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FARM COSTS AND RETURNS STUDIES 

This report is part of a continuing nationwide study of costs and 
returns on commercial farms and ranches in selected U,S. farming 
regions, The study is conducted under the general supervision of 
Wylie D. Goodsell, Farm Production Economics Division, Economic 
Research Service, Objectives, methodology, procedure, and terms are 
uniform for all areas studied, 

The 1968 costs and returns studies cover the following commercial 
farms and ranches by type and size: 

Dairy Farms, New York and Wisconsin 
Corn Belt Farms 
Egg-Producing Farms, New Jersey 
Broiler Farms, Georgia 
Cotton Farms, Mississippi Delta 
Tobacco Farms, Coastal Plain, North Carolina 
Tobacco-Livestock Farms, Bluegrass Area, Kentucky and Penny-

royal Area, Kentucky- Tennessee 
Wheat Farms, Plains and Pacific Northwest 
Western Livestock Ranches 

Substantial revisions have been made in some series to portray 
farming operations representative of major producers of specified 
products. Some series were discontinued because they no longer 
represent a major sector of commodity production or because the 
farm enterprise could be better represented by another series, 

Summary statistics for· all types of farms in the study are pre
sented in a report, revised annually, The latest such report, published 
in 1968, is "Farm Costs and Returns, Commercial Farms, by Type, 
Size, and Location," AIB 230, 

Information on the studies can be obtained from Farm Production 
Ec-onomics Division, Economic Research Service, U,S, Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20250. 
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COSTS AND RETURNS 

COMMERCIAL GRADE A DAIRY FARMS, 

SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN AND 

CENTRAL NEW YORK, 1968 1 

by David E. Cummins and Margaret I. Robinson 2 

INTRODUCTION 

The Lake States and the northeast 
region are the Nation's most im
portant milk-producing areas, typi
fied best by dairying in Wisconsin 
and New York (fig. 1). In 1968, these 
two States together accounted for 
nearly one-fourth of total U.S. milk 

production (table 1 ). Despite sharp 
increases in milk prices received 
the past 3 years, 1968 milk output 
in Wisconsin and New York was 
at least 5 percent lower than the 
peak levels attained in the mid-
1960's. 

Table 1.--Total milk production, New York and Wisconsin, 1960-68 

New York Wisconsin 

Year 
As a percentage As a percentage Quantity Quantity 
of U.S. total of U.S. total 

Mil. lb. Percent Mil. lb. Percent -
1960 ••••. 10,171 8.3 17,780 14.5 
1961 ••••• 10,588 8.4 17,931 14.3 
1962 ••••• 10,688 8.5 18,598 14.7 
1963 ••..• 10,807 8.6 18,597 14.9 
1964 ••••• 10,950 8.6 19,204 15.1 

1965 •••.• 11,033 8.9 18,841 15.2 
1966 .•••• 10,580 8.8 18,052 15.1 
1967 ••••• 10,455 8.8 18,219 15.4 
19681 •••• 10,203 8.7 18,210 15.5 

1 Preliminary. 
Milk Production, February issue, SRS, USDA. 

1 This revised series supersedes the Dairy Farm Costs and Returns series, last covered 
in FCR-55, 1968, 

2 Agricultural Economist and Statistical Assistant, respectively, Farm Prod. Econ. Div., 
Econ, Res. Serv., U.S. Dept. Agr. 



RECENT NATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS 

Since 1964, the support price 
for manufacturing milk has been 
inc r e a s e d (in several steps) by 
more than one-third to th~ cur
rent support level of $4.28 per 100 
pounds. Lastyear 1sfluidmilkprices 
received by New York and Wisconsin 
producers averaged about 30 per
cent higher than 1964's (fig. 2). 
Further increases in milk prices 
are expected for 1969. ·But price 
advances this year maybe tempered 
by the fact that the present support 
price will be maintained for the 
1969/70 marketing year. 

Dairy herds across the Nation 
now number considerably fewer than 
in the early 1960's. 

Recent gains in milk production 
per cow were not sufficient to com
pensate for these losses in cow 
numbers, a situation that is likely 

New Yorlc and Wisconsin 

to continue (fig. 3). Cow numbers 
in New York and Wisconsin de
clined 17 and 12 percent, respec
tively, from 1962 to 1968 (fig. 4). 
Nevertheless, these rates were be
low the U.s. average. 

