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IHERGDUCIION

21falfa is the most important forage cvop in the United States and
a crop vital to the livestock industry. It is the ideal to which other
hay crops are compared. In terms of total dizestatle nutrients and &s
an economical source of these nutriemts, it is without equal. Uther
features in which &lfalfa excels over at.hei' bay crops as a forage avel
high yleld, zalatability, high protein and caleium content, and value
as a source of vitamins A and D (L, pe 340}, In addition it has great
value in 90il consewvation practices for coniyolling erosion losses

and nitrogen depletion. It also [its well in crop rotallon plans. In

Utah alfalfa is grown on more acres than sny other crop except wheat (11).

Fack of the alfalia acreage in the United States is the alfalfa
seed industry. It provides the basic source by which the alfalfa

_ agreage is maintained. A1lfalfa seed is of two-fold imporitance o agri-

cultaral residents of Utahe 1t serves as the source of seed for Utab
and many other siates, and also it is the yrimary source of income 1o
many farmers and a supplementary income for meny others. Cash farm

income from elfslfa seed mrmalﬁly ranks in fourth or f£ifth place smong

the fleld crops in Utah annually.

Logeription of the alfalfa geed industry in the U, He A
The greater part of the alfalfa seed produced in the Ynited StFtos

is grown in the Great Plains States and in the irrigated regions of the

Heste The semi-arid ¢limstic conditions prevalling in these arsas are

favoratle to good seed productione



L™

Frior to 1949 slfelfa sced production held a unigue position in
Yestern agriculture. It had a distinet ®in and out® characteristic proe
viding the growsr the alternaiive of deciding rather lute in the season
whaﬂmf to "zo for seed" or to cul a crop of elfalfa hay. It vwas also
possivle o raise alfalfa cced when hay production was relatively poor
or if the first cutting of hay was adeguate for the famerts nceds,
thus providing supplementary income, Also, sesd could be raised with
very little s_gmeianzaé iﬁ%smt by the grower. Very little alﬁ‘alm
acreage was devoted exclusively to seud.

Since 1949, however, the slfalfa seed iadustry has taken on g
spocialized craracteristie in several sced growing areas, especially in
the destern States. A&Among these, California is the wost important,
Beginning in 1949 end each year since, California has produced more secd

than any other state, In 1952 more than one«fifth of the toital seed

~ produced in the United States was produced in California on 84,000 acres

with an average ger acre yield of L7S pounds (12). Anmual production
by states for the mrioﬁ 19k ‘t&mu@a 1952 is shown in agpendix table 1.
The new alfalfa seed industry as mentioned above is highly |
speeialived., Alfalfa seed intome is the only income devived f’mm'%ﬁé&e
land and specialized methods of production and equipment are used.
frends in production areas. According to the Bureau of #gricultural
Eoonomies, the anwual average for the tenwyear period 1942-51, Kansas was
the isading state in seed production. Oklahoma was aecbnd. Siﬁm 1949,
however, emyhasis on seed production has shifted to the fur Festorn Jtates.
according to the 19h¥-52 annusl uverage, California was the lcading state,
#ashington was second, Kansas third, and Utah fourth. Sitates ranked
according to the 1949-52 annual average production are shown in tam.a 1.



Table 1. Alfalfe seed production by tiw ten leading states ranked
according to the 19Lk9-52 anowal average

e e ot % et s S

et

AVOTaze '
State annual Production by years '
produetion® 7953 1951 195 1909
o thousand pounds
(1) (£ (3‘!"“‘"(“%""‘"@& )
California 27,470 39,900 25,000 31,000 13,900
Fashington 10,853 14,810 15,100 7,000 2,500
Fansas 10,600 275500 2,900 2,300 By T0O
Utah 10,350 10,600 11,500 8,500 10,400
Arizong 9,250 6,800 9,700 11,100 9,400
South Dakota 75240 12,960 2,900 3,100 10,000
febraska 7,1?& : 15,@% 2, 200 1,710 ?,ﬂm

Iidaho ' - 5,380 6,100 6,400 5400 3,200
# futhor's calculations '

Bourcer U. ce Logt. of Agre ﬁuw. of agr. Hoon. ¥Farm production,
fary disposition and value of field seed crogs. Crop BHeporting
Board, vashington, U. C. 1939-1950 1350-1951 1951-1952
1952«1953 .,

Alfalfa seed has been regarded as very much & gamble by farmers in
past years (&) because of the many hasards which may have a8 profound
effect on the seed ylelds These hazards may be climatic, biological,
or econonics _

Clizatic hazards depend upon the seed producing locality. Such
factors as frost, hail, or too little or too much rainfall may be real
risks in some areaé and comparatively small in others. |

ihe most serious blologieal hazards are plant insects such us lygus
bugs, grasshoppers, cutworms, army worms, and wecvil. Other haszards are
plant diseases and weeds, especlally noxious weeds whieh' nol only sﬁp
the soll of plant food and molsture, bul also secverely reduce the sell~
ing price of the seed where the letter i contaxinated. Such noxlous
weeds as wild morning (lory, dodder, and white top are very costly in

argas where alfalfa éeeﬁi is grown extensively year alier year.
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Price production relationship. The price of alfalfa seed is very

sensitive 1o supsly and demsnd relationships. These facts are shown
'i,n figure 1, e 5. ‘Through the war yoars a scareily of alfalfa seed
caused prices to be extrerely high in relation to the amount of seed
groduced, After lorld ¥ar 1T with the development of insecticides to
combat insect damage, production of alfelfa seed increased substantially
with the excegtion of 1948. In ithe post-war years there appears to be
a,hiégh inverse correlation between total domestic groduction and the

( /priue paid to growers., In 1952 a record erop of seed was produceds
Fartly due to experience in the use of insecticides and pertly due to
a large increase inm acreage devoted to secd which was in tarn inspirved
by the record high price of 1951, produetion of clean sesd inoreased
from 104,620,000 sounds in 1951 to 180,326,000 pounds in 1952, This
was a 72 percent inmcrease over the 1951 production end more than double
the 1941-52 average of 2,007,000 pounds (9, ge 2)s It is impossible
to twell what might have happened to the price of alfslfa mecd had gove
ernment price supyorts not been uvsed in that years The price of mm-Q
cartified seed was supported at {28 per hundredweizht and certified at
44O per hundredweight. The resulting seasonal average price was $32.70
ger rundredweight or about 28 percent less than the price in 1951,

Pomestic suppily and disappeayance. — The information inm figure 2, p.§,
indicates that consumption kept puce with production of alfalfa sead from
1939 to 1949 with only a normal carry-over. BSince 1949, however, cdue to
increased production, farm and dealer stocks have prown steadily. The
record crop of 1952 left, in spise of inaméseé consumpbion, a carry-over
in governmont and dealer warshouses of 76,003,000 pounds. Dsia on pro-

doction, exporta, imports, and csrpy-over are included in appendix table i1,



Index

220
oor -
Acreage
180 . g . _
-_ Production
160 - == Price |

(Avg. 1939-52 = 100)

140

120

100

80

Lo

1939 1940 19L1 1sh2 1943 19hh 19h5 196 1L7 1¢i8 19k9 1 ,
1953 Freliminary Years * L9 1950 1951 1952 1953

Figure 1. Alg;lfasgeed indices of acreage harvested, producti~n, and price, United States
1939-19 . s




Thousand pounds

220 T T T T T | 1 T T T

200

180

160

1Lo

120

100

80
Domestic disappearance

601939 4O L1 Lz L3 L4 45 L6 L7 L8 L9 50 & 52
Years
Figure 2. Domestic supply and domestic disappearance of alfalfa
seed in the United States, 1939-1952



7

- Production in 1953 was forecast at 140,640,000 pounds, but because of

the earpy-over, the supply of seed for the 1953-54 élaﬁting was estinated
to be 5 gercent more than in 1952 (1L3).

Deseription of alfalfa seed production in Utsh
Utsh is well sdapted to alfalfs seed production. Its high wountain

valleys and semi-arid climate are conducive to bigh guality seed so much
in demand at the press@#ﬁ time.

Approximately 10 pereent of the totel alfalfa acreage is left for
seed annually. However, screage devoted to alfalfa seed is subjeet to
rather extreme fluctuations {8). Por purposes of comparison, co=

efficients of wvariability were caleulated for total alfalfa and seed

| acreaps since 1920, 'The average annual acreage of alfalfa land in Utah

gince that time is hlh,300 with approzimately 12.3 percent variation
fron the averaze. "

The average anmual acreage devoted to alfalfa sesd since 1920 is
11,700 with a variation of 35 pervent from the average. In 1951 and
1952 alfalfa acreage devoted to seed was 17 and 15 percent respectively
of the totsl alfalfa acreage. These data are found in table 2,‘1 P EQ

fven though insecticldes have bsen used exiensively ag a conitrol

- device, there are still pmany non-gontrolled factors soverning sead

yields. 4Among these, frost is the most important cause of yield
reduction, Since the second growth is usually left for seed, it is not
uncommon for the grower 1o loze his entire ersp as a result of frost
damage. According to the 19%- survey azproximately four-rifths of the
alfalfa ssed acreage was second auﬁtimg..

Alfalfa seed in Utah generally bas meintained the "in and out®
cheracteristic and, therefore, income from seed is gemerally supplementary

+
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"i:able 2. The average, mm, wreants@e, “and cwffiaiem of variamlmy
: of alfa&i‘a seed MW&@@ to alfalfa acroage, Utah, 1920-1953

—— - Aifaiia :
Yoar slfalfa seed fercent
.. aeres asreg - N

' Wi aand , thousand

(1) ' ¢ )) (3) h)
1920 | - 380 15 3.2
1921 g 28 6.8
1922 b3 35 Bl
1923 458 - LS 9.8
192 W67 - 62 13.3
1925 heo . T2 WaT
1926 . ' 28 - 62 - 12,1
1927 - 519 12 139
1928 5ho - 52 946
1929  BS1 C 80 9.1
1930 562 . 35 642
1931 hos 3e 645
1932 - 506 18 © 346
1933 B N 22 - L
1934 - 359 27 - T8
1935 he 29 849
1936 hn 2 - Se7
1937 U7 28 549
1938 k7 39 87
19 1 ’43 ' 10.0
19 431 By 12.5
1941 f:ﬁf; 30 69
i9h2 bk 27  Gal
19h3 817 30 T2
19k6 o8 by 1@~3
19h7. 388 b6 11.9
1949 388 53 13.7
1950 L3 54 15,0
1951 362 62 17.1
1953 398 50 12,6
Yedian b3y L3 90

Average b3 : k17 S
Coefficient of o | e
variability 12.3% 36408 ‘ -

Sourcet Utsh Crop Heport., JHnmal .ﬁum.sriea 19201953
: - duthor's aa&culati@m h '
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to most seed growers. In Willard County, however, zlfelfs seed has long
been & prineipal industry and is one of the sajor sources of incowe in
that area. Approzimately 20 percent of the total cash farm incoze in
1952 was derived from alfalfs cecds

Brief historye  John ¥. Gazlson’ hes indlcated that as early @s 1909

Witah, being ideally situwated as to climatic conditions, #as a leading
state in alfalfa seed production (2). OStatistical data were not avalle
able concerning production and acreaje prior to 19203 however, ihe datd.
ixa fizure 3, pe 10, indicate thet geed aaﬁéage and production increased
rapidly after that dute, Tue poak in production wae attalned in 1925
with a total output of nearly 22 million pounds of clean seed from move
than 70 thousand acres. This represented U0 gevcent of total Unlted
States production. Fer acre yield in that year wss more tham 300 pounds
of tlean seed.

After 1925 production and acreage declimed untdl production
reached a low of 092,000 pounds in 1932. Ressarch by the Utah Experi-
rent Station established the cause of crop falilure to be inseet damage,
the control of which was not known until after World War II.

In the yoars frém 1232 to 1937 alfalfa sced acreage increased
gradually to about 54,000 acres as the price paid for seed in Uiah
increased froo $8.62 per hundrodweipht to §22.80 per hundredwelght.

