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INTRODUCTION 

Statement of Problem. 

Agriculture today is changing at an amazing rate. In 

order to keep up with the prob'lems of high production costs, 

changing technology, and. low profit margins; a farm manager 

must evalua;e :p.ew produc~ion methods compared to traditional 

methods and choose the most profitable. 

The cotton industry is no exception. •with the cost of 

lal::>or, fuel, equipment, and other inputs. constantly rising, 

the manager must find ways to cut costs while retaining the 

·. same quality of cotton Produced. 

A relatively recent innovation in the cotton industry 

that might help the producer is narrow row cotton. .Producers 
. 

hope that narrow row·cotton will·reduce tillage 'operations 

and also increase production.· But, narrow row cotton product­

ion is not without its problE::!ms, and the producer must decide· 

if the advantages are greater than the disadvantages. 

In the north-central portion of Texas, some producers 

are changing to narrow row cotton and some are not. Take, 

for instance, a 500 acre cotton farm in Wilbarger County 

that consists of a dryland operation using four row equipment. 

The manager owns other land which grows wheat, so a wheat_' drill 

is already owned. He is considering going to the 20 ... inch row 

drilled cotton instead of the traditional 4O-inch row cotton 

but cannot decide if the new technique is really more· 
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profitable. He.also has the option of eltherbuying a·new 
·- . ., 

_ broadcast harvester or having his cotton custom harvested. 

What should he do? 

_Objectives 

The objectives of this study were to determine: 

A.- The costs and returns per•acre of an operation using 

traditiona140-inch rows and four row equipment. 

B. The costs and returns per acre of an operation using _ 

2Q .. inch row drilled cotton assuming the crop will be 

custom harvested. 

C. The costsi and returns per acre of cm operation using _ 

20-inch row drilled cotton assuming ownership of a 

broadcast harvester with the fixed costs spread· 

over 500 acres. 

D. The amount of acreage at which the costs of custom 

harvesttng are equal to the costs of c,\m:i.n:: a broad-

cast stripper. 

Agricu1 turf~ is a complex business requiring good man­

agement decisions to keep the operation profitable. In order 

to increase in~ome i~ todays marketing systems, ·farm mana.gers _ 

must cut costs whi1e holding production steady or increase 

production whi.le holding eosts steady by increasing efficiency 

of present methods of production or making new innovations. 



' , , 

J tpink'' tijat tnnov'.~ti v~> narrow rQw c:ottori wi 11 be. more 

p~ofitable than 40-inch row cotton provided the farm is op~ 

·;,e!'.¾lted by a good ipm1;9ge:i:-. The problem assumes that the man­

ager has both wheat and cotton. operations and that he already 

- owns the .necessary drills and cotton equipment, except for the 

harvester. 

If 20-inch row production is to be used, the producer 
. ' , 

' ' 

must- deci~te if he wants to custo.m harve.st his crop or buy a 
ii,',,'< - ,··' .... ,., ' ·:,::·,:---·-

bi'oadcast stripper. This cfiange wi 11 affect both the fixed 
" 

cost and the variable cost of the cotton operation, 

Custom,.Harvesting 20-inch Rows vs. 40-inch Rows 

If the narrow row cotton is custom harve,sted, the fixed 

cost curve arid va.riabie c'ost curve wil 1 change a little. lf -· 

custom harvested, no new equipTTient is necessary to produce 

20;,.i,.nch r9w cottori,J:>ecayse.theproducer already owns the· 

drills, So, the total fixed cost curve of the narrow row·cot-

- ton would be above the fixed cost curve of th,e 40..;inch row 

operation by the'.amount of the annual depreciation on the 

drill. But the amount of the drill depreciation will not 

iric:tease'the total tlx~d cost of the 2O-inch row operation 

much over the fixed cost of the 4O-inch row operation, 

The biggest: diffe:i;;e11qe in cost will probably be vari,able 

costs. Narrow row cotton is planted and is not worked again 

until harvested. Conventional 40-inch row cotton in this 

area ts usually planted-, .knifed, and cultivated two times. 

Obviously, the fuel costs, labor costs, aIJ.d machine mainten­

ance qosts will be cqnsioerably less for the 20-inch row 



' .· '. ·,,-.-: .. 

:~o.~tcj~·~· ,,.,So, ·'the 't~.tal :.variable pe>$ts Jviil' 
>,J- ~ ' ~ 1~ I ~ ! ,j!{ •,0' • ·. 

