*7

Cost/Unit . Cost

"r:Gross Qecelpts from

'f‘ Net,Returnssx

Productions Lo e e T e
‘Lint.  1b. $ .38 303,00  $115.14
‘Seed . ton 100.00 .24 _ 24.00

Total . s130.14

'Vérlable Costs}
' Preharvest

. Seed 1. .26 22 8 572
- Herbicide = ' acre 5,06 o1 5,06

 Equipment . acre - 8.9 1  8.9%

Labor S hour 295 277 ,7;6zf;f;fr"

Interest on _ _ _
- Operating ‘ ' ﬁ":f>5,;'s{'x.';:g""ﬁ_A L :
~ Capital s__i,$;q,_ ; ‘,%s,;lo ‘1L7,13’67.:v 1.37
Toal oo Ui B 8028 T

“ 3 Harvest

- Gin, bag; ties baié I " 31. 00‘” ﬁsu:f;61»_”$ 18 91,7, B

‘Equipment =~~~ acre. -~ 1.95 1 1.95
Labor ' ~  hour- 2,75 . .375 __ 1.03.

| Total H*fls’jifsjl["f'3;3gs_v;sisf;&fsTs$521;89 N
'fTotal Varlable Costs » ; ' v,_frs[ )5 ’s‘”fivsgfs _$ 5Q,603svj
N Income Above Varlable Costs:  ;‘ f1:’ sV.iiiﬁsslis;;$f88f54_'f
Fixed Costs: B R AL LR R S
- Equipment . acre  14.74 1.
land acre 28,80 .1

_28.80
i43.54“
%14

fotalsCOSts:
45.00

L ]

14.74



1  _aVar1ab1e Costs:f"

 BUDGET FOR 40-TNCH ROW COTTON

'1Itemf7

1}‘ Unit

Price or

]‘ Quantlty

7fVa1ue or.
»-Cost

f'Gross Recelpts from :

Productlon. B
Lint
Seed

Total

- Preharvest:
eed.
-.,erblclde‘ o
Equloment S
. Labor = i
..Interest on L

5 Harvest~ ' SR
Gin, bag, tles -
Equlpment
Labor '

Total

‘ f”f'Income Above Varlable

"leed Costs _
Equ1pment
Land :

Totalik

,u.  E?Tota1 Costs:

f-Net-Returns, :_;

'ﬂfib;‘
~.ton

"flb.. e
acre
. ‘acre . .
~ hour

bale
. -acre

”' $fTota1 Varlable Costs.fff’”

Cdétsff“ii'

- acre
~acre

Cost/Unlt

s s
~100.00

_f f31;boff]ff':;g,w,f.~
o Tise 1

.26
14.31
2.75

275 OO

$104;30';i 5{ u_
_.22.00

os1375

.26.10

o os30.8s
v   °?f $95?37;4 ”