Te Ur. Jobn 4. Carison is an agronomist with $he U. S. Furesu of
- Flant Industry, So-ls and Agriculiuvral Zngineeriny and works coopara=-
tively with the Utah Station. He is & mesher of the Legume Seed
laboratory. iio has worked on alfalfa seed production problems
since the mlddls itwentiss and with rrofessor C. J. Sorenson,
Frofessor of fntomology of the Htsh Statieon, did the early work on
the injuricus =ffecte of lygus bugs in seed production,

2. Defore 1949 Utak erop reporting service fizures were regorted on a
bushel bagig and alse thresher run welghts. ihese {lgures were
converted by the anthor to 2 hundredweisht and also adjusted to a
cleaned welsht on the basis of the clean away indicated by an
average of 1, S. Departzent of Agriculiure figures from 1939-52,
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ALfalfa sesd in 1937 brought the bijhest priee sineo 1920. This was un-
doubtedly responsible for 2 large part of the increase in sced sgreage
and production in the thres years followinge ‘

At the beginning end during e World ¥ar II years the nzed for
glfalfa hay to Pfeed increasing livestock numbers took precedence and
acres devoted to seed declined, lhe price of seed rose from $15.63
per hundredweizht in 31941 %a 338433 per hundredweight in 1943, Bew
ginning in 1946 the zemcral trend of Utah's alfalfa seed pmﬁmtia;ﬁ
incraased sieaﬁilsr, %o doubt this was largely due to ithe application
of effective inéectiﬁmes and to the high prices prevailing. The
largast acraage éawte& to alfalfs seed sioce 1525 came in 1951 ‘Ihe
isriée of seed that year was also the highest in the bisiory of Utahe
Alfalfa sced prices declined in 1952 from $h%7.50 per hundredwsight to
#20420 per hundredweight, o drop of aboubt L3 percent. In 1953 though
agreage deelined, production vontimied to rise and grices at the low
point for the season wém 19 percent under those of 1952 (8).

Objectives of this study | |

the objectives of this study are tor (1) determipe the cost of
producing alfalfa seed in the major producing areas of Utsh for 19523
{2) cetermine the physical inputs necessary in alfalfa seed productiong
{3} determine the relative efficiencice of the various culiural =zethods;
and (b} attempt 1o measure relative advantsges or disadvaniages of prow
ducing certified seed as compured to nonecertified seed.

there is a dearth of information on the economic aspects of alfalfa
seed production in ’iit;ahv and growers have requesied the Utah Ex&erﬁmm
Station to compile cost and marketing information on the comrodity.
he opinion has been ex@&eﬁmd that information of this type will &id
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the growsrs with thelr economic problems concerning alfalfa seed,

Fovien of literature

¥ueh has been written on the physical and biological factors
affecting 2lfalla seed production. Hotable research comducied through
the Uizh E%?‘a;g@riment vtebion and similar agenclos has suved the seed
industry from extinetion in Utah. lowever, very little inforastion was
found having a direet boaring on allalfa seed g;mﬁmt‘icn costs and
returns. 4. I. Tippebtts (6) in a Master's thesis deacrited the sorly
‘rﬂ.t'alﬁ'& m&!ﬁ industry in Utah. Bophasis wag ;:1@.06;& on the early markete
ing sﬁrmt’ajm and .tha oroblems confronting the grower in marketing his
segd crop before 1925,

In 1942 a Toctor's dissertation (1) was writien 21 the University
of Wiscomsin raviewln;: the ysrass and legume sesd industry on 4 nationgl
scale. Hethods of mbtai}ning data were andlysed, criticized, and recome
mendations made. Hislorleal price and production trends were also
given mnuidaratﬁian.v ' .

In 1948 the Kansas Lxperiment Gtation in cooperation with the
United Gtates Pepariment of Agriculinre mude an ecouomic study of
alfalfa seed production in ¥ansas. The study by Re ©. Narx iffﬁ Ta=
viewed the characieristics of the alfalfa seed industry in Hansas for
the year 1946, Labor used to harvest the seed crop and costs of proe
duetion were divided luto five parte: (1) harvesing (field work and
tareshing}; (2) elesning the seed; (3) bauling and mrketing the crop;
(h) caring-for the.chaff; and (5) siscellanecus, Included in the latter
item was interest on land iavestmend, taxes, and overhead charges,
Labor in the moat popular harvesting methode-combining with a glok-up

attachment--sas analyzed in detall., 7The cost per acre of produsing




sead by the most po;
v most popnlar method was determined to be $10,39 in 1946

Lo [:3
Total income was £50,30 and management income was 339,91
B L] R ]

%
<
Gy

13

R\ 0 | —

wOITI0) TYUALTINZI D

2LVLS HYLQ

el wie

]

%7



SONRCES OF Yalh 80 rROCEDURE

The data which form the busls for this study were obiained from a
aschedule taken to 110 alfalfaz seed ;rowers who produced seed in 1952,

Hach one was personally interviewed by the author to obtain detuailed

cost and return information eﬂvarmg; the sesd crop from the time 1t was
decided 4o gzo for seed" until the seed was sold.

in ithe interest of sconomy it was predetersined to securs lnforma=-
tion only from prowers in those countiss where thore was norgally wore
than 100,000 pounds of seed produced yearly., It was found that the
counties concerned fell into three rather well defined sections.
frea 1, the mosi imgortant of these, consists of ¥illard and contiguous
counties, feaver, Juab, und psris of Sanpote and iftan Counties. 4rea 2
compriges g;«:srt;s of Cache and Pox Eider Counties and differs from the
other areas in that seed produced in these two counties is Lrown on none
ivrigated lande Area 3 is ;wm‘ted in the Uintah Pasin in Jintah and ‘
Duchesne Uounties. . |

rreviays to interviewing the growers, a tour was made of esch of
the above counties. The county agent in ecach selected county was intep
viewed end names of all consisient seed growers were obtained, In
adﬂimm a list of certified sesd grogers was procured Trom the Uiah
Crop lmorovement dssociation. ' ;

From the names of ;rowers so obiained, a rendom samgle was sslocted A
according to the relative importance of the county in seed production. |

Letters were sent out to the farners comprising this sample secking their

|
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cooperation. #dditional information was obiained when necessary from
the county tax roles and local ceed dealerse
mglaﬁ%im of cost items )

For the purpose of this study, alfalfa seed was considered a
separate enterprise and certain cost items were proratedv over the |
various sources of income from the alfalfa land in the £oilm1ng mamer:
Interest on the value of the land at 5 percent, real estate taxes, and
drainage assessments were prorated .prosxortimately on the basis of me:
gross value of the total products produced on the land, that is, first
crop hay, alfalfs seed, chaff, screenings, and fall péstm'e if any.

Water assessments for alfalfa seed include only that utilized after
the first crop hay was removed in the event the second growlh was saved
for seed. The water costs were caleulated on ihe basis.of the amount
of sater applied io the sesd acreage muliiplied by the assessment rate

AL iy A P o TR

‘‘‘‘‘‘

Classifying water costs presented some difficulty. There were
&ewmi methods under which water was procureds Ihe most imporiant one
wus the share-assessment plan under a canal., Assessments were made on
the basis of shares owned py the individual to cover the msw incurred
by the water eemny. Since failure to pay the water assessment could
result in loss of the water aha_res,‘ this coat appeared to be about as
fized in nature as resl estate taxes, Variations of the water-share
plan ogceurred in a few cases where supplementary water was mrchaasd.
One gmﬁer purchased all water on an "as needed hasis;” There were a

vlimi ted number of growers who derived their supply of water from privately
owned wells. Decause the great majority of srowers procured their water

on the share-assessment basis and because the alfaii‘a seed enterprise was

|
|

i
| .
\
i

i
t
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the major enterprise and accounted for more tham half of total crop

income on the [srms studied in the sreas where irrigation was necessary, |

it was decided to treat eater costs on a fixed ‘tmaia and prorate as
nearly as possible t&;e cost of water used to develop seed to that crop.
1t ieg known that some insccoracies exist ln this msthod, but it is
believed that they are uite minor and have very little influence on

the over-all results

Allocation of the value of barnyard namire wus bassd on the sssumppe

tion that 50 percent would be utilized by plamt growih in the year that
it was applied, 3U porcent in the second yoar, snd 20 pereent in the
third growing season. All mamure was walued at ¥l.40 per tonm in the
cpiral.» Hauling and labor éxg-mded apyear in the labor and power |
charzes. If a first crop was cut for bay, there wes a further alloca-
tion. One~third of the total availoble manure was charged to the seed
oerop since éppmximaﬁew“ wo~thirds of the total foliage produced is
taken off in the first ai'ap. |

Commercial phosphate was handled in the same manrey except that
the cost of ihe fertilizer was the actual orice per ton paid by the
producer, |

Inseeticide cost is the actual money outlay for such éhemienle.
The cost for labor and power in applying insecticides apyears in labor
and power costs except for those growers who contracted o have the
Job dons. |

Fees include charges for certification, sealing, tagping, and a
state germination fee required of all growers agplying for certified
seeds. State germination fees were also reculred of ggrmmm;a who applisd

for nonerecourse loans from the government,




‘ehar@e!& at the custon rate for the power uni‘tam the eguipment necessary

“hourly basis by the author. Iepreciation, obevlescence s and interest

7

‘ |

Intercst on cash outlay was charged at 5 percent fronm vtha time the }
expense was incurred until the crop was sold. Hince very little labor

was hired other than for harvesting, intam&t on noney expended for

 labor was charged for ap aversge of three months. ) i
|

Operator and fapily labor cost was tased on the operatorts sstimute
of the value of his time muliiplied by the rumber of hours speat in each
operetions !Hired lsbor costs are the actual payments by the operator
for hired labor for each operation related to seed production. |

411 power costs including horse, tractor, and truck power were

for the operation, ihe farer was asked to estimete the rate he would
charge ,fbr his equipment if e were doinz the work for someone else,

Tihere the custom rate was on 8 per acre basis, it was adjusted to an

on investment for hoth the povwer unit and machinery are included in the
rate charga@; Yan labor for operation of the power vnib was computed at |
the custonmury wage and the balance was atiributed to the power unit,

here wis no att@mpt’ to make an allowance for gerneral over-all
risk as a cost itemy nor was any attempt mede to discover techuological
efficlencies in water and ehemical applicetion since they are dgifferent

fields of stndy and much has already been writien sbout them.
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BOONOVICS OF ALFGLPA SEED CROTUCIION IN D18

Ueseription of alfalfa seed in the major produclng areas

Alfalfa seed production is mainly carried on in three major areas
in Utah. Avea 1, the largest and most important, centers in west
#illaréd County and produces apyroxinately teo-thirds of the state's
total alfalfa seed, UOther countles contiguous io Villerd, considered
for the purpose of this study to be in ithe same area, wers mors
diversified end seed production was not so important. Area 2 in
northern Utsh centers in ecastern Fox Zlder and wmestern Cache Counties.
beed production in this grea of any importance is relatively new and
exiats almost wholly in the non-irrigated sectlons. It is grown prie
marily on land that has limited alternatives for other crope or is used
to restore deploted mitrogen to the soil., Nore than twoethirds of all
the dry land deed aéwaga in the stody was in Area 24 Ares 3 is 1ocated
in the eastern Uitsh Vinteh Pasin and centers arcund Myton and sleasant
Valley., Ever though it is smeller than Area 1, seed is none the less
important as a source of income. A map indlcating the principal seed
produeing areae is shown in figure L, p. 19,

&reas 1 and 3 have approximaiely the same charscteristiecs and the

greater part of the sced in these two arcas is raiged under ircization.

Al though alfalfa seed is not a heavy walter-consuming crop, approzimately |

&0 pereent of the seed land included in the survey was irrigated. Yhere
plenty of water was availsble, it was applied at the discretion of the
arower in an effort Lo seintain molsture condition at ithe level mosi

eonducive €6 seed production.
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. kbout 26 percent of the seed land in the émdy was dry land. B
Alfalfa seed was incidental on approximetely half of the dry larnd c:u‘:'::'e‘azg:e»1
inclﬁded. That ié, a first cutting of alfalfa hay was raised; then if
molsture conditions were adequate, a seed crop was harvested. The rest
of the dry land alfalfa was grown exclusively for seed. |

Toe remaining 1l percent was designated as quasi~dry land, Seed
land of this iype would ordinarily be considered irrigated except that
no water was applled to the alfalfa after it wos left for seed‘ 1hiéy
method was followad in areas where early spring water was available
for irrigation only for the first cutting,or if irrigation waier was

scarce, other crous took precedence.

Farms studied. letailed information was taken only on the &lfalfa

seed enterprise, However, information was secured on total farm acreage
and on seed land values. Te farus in the étudy ranged from 20 to 1,600
acres averaging/}«?h acres in Area 1, 540 acres in Arvea 2, and 255 am-as 1
in Arves 3, imlﬁdﬁ.ng all pasture, range, and waste land, As an indica-
t:&ml of the relative importance of alfslfa seed in cach area, agymmmamly
&9 pement of the culilvated acreage in the sverage seed farm in the
Uintah Pagin was devoted to seed; abvout Sk percent in the ¥illard Area}
and about 20 percent in the Pox Elder-Ceche Area. The above information |
is gziven in table 3, p. 21, ‘

Seed land value ranged from an estimated $4O to 2350 per acre, . }
Growers who reported thelr seed land in the study were asked to estimate
its market value, One grower whose sstimated land value seemsd highly
excegalve was adjusted downward to Iit other farms in the same loeal .
area, 1The land values in Areas 1 and 3 averaged $192 and $197 ﬁef acye

respectively, and Area 2 averaged 5119 ger acres
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Table 3o Average acreaje of alfalfa Eeed aind uthqr_ erops on farams in
the major seed-producing areas, Utah, 1352

all = fireg = Hreo frea '
Crop areas 1 2 3
acre ACTEs acres acres
(1) (] ‘ 7 T
Afaifa seed . 7502 8?;7 69.&& 62;1
small grains ) 5e5 bi.3 2G1.0 11.8
Foragze crops for cutting 22,8 2?.2 LheO %n;
Row erops ‘ 3.1 YL ——

Total cul tivated 182,72 16246 LK 9045
Range yrasing & other 16847 16140 195,5 16h.8

Total 35143 323.6 53949 255.3

he study included 8,600 scres of land devoted %o seed or about
15 percent of the total alfalfa land in Utsh devoted to sced in 1952,
The acreas: of seed in cach avea ipcluded in this study and also the
relative importance of first and second cutting ave presented in
table li.