', .:-···.•:;··· ;,· -. ·j. )_'•·::~:):~·;: ·.,· .. ::•:·•.:"·';,: 

·. by .the' amounf of morief .'that 
. . .. . .. i < 

. . . ditfonal cti'ltii~tibn' ·· .. · :eut ·, th~' oottQn. llltis,ct)b~ 

···•· '''"!. ~:• J(l:t~If i ~1'~ij~r than the c0$t of haiv!'stin& 
i . . . •. ··.. • .. ,. ·. . . .. . . . . 

·••·. · .. 46 ... tnch .. row cotton, arid :m6re seed ts also :plantedr Thls. tri~ . 
..•. ·,cr~ased: c6st··wi1l.·sh\ft ]tqe total variqble:·:cost:\ipwa~d ~eatr1~·-:·· . 

.. ··.·. The/questi.bn •.. is w~e.~herjthe ·savings, for,fuel, .. labor, ,and .ptaip~ .•. 

these. iterriii a:r;e larger, than· the costs, ):hf:m ,20-in~h fow .pro~ ••· 
.. dµc·it6~•i',;t1tt'bei{·less .. ~~i~nsiy,e to p:rQd~ce/ 

.-·. ,: 

c,pi:-oau9tton·~ .. 
., ·. , .. . 

. ;. =.-:·'. 

.: ·-· f:·· ·.,.'-

. ... -· ... ··••··· .:in addition to increasing. profit;.· by':clecreastng pro- ... · 
Aqu~tib~:Tti~er{ .h@t~;}tJ~l' narrow·~row. cbt'f:on':.Will·'·inc,;eci'se· .. 

·•·.r~venues~ .. ·· According to'.Marvin Sartiil• of the.:Texc;1s :A&M Agri-.:' 
.. ·-? ·,, 

·: .. ·•·•··,;_i!t'~~:tii.:r:t,~:,~:~,~ c~·/g.eritie1:;)~n:·; .. t~bl)~cl<•,·· .. ria1:r~w,·.fr.~·-.•··cb.f 't.~~::'.u~ ~.· ,·• . 
. ·• .. · ually yields about 10'¼ nigher thari yields .9:t1 AO-inch row . 

• ., : • • • ;:· •• • • • ' , • <. 

, cot~on/":··since.ire:~1Me111a..¥ct.·;¢t1~e f~r. :~n. •iri?}v{duai. fanrterei~: 
·.' inel;stic;·· in.6~$:a~•~:hg :ttie:'::fann'fs yi~ldi will' increase' 

; .... ; : 
·, ! 

:·· .. ~/\j~ ·:,:·-:~;,~: .... ·. , .. ·, ... _;;,.;~. '\;~>:.'·-.;:~:.·., ···.·., . .-...;-- ... : _.· .··· .. ' . .... . .· .. :-. '-: ·: 
,;;:.1,"ne'.:iicombinat,ion >of;_$ }:i_ght;J.y · :reduq~d :Production cpsts 
', ., . . ·• ._ - . ~ ·.. ')"· : ;,. . ' .,; . •,· . " . . . : . ' . ' .-:· 

. . . , . ' ' ' . ,. . . ., . ' ·: ~ . . . i· . ' .. -~; ."·,. .. - · .. '. . : : . '. ' ' : . - -. . . - . ' ,,, . .· 

C and tP% higqer yields s}iould make n;;trro,., . row· custom harvested 
.: : . . • . . . ',.','.,Jf." .... ·',.~- '. " ' ... , , •. -:· .. . ·: . . ··; . ·. . - · .... , . ., , '.. - .. ·. 

::cot.t.?g;.~q~~~ ~i~;:~:~~bleAo: t.~ise. th.an;cbnV~rtt\~~aJly . 
. cotton, · · · J ' . 

. ,_:':.- .-.-···:- ")·· .·.·:. .-· .. ·· . 

cotton when a. hroapc~st\;hary~st-er ts ·bm.ig$t will be.lnc.recised 
. ···:· .. t .:' __ · ·, . 

.• • f ..... , • 



by the amount" of the. new machine and the c:lrill· depreciation 

-over the total fixed cost of 40"".inch row cotton. 