Two major opposing forces are 
currently affecting cow numbers. 
Beef prices remain high. Rising 
consumer incomes, high employ
ment rates, and population increases 
are stimulating demand for red 
meat, a situation conducive to a 
continued culling of dairy herds at 
above normal rates. On the other 
hand, recent advances in milk prices 
received by producers are an in
centive to retain marginal cows in 
production and to expand herd size. 
The net result of these two forces 
in 1969 probably will be to moderate 
the annual rate of reduction in milk 
cow numbers~ 
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New York and Wisconsin 
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The number of milk producers 
has been declining rapidly this dec
ade, accounted for primarily by the 
exit of farms with smaller herds, 
and in some areas, medium-size 
herds. Large-scale dairy units, de
fined here as those requiring full
time employment of two or more 

men, are not increasing rapidly. 
Partially impeding both herd and 
farm-size expansion is the high 
cost of limited land resources avail
able. Other limiting factors are 
shortages in reliable hired labor 
and the rapid rise in off-farm re
turns to labor. 

DAIRY BELT FARMS WITH 30-49 MILK COWS 

In Wisconsin and New York, the 
most important time-tested stratum 
of milk producers today is the one 
comprising farms with 30-49 milk 
cows. Data for the most recent 
Census of Agriculture, 1964, reveal 
clearly the significant contribution 
of these producers (table 2). Their 
farms are essentially a one-manop
eration, the type of dairy farm 
organization encountered most fre
quently today in both areas. 

Most milk producers in Wisconsin 
with 30-49 cows and all dairyfarm
ers in New York produce milk eligi
ble for fluid consumption. Wiscon
sin's greatest concentration of 

Grade A producers is in the south
east -- that portion of the State 
within the Chicago milkshed (fig. 5). 
Selected to represent dairying in 
New York State was the central 
portion. Contributions made by each 
respective area to State milk pro
duction are shown in table 3. 

Milk producers in both areas re
porting 30-49 milk cows represent 
a sizable proportion of all area 
producers and unquestionably com
prise the most important stratum 
considering cow numb e r s and 
produc~ion. The proportion of pro
ducers in southeastern Wisconsin 
reporting 30;..49 cows in 1968 was 

Table 2.--Number of farms, cow numbers, and pounds of whole 
milk sold, producers with 30-49 cows, New York and 
Wisconsin, 1964 

Item 

Milk producers: 
Ntlmber •••••••••••••••••••• 
Percent of State •.•••••.•• 

Cow inventory: 
Number •••.•••••••.•••••••• 
Percent of State •••••••••• 

Whole milk sold: 
Million pounds ••••.••..••• 
Percent of State •••••.•••• 

New York 

11,577 
29.3 

435,115 
38.4 

3,915.1 
39.5 

.U.S. Census of .Agriculture, 1964. 
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Wisconsin 

22,641 
26.5 

818,139 
39.3 

7,188.9 
41.6 
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Table 3.--Milk producers, cow numbers, and pounds of whole milk sold, 
central ~ew York and southeastern Wisconsin, 1959 and 1964 

Central New York Southeastern 
Item Wisconsin 

1959 1964 1959 1964 

Milk producers : 
Total number •••••••••••••• 12,225 9,618 18,662 14,820 
Percent of State •••••••••• 23.2 24.3 18.1 17.4 
Percentage with 30-49 

cows • •••••.••••••••••••• 25.7 . 32.3 25.3 35.2 

Cow inventory: 
Nu.Inber • ••••••••••••••••• • • 305,728 293,607 446,825. 428,384 
Percent of State •••••••••. 26.1 25.9 21.3 20.6 

Whole milk sold: 
Million pounds •••.•••••••• 2,320.5 2,639.4 3,772.5 3, 939.0 
Percent of State •••••••••• 24.9 26.6 23.2 22.8 

u.s. Census of Agriculture, 1959 and 1964. 
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slightly higher than the 35 percent 
for 1964. Strictly comparable 1968 
data for central New York milk 
producers are not available. Last 
year's data for New York State 
reveal that 44 percent of the milk 
producers had 30-49 cows. Also 
indicated is that the incidence of 
central New York producers in this 
stratum is increasing more rapidly 
than that of producers in south
eastern Wisconsin •. Partly explan
ing this might be the general absence 
of keen competition from other farm 
producers for resources in central 
New York, a situation favoring en
terprise specialization. Also, dairy
ing in both areas--but to a greater 
degree in southeastern Wisconsin-
is being affected by alternative uses 
for area resources, most impor
tantly land and labor in the nonfarm 
sector. 