Table be Acreages and cutting saved for alfslfa seed in princisal
producing areas in Utah,; 1952

e Second ' T
Area euntting cutting Total secord
, cubiineg

acres ‘ acres acres
(1) ] (3) (%) (z)

Area 1 1,113 hylas 5,528 83.5
Avea 3 175 1,317 1,552 88.7
Total 1,946 6,660 8,606 (AN

The aores of certified and none-certified seed in each arca snd

their respective percentazes were as folloas:

Hesgim Fercoent

Area Certified certified gertified
Ares 1 he7 5,071 J.2
Ares 2 976 580 &4:9

Arvea 3 266 1,26k 18.5




e
A total. of 1,721 acres of certificd seed and 6,885 acres of non~certi-
fisd were included. | |
Harvesting methods. ihree principal methods af harvesting were
employed. Within these prineipal groupings ﬁwre Hay ogeur suveral
minor varistionss These three methods can be briefly cﬁ@mmbm a8
follows: Uethod 1 consists of cu%ﬁing, a!xvymg in the ﬁew and thsn
hauling direct to & stationary t&amsher. Hethod 2 is mmi:mr to m., 1

|
|

except that the seed is h&alms, m:ackaﬂ, smd lamr fed mw a at&%@w
thresher, %he third method consists of comblning the emp, sither
directly from the stump or with a pick-up attachment. 4n interesting
variation of this method is to syray the ripe seed with a defollating

compound to help in combining. This method i;ﬁ gaiming in populorily in
#illard County. More will be presented luter on this relati%ly new
teehnique. |
¥ield of seed

Since 1945 aifalfa seed yield per acre in Utab hos been on the

increase. The aversge yields in 1951 and 1952 were 185 and 180 pounds |
per acre resgectively. These were the highest averase ylelds per acre \
since 1927. Yield of seed was ealoulated on a woighted basis by dividing |
the total pounds of seed by ihe total acres. Yields for the fields |
included in this study ranged from 14 to 6L9 younds per acre. This was !
8 ratlo of 46 to 1. The range in ylelds by area with cumulative pere
centages are pres-nted in table 5, pe 23.

‘Zfz_w- highest reporied yleld per acre imé on & Willard County field,
but yields were consistently higher throughout the Hintah Dasin. The
average ymm' for all fields surveyed was 199 pounds of clean ceed.

dveraze yields by type of farming sre indicated in table 6, p. 23,
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Table 5. Yield per acre on 110 fields of alfalfa seed by ama, miﬂ:
eumulatim goreentages for each group, Utak, 1952

O nds areas fo. lative do. lmiwe fo. latiw
' pereent r-ﬁent pareent
&) (€2 ) B (VR 0 @) ;‘
o~ 65 n s e 6 - 23 - - y
&6 = 130 2 13 26 9 6.2 2 B
131 - 195 23 15 s2h b 863 b 2o
196 = 260 1 1N 698 2 95 6 480
261 - 325 09 Bl 1 1000 1 52,0
326 = 390 5 2 o3 - - 3 6o
39N - 455 Eo1 889 o~ - 3 0
h56 - 520 5 5 %68 - - - -
621 - 595 7 1 98 - - 6 1000
596 and o%r 1 1 1000 - - - -
Total 0 63 2 5
Bedian (lbs,) 188 190 102 | 29k |

Table G« Tields of alfalfa seed by type of farming azong “i‘&w seed
growing areas, Ubah, 1952 '

A11 areas hrea 1 arem 2 area 3
Ko. Yield Nos Yie _ﬂi . Hoe Yielg fige Yield

Type of farming of wor of ¥er of par of  per

(1) |
Irrigated®
Dry land
uasi-gry land'® 16 246 2 - - 2 357 %
A11 types 10 199 €3 199 22 95 25 300 | :

% hoplied 1o ficlds what were irrigated alier recoval of first orog al:’z‘alfa
#% Flelds irrigated to muture a firet crop with ne further irrigation to
second growtk laft for seed,
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Irrigetion was a factor in making yiclde in ireas 1 and 3 highey than in
Area 2. However, iwigatﬁ.m way not have been the yrinc:‘ipal Taeior,.
Yields on quasi~dry land were consistently higher than on irrigated land
in each of the areas resorting that type of fsméin@. This suggests a
possibility that some irrigated flelds were watered excessively or that
molsture requirezents on the quasi-dry flelds were maintained throughout
the é.ritiaal pericd from an uvnderground source. |

The data gathored were n@t sufficient to indicate any real dife
ference in the aﬁem@e yields between cuttings. Areas 1 and 2 indicate
a slight advantage for first erog‘aeaﬂ, but the data in Area 3 reveal
& decided advantage in thé second crope Pecauss of higher yields 'ﬂ,n
Area 3, enouch welght was @vﬁn to the second nut.%ing yields to incma&e
the“gmmll average. is information is revesled in table 7, p. 2%,

Labor and power requiremenis

Lakor and power required in alfelfa seed production wers divided
inte 3 parts. Mirst, production and m&intemémae‘ labor included all
gsrehawest oparations which could properly be allocated fo the ssed
erop. The gsecond, hawwétim@;, included 21l oporations involved im
setting the ripened seed into the bag. Several methods of harvest
have already hemi deseribed. Third, marketing, consisted of hauling
the seed to market oy cleaning establishment where Lt was auhé@quenﬁly
sold. Harketing is made to include sll operations from the loading of
seed onto the truck to leave the farp to the time the furmer says,
UE11l take 1t¢," and a sele hos been consumated,

Labor requiremenis. Froduction end msintenance labor varied from
an average of 1,15 man hours per acre in Avea 2 to an averagze of 2.76

man hours In Area 3. The greater excenditure of time in maintenance
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Takle 7. Yields of alfalfa seed by iype of farwing, crop, and by avea,
Htah, 1952

Type of furming crop — Crop .81l erops
A e 18 ﬁﬁp
(1} t2) (3 ,
Area 1
Terigated : 235 199 198
Dry land 168 123 149
Wiasl-dry 1and - o4l 211
511 types (avge) 208 196 199
Areg 2 »
irvigated - - -
try land 104 ¢ 96
Cuasi-dry lend ‘ - - -
£11 typee (avge) 10k | 50 96
Area 3 : |
Irrigated 210 310 299
Iy land - - -
(uasle-dry land - 387 387
A1l types (avge) 210 ne2 300
A11 areas
Trrigated 229 226 227
Ory land 130 99 1k
Gasledry land - 6 246
A1l tyoes (avge) 173 206 199

labor in the irrigated areas was dus to the extra labor involved in

irrvigation and operations in prepsring the fields for irrigation.

Cperations such as manuring, commercial fertilising, diking, and dusiting

were praciiced only on a spall nupber of furms and, therefore, sach
operstion mude up only a swall part of the average production and
naintenance labor.

llarvesting operations required the jrealest amount of labor.
However, the ampunt necegsary depended primarlly on the metiod of

hagvest nsed. Harvesting labor in Ares 1 accounied for 70 percent of




the total lalor in producing an acre of seod. This was becsuse he
gmémr part of the secd in that ares was cul and hauled to stati;cnary
threshors, In the other arveas whore the combine was used more exten=
gively, harvesting labor hours were ruch less and accounted for only 52
and 53 porcent respeciively of ithe {otal labor in dreas 2 and 3.

rarveting labor accounted for only 2, 3, and L percent of total
labor in Areas 1, 2, and 3 respeciively.

The total amount of labor hours per acve of seed produced vaﬂara'
among; the three arzas from 2.6? hours per acre in ireg 2 through %6;2@‘
per acre in Avea 3 to 6.42 hours per acre in frea 1, a ratioc of é.h :
to 1. A detsiled brsakdown of labor reguirements for each ag:sratﬁim
and each area is presented in table 8, g« 27.

The utillzation of man labor in ibe harvesting wethods employed
is presenied in table 9, p. 28, Cowbiging was found to be the most
econondcal in man labtor expended, requiring only from 1.21 to 2,13 man
kours per acre over Aﬁw three arcas. %he greatest amount of @nmbming
time per acre was reguired im Avea 3. This was spparently due 4&92 the
heavy and rank growth of alfalfa foliege that seemed pgrevalent :i.ni the
fields studied. -

tethod 2, hauling, stacking, and ibreshing, was found o require
the greatest amwﬁt of lator. his is true because adaiiional labor
is needed in stacking the slfalfa and slso more man labor is necessary

in feeding the thresher from a large stack whieh has settled and become

compact, than from a wagon or slip such as is used in ¥ethod 1. Hauling,

atacking, and threshing was reporied on only three [ields in Ezm& 3
1
Yan power wap suved on the lorzest of these famms through the use}af

, |
buck rekes and stackers with an acknowledped great sacpeifice in secd
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Table 8, Yan hours reguired for the vuarlous operations to produce one
acre of alfalfa seed by area, Utsh, 1952
{Iindex of time requirements Area 2 = 100}

it e et oo 3;\,;4 s

Tours cent Tours cent Tfoars cent

Cperation per of pgor  of por ‘of
acre total acre total acre  total
a7 (2 3 I CY R ()] (7]
Yroduction & muintenance f
Hanuring S - -
Come feriilising W0k ~ «00.
Cultivating +28 250 28
Tdtehing w1l - ' L.
E‘ikin&; : ’ QG? - 21 :
Spm%g . .Z!? '032 »26
Dasting o003 02 01
Irrigating ‘ o75 - 1.97
Othep 'om ' o3k «01
Sub total 1,80 2840 1.1 hB.l E 16 Ll 0
" Harvesting®
‘Howing )
Hunching )
deuling )
Stacking % ——— bk 143 321
Threshing '
Combining) ,
Other ) : ,
Sub total BB 70,0 T3 53.5 308 52,0
Marketing . " 7 2 ‘
flauling to plant o ' 09 ‘ » 3
sub total QE‘ 240 oY 3013 -3 ; ho@
Total hours all |
oparations BaliZ 1000 2,67 100,00 6,20 1000
Index of tipe ,
reguiresents 240 100 231
¥ Gince noms of he three haIvestin; nethoUs used Were entirely comparatle,
‘harvesting operations were groupged into one figure.

yvield. ‘lhis varlation would appear to account for the appurent discorepg-
aney in table 9.

Conversations with growers in the Uintah DBasin revealed t;ffmtf short-
age of labor was the principal reason for msking the investment iﬁ

combtines as harvesting eguipment. Crowers used combines in the E{aehe«
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Table 9, Fan hours reguired to harvect ome acre of alfalfa seed by 'ﬂmrivms
harvesting methods in three primcipal aveas, Utah, 1952

— S e s—
Hauling Yauling o
Gperation o stacking L Gome
' thregher fhireshing bining
' T hrs. Hrse - hrae
(1) [(©3) [6)]
Area 1
Harvesting , ‘
Yoning 55 o9 W10
Eunching 1403 1.23 -
fauling 2.0k o 37 * -
‘thshiﬁ@ 1413 - 2465 : -
Combining « «-19 — : , 1.36
Giber ’ . . - alds.
Total hours B0k 7495 1 mg
frea 2
Harvesting ‘
Howing oOF - W20
Bunching ' BT - -
Hanling ‘ 1.7 - -
Smekw - -~ .
Threshing 1.30 - ;
Conbining - - 1.@1
Other - - oL}
Total hours %) = | i.ﬁg
Area 3
Harvesting .
Yowing 37 _ 075 » 38
Bunching 1.9 +58 -
Hauling 3453 2.91 _ -
Stuacking ‘ - - -
ibreshing .71 , 1.51 L -
Combining - - , 1.81
Gther - - -
Total hours 5 Q?G 5.7}; ‘ Eil§

Pox [lder Area Lecause the initial purchase had bteen made 10 harvestd
wheat and barleys. Yillard County prowers hed made the inlitlal in'wasi"»-
ment in stetlonary threshers and most of them were reluctant to change,
at least until the existing machinery required replaceschbs. However,
with the introduction of defoliation in thet srea, farmers were béﬂimingg
to invest in conbines, Defoliation may well hasten the abaalwcaﬁe@ of



the stationapy thresher.
Comparative man~hour requirements by types of farming ammr in
appendix tables V, VI, and VII, ‘