The.total variable cost of producingnarrow row cotton 

with a purchased harvester will be less than the variable 

cost of producing conventionally grown cotton. The total 

variable cost of producing 20-,inch row cotton.would .be in­

creased slightly due to increases in seed, but it would be 

reduced by decreases in fuel costs, labor costs, and machine 

maintenance. The net.result probablywill be a decrease in_ 

total variable cost. 

. The total cost for 20-inch row production will be higher 

than the total cost for 40-inch row production at·Towamounts 

of output, but the total cost should eventually, as output 

increases, become less fo:r: 20-inch row cotton than for 40-

i_nch row cotton. Also, the yield on 20;. inch row· cotton 
. . 

should be about 10% higher than the yield o_n 40-inch row. 

cotton •. 

Narrow row cotton should be more profitable than 40-inch 

row cotton even with the higher fixed cost of owning the 

.. broadcast stripper. 

Custom 20-inch Rows 

If narrow row production is used, the decision of whether 

to buy a broadcast harvester or not should be determined by 

the amount of output of the farm. The custom hc1rvesting 

cost wi 11 be constant per· output no matter how much outp:.r:: 

· Lcr2 is. If a harvester is bought, the fixed cost for a 

small amount of output is vc'::-y. L~ ~_;,, !rut: the fixed cost de-

creases with each additional unit of output. At some poitit 



6: 

of output, the fixed·cost of custom harvesting and the fixed 
. . . 

cost of. buying a harvester inters_ects at point Q. At the 

ie\rel>of qutput, Q, it doesn't matter which method of harvest- . . . ·-":\•· , .. · ,: 

ing is used. If output is less than Q, the harvesting should 

be custom done. If the.ioutput is more than Q, the manager 

should-buy his own machine. 

Jheorettcally, assuming a good manager, 20-inch row 

cotton will be a little more profitable than conventionally 

grown 4O-inch row cotton because of reduced production costs 
: . ,· . . . . 

and increased yields. Whe_ther to custom harvest or buy a 
. . . . . . . 

·harvester will be determined by the amount of output.· The 

subject farm would probably be more profitable if the man­

ager chc1nged to narrow row production. 

RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Most of- the information for this report was gathered by 
,_, ' .--,.,,,. 

talking to agricultural specialists at Texas A&M Research 

qent:ers, implepl~nt c1.ealer;-s, and cotton producers. This in­

formation foas used to prepare three budgets to compare re­

turns from different methods of producing cotton on a per 

acre basis. One budget was for producing cotton in conven­

tional 40-inch rows, one budget was for producing cotton in 

20- in:ch rows and having the crop cus torn · harves,ted, and the 

third budget was for produci.ng cotton in 20-inch rows.and 

ownlnr; a broadcast cotton harvester. 



of.a .. s.•·•.s.urtlnt:ions that I made tcf start with are ,.;_::;··:'. ,,·.,,c .. · '.<--:-.. -·':i'•;: ,', -· _'"•.'t:.'.' :"", ,-.-_._", ,.-,·· ,.'·,· ,.,._.-;•' ___ .. ·- . . . 

Table I .. Much of the.budget that !_developed was 

cation of ",two .budgets· f:rom Mr. Norman Brin ts, Agricultural 
. ' . , - . . 

EconomistSpecla,list at the TexasA&M Agricultural Research· 

Station in Lockett, Texas. The budgets were developed for 

·the area that!the farm,.i's loqated in. 

A yi~ld of >275 lbs/~d-te 'was gdtten by 'studying records 
. . : . 

from the,ASCS office forc:farms in the area.· The preharvest 

variaole c~sts inclu.de seed, 7fierbicide, equipment, lahor, and 

interest on operating capital. The equipment costs were ob­

tained by_listing the_type operation and size of machines 

used in the area in which th~ st:ridy was d611e. 
·, . ::: . ·._: .· 

machine hours, variable costs, .. and fixed costs on a per 

basts.w'ere theri •OQtc1.ined from J.lle Agricultural Research . 

Center for each machine. The interest on operating caRital _·. 

assumeq. a six month loan oqthe preharvest; variable·costs. 

The equipment and·labor costs for the harvest costs were 

obtained . from the same equipment sheet· that the variable 

. $qui.pment and labor cost :carne f:tom. 

The fixed costs for the budget includedequipment and 

la,tld• The equipment cos~ came from _the eq1.J.Jpm~;nt sheet 

. developed from information from Mr. Brints. Almost 

in this area >is paid on a: ,sharecrop basis. So, the land cost 

was based on 1/4 of the crop less 1/4 of the chemicals, 

ning, bagging, and ties. 