Prevailing in both areas are many 
farms, organized primarily for pro
ducing milk, that are employing 
too few resources to compete eco
nomically. Economies-to-scale are 
suggested strongly by ( 1) the rapid 
attrition rates among smaller herds, 

( 2) rising significance of the es senti
ally one-man dairy farm represent
ing producers with 30-49 milk cows, 
and (3) rapid growth rate of larger 
dairy farms. 

Wisconsin's dairy herds of 50 or 
more cows, and particularly those 
of 100 or more cows, are increasing 
(from a small base) at rapid rates, 
although their respective numbers 
still represent only a smallpropor
tion of all herds. The corresponding 
figures for New York's herds that 
size are larger. This, too, possibly 
reflects a lack of alternative agri
cultural enterprises in the New York 
dairy belt. 

Supplementary enterprises- -cash 
grains, hogs, beef--are common on 
dairy farms in Wisconsin, particu
larly in the southern portion of the 
State where grain and hay surpluses 
occur frequently. Feeder pigs often 
are fattened in this area, depending 
primarily on the grain surplus and 
on the relative prices of corn and 
hogs. The specialized dairy farm 
also occurs widespread here, par
ticularly among producers having 
30 or more milk cows. 

THE SERIES FARMS 

A competitive 40-cow dairy farm 
was established for each area to 
represent Grade A milk producers 
having 30-49 milk cows. The revised 
s erie s replaces the preceding 
Grade A dairy series for farms 
in eastern Wisconsin and the 
central-northeast region. 

Major objectives of the new series 
include: ( 1) portraying realistically 
the typical or most common orga
nization of resources used in pro
ducing milk for fluid consumption; 
(2) representing shortrun-type ad
justments commonly made annu
ally by area farm operators, e.g. 
in ·fertilizing and feeding rates; and 
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(3) reflecting annual changes beyond 
the control of the producer, e.g. 
weather effects on crop yields and 
subsequently on milk yields, land 
values, and in prices paid and re
ceived. But most important, the 
new series will reveal the net annual 
and longrun effects of these factors 
on farm income. 

In the new series, herd and farm 
size are constant. This is done to. 
avoid the unrealistic mix of short
run production adjustments made 
by most producers with longrun 
adjustments engaged in annually by 
a relatively small proportion of 



producers. Most dairy farms do 
not undergo annual changes in farm 
size, and annual fluctuations in herd 
size typic a 11 y are insignificant. 
Longrun adjustments in farm and 
herd size commonly result in shifts 
among, rather than within, selected 
size strata. This is reflected in the 
increasing number of milk pro
ducers reporting 30-49 milk cows. 

For a 40-cow dairy farm, the 
land base in central New York is 
considerably larger than that in 
southeastern Wisconsin, but a sub
stantially higher proportion of 
the Wisconsin farmland is cropped 
(table 4). Other major differences 
in dairying between those two areas 
occur in the distribution of crop 
acres harvested, feed expenditures, 
land values, and the degree of en
terprise specialization. 