Vower reguirenents. To facilitate analysis the three main divisions

of power reguirements already wentiened were furither broken down into
korse power, tractor power, and truck power., UThe producers mgboi"bsad
the nusber of hours each type faf yower was required in the ﬂfﬁ‘eﬁmi
operations, The average horsewtractor-truck bours for all sreas was
3.21 jor acre, Iractor power was by fsr the most imporiant e;aumi&a of
power, accounting for 2,39 hm%*a T anYe. ‘Horse and truck power o
utilized 47 and .35 hours per acre reapectively., & summary of power
time requirements for each area and for each operation is given in .
table 10, peo 30. ) |

Rarvesting gemerally required about 7h percent of the total }mﬁar
time utilized ia seed produciion. About 96 percent of all horse jza@émr,
about 9 percent of all tractor power, and about &0 percent of all truck
gower were used in harvesting. Fower requirements varied over the three
areas from 2,13 hours per agre im 4rea 2 to 3,84 hours per acre in drea 1
Generally, the variation was due to differences in harvesting methods and
types of farwing. |

A bresk down of the data by harvesiimg method revealed that
conbining reguired legs than half of the avéraag;;a power time per acre
than was required in the other two methods. | |

411 horse, tractor, and truck power time speni in hamesmwj in
esch area was tabulated by each of the three harvesting methods. In
Area 1, corbining included in the study was contracted, Iime f‘ar;

contracted operations could not be dotermined, Fower time for the other
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Table 10, FHorse, tractor, and truck tize required o produce one acrs
of aifalfa seed by yméiwima, arca, Uiah, 1952 ‘

Fower ; areag 1 2 3

nours hours honrs = hours
{1) : 3] S €)) (Y] | )
Horse power : : |
frode & maint. 02 .@2 - -
Barveating .hﬁ : «El - o2
Yarketing , - - -
iotal horse power -147 N - 20
Tractor power B ;
Frode & maints .?h o 76 « 79 - W52
Barvesting 1484 1.8 98 1467
Carketing WO ) +J1 ot -
Total trector power 23 % 2,58 177 229
Truck power . , :
Harvasting : &1 oo «23 -
Varke ting Ol 210 o7 ‘ _._1%
Total truck power T J0 030 N

Grand total 3.21 3.6k £2.13 2.7

rbeds

two methods for a&l pramma&l gmryaaes was about 3 hours per @QZ’&@ e
hﬂmy groath of alfa&fa in Area 3 appesrs to be the factor responsible
for suth more time consumed in combining. %his fact was indicated in
the section on labore. It wes interssiing ito nole the éx‘&:sent to ﬁhieh
horse power has been replsced by mechanleal power. Horse power wus
used extensively only in &rea 1., Horse power for hauling, stacking,
and threshing in dves 3 appsars high because two fields out of a total
of three weporting this method of harvest utilized horse power, :z“*mr
time by barvesiing wethod is summarized in teble 11, ps 31
Heasurement of gost fa ctors |

The ingui costs of the mli‘alfal seed enterprise at the 1952 i&v«sl
for purposes of analysis were dlvided imio two groups: (1) fixed cosis
and (2} variable costs. In this section yroduction costs ave first
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Table 11, Lower ’éima required to harvest one acre of alfalfa seed in the

various seed producing areas by harvesting methed, Utah, 1992

e B ) e T

Araa 1 : .
Horse powsr 76 67 -
Tractor power . 2-§ﬂ C 217 - #33
Truck power o 30 - -

Total Area 1 3400 Fa0 | .03

Area 2. : ;
Hlorse poway S - - -
Troctor power 1.%3 - +98
Truck power e - -

Totel Area 2 2 .'3% - 90

Area 3 .

Yorse power , - 1.35 o
‘fractor power: 2456 - L5 1456
Truck power - .. -

All aress
Horse vower «73 1.18 1.12
Tractor power 2,00 1.84 - . 07
Truck power . #31 - » - -

fotal all arcas . 3.0 . - 307 . I5

conpared by areas. An over-all average éoat of production fizuwrs for
the state of Utah, 1952 was thus obtained. Gecond, production costs
are coxpared within arsss by types of farming to discover differcnces
in ¢euliural practices.

- %ethods of computing and the compoonts of all costs will be glven
in detail subseguently. E‘Zere. the overeall pgicture of the various cost
itema 1s' presented.. the average total cost of produping elfaifa aeeﬁ'

“for all of the major areas in Utah, 1952 was $32.71 per acre or ¥15.13

per hundredweight. Uhon broken down into the major aress, the average
cost for drea 1 was $33.87 per acre; Area 2 was about $23 per acrep

Area 3 was about $38 per acre (table 12, p. 32)s The difference between
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Table 12. Cost of producing slfalfs seed in selocted sreas of Utsh by
area, on a wer acre and per hundredweight basis, 1952

rea o hroa B hrea 3

1 tom Per cer Per m - Per Fer Ter Per
‘ acre  ecAt.e acrs oubt. acre owt. acve owl.
_ _ dollars i '
(1) [€) BN ) INRE (1 N €9 DN (Y B ) B ) B €°)

Fixed costss '

. Iand costs . St?g 291 5-85 2:911 3.13 3.27 ozﬁ 2-7&
faxea ﬂhg 'S 23 oii? . ifl% ihl 0&3 uhﬁ ™ 15
Yater assessmont 1425 W63 130 65 0 - EJS « 78
ralnage assesoment .%g .g? . ;Eﬁ .éh -g-@ 29 - -
Deprs % int. on bldgse _» 07 oy WO +2 . - -

Sub total Teoli 393 B.0L Fﬂ% 3,02 3.99 u.aﬁ KRS

Variable costss
Haterial & miscl. sele

Mamure 19 L1 W30 W18 - - - -
' Come fertilizer 259 W30 LU8 b3 - = W2 OB
Insecticides 304 1.53 2478 140 3.58 3.7h chg 1.16
H&gg& +53 « 26 «51 o 26 -hk olib oG8 «23
Tees Jd2 W10 W10 W05 W36 W38 35,12
ﬁm’@r 0(38 QGI - fonsd E A . ﬁ - -
Sub total §%? 733 GG W .82 5037 L5 L5
Contract services
~ Seed cleaning 3220 185 2,90 1,46 2.37 2.48 55U 1.84
Apply lnsecticides 80 3L W76 30 W57 70 Wb L34
i%arvéustin&z . 059 03@ :69 . 35 -53 » ('} 23 «08
Hmﬂ.inﬁ 01@ 035 12 106 01 oL 011 00!4
Gther vl o002 - - « 20 o2l ol -
Sub total E’% 69 2,36 LJAT ;W 3,53 T.99 Tage 0

Inte on cash outlay .19 .09 L L0 A7 A8 26 .08

Govts handling and E
atora;e 07 pﬂl& 06 03 03 09 10 Oh

Lavor costs ' \
T TR
Hire . » Sl o » o2l W73
CGub total «37 3,20 :3 :7 3481 3.14 «19 2,05
Fower coste '
Horse 03{} -15 ihh 22 - - 205 02
gﬁa&r @ogg ﬁ!éﬁ ﬁ.%f} h'@@ émg% 6-?}% 9.13 310*3
10 . » 2% +57 0:52' (A, » L 3 +11
Sub total 5'93 3l .25 oG5 TeBl T+00 9.h9 3.16

Total variable csww 21487 11420 25,684 13.03 19,19 20,03 27.01 5.99
fotal all gosts 2.7 15013 33-8? 17«07 23.0% ght@aj 35¢@3 12,66
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sreas 1 and 3 is not %&tiati.cally giznificant; however, a poriden of
this difference can be attributed to 'ﬁm higher land water costs %oi” the
Jintah Pspine. Cozls in Area 2 aré kighly significant when compared with
either of the other aveas. This is yrobably due to the fact that irea 2 ‘
is entirely a dry land arsa. Hore will be presented on areas sszft&r a |
~ consideration of the conventional cost breakdowns. | |
Fized cost analysis,. Tized costs include cash and non-cash expgendie
tures that tend to conitinue year after year whether a crop of éeéd or
no erop at all is raised. These include: land costs or interest on
investaent in land, taxes, water assessument, drainage assesszend, and
deyreciation and interest on buildings used. Reasons for plwims water ;
assessment in the fixed costs were explained in & provious scctions |

Fixed costs varied significantly from §3462 per were in area 2
mm@gb @S.@h‘ per agre in Ares 1 to $11.02 per acre in Area 3, a matlo
of almost three to one. fThe cause of this siznificant cifference was |
in the land and water costs which account for approximately 90 percent |
of total fixed costs. I+t was interesting to note the high correlation |
tetween the cost of water and the land value in the areas thatl cdme
under irrigation.

Variable gost analysis.  Variable costs are thoss cash and non-cash
expenditures which would not be incurred unless a erop of alfslfe seed
is produced. The average total varlable costs per acre for all éreés '
was $2h.87 or aperoximately 76 gercent of the total cost of production.
he range in variable costs was from 519.19 in Area 2 to asbout 327 in | |
irea 3, a ratio of only 1.4y to 1, b facilitate analysis variable eosts
wers grouped into four major divisions and two nminor ones. Eéajm“ divie '
sions weret material and mdscellaneous eeﬁiee charges, contract

services, labor costs, power cosis, and the two slnor ones were: |
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intersst on cash outlay, and governzent seed handling and sﬁamm e%a.wxzw

Material and misvellencous service charges lncluded mz@me, GO
mereial fertilizer, insecticides applied, bags, ;ﬁa’w, and othey ingle
dental charges. ‘he average total material efﬁsﬁs for all areas Wars
#hef2 or only sbout 18 perecent of the total veriable costs. maém-
cides represented the most imsoriant material a@aﬁa» |

{ontract services were all services which were performed for the
operator on & contract baols {per pound or per acre}, They include
seed cleaning, applying imaeﬁcidea, barvesting orerations, contract
hauling .%m market, and other sinor items. Conbract services averaged
W69 per scre oy about 19 pereent of the tolal variable costss Seed
cleaning represented sbout 70 pereent of conivact services. |

he aversge total labor cost for the three aveas, imlmiing both

operator and hired, wes C.37 per acre or 13.20 per hundredweigit.

" Labor cost among areas ranged from about 53 per sere in Ayea 2 tmwuh

26419 per aore in Arves 3 $0 7,35 ger acre in Arca L. bost of the
high cost of labor in Arca 1 was due to the hmw&ting method whieh
required large amounts of hired labors. Almost SO ﬁereeia‘b of the labor
cost in that area was expendsd for hired labov. |
Fower costs were the largest variable cost atb "@ﬁu% @er acre and
ranged from §T.80 per acre in Avea 2 to a,v?«h? in Avea 3. ?i"mc%:f Howery
was the largest mingle power cosi.
Interest on cash outlay and povernment handling and storage ﬁe::st;s
aceounted for 19 and 7 cents yer acre 1vspectively.
Yarvesting costs. Hervesting costs in table 13, p. 35, i.namml?a
expendituves for contract barvesting operations plus Jubor and p@mr

cogts incurred in the varleus tarvesting operaticne depending upon the

[

:
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Tatle 13. Cost of barvesting alfalfs seed pey seve by ares and by
hurvesting nethod, Utah, 1952

Harvesting costs staekiw@ Combining
thysaher thresh ,
T o ol &wﬂ '
(1) €] LﬂT Y]
&rea 1 M . S
Contract operations - R b
Labor costs 573 - BTl - 1.58
~ Borse puner 51 1,08 oo
Tructor power é.&% 6,30 - TN
Truck power 1) - | ™
fotal hervesting costs 12.7% 16,12 I6.5L
hrea 2 ' % -
iontract apem%ans - B ¢
Labor costs ﬁ»ﬁﬁ - l¢31
lioyse power - |
Jfracior powsr l:.ﬁ!g - );@.&26
Truck power 2,@% - » 27
‘ Iotal barvasting costs » - G
Ayea 3 .
Contract operations - ® 21
Laboy costs 5,88 8.29
Horse power -
Tractor powep 7267 6.1?
Truck power - ‘
Total barvesiing costs 25 ‘m
|
411 areas .
Contract operationg o3 w | 1ehd
Labor costs 5.89 E.90 l;‘i’ﬁ
Horse power <48 58
Tractor power 6‘\2? 6417 b.?ﬁ
Druck power C a7 - o1
Total harvesting vostis 1247 13,05 e