·, 

: ... · . 

. T1bl; 'tt .Assumptions 'Made.in the Three ·of 
. :Paid and .. ~R.~ceiyed by·f~,i:n;rs"::in,:D~llars, 

·.=· .. ',, ·.-· . 

·, cb;:r2n: s ee;1 • · 

·· ... Herbicide, 

.... · . 

· Labor· 
. ,i~ . 

,Cot:t:on 
. . '. .. . . 

ginning. 
. . . . ~,,... . .. 

,;,y;Di.es~r 

Oil 

Capital,· 

Prices ReceiYed· 

·un:it· 

'•• i· 

Dqlltu·•··.·.· 

unit 
.. , .. , 

"':._:<~-· 

: . . . . . . 
. . .. ·.Price .. 

. · .. · 

Pribe··· 

-·: .· 

·cottoni·, ···Lb,. $ ' .. · . ·.- .38 

COttori seed Tori 



. . 

Budget'1•for 20-Inch Row·••Cotton<;.;. .. Custom Harvested 

The revenue portion 

The· amount,iof seed was figured as 160% 

of.the lint cotton. The preharvest variable costs. had.a few 
. . ' . . . . 

minor modifications from the 40~inch row budget for quantities· 
.. . 

. . 

of seed. planted and the interest on operatin~ capital. 
. . . 

. . . 

the major change came from .the equipment and labor costs; . 

Tq~ ~quipTil~nt.sqeet f9r thts budg~t was developed by taking 

the' ~~(i£Bme~ti sheet for '4o~inchrow cotton arid 
. ·:,,-

· operations that .would not. be needed. for narrow row cotton. 

Jhe opera.tions <that: wei·e rE?mb'ved'were the lister planter two 

times, the knife once, the· culti.yator two times, and the. 
. . 

stripping. The cost of drilling was added back, 

The \naj6r-Xchange in the ·'ha~gsting costs. consisted of 

removing the stripper and .labor cost from,the 40-inch row 

.· µµdget,, and ,,c3.dding the qost pf hiring custom harvesting with' 
. , . . ... 

0 a broadcast st;ipper~ This cost of , 06 cents per· pound was 

obtained from farmers in t:he area who .custom.harvest·with a 
' . . ' ... 

. ... "'' 

broadcast stripper. The }fixed. cost~ wer~· fi~ured 

way as the-40-irtch row budget fix,ed costs, 

Budget for 20-Inch Row Cotton - ·Harvester 

The final budget :r dE9velopE:!d ';Vas fot; 20,..inch row cotton 

in which the producer has the cos ts of owning a broadcast 

stripper instead of havt11g the ¢rap custom harvested, 
. . . . -

developed this btidget 'by modifying the 20-inchrow cotton 

. budget that.I. mc:i.de befo.re. The ~rily major change was in the 

harv.est:ing cost, The qost .of custom hal'.'.vesting was· removed 
- ,- ,. . . -~ . ' . ' 



.i~nd''t:he hQsf of" t!Je equipment and.lab0r of. 

·Thebroadc:st stripper ls re1;t1.ve1y··n~J ~ti 
'·-: _, .... _.: '.;'" :-:_.-:_: ·.--.-:,: ... ·':_:_,/··,_<:: 

ar~Ef ... ,so .. no one:} inc1.uding the research center had 'the'• 

of owning one. I developed a machinery cost worksheet 

cost of $25,000, 10 years of 

use. These estimates were 

farmers. The ownership or fixed costs in-
. · .. 

eluding annual .qepreciation and interest on 
<::,· F, •. ,;·i,•,-,C;,,;°" ',,.,·· .--; .. '.''·•.•.~·.<;'.°- ,C-: •.,,;·.-;,,•'~·t·.: . .. -.,,'c.'C'·:·i .,·,-_.·_.. · ·. · ·. ,• -_, :.~·.>•·,."!· ,_ .. _ -,.-. . .• , 

'mE§ht ·da.fo~•·i:6 $·.;28/33 per hour. The ope'i-atfrig 6~ variable 

costs including repaLrs1· fuel, and oil came to $7.78 per 

~alu~ for the depreciation and the accumulated 
. . 

1t"epairs were flound by ustng table; from the ·_1_9_7-2..,..· -~-----..,...c...;;...;,.,. ............. 