Over one-third of the cropped 
acreage on the Wisconsin farm 
yields corn for grain and silage. 
For the New York farm the com
parable proportion is about one
fifth, with all corn cut for silage 
because of the shorter growing sea
son. A substantially smaller pro
portion of the harvested acres on 
the New York farm are grains (corn 
and oats). This means that con
siderable quantities of feed must 
be purchased, largely from the Mid
west, and at higher prices. Con
sequently, feed expenditures on New 
York dairy farms average three 
times larger than on Wisconsin 
farms. Of every $100 cash expendi
ture, the farm outlay for feed was 
$40 in New York against $15 in Wis
consin. In contrast to the grain deficit 
in central New York, dairy farmers 
in southeastern Wisconsin often 
grow more than enough corn to meet 
their needs and market the surplus. 
Farm-produced hay and roughage 
normally are adequate in both areas. 
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Considering crop yields and milk 
production per cow, an above aver
age level of managerial ability has 
been assumed for both farms. Other 
less obvious efficiency factors also 
have been incorporated into this 
series. Producers in both areas 
are shipping milk bulk and their 
barn milking system includes a 
milk pipeline from stanchion to a 
bulk tank. Labor for milking the 40 
cows is furnished primarily by the 
farm operator; other' family mem
bers are available when needed. 
Farmhands are hired only at har
vesttime. 

Capital investment at current 
market prices is considerably 
larger in southeastern Wisconsin 
than in central New York. Despite 
the smaller land base, land values 
in W is cons in are significantly 
higher; accordingly, the current 
value of the investment in land and 
buildings is about double that for 
the New York dairy farm. High land 
values in southeastern Wisconsin 
are probably due to the area•s 
highly productive soil and the de
mand there for agricultural land re
sources. Demand is strong for res
idential and industrial sites, high
way construction, new parks, and 
other nonagricultural uses. Land 
speculation and Government pro
grams also are playing important 
roles. How much longer can land 
values remain noticeably higher in 
Wisconsin remains to be seen, as 
portions of central New York are 
feeling the effects of these same 
economic forces. 

Dairy farms in central New York 
tend to be highly specialized in the 
production of milk, particularly pro
ducers with large herds. Census 
data for 1964 reveal that $71 of 
every $100 in total farm product 
sales in central New York was 
from milk sales against $48 in 



Table 4 .• - ... Qrganization and production of a col!Dllerci~l 40-cow dairy farm, specified locations, 
1967 and 1968 

Central New York Southeastern Wisconsin 
Item Unit 

1967 1968l. 1967 196Sl-

Land in farm•••••••••••••••••••••••••• Acre 250 250 210 210 
Cropland harvested •••••••••••••••••• do. 94 94 132 132 

Crops harvested: 
Corn for grain ••.•••••••.•••••••.••• do. --- --- 25 25 
Corn for silage •..•••••••••••...•••• do, 20 20 22 22 
Oats ................................. do. JA. 15 30 30 
Hay ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• do. 90 59 55 55 

Crop yields per harvested acre: 
Corn for grain •••••••••••••••••••••• Bushel --- --- 86 87 
Corn for silage ••••••••••.•••••••••• Ton 20 16 l.3 15 
Oats ••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• Bushel 56 65 74 74 
Hay ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Ton 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.6-

Cattle on farm, Jan. 1: 
Total ..............•..•.............. Number 61 61 65 65 
Milk cows ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••• do. 40 40 40 40 

Milk production per .cow ••••••••••••••• Pound 12,190 12,210 12,120 12,150 

Total farm capital, Jan. l .......... .. Dollar 73,570 80,690 107,480 111,610 
Land and buildings •••••••••••••••••• do. 31,250 36,500 66,990 71,190 
Machinery and: equipment ••••••••••. , • , do.· 16,320 17,150 16,900 17,770 
Livestock •. .••.•.•....•••........••• do. 20,660 21,230 16,100 16,100 
Crops • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• do. 5,340 .5, 810 7,490 6,550 

Total labor used •••••••••••••••••••••• Hour 4,490 ... 4,480 4,540 4,560 
liired • ...•.•.•.••••••.••••.•..•.•••. do. 490 480 540 560 

Total cash receipts, •••••••••••••••••• Dollar 26,139 27,833 24,311 25,642 
Milk sales •••••••••••••••••••••••••• do, 24,313 25,994 21,715 22,622 
Cattle and calves ••••••••••••••••••• do. 1,786 1,799 2,076 2,572 

,Other, including Government p~nts do, 40 40 520 448 

Value of perquisites •••••••••••••••••• do. 1,069 1,163 1,446 1,500 

Change in inventory of crops and 
livestock ••••••••••••.•••••••••••.•• do, 658 -705 110 360 