¥ 1985 Than 1 Oenb per acre
harvesting methods 45 Lefore stated, harvesting operations were classie
fied in three general harvesting weihods,

ihe %riaﬁ.an in hauling to

the thresher ¢osts ranjed from 312,55 per acre in Arvea 3 to $12.7h in

Area 1s The practicve of siaciking seed Eei‘am threshing wae not as

popular as it has teen in the past. Although voristions in this xetnod

in drea 3 reduced the average cost, it remsined ﬁw,m&t costly mf he

B




three aethods.
Te most economicel method of harvest was cobiming. With this
vethod costs vanged from $6.uli per acve in drea 2 to Y101 in Area l.
ihe chief source of economy was in the labor. Wuore the conbine was
wsed, labor costs were only {1.70 per scre compared o 55.89 am 36450
per acve in the other mww‘bing wethods. Swaller cosbines were ususlly
one~zan ogerations requiring only the farm oporator. Lavyer @mmﬁzﬁ;ma of
the self-gropelled type useally required two men. 1 |
The average cost of émimng in Area 1 was made 10 appear ﬁmh
through the cost of @éfaliaﬂam which sas ineluded as & mmzfact;a@amu
tion on certain fields even wwgh 1% materially facilitated the ;fmm«
bining. Iabor and power costs seemed primarily to be inﬂﬁs;mmdfw the
kind and the amount available at the time of harvest and the amount of
vegetable matiter to be mnﬁa@mﬁ. Attention is drawn to the Wiﬂa}? -
differences for 1@'&:@: and mﬁt&z power for canibining ':m 4Lrea 2 @nd
hrea 3. Since Area 3 was ehlefly an irrigated area and no defoliation
was atbempted, growthof alfalfs seemed generally to be heavy mavi ranke
Thus, a greater average expenditure of labor and gower Wos NECESSErYe
lost of the certified seed in Area 1 included in this study was
defoliated which accounis for higher eost of production, |

Production cogts by type of fsrming. When ihe sreas were compared

with sach other and the types of farwing within sach ares comgared as

- %o costs, some significant differences wore observed. In iable ih,

e 37y it will te noted ihat in drea 1 the most economicsl @mﬁuq%@m
was achieved on guasi-dry lands The per hundredweight caﬁ of M@tﬁwm
seed under these conditions averaged §12,82 as compared with m{w on
non=irvrigatod land and $18,83 en irrigated land. Thus, costs on |
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Table 1s Cost of produving alfalfa seed by tyse of farming, Villard
and contiguous eaunties, per acre and per hundredweight,
Uiah, 1952

Irrirated . LIy lnd  Guasiedry 1lang

Iten Per sor Per ?er rer Pey
acrs gt S0YD ety 302 Cule
e dollars

(1) 12) (3] Y I ) wr
Fized cosist , ‘
Land costs 6422 3.1h 349 2435 6,31 2462
Taxes 419 «25 o 26 W17 .53.;; 23
Vater assesszent 1.88 35 - - ! -

firainage assessment ol .20 - - .&1‘ -

Tegrs & int. on bldzs. ol 3 Wl . 08 +5 « 20 38
Total fixed costs G.12 5:5% 3.03 5T o086 293

Variable costs:
Baterlal & misc. serviee

Yanure olily 22 - - - -
Com. fertilizer 1.22 «52 0@5 03 &35 gﬂa
Insecticides 2,95 149 208 1.0 2,67 1,11
- Bage ohb 23 * 52 * 35 o U 29
 Fees 12 08 09 W06 02 01
Sub total T ZA2 EL OILEL OIS TUn
Gontract services
Seoed Glﬁ‘ﬁﬂiﬂg 3002 Lo 52 3&35 10% 2,92 1.21
Apply insecticldes +91 k6 - - 78 «33
?aﬁ;&sﬁimﬁ 95 48 32 22 ”1& - ‘
fay im;g GQ? oDl 32 2P A& A
Sub fotal 5 .gg ™ 295 ﬁ.ﬁﬁ 3-53 1:@
int. on cash outlay 2 W12 09 W06 W5 .06
Covts handling and ;
8 t@r&@e Qwh 202 el W1 »20 i qﬂ@
labor costs
Hire aldll #% . LG8 éug 1.86
Sab total +56 % E:%g‘ 3¢25 T 3: 1
Pouer cogte
%ﬁ@!’% ' cﬁB . 25 230 27 31 o 12
%@ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬂr ﬂuﬂ% lll!lg 5 tgﬁ 34}&1 T 25 341
iroe e f 22 N 137 1125 aﬁ?
Sub total 90. Eu@g ﬁa3§ &1353 el 3.70
Total variable costs 26,47 1ha22 16498 11.53  23.77 9.09

Srand total 35,61 18483 20,81 1hWaI0 0 30.83 12,82
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irrigated land excesded quagiumry land costs by 47 ercent. iuch of
thewe differsnces can te ex&&ainad by referring to table &, p. 23« 1t
will be observed thati yields of gquasi-dry land seed exceed dry land secd
yields by 92 pounds per acre and irrizated seed yields by L3 pounds ser
acre, '

As the dutd in batle 15, p. 39, indicate, ivea ¥ 1@ @mﬂ&raly'a
dry land arsa. On a bundredweight basis the eost of producing dry land
seed in Area 2 evceoded the dry land seed in Area 1 because, &6 %hé data
in table § indicates, the average yleld per acre was extresely léw in
1952,

e data in table 16, pe b0, show a compurison of types of farming
im‘ﬂrea 3, wmhich is gonewhatl comparable to Area 1 in that 1t 1s pro-
dominantly an irrigated section. 7The average cost of producing irri-
gated ssed in Aros 3 was $12.83 per huadreéweight‘am compored to HT.00
per hundredweight on quasi-dry land. This is a differential of 48 pore
cent and can be largely explained Ly the data in table &, which shows
the average yield of seed on guasi-dry land to oxceed the avgrmgé
irrizated seed ylelda by 58 péuﬁﬂs per acre, }

Additional advantages for the quasi-dry land secd in both Areas 1
and 2 are in the absence of water assessments and consequenily né
labor costs for irrigation or for operations in preparing the land
for irrigation.

Uross recelpts and net roturng

fross recelpte. Since compensation has been made for the value of
chaff and sereenings, gross receipts in this siudy represent the cash
income derived from ihe sale of sded plus ihe value of seed which was

kept on the farm. In the event a comrodity loan was taken, the seed
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lable 15. Uost of producing alfalfa ssed by tyve of faywing, box Llder-
Cache Avea, per scre and per hundradwei:ht, Utah, 1952

(rri - wmm g
1tem : ter Far vor rer ver er
acyg oWt 0TS Ciite aere CWbEs
' T doilars
(1) Gy a © () S
ixed costies , 7 :
! Land costs - - 3.13 3.27 - -
faxes - - ohl N3 - -
fiater assessment - - - - - -
Drainage assessuent - - - - - -
Uopr. & int. on bldgs. - - 20 «29 = -
Total fixed costs ‘ - - 3,02 3.99 - -

Vardable costas
Material % misc. Services

Yanure - - - - - -
Coms fertilisers - - - - -
Insecticldes - - 3e58 3.?3; - -
Rags - - ohly 45 - -
Fees - - '32 'gg - -
Otheyr - - sl o4l - Mt
: 5‘?‘3’5 wm - had . '» ‘ g 0’35 - o

Contract services
Seed cleaming - - 2,37 2.7 - -
Apply insecticides - - &7 « 70 - -
Harvesting - - +58 «£0 - -
Hauling - - «01 L1 - -
Other - - .2’3 021 - -
Sub totsl - bd 5:33’ 5099 - -
Int. on cash outlay - - W17 .18 - -

Govbe handling and
storage ] - 09 o9 - -

Labor costs
Uperator - S - 2423 2432 - -
Hired - - i 8 032 - -
Eab total - - 30(}1 BOE - -
- Powar costs

Haysa - we - - -
Iractor e - 652 6.92 - -
Truck . - - .ﬂﬁ lﬁg - -
Sub total - - 127 Y0 - -
Iotal variable cogsts - - 19.19 20,03 - -
Grand total - - 23,01  2h.02 - -
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Table 16. Cost of producing alfalfa seed by type of farming, Uinteh Bagin
frea, gor acre and per hundredweight, Viah, 1952 ;

Trrlsaien maﬁram ® |
dten . Par TED Pey ver rer rer
. acye e BEXE gnite 3Cre el
‘ 7 doliars , -
(1) @G Wy ¢y«
Fixod cosis? | }
Land costs B.48 2.81 - - 350 «58 |
_T&Z&ﬂs Q’L”.é 015 R - o5 02
Tater sescsswent 2.43 o3 - - - -
Trainage assessment - - - - - -
Doure & lnt. on bldzs.. - < - - |
Total fived cosis : 11.37 3eTt - - 3-§§ iom
Variakle costs:
Haterial & misc. services
Hamare - - - - - -
Come fertiliser 25 08 - - - -
Insocticides 3.3 1435 - - 5406, 1.h2
Bags u?g ?23 - bl #3h oY
Fees ' a% C_el2 - - - -
Sub total . m - - 5‘0 1) 10:?1‘ E
Contract services ,
Seed cleaning 5’&‘3 1.08 - w 2491 52
Apply insecticides pl&a o1l e - '&ﬁi QEE
Harvesting 09 03 - - BefB 1,30 |
Hauling o1l .0% - - - - |
. Sub total aigg 240 - - Geltds 2s3 |
Int. on cash outlay 16 «05 - - o 20 Rt
ovt. handling and - ‘
storage o1l «0k - - - -
Lakor costs ,
ggeraﬁ@w %.g? 1438 - - 1.76 419
Hired 9L | OZS - . i} 85
Sub total , G2 257 - - &%; ﬁﬁ ;
: ? S
fower costs |
m’m «05 P - - - - ‘\
%;iﬂ;ar * ?-%7 3410 - - 1450 1.12
¢ 32 o11 - o ol « 183
Sub total 765  3.23 - - i 1%
Total varisble cosis 27,12 9406 - - 21.02 &G0 |

Grend total 3849 - 12,83 - - .50 7480
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wag valued at the support price. | |
‘ e o w
Gross recelpts in the study ranged from UG.k3 per acre to 6238 per

aorse A digtribution of sross recelnts is shown in table 17.

Table 17. Cross receipts per acre from 110 flelds of slfulfa seed by ared,
with cumulative povcentages for each srza, (tah, 195 a

|
|

Tonge in recelpts ML area T rres o iren

- dollars per acre areas | 2 , 3

(1) e (3] G )

00 = 35.99 3 15 9 2

36,00 = 70,99 L2 2 9 8

TLO0 = 105,99 18 8 Y 6
106,00 = 10,99 7 5 - 2 i
140,00 - 175,99 9 L - 5
176400 = 210400 3 2 - 1 |
211400 - 248,99 1 . - 1 |
Total 310 63 22 25
vodian £56,33 5350 gh3.77 865,58 ‘

e aversge of gross recelyts f-ar.all arcas was about 59 ser scre
or $29.73 per hundredweights. ‘he median or positional average was |
slightly less than the arithmetic average. Per sere receipis were
highest in the Uintah Hasin with an average of about §88 per sere.
Comparable receipts in the ¥illard County Area averaged L‘M?,h{? per
aere and the Cache-Eox Elder frea averagced about %35 E-‘ei* acre, cim
the per hundredweight basis, arcas where certified seed was predominant
recelved higher average gross yeturns than the other areas. ‘Thig was
because of the price differential betweon certificd snd mma-ewtified
sesd which was fixed by the price an@m«w in 1952, Gross raf:éléts and
net returns for each of the praﬁuciﬂg areas are imﬂ&.ea‘k&ﬁ in table 13,
pe b2,
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Table 18, fross vecelpis and net witurns from alfalfa sead pm@c%@n
pey acre and per hundrgﬂxeiwht, I!'f:.an, 1962 !

Item ver  Psr  fer  rer ier  rcr  fer  sor
gere  ewt, asere cwt, aere cwte acre oWl
' ' doliers |
1) (&) (3 (4} 6] €3) 7) By (9)

Gross receipts 5%.08 29,73 S7.49 28,95 35.37 36490 86,09 29,31 ‘
Total costs 32,71 18.13 33.87 17.07 23.01 2h.02 38,03 12.66

Net returms - 26437 1he6D 23,62 11.88 12,35 12,92 50.06 16468

Net returns.  the average met returns wers caleulated by subtracting
total costs from total grese roceipts and dividing by the total acres or
totel hundrodweight of seed. Totsl cosis include all charges that ean ‘
be allocated azainst the wlfalfa seed enterprise, including aw‘a;@a for
operator and faprily latbor.  The average net veturn for all. aroas was '
526437 per acre or &lh.E0 per hﬁnﬁmdweight. et returns for each
individual producer ranzed from a mimg i9.51 per agre o #197.06 per
acre, ‘This latter figure wes obtained on a Tuchesne County field,
- 4 dletribution of individual net returns appears in table 19, p. L3.

The data in each aree were prouped according to net éemsfamﬁ
the records mere cumulated from lowsst to bichest income. This
; camlative frequency forms the basis for the grashic comparison of
net returns in esch area im figure 5, p. Lh. It will te noted that
net returns ia Area 3 are higher throughout than in either of *&h@ aother
areas. Bight percent of the area bud a negative net return compared %
1549 percent in Aves 1 and 27.3 percent in Area 2o It will also be
noted that awmxim&‘w;y 70 percent of ireas 1 and 2 had net returns of
#30 or less while neurly 70 percent of the growers in 4rea 3 had ;mﬁ

retorns of 490 or less per acre.
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Table 19« Ket returns per acre on 110 fields of alfalfas sesd by area,
with cumulative percentages for each area, Utah, 1952

Het roturns arsas Wo. lative Hos lative e  latlve
dollars Hoe wereent , peroent percent

(1) 2y (3 (5 () . (8)
<1000« 9.9 39 2 381 10 5.5 2000
10400 = 29,99 31
30.00 ~ h9.99 13

5

5 0.0
8.0 5 %09 2 180

!