Engineers Yearbook. This worksheet assumed t.hat 500 acres 

.c()tton·a .. Yts.ar·\,.rou]d '''be strtpped•. 

· larger, the .cost would pe ,less. 

the ·COSt would \be ·rr{tire.' 

_. - . 

I alse>Yused the cost worksheeffor the 

cast h.arvesterto find thebreakevenacreage between hiring 

¢u§{om ~tripping J:1.nd assgming the costs of owning and. operat­

ing a harvester. The cost Of custom ha.niesting is $18. 18 

per;acr,e. If a harvester· is bought,. the labor cost per acre 
. \e;·• 

' and operating costs per acre will be constant at 

$1.95 respectively. The ownership cost per acre 

depending on ,the nt.trnber of .acres that it ts used on. each · 

year. Subtracting $1.03 and $.t.95 from $18.18 gives $15020 
' ' 

q§ .the 9fnfrship .pq§.t.per{l~re .at the point 

·( 



.. ·.--.. : .: ·: .· ... 

owni.ng\a ha~estei and custom h:?,rve~t;ng 
· .. ';'·':}); ,· 

·;_~uft:1,v1:i $1s.·20-" 

••··.· :;l;{i~,,.iiYBJ~i~···••· 
; Dividing_-t~<:f tot:ai. ownership COS1:, Oi;"$3541 

···•·• <ttiie. ownership ·cos~;,:,.per hour at the:·::br~a~e;~r.r poi~t. of.'$pd~}3.Q 
.·.· .. ~!v;,~:.. $8 ,fioJ·rs,~i:pet:'ye~r _as< the< b;eal<civerl level.:.<MuJttply .. 58·.; · · .· 

·.·hours• by 4 -acres/hr.: to· get 232 acres as the. poi~t: where: th~ .. ·•· ... · .. · 

· •. ·· ·. ·. .:,,;The· firiglngs . ai;e. centered around · th~ 
-~/" . 

. ··• bu.dget tha't_(l dEweloped for 40"'.'irich row' cqtton and' 20-inch _;. 
-'.';;·,:,·._. · _.:: · .. -~.::.};'.~~:t;_~_;/ __ :._{,,_ ·.>_':}t;);=:--_-:( .. _.•.--:·-·.·. :-< ···,.: ...... ::',."·r:}~i,_*t- · ·:\:,:: .,·· : ·. ·.- , .,· .·· .. · .·· ··· · ·. _.-··· ··> ·. _:_·: .:-·· ... ·•::· .. · .-· .. • · -

row cotJ:'on wtth.)i.t1d:.with,otit:, dwt1ership C0!3ts• of ~ p.acyes;er; . · · 
. ,··: 

... ··_.·. A snort ·sunimiu-y Of t1hese. findings -~re in i'ab1e 'lT~ •· In 

,,_ition, ?the_~:ij'9_int.Jlt·•··~hlc_h_ :~Jie•,:9ps:t hf·custq~'-,~.ar\l'esting> 

add-:, 

·• m-m,ing :a harvester are equal' was._·.· computecf~ ' · 
'. . . . . ' . . '·_ \ .-., 

. . · Compati'son · of''.Cust6m. Ha~~~te~ Narrow 
· Ow:hecl Na!-rowi,1·Row 

._ -_.- ..... /.\f-'-.:··•t"·.- . -_~;lVi~7./:\· \~tri~> _; , __ _._ ::: ... _-/ • .. :- :· 

. - '1i1fh~,)~fo~s· red~ipts ~f•t$t39.14_, per acie\~i11 be ~h~i 
.. · beca~s e the . harvester ownership '.Wi tl not affect: . th~ yield., 

·•·. •. \ ;q,e~re~e{~.~f osts " $ 17.Q3 per apre wtU ai:o 1,; tlle s~me.··. 
The harv~stingc6sfs will' be higt1er by,$15.20 per ~cr~">f~r 

•custom •. harvest:~d cottciri. qve_r cotton· har\rested·.with the farm's 

own machine,.· _,so. t:-lt.te tot·:1J:. "~ariabl:e costs.are also '$15,20 · 

,·. higher .for· .. custoro 'h~rvest~d cottQ.l'.l., •. ·. ThC:: fixed cos is'; .o.f c·6,U~se, .. ·• 

. Jit ~,if~.r J~r ffW hr~!t{~f \~.\\£l/J,~~Jirl{. >.B,µ1: t'lii. ri,.;;,,1 



. Budget Heading .40-inch rows 

'Gt"bSS 't~befpi:s . ·······•··. $i26. sO' 
Preharvest costs·· 37 .. 03 

Harvest costs · 19.99 

Total variable 57. 02 
costs 

costs 

costs 

20-tnch rows 
custom harvested 

20-tnchrows 
harvester owned 



. . . 