Gross farm. income • •••••••••••••••••••• do, 27,866 28,291 25,867 27,502 

Total operating expense., ••••••••••••• do. 15,978 16,13~ 13,.509 JA.,OlB 
Feed purchased • ••••.••••••.••••••••••• do, 6,733 6,410 2,096 2,076 
Livestock e~nse ••••••.•••••••••••• do, 1,336 1,397 1,211 1,247 
Fertilizer and lime ••••••••••••••••• do, 1,039 1,074 l,OJA. 996 
Other crop expense •• ,,,,., •••••• ·.,,, do, 507 529 759 791 
Machinery ••••••• · •••••••••••••••••••• do, 4,247 4,44.5 5,408 5,670 
Farm buildings and fences ••••••••••• do~ 455 520 670 694 
Labor hired • •••••••..••.•...•. • •..••• do. 582 602 691 776 
Taxes ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• do. 600 675 1,181 1,296 
Other • ••••••••••..••••••••••••••••.. do. 479 481 479 472 

Return to operator labor and manage-
ment, and. capi tal2 , , , , , , • , , , , , • , • , , • do, 11,888 12,J:58 12,358 13,484 -

l. Preliminary. 
2 The imformation presented here assumes farms are debt-free and producers are fUll owners. 
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southeastern Wisconsin. In 1968, 
the corresponding figures on the 
two representative farms were $93 
and $88 of every $100 in total cash 
receipts. 

Southeast Wisconsin Grade A pro
ducers represented in this report, 
like their counterpart in central 
New York, specialized in milk pro
duction. Raising hogs is becoming 
a less common supplementary en
terprise on Grade A dairy farms 
in Wisconsin even on the larger 
ones. Most of these farms maintain 
small numbers of breeding hogs. 
But this decade has seen many -
producers in southeastern Wiscon
sin purchasing and fattening feeder 

pigs. In fact only 29 percent of the 
State inventory of brood sows on 
January 1, 1968, for spring far
rowing were located in the south
east. On the other hand, in 1967, 
three-fifths of all feeder pig pur
chases in Wisconsin were accounted 
for by farmers in this area. 

Most Grade A producers with 
30-49 cows, however, do not raise 
hogs. They might grow such vege
tables as sweet corn and greenpeas 
or maintain a small farm flock of 
chickens. But again these operations 
typically are not on a scale that 
detracts from the dairy specializa
tion concept adopted for the rep
resentative farm. 

1968 RETURNS 
Net returns to owned resources-

to operator labor and management, 
family labor, and total capital in
vestment--generated on specialized 
dairy farms averaged nearly the 
same in both areas. With higher milk 
prices received by milk producers in 
Central New York, total cash re
ceipts there- aver aged higher 
than those in southeast Wisconsin. 
Total cash expenditures also aver
aged larger in Central New York 
due to the substantial quantities of 
feed purchased. 

In recent years, the income posi
tion of milk producers in both areas 
has improved considerably because 
of significant increases in milk 
prices received (fig. 6). Receipts 
from milk sales in 1968 averaged 
about 30 percent higher than 3 years 
earlier, whereas total cash expendi
tures advanced 13-14 percent. 

Farmowners in both areas also 
are benefiting from the continued 
rapid appreciation of land values. 
From 1964 to 1968, average market 
value of capital investment in land 
and buildings rose 42 percent for 
central New York farms and 
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advanced 24 percent in southeastern 
Wisconsin. These percentages hold 
true for debt-free and full-owner
ship operations. 

Aside from being a common 
measure of efficiency, the ratio of 
net farm income to total capital 
investment indicates the general 
viability of farm operations. This 
ratio has risen over the most recent 
5- year period in both areas, particu
larly on farms in Wisconsin (fig. 7). 
Assuming a 6-percent return to 
these farmers for the use of total 
capital in dairying based on current 
market values the remaining un
distributed net returns- -accruing 
mostly to operator labor and man
agement--have been rising rapidly, 
and averaged close to $7,000 in 1968 
on both farms. In the past 4 years, 
this return nearly tripled on south
eastern Wisconsin dairy farms and 
almost doubled on central New York 
farms. All this clearly illustrates 
that recent advances in milk prices 
received by producers in both areas 
have significantly improved the level 
of returns to their total farm pro
duction resources. 
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