1

v
&
EGL00 = 69,59 71 B2 2 100.0 6D
0,00« 8999 6 5 908 o~ - 58,0
9000 ~109.99 5 2 93 - - 3 3040
110.00 - 129,99 L 2 9548 - - 2 880
130.00 - 249,99 3 1 98 - - 2 96,0
150400 « 169.99 1 1 1000 - - 0 9640
170,00 - over 1 - - - - 1 1000
Total o 63 22 m
Vedlan $20.32 315.18 N 118 55008

The difference in net raturns betwsen irea 1 and srea 3 is due
primarily to the higher ylelds and the greater poercentage of certifieq
geed grown in Ares 3 in 1952. 1t will be remembered from table ) that
the groatest variation in yields existed in drea 1. In this area the
sctusl range in yield per acre was 37 to 649 pounds though marlyf TG
gercent of the fields had yields below 260 younds gor acre, whereas
only h# percent of the growers interviewed in the Uinieh Pasin had
yields of less than 260 pounds ger acre.

One very important reason for the large mmier of rrowers with low

Flelds in the #illard County Area is noxious weed secd dockage. Although

data on seed clean awuy were not tuken, growers in that area thought it
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Figure 5. Net returns per acre of 110 fields of alfalfa seed

ranked according to area and cumulative percentage,
Utah, 1952
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not uncommon for their seed to clean away 50 .ercent due to &@uwfer seeds
Farmers in the ¥illard irea esxpmas@d prave concern over the pmblem of
dodder control. It is certaln that a solution to the groblen will not

only be  boon %o alfalfa seed producers, tut also will do much to

increase cash furm income throughout that areas This problem is in

need of intensive study.
Harketing outlets

Information on the grower disposition of the seed included in this
study by wonth and purchasing agency is indicated in table 20, p. b6,
¥arketing agencies were divided into four cutegoriess (1) local ‘dealers,
(2) farmifs’ cooperatives, (3) outside dealers, and (4} other.. ;I-wal |
dealers, as the term is ﬁéed here, can be dei‘imd as buyers who %my,
eleén, ahd: ressll seed on thelp o#n account or wio represent or buy
sead fmr £1ms laaany ouwned within the state of Utah. 'The seed which
thesa dealers purchase may be either resold within or outside the statm
Farmers! cooperatives are desigmﬁmd a8 fammer owned groups, either
speclalized or departments or ‘laz-ger cooperatives that purchased and
processed seed for resdle. Outside deslers includé all agents or
others who bought seed for processing and resale for companies located
outside the state of Uteh, This processing may or may not have been
done within the state, 1he determining point is that the seed wa;s

owned by a foreign corporation or firm. 'Uther" includes allmed taken

over by the Gommodity Credit Corporation under non-recourse loans and
the seed which was kept for planting or sold direct to other farmers.
Outslde dealers purchased nearly 50 percent of the seed inuljudad
in thie study; 2h percent was turned over to the Commodity Credit
Corporationy 18,1 percent was purchased by local dealers; and Ge3



Table 20, Thousands of pounds of alfslfa seed sold and porcent of total so0ld each month by type of
pnrehasing aaemy, E%db, 1952

Grend total 1,701 2.3 @ 18h.8  57L.9 45hel  15h.5 98.3 36.6  207.7

Fon-certified 1,370.2 182.3 50kl 36 9.9 901 28,6 126.8
Percent each 10 100.0 sl 10.8 33k 26.6 9.1 Gl 2.1 12.1
Local dealers |
Yonegertifisd 28&%5 34306 h@!? glth 38-1 21;6 1.1 lzé-ﬂ
Parcent easch ©0. 18.1 b 215 2.9 SAS 2.2 1.3 o8 247
Tarmers! cooperatives | |
Certified 10.1 , 10.1
Hon-certified 132.1 ' 1.3 68.7 U469 15.1
Percont each 1o. 303 o A oL l&tg 2.7 105
Cutside seed dealer
Fercent each mo. 49.6 8.2 @6 153 1.9 1.6 1.3 .
_ . S Qﬁ}er : R S A L . . . o . I 7,,, _ o L L
Certified . 15k.2 12,6 52,5 8.2 80,9
Non-gertified 2%&3 %’-‘io? 5’13 o& 509 li:}.o 5 21 5 Ssbg o
CEh
P‘ement eﬁﬁh QQO 2&-53 - Eg? . 3t377 335 249 1.3 &1 [

* ?3@ sales were made by mwers in aﬁ@tﬁﬂw
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pergent was sold through cooperatives. Current work is being dons by
the Utah fxperiment Utstion which will be more accurate in ascertaining

the relative importance of seed dealers,

gervices rendered growers by the purchasing agencies were gg;mrall&r i

of the same type. 'Ehéy made available lnsseticldes and su;p;:&lies; Plas
seod slorage vii‘ the grower rdesired. E‘mﬁmw gmwmmé the sacks tut
were allowed & certain percent of the cost of each sack on sule of the
seeds e gromer sold his seed elther clesned or in the dirt on the
basis of the percent clesn away of o sample taken by the dealers Only
11 percent of the growsrs sold their seed inrme divte ‘fi}mmw&@
usually located at considerable distaness from the clearing ylants.
Usnually thé dealer purchased this seed at the farm and assumed all
shipping and handling charges, |
 ¥ost of the seed was sold in the months immedizawiy following
the harvest season. Sale wae ugvally made as soon as the owner was
informed that bis seed had bosn cleaned. ‘rowers in this siudy ﬁ‘aﬁ
disposed of more than 70 percent of thelr ssed by the erd of Uscenmber
and wore than one-third of the seed was s0ld in the month of Novemker
alone, Although reasons for early sale were not tabulated, discussion
indicated that lack of faith in future seed prices and the need for
cash gere the two most important ones. |
Seasonal price. Due to government price suppovis which were placed
on alfalfa seed in 1952, the price was sirikirgly similar Guong Qur-
chasing agencies and throughout most of the crop yéar beginning in
september, This data is subsmgﬁa‘ﬁéd in table 21, pe. bi, Frice
sugports tended to reduce the compotitive nature of the seed mm'-kéﬁ.

In years yrior to 1952 there was considerable competition among ssed
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Table 21. Avera:e price per pound received by growers by month of sale
and purchasing agency, Utah, 1952

oca. armers Cuts
“onth dealers CO~0p e dealers Cthers
cents ver pound
(1) (2) (3) (4) §9)
Seasonal avg. price
Certified 38 - «L0 ol
Non‘certified . 026 . 2? » 27 .Zd
August
Certified oitS - - -
Hon=caertified - - - -
Sep tember "
’ Certified - - - -
Non~certl fied - - - -
October : i
Certified - - 40 -
Non~certified «28 «25 29 -
November
Certified - - -hO -
Non-certified - «26 26 «28
December
Certified 35 - ol 40
Hon=~certified 27 «28 27 «28
January .
Ccrtiﬁed - . 26 - ohl
Non~certified 26 27 026 .28
February
Ccrtitiod - - - OLIS
Non-certified «28 - «27 .28
Harch
Non~certified «28 - - 31
April
Certified - - - L0
Non~ce !‘ti{ied . 23 - ;23 . 29

# No Geptember sales were reported,
## Only one grower who did not receive the price differential given for
his certified seed.
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dealers at harvest time. 'The post popular method of sale among ﬁm :
growers and by far the nost emit&n@g was by sealed blds. Bach competing |
buyer took a sauple of the grower's seed, analysed it, and placed hig
bide On the appointed day when the bide were opened the hizhest one
took the secde | |

. The all-season aversge urice received by farmers included iﬁa this
study for non~gertified seed was 20 to 20 cents yer pound and for ‘
certified sesd was 38 to ho a@uﬁs per gound or approximaiely m;éum@wt
level for eéch type of seeds o

Hormally there is considerable fluctustion in alfslfa seed éﬂ@a
from zonth to sonth. According to . S. Degt. of Age. Crop foporting

Service :igxxras for the yoars 1939 through 1952, the highest yriéam per

| hundredwelpsht veceived by farwers each year occurred in Sarch, April,
Hay or June and the lowest prices were reéeive& during Septembor,
ﬁembﬂr, and Hovesbere In figure &, p. 50, it is indicoted tha*ﬂli}ha
hizhest average wonihly price per hundredweignt for those years
occurred in ¥ay and the lowest average monthly price per hundredweizht
cung fgn Uetober, | ’

The lndex in table 22, p. 51, based on lovember, the month in
#hich most of the seed in this study was sold, indicates that ‘bh@:’
average price since 1939 increased 17.3 percent in ithe & monthe
from Hovember to Lay. ﬂw inference is that growers generally saﬁ.},
trelr seed too soon and that wore income could be reslized from ﬁtﬂ
sale of seed if it were held uniil spring. Of course, the sboeve grice
relationskdip way not exist in sny one yeor deyending upon the total
A Supply of seed. Vaszed on the aversge seazsongl price fluctuation,

however, the grower who has siorage Fecilitles is in a very favorehle
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Figure 6. Average price received by Utah farmers for alfalfa seed

" . during each month of the year, 1939 through 1953
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Table 22, Average snd index of prices received by furmers for wlfalfa
sood each month of the year, 1939 throush 1953

eiouars _per owt,

{1} ‘ 3] (33
Sept. 352 10k,9
Cote 32.22 979
Nove | ‘ 32,9 10040
ﬁﬂ@ - . ‘ 33:53 1@1 » 9
Jan, 33.87 102.9
Fote - 3ke55 105.0
Har. 35.93 109,2
Apr. 37.70 11h.5
May 36461 1173
June 3777 1ih.68
July 37458 1142
aug, 36.22 S 11041

murgeé Do G LBLLs OF Love UTop Reperiing Sorvice
position sinee alfalfs seed adapts itself easily to storage. In 1952
storaze costs were 5 cents per hundredwelight per month with the seed
cleaning compeniess Certain deulers made no chargs for storage if the
seed was s0ld to them.
Befolisting alfalfe seed

efoliation of alfalfs seed is a copparatively new method of fleld
curing just prior to harvesting. I{ has been employed extensively in
California and in some of the ilains States, partionlarly Kamaé. It
has been used in fiillard County only a fow years. Appliecation is
usually sccomplished by spraying from an aip plane, alﬁ:ough ground
spray units are now being ueed to some extent. The defeliating azent
consists of a mixture of dinitro compound or some other contact syray
rixed with fuel oil, Ihls ie applicd when the erop is at the proper
stage of waturity which is wmlﬁr a few duys before harvesting is cone
templateds The effect of defoliation causes the leaves to dry up and
fall off, leaving only the stalks and the seed. A cosbine can then



'enough early frosts will do little if any dapage. Uefoliation avolds ;
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move into the field and harvest ihe seed without the havpering welght of

|
1
I

ihe green follape. t

Advantaces. Tefolliation apyears to have dstinet possibilities in

alfalfa seed harvesting. It contributes toward the uniform debydration

of plant and seed over the field. .Speeding this process tlwough abruptly.
stoé:«._ying #lant growth ig aﬁpeeimﬁ advantiageous in the mountain .gma 1

gince 1t may preclude frost damsge, If the seed is matured and dry

the necessity of dryingz the seed after harvesting as iz quile common
when the greduct is coubined frow the stunp in the usual manner. %ind
ané:stam dapages are constant threats ut harvesi time when seed is
harvested by the conventional methods High avtumn winds suattér and i
gweep away windrowed seed i‘rszﬁ nany éama of euring a}.faifa “ sced every
year. Some farmers reported alm% total crop loss as a result of |
heavy winds., Alternate weiting and drylng slso causes seed pods to
open and shatter, losing @u@h Seaé. In addition to losing seed, dige
coloration is likely to occur.