. a.rei,,higq,er PY only $ 7. 08. So the total costs are less 
~:)f.N _._,:··:. :;,_:jf-~. ,:; -- -• ,: ·, ,_'.'_;·.-., --.-· -, 

a harvester instead of custom harvesting by $~,l2 .· ,_ . , . . -.· ,.r -·. - . -.. - -. •.:._ 
SJnce the revenu:eis the same, own.ing a harvester 

the most profitable way to produce narrow row cotton by $ 8. 12 

Th.e net return from custom harvested cotton was 

acre, ... and the return from harvester owned .. cotton 

',piS6ductfdn was $45 per acre. Of course, i'the costs of owning 
. . . 

a\harvesterwere computed under the assumption 

:,~g~r{fai-med 500 acres of cotton. · If less land 

costs.of owning a harvester would be increased until a point 

J.r11>be reached where.custom harvesting.thecotton is more 

.(prq.f it:'a b le. 

Harvester Owned Narrow 

The gross receipts from narrow row cotton 
·, 

JO%.htgher<than40-inch row cotton because theyield should 

be about 10% higher. The revenue for40:..inchrow cotton was 

$126.;50 per acrean1 the revenuefrom20-inch row cotto~ 

$139.14. The preh.arvest cos.t for40-inch rows was $8. 32 

more e~pensivedue to the additional amount of tiJlage. :But, 

the narrow'.row cotton cost mo:i::-e to ha;v~st b:y $2.70. The 

brocidcast hc3.rvester added $3. 69 per acre onto the fixed cost.· 

of the narrow.row production.· So thenet>return for narrow 
, . .· 

row cotton was $4s. oo. per acre compared to $29.63 · per acre. 

for 40::-inch row production .. 

Breakeven Acreage 

The point at 



broadcast stripper ar:id the costs of having the crOJ? 
. , . 

harvested is at 232 acres of cotton • 

. Change in Price Assumption. 

If the assumption is made that cotton is going. to bring 

$.3O/lb. instead of $ .• 38/lb, the results stay about the same, 

The 4O-inch row cotton will return $7.63 per acre, the custom 

harvested 2O,-inch rpw cottonwill return $12~64 per acre, 

and the 2O-irich row cotton with ownership costs will return 

$20.76 per acre. The 2ff-inch row cotton will still return as 

much as $13.13 per acre.over 4O-lnch row cotton or $6,565 on 

the entire subject farm. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The objective of this study was to compare the profit­

ability ofproducing:4O-inch row cotton with the profit­

ability of producing 2O-i!).ch row cotton. ·Also, to determine 

whether it is.more profitable to custom harvest 2O-inch row 

cotton or to own a broadcast stripper on a 500 acre farm in 

Wilbarger County, Texas. 

Summary 

Budgets for 4O-inch row cotton, 2O-inch row· custom 

harvested cotton, and 2O-inch row cotton harvested with 

the producers own machine were developed. The budgets were 

developed with information obtained from agricultural re.­

search centers, implement dealers, and area cotton producers. 



' ' 

. ,vTfre 40Sfnch .ro~· ~ott;on pucf$et was develored by modlfying 
. ' . . ', . 

budgets obtained. from-• the Texas A&M Agricul,tural Research 
. .--· . -.. -... . 

Genter: in Locl<:,,ett. The .bddget for 20-inch row producti~n 
.---._: _ _..-,,:·· .. : ·-.- _,.,..:· ,:'-., ·'.--_ . . . . 

which is to be·custom harvested was.developed by modifying 

the AO-inch pudget and gathering information from producers 

of 20-inch cottc,n, · Th.~ bt1dget developed for narrow row· 

cotton with ov:m:~rship posts of a broadcast harvester was 

i,_ bym~difying the 0th.er qud_get 'for 20-inch row .cotton. A 

' '11I~Ctltii~ 6'ci•§t Jo±'kiH~et ,· ~ad 'to be deve1oped for. the stripper '' .• 
. ·, . . '•. . ' . . . . . -· . . . 

for this. last budget. . lnf"prmation was obtained from irnple:.. 

a.nd cottbn producers for the machine cost work-

··.sheet. 