There is grealer recovery of seed through sezd defoliustion because \

of much less vegetable matter to go tirough the maghine. It also mmicis

seed loss from handling and mauling that is almost certain in the con-
ventionsl meihods. Ihe considerable savings in man power that result
by combining are also worthy of note,

Disadvantases. lefoliation of alfalfa seed, on the other hand, must

be done at the riznt timee If it is dome too early, seed yields may be

curtailed. Also, harvesting must be done withln a few days after spray-
ing is donme or much shatiering will ogcurs Defollating must Le dome ;

under rathepr exacting weather conditlons. ihere should be no wind and
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the iampﬁraﬁur& shoudd Ea no legs then 60 dogrees F.  An extrenely heavy
growtiaaf alfalfa will not allow sufficient penetration of defoliating
compounds. However, a)aucceasful solution of this protlem has been
accompliched by spraying with bslf of the rocommended application and
then sgraying ag&in a few days later wiih the other half of the solution.
For zrowers who feed the chalf or residuc from seed havrvest, defoliation
is moﬁ popular since the condition of the ¢halfl is wery ymaia

if defsliaﬁicn zains unlverssl accegtance, alfalfa seed production
ig likely bto become more and more a specialized crop, losing its
supplementary featurs to many farmers.
Yields on defoliuated as compared with non-defoliated fields. | Bince

there wore five defoliated fields reported in &vea 1, & comparison has
teen mede beiween these five fields and other ivrigated fields in the
same area where harvesting was done without the benefit bf defoliation,
Har@&sting 0n all defoliated fields was by combining, though various
ather rethods were ewmployed in other fields in addition to combiming,
Other than harvesting methods, the general condltionms prevailing can be
regarded as sinilar,

Hesults of the comparison are piven in table 23, p. Bhe It will te
noted that the average yleld of seed for sll irrigated fields in the
avea was 190 pounds per acre including those wio defolisted. This latter
group had an average yield of L2h pounds of seed per acre. fHon-combined
certifiod seed flelds had an aversge yileld of 133 pounds per ascre and
all other non-cozbined flelds ylelded 187 pounds jer acre.

Harvesting costs for thoze who defoliated were somewhat higher
than the average. Fourteen dollavs and sizty=-two cents per acre

includes a charge of U6.50 per acre for defoliation and about 58 per acre




Jable 23, ¥isld and selected faciors in defoliated, certified, and
mn-certified irrigated seed production in Yillard and

contisuous countles in Uiah, 1952

(bate figured on a per scre basis)

sl

LBl aving iield Regeipis Gosis
and harvesting Sige  AVZe vest per . per  per  Het
zethod fields soves costs  acre  acre  acre returns
‘ : - dollers  1bs. dollars |
() (@) (3) ) I Y B T &
Avge all irrigated | o
fislds hl 92 12, 8O 1% 5&&5& 37 32 21.22
Tefoliated and " |
conbined fields 5 73 62 hah 142,51 51,17 1ii.3h
Honedefoliated and | | A o
corbined fields 3 168 Be3h 106 28,65 29,18 537
lion=combined certi- 1 ,
fied fields 2 L8 %450 133  38.10 36,38 1.8
A1l other o
fields A 91 105 8T 51408

3700 1,08

% ‘three growers Proteood Certified seed; tWo procuced COREON, |
% Tue to frost dumage snd resuliing erop feilure rether than method. |

for combining. rartly as a vesult of the higher harvesting costs, the

total cost of production is one and one-third times as high as the area
average. Another reason for the hlgh total cost of production is due |

to the apportionment factor.

Since chaff was a minor factor and it was

lost as o result of defoliation, the alfalfa seed had to stand a greater

portion of proreted costs.

ihe net refurns to growers who defolisted and copbined were nearly

five times the average for all growers,

averages was uged, the dominance of certified seed in proportion to

the non-certified seed was much greater for those who defoliated than

it was for all growers.

therefore, some of this high return must be

Bince a gysten of weighted

atiributed to certification which in turn is intensified by the high

yield of the defoliated seed fields,

The data pathered wers not sufficient %o conclude that the difw

ference betwesn the average for all jrowers snd those who dsfolisted
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and combined is entirely due to defoliution. fIhere ars many factors
which have a pronounced influexnce on seed yields ¥Yor example, none
sefoliated and combined seed fields show an aversge yleld of 106 pounds
por acre, However, it is knowmn that frost derage was 8 major Tactor
in holding this particular averags at a low level, Failure to defoliate
may have actually invited the frost réamag,e' Twerefore, 1% aypears
reasonable to conglude thai an important part of the increased yield
is undoubtedly due to defoliation. Ihis method of field treatment
showa great promiss. Further economic research siould be conducted in
this phase of alfalfa seed production im Utah.

Certified ve. non~certified seed

the seed certificetion program ia carried on for the purpose of
making avallable to the publie high quality seed that has Leen srown
and msmm&éd under such comnditions s to insare its genetic identity
and purity. Varieties eliglble for certification may have been in use
pany yeéra or ‘mey may be recent varleties developed through plamb
breading. In ei‘tha;* cagse, certification helps to protect against the
loss of such warieiies byé!aveiapmg a planmed method of production
consistently carried forward.

Although varietal zmrmy is the primary consideraztion in seed
certificatmn,.sﬁher factors such as bigh viabimi}?a weed and disease
control, oleaning, and srading also are imporient. OUne very effeective
means of preventing wider weed dispersion is by planting crop seed
which is free of weed ﬁaad.

e Internationsl Crop Improverent issociation, an organization of
| gertifying agencies in the United States and Canada, was organised in
1919, 1ts purpoce is to éﬁ%abliﬂiz minimum standayds for orop varicties
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and to help merber organizations in premoting production and distribution

of high quality seed of superior crop varieties (5).

The Utah Crop Improvement Association iz the wrtifying agency in

Utah and is & pember of the Internstionel Crop lmprovement Association.

It was ovgenized in 1937, although seed wus certified in Ulah bvefore

that time.

Certified seed in the Us8.4,  Production of certified slfalfa seed
has grown rapldly in recent years. With the dovelopment of improved
varieties of alfalfa having considerable resistance to bacterial wilt
and other diseases, the demand for certified seed for planting has
become ineressingly important. <roduction of certified seed im 1952
was ectimated at hé,hééﬁao pounds of olsan seed, dhis is more then
tao and one~fifth times the 19,233,000 pound crop in 1951 and three
and t!zzmawﬁif%a ?I.imea the 1,706,000 peﬁmﬁ erop in 1950, Certified
geed accounted for 2h.6 percent of the total seed produced in 1952;

13l pereent in 1951, and 11.2 percent in 1950 (1h).

California has been by fer the largest producer of certified
glfalfa seed in recent ysars. in 1950, 1951, and 1952 California
produced 39, 63, and Tl pémmt of the total certified seed in the
United States. |

the date in table 24, p. 57, disclose some of the &z&;:%:étsis which
has been placed upon certified seed by the mew produetion arezs in
the West. | f
Certified geed in Utah. Froduction of certified peed in Utah has

been gradually increasing since 1946, ‘the internal structure of Utak's

certified sced plcture has also been éhangingﬁ.




Aiu this development are new in the tusiness. It was not a question of

Tabie 2L, Certified alfalfa seed in the five lesading sesd-producing
states, 1952

bbb eientees e

Total Gertified © Fercent
Siate , groduction production certified
tousand ponns
() (@ (3) (h)
California 39,900 30, 00 5.6
Kansas 27,500 630 2.2 |
¥ebraska 15,800 s 2.9
South Dakota 12,960 380 2.3

Gource? Us Ge DBple OF AiFe UTOp IGPOFEiNg FOGTGs  ARMUAL CUMMATY 68
of Lecenber 1953

Table 25, pe S8, lists the {otal acreage of certified seed by
variety since 1946, 1t will be noted that acreage in new, improved
varieties such as Hanger snd Dulfalo have been inercasing and the oldey i
va;wieﬁies have been decreasing. Ihus, acr:aze in certified secd has not |
only been increasing, tut also older varieties of seed have beonp replaced i
10 a large extent with new wilit-vesistant strains. |

the trend in pounds of certified seed produced in Utah since 1946
is indicated in table 25, p. 58. Froduction of certified seed incroased
from 302,110 pounds to 1,033,860 pounds in 1952, a retio of almost three {
and one~half to ome. Column 5 lisis certified seed as a percent of the
total stute groduction. Certified seed was nearly 10 percent in 1952
and more than 13 percent in 1953. in 1952 Utah harvesied only 2.h pore
cent of the total certified seed produced in the United Statss. 'itsh
is making the transition from a long-standing practice of jrowing

common seed to producing a cordfied guality seed. The leading states i

glving ‘u‘ga an old practice and adopting a new one. Huther, it was moving
into a new field of production. It was entirely locical for them‘ o
turn to certified ceed,




Takle 25 »

Yariot G Aohy B 1 %g

iy . l?}'t} 3) %\) %% % % %gi % %
Grimm 2,068 1,057 1,468 1,192 959 Lso
Honeer, Wy L3 37 319 2B 1994 m S
Ladak s 202 120 108 72 k 12
Oriestan 331 50 Lo 20 2 i5 4
Atlentic 50 he 180 12k 23 77 Uk 1&&%
Ranger 179 L7% 1,120 1,783 2,371 3,708 L,417 5,530
Duffalo - - 57 hih 1,088 1,5h1 1,h07 1,k
Wisc. Syne Co - - - - 5 5 - -
Higcs &;’fﬂl GD - - - - - & 85 -
Harraganset - - - - - - - 8
v&mal - - P - - - - @‘

A1l varieties™ 3,483 2,867 3,356

58

Total acres of alfulfa sced for which opylication fcg‘ cerbie-
fication was mqueamﬁ, by variety, Utah, 19h6-1953

3,957 k,999 6,53@ 6,880 7,613

¥ Avreage tovals 40 DOT NG0GSSArily GGUAL sereage DArvest os shown in

table 26.
Souree:

TBble 26,

Utah Crop Improvement Associstion.

dpnusl Reyorts 1946-53.

Aemage and production mf eertified alfelfa seed in Utah,
1946-1953

Yoar Acres Froduction

) lba » 1b8. seed
6y 2) 3] )] [§3)
19ké 101.3 2,98247 362,110 5.5
19347 95 o5 ?9 5671{3 ?73383}4 5.9
198 11643 35352.5 389,949 60
1949 199.9 3,955.8 791,117 T8
1950 %361 h,%&.& mﬁmﬁ T3
1981 118,1 6,530,2 751,662 6.5
19%2 18247 6,800.7 1,038,880 Sl
1953 ﬂﬁ ® ? ?3313 1\3 1; éhé’ 1&5 13'53‘4

- Bources Uluh LYop lmprovenent ASSUeLations AMIMAL HOpOTt8 LOLbeD3.

The 110 fields ireluded in this study produced 1,710,118 pounds

of seed in 1952,
Otah in thut erop yoar.

Tois was about 16 percent of the seed produced in
About 20 percent,or 33%,9h6 pourds of seod

|

1. Golden L. Utoker, Secretary~ireasurer, (rop Improvement hssociation, |
furnished the data for tables 25 and 26.
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in the study, was certified. This represented about 33 psrcent of the
tétal certified seed produced, ‘he other &0 iserr:ent, or 1,370,172
pounds, was non~geriified .ami wes egual to 1ks3 percent of the total
state production of noﬂméﬁified seed. Figures for the nonwcertified
seed were obtained by subtracting the total certified seed from the
Burs of égr. Econ. estimated total procductisn for 1952 and dividing
that figure intd the total nonw¢ertified seed reporied by the groders
covered by the study. Th@!“bllw&lm tabula tion far‘the 110 fields |
indicates the amount of veriified seed reporied and its pevcentage of

the total seed veported in each arca,

. : ' rercant
Lyag Honwcertified Certified gertified
R T pounds Eounds
Area ), 940,119 ‘ 157,439 143
Areg 2 58,302 87,786 601
irea 3 3N, 7L 9h,72L 2043

It will be noted that the proportion of certified tb rmn-c:armﬁéd
ae%zd included in the sample is greater than the proportion of the certie
Tied to non-certified seed for the state as a whole in 1952, This is
due to the sampling techbnique. The greater purt of the fields inciudod
in the survey in drea 2 were certified and were in greater progoriion
to common seed than was ihe case in the other ﬁw areas,

Cortified seed compared 1o non-certified seed. In an effort to
discover relative udvanisges or dig&ﬁvantagea of raising ‘aartimaﬁ seed
comparad 1o non-certified seed, the data in each area were sorted
according to certification. A welshted yer aere yield was obitained

for each category. UYhe resulis are presented in table E?,‘ ?.}6@. It
was.interesting to obsewve that certified fields averazed 5.6 to 13.5
acres smaller than non-ceriified ficlds in the various seed-growing

Areak.
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Table 27, ¥ield and other selected fagtors comparing certified and none
certified alfglfa seed production by sres, Utah, 1952

Ttem Ho. Avie £V : }%&’" par et

flelds acres yield agre agre returns
acres . 1bgs dollars
(1) (2) (3) Ty £3) ) B ¢ ) N
Area 1 , S
Certified & TG, 2 3hs 13643 hiie 7T 91456
Hon-gertified 57 88,9 185 50637 32.91 17406
hren 2 :
Certified 15 €540 oL 3847k aa.g 16.19
Hon-cartified 7 7845 99 . 29,238 23464 Eebl
Area 3 :
Certified - 5 5746 329 125.47 38463 90,88