The results were.that the most profitable way to produce 
' ' 

was tO grow 20-inch row cotton and the producer own hts own . · 
' ,, 

· harvester,. 
\ .· ' ' 

This method of producing returned $45.00 

or:i. $22/500 for th~::·en.tire 500 acre farm. The ·custom harvest- .. 

ed narrow row cotton returned $36. 88 or. $18,4L~0 for the farm. 

The 40-irtch>row<cotton rettirned $29. 63 per acre pr $14,815, 
• ' <. 

for the farm. The breakeven acreage for owning a. self-pro-

pelled broadcast harvester as opposed to having the work done 

is 232 acres. If le1s tha.11 232. p.Cres of cotton is produced,' 
' .· . 

the manager should hire the crop custom harvested. ·rf more 

than 232' acres of co.tton · is pf'.pd.uced, owriing a,hroadcast 

stripper is cheaper. 

I mp 1 ica ti ons· 

This.report sur;gests that a gpod manager canffiake more 

money by growing 20-inch row cotton .th:an.he can by grmving 
. . \ . -· . ' . ' . 

t,0-i.nch row cotton. If the prooucer 



) 
.\!. 

.. i~S"aJt·•.··t·o, ... :·ti~x/.e.·•·•t~.~.~··)~1rr~t~Jrig•···· s~.~.tqm 

. ducer wtli' · .. be,; ahead {ri the. 
'."> \. . 

·. •.·,~~~~:p:~b:::::f:lttrt::::::::;::I~: 1t:1:::::rt: . 
. •••··are now.protfucing· .. narr~w ··r~w. cotton.·· ·I··. thin~ that;·it: 

·••· ~if~ciant t9111~ntJo~ .. ~fo1t ~ the pr~ducers· th.at•.• are. b~yirtg ·the · . 
.. ·•~e lf-p~op~ l led br~a~cast •.harvesters and changing ·to.·.· nar:row •··· . ' .. · .. 

row. c~tton:~nc:>w ,:ar~ the.;~ame /Pi9.PJ e .that · are ,generally 

·. ···'.i,'fi/a.~ :t~t.;:t~g ·.the:.be::;•· redor;d o(,ope:r~ti•on~•.··. in .. th~·· cbnununity:. 
Narrow ro~ cotton wi'.l r 1:iecom~ more wta.e1Y accepted '1.h, }h~ · .. ·. 

. ··:: .\\~~a}>,.tu~t~.,)J'.'and : ~vent:tjifry 
·· ·. · :.;:~ b~";,?growri in 

•·.· I. 
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... -···i·:.::·· 
·. '.•·-· ... 

BUDGET FOR 20-1Nd1 ROW COTTON .• 
.. '->:i .... 

· .. _.,.· ·;,-· 

;: .. · -~ .. :~~:;:=; · . .- _.-:;~:#t;}:.:~:·:~:(i(.·_.~~\~;\jf:}.~~~1r:=1:~c­
· 1tem ··.·· Unit · .Price. or. Quantity. ·. 

Cost/Unt t , · · 

Gross R~ceipts :(rdm 
. •. Production:. 

'.Lint · 
.·s·&ed· 

: ,;.·>. 

T:otal' 

'\r!rt•a.Bf~':\6bs ts •.. ·· . 
. . . · ... i;~\~1;,g!!~est: 

. · .. Herbicide 

... · . j'i {iiit::ton 
' ('.g~~:!i~g .. 

Total'. 

lb~ 
ton> 

l··b'( .... 
. ·· ·-: 

acre 
acre. 

.. hour 

. $ ·" 
.. 

o;Harvest: .· ·•· 
,. ::.% .. : . .gJ~th!,~i~!;~ing0ai~· .. 

Total· 

'rotal v~riable tost:s Ii 

Income Abovefvariabie Costs: . . . . . . . . 

<Fixed c·osts i · 
Eqtiipment 
Land 

Total 

. T'~,)tal; ohs ts.,• 
. Net Returns : 

... ·.··,acre .. 
acre 

·: . ·. 

·. ~·26 ·.· 
5.06 
·8.94··· · 

·• •·2i 75'.i_ 

:· .. .. · _: ·; .. 

$ ·.l_3~ 75 
26.10 

. .. . . 

$115.14 
··24. 00 ... ·. 

$139.14 .t·. 

·.s.12 
·. 5.06 
8.94 

'7.6Z . 

••18/91 ····· 
18.18 . 

·,'$57.09 .• 

·· .. i:$t3>7S···:· .· ·· •·· 
· · · 26.10. 

$'39.~ 85 I. 
. . . 

··.·.· •·. : .. ,0$162.26.··· 

36. ~8 .. · 



BUDGET FOR 20'.'"INCil ROW COTTON - HARVESTER OWNED 

Item Unit Price or · Quantity Value or 
Cost/Unit Cost 

Gross Receipts from 
Production: 

Lint lb. $ .38 303~00 $115.14- l 

· Seed ton 100.00 . 24 24.00 
Total 

~, 

$139.14 

Variable.Costs: 
Preharvest: 

Seed lb. .26 22 $ 5.72 
Herbicide ac"re 5.06 1 5.06 
Equipment acre 8. 9Lt- 1 8.94 
Labor hour 2.75 2.77 7.62 
Interest on· 
Operating 
Capital $ .10 13.67 1.37 
Total $ 28.71 

Harvest: 
Gin, bag, ties bale 31.00 .61 $ 18.91 

. E:9ui P,men t .. acre 1.95 1 1.95 
Labor ·h.our 2.75 .375 1.03 .. 

Total $ 21.89 

Total Variable Costs·: $ 50.60 

Income Above Variable Costs: $ 88.54 

Fixed Costsz 
Equipment acre 14. 74 1 $ 14.74 
Land iacr~ 28.80 1 28.80 

Total $ 43. 54 

Total Costs: $ 94.14 

Net Returns: $ 45.00 



.. 
··• .. .,..-_, .' 

''1':, 

· Item. 

. .,,..,.,. 
. . ! . . . . . 

Gross··Re~eipts -from· 
Froduction: · 

tJnit 

. · .. Lint lb. 
Seed to,n .•··· 

. · ·· :''XTq,tat··. 
. . 

-·. vaft:able· Costs:.•· .. 
· -.-_ :i~~!:~e§tt .- · -

--- ·::,lt~rb:tcide· 
> Equipment . 

"~ffii½n;n 
•total.· 

. •···.·. Jf?iiz: 1 b!!!l, . J;ie~ 
. -• :Equi:pmen t 

. Lab.or . 

•' i~ .. 
··acre 
'.ac"re 
]:)our 

· :bale -­
, acre 

h.,Qt.U7 
. . ::f-,//!<",.:_:..-'\_.. · .. 

_ Total ·•··.' -. : ii: 
. . .... 

:rotctl'L¥arl:;·ple •,costsl··.·_--•-•·_ 
· .. · ·. ~ .... 

. . .· 

Income Above Va:r;-iable · Costs 1: 

Fixed Costs: 
' -'>:tquipfuent·­

·'. Larid -
/''..:4~i\ ·, 

· 'Iotal · 

--•. ,J;:°tot:a1.->~Cos ts·: 

Net·Returns: 

·:-i-.·' 

-.. acre: 
ac:re• ,·. ~ . )·~--.,•· . 

Price or 
·.Cost/Unit.· 

·--.$·. • · • ·3s':·-· ··. · ·, . ' : .· 
. •·· . ..: . 

.100. 00 

. ·• .·· • 26 ,' 
···s.06 
14 .• 31 
-2.75, 

.~t~r·•·· 
2., 75 

-!:£Y 
:':·,; ,.· 

275. 00 .· .. 
· .• 22· 

1.6:' 
l _" 

' 

1··. 

4i2t 

. Valt1e, or ... 
··• .Cost ·• · "-.. 

$104.50 .· .. · .. 22. 00 
$126,\.~0 ·. ·. ,· 

_·-__ ··:'- :· ·•-, ;-_· ... 

-..• •4~f5·. 
.···s.06<···· 
14.31 
11.74 

1~·16·< ' 
$37.03" 

,\_.' 

·11 .. os -· 
.-•-L56 

··_ ..... -.J.38. 
.:. l19~99 --·· 

• .. -:' .'. ·. 

''$57.02 -

·--•: $69:48 

·i•$13.-75: 
--·._., •.. 26.iO 

·.,,, $39.85 . 

·--$96.87· 

·$-29 •• 63/,_. 

-·._:_;,_ 