Hon-certified 20 . 63.2 m‘h 78466 37.09 L0e77

Yield of certified fields in each of the irrigeted areas aversged
higher *&hrsn the non-gertified flelds. In kres 1, coriified seed oute
yielded non-certified seed by an average of 15@ pounds per acre. Some
of this was undoubtedly due to the influence of cefoliation since 311
of the 457 certified acres in irea 1 were defoliated. It will be noted
that the advantage of certified seed is only an average of 35 pounds
per acre in Area 3« TYield of geed in Area 2, the dry land area, was
extremely low. Honwcertified fields in thut ares sesmed to have the

advantage of more plentiful water reserve since several eertifiaé'fieldﬁ

included in the study apgesr to have suffered extroms drought almost to

the point of crop failure in 1952, |
Slnce the average price of L0 cents per pound for certified seed

and 27 cents for non-certified was wore opr less unifore throughout the

state due to price supporte and yields of the certified sosd were

greater, 1t is fzma‘r that gross receipts per acre of certified zoed

would exceed nonw-certified gress receipts in 1952,



- gompared to non-certified seed. This problm would appear to merit

*is necessary in keeping fields and harvesting machinery free of ﬁaad

. thers ave certain fees that must be paid in order to certify the fields,

Gl

Euffiéwm duta were not collected to adeguately determine the cost {
of certified seed ss compared o non-certified seed by the weighted |
methods the figures in column 6 ‘of tatle 27 indicate the average certie 3
fied seed costs m@ed the non=certified seed cosidin ﬂw#a 1 and 3, but
the reverse is true in Area 2, A cefinitive and complete answer on costs
would reguire mors data than are now available, the costs of défoliaﬁon;
prior to harvesting seed in Area 1 ave largely responsible for the higher
avaraall. costs in that area and happened to fall on certified fields.
Two fields im Avea 2 which had excessive inseciicide control cosis were
responsible for the bigh cost reflected for mh-um*ﬁmad seed in that
az'gh. In Area 3 ﬁmm factors were more normal in 1952, the és,ffarnm ;
in cost is less than §1 per acre. This difference is not statistically 5
significant, Therefore, it could not be concluded from the data t:o‘).}.et::i;ed3

that any real difference exists in cost of production for certified

additional study a8 assumed differences in cost are frequently given

ag the reason for fallure to shift from common to certified seed
production.
It would nommally be expected that certified seed fields would

have & higher average cost of production per acre since more effort.
seceds and meeting othezf requirements for certification. ‘hen too,

An initial certification fee of $10 for the firat 50 aéwa and 15 cents
por acye for each acre above 50 was charzed in 1952, In addition, |
sealing and tagging fees of 30 cenis per hundredwelght werc charged.

<

Cermination and purity andlysis teats are required. %ée “fess, - '

L



‘each 100 pounds increase in noo-certified yleld, gross receipts ine
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however, were nominal and were repald memy times over in the price spread
between the two yroducts. With the price differential in 1952, for
instance, the average grower would recover his entire cutlay for speclial
fees in comnectlon with certification from the firet two hundred pounds
of seed marketeds
. The advantages of certified sead production in net returns are
indicated in column 7. It wil) be moted that depending upon yleld,
net returns per zcre from the sule of certified seed veried from two
to five times as much as non-gertified seed,

Gross reeei?'ﬁa; costs, and net returns per acre for each ceriie

fied and nonwcertified fleld included in the study were plotied on

scatter charts according to yield of seed jer acres.

felationship of groes recolipis per ac:e %-yﬂ.}elé @t‘ seed is
indicated in flgure 7, p. 63+ ‘he reader will guickly be able to
visualige the price  differential between certified and non~certified
seed. The regression or trend lines drawn through the data mﬁieam
the average price per pound of seed, 'hat is, ag the yileld of eertie .

fied seed inoreased 100 pounds, gruss receipis increased $39.69. For

creased 27,25, The price gifferential was established in commection

with the support price fixed on alfslfa seed in 1952. |
Felationship of total cost and ylelds per acre ig shown in \

figure 8, p. 4. It is evident that there ie ne clearly defined o

ﬁii’faréme in the ¢cost of prgdueingg cortificd and mmrtﬁ.tiad seed

f@r the individual farmsers. Observaiions on certified fields tend to

concentrate in the lower left hand corner of the churt. 4his is due

grimarily to the loweylelding dry land certified fields in Area 2.
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The reader will observe that the concentration of data tends to rise on
the chart as 3’1@1& per acre incroased up to 350 to LOO pounds per ascre
wnd then tended to level off. That is, the average cost of production
per acre would be no greater at 600 gauéds than at LU0 pounds per acre.

Felationship of net returns to yleld is shown inm figure 9, pe G,
Here again ;Ekzare is a definite advantage to vertified seed production,
The regression lines indicate inat for every increase of 100 pounds of
certified seed, the average net return per acre incressed 34.16, and
for cvery 100 pounds per acre of non-certified seed, there was an
 increase of $23.h0 in met income per acre,
, he point wheve the regression lines intersect the zero axis
indicates the bresk-even point or the point of zero profits. It will
be resembered that net return is the return afier all costs have been
ret, including a wage to ﬁw operatore. ‘

The uresk-even point for certified seed mquirad an average yield
of 59 pounds per acre while the bresk-even point for noméartifiad seed
réqui.red an average of 110 pounds of seed ger acre.

Factors affecting net returns in alfalfa seed production
There are mony factors influencing ret returns in alfalfe seed

production, The data were analyzed to determine what factors deter—
nined success or failure. It was found that many faclors could not be
measured definitively from the data at hands Discussions with szperts
in the fleld of alfalfa seed inseoticides, for imstancs, indicate that
many factors influence the effectivemsss of insecticlide application,
Some of these factors ore weather conditions at time of spraying,
timeliness of spraging, use of the proper chemicals,; etc. Froper -

Frocedures here ars mors important than the mmber of times inseciicides
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are applied. These will not be discussed further since they ars {lelds
of study in themselves and there is a considereble amount of 1iterature
svallable on the subject.

.‘Lma effecis of yleld and cost upon ret veturns were readily obtained
and analyzeds To help in presentation, the tabular zethod of analysis
was used, The data were classified into guartile groups aecmrding to.a
fiven fuctor in an effort to hold the affect of that faetor relatively
constant. It was then wséibm to analyze the variations in a*chei*
factors among the gquartile groups. Tt is apmaéﬂaw g abserve‘ that
Area 1 is not sirietly conmperatle since it is a mm@ilatiﬂn of bvoth dry
end irrigated Plelds. Jimple averages were used rather than welghted
averages which were employed in the fore pari of the study because it
‘was desired to stow each farm on an individual basié_ rather than as an
azgregate. | | | ‘

Yield, field of alfalfa seed is one of the most important factors
affecting nel veturns, although yleld is a variable factor in itself.
When the data were grouped aemmimg to pounds of seed produced per
aere in table 28, pe €0, 1t was possible to nobte the effect of yield on
net returns and other factors in each area. Ae would Le expected, there
was a direet positive effect beiween ﬁem and net returpe in each area.,
In Avea 1, as yleld per acre increased from 51 pounds to 425 pounds, net |
returns increased from B8 cents per scre to $79.73« In iroz 2, as yield
increased from 31 pounds per acre o 19k, net returns rose from a minus
£3.62 per acre to T29.91 per acre. Ares 3 incressed in net returns from
21489 to #128,23 per acre as yield inereased from 152 to 564 younds.

1t is worthy of note that the lower ome-half of the growers in Aveas 1

and @ were barely bresking even whereas only the lower one-fourth were



Tuble 28, Helatiomshigp of yiam to ret returns and vather selected
factors in alfalfa seed prodauction by ares, Utah, 1952

Quartiles Hoe Avge yiéld Cost celpts Cost Net

vaged on yield flelds mmﬁs per per er ey Irem
pap acre £ be acre acye  itums
ounds 58 dollars . -
L(T'l (2) TTs ¢ [63) @ (0 ()
Area } ‘

G=l 37 =120 16 113.5 91 26.98 2543 24,55 88
-2 120 -193 16 102.8 18k @, k236 33.0L 8.52
-3 193~ 268 16  72.2 235 17.0h  &3.5h  LO.19 23.35
G 269 « 649 15 60.7 125 12,08 131,05  S1.32 . 79.73

Lrea 2 : C ERV : ‘
Qel 14 - 56 5 ‘@&u‘ﬁ 31 50,22 11,95  15.57 352
2 57 =~110 & 87.9 96 24.09 0.3k 23.13 ”{‘.2&. ‘
=3 111 - 150 6 5845 127 2h.31  55.7h 30,87 25,17
Gef 151 - 269 8 hs‘.a 19h 13,20 75.69  25.73 29.91
kroa 3 o ' ‘
el 122 - 208 7 73.6_ 152 23.05  LoW.dh 35.95 k.89
G2 209 - 273 6 TEe® 242 15.91 738k 3851 35433
Gu3 27Th = b5 6 50,5 02  10.87 125,37 L3.71 81,46
Gely US5 - 595 6 38,5 562 &40 16h.82  30.99 128,83

in that position in Area 3. Also, if it should be assumed that 228 is
an acceptable return, it would require a yield of 128 §am:ﬂa of sead
per acre in Area 2 and a ;Iﬁ.@m of about 175 pounds per acre in Ares 3
and more than 200 pounds per acre in Ares 1 on the basis of the 1952
data to make the amapmmé net returne This is due to the higher cost
ai" i:mcluctién per aém- in the two irrigated arcas.

| As the yield inereased, there was an inerease in per acre cosis in
frea le Arcas 2 and 3 reached a maximum cost in the third quartilc aond
then actually declined ﬁmm&aﬁ indicating that after yields resched a
certain point, 1t wm:zm. cost just as much or perhaps more for LOO
pounds per acre yield than for $00 or 600 pound ylolds. Generally,
barvesting costs vary according to the awount of foliuge to be ihreshed

ratrer than the amount of seed which ls havvested. Since harvesting
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costs are a substantisl part of totael cogts, the amount rbf foliage
threshed kus 3 profound effect upon the total cost of production. Therew
fore, yield of seed per acre does not necessarily affect the cost per
acre, -

A8 would e Emmd, costs per hundredwelzhd declined mnsﬂ.swnﬁly
pver each of ihe areas as yield increased sxcept ln 4Area 2. 1In the two
middle quartile groups, the averaze yleld differed by only 31 younds
and costs differed tut slightly.

4n interesting relationship uay be observed between yield and the
rupber of acves in fields included in each group. As the average size
of field declined the ﬁeld increaseds fThis relatinnship was quite
consistent over the three growing sreass Ihe tabulation below is based
" on agreages in seed of the one={ourth who expsrienced the poorest
yields. It will be observed that in each area the farms with the
bighest yield had mt about one-half the seed acreage of those wi%h
the poorest y‘i&ﬂéa.

Index of sores per field in relation to yield per acre.
Lowest yield guartile = 100

‘Yeld Ayoa 1 Area 2 Area 3.
Foorest yield 0040 10040 ~ ol
Second poorest 9045 ( 102.2 105.9
Hext to highest &3té / 6040 8046

Bighest yisld 53.5 ' 5246 £3.0

Coste. “ben the data were grouped according to cost per acre, it bee
came apparent thal a kigh correlation belween costs and net returns
mmw@ up untlil a certain point was I’éa@hﬁﬂq Thern net returns began
t0 decline as costs continued to rise. The point apparently veries
with tna tyie of farming practiced. These facts are presenied in

tsble 295 pe T0u In fArea 2, the dry land area, the maximun cost per
acre beyond which net returns decreased was about ($26. ‘iin Area 3,
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Table 29. HAelationship of total costs to net returns in alfalfa sead
production, Mah, 1952

Range in cost Hoe Avge Avge ceipts ee.igta -cost net

Ler acre fields acres yield per  per per  ree
guartile sroups pound  acre d %m tarns
dollars © 0 @eres lbs. gents lollerg ‘

1{3’.5 o €2) ] 5 [0} L’*ﬁ 3] &) I ¢ I
Area

Gol 1196 = 27,1 16 10h.6 116 2646 30.86 L0 9.46
G2 27.15 - 35,19 16  B7.4 238  23.6 56,08 21.67 2kl
Ge3 35420 - 43,54 16 92,5 238 27.h4  65.17  39.30  25.87
Gl 13.55 « 80406 18 6he® 386 30,6 108.82 55.53  53.36

Area 2
Gl 13433 » 16418 4 374 31 holB 1510 13,30 «.20
Qw2 16419 = 21480 & 31;.3 121 391 U730 20,20 27.10
U=3 Zledl - 31,33 & B6.6 IS 37.0 5h,82 26,13 28.69
, Qvli 31.84 - 3&.&9 g .6 11h L8 §3.30 35.26 18,04

Area 3 ” , :
el 13438 « 33,27 T 69D 207 26,8  76.93 28,21 LB.72
G2 33428 = 1007 6 Theb 357 30,3 208,11 38,00 70.11
Ge3 10,08 - 12,56 & SHe6 328 3le&  103.Th  hl.55 62,19
Qelp 12,56 - 59,36 6 LB.3 365 30.2 110,07 LT7.TL 62436

where irrigatien was pmﬂc:mim%, the point of highest net returng
was veaehed at a cost of sbout 38 ver acre. In the fourth quaétile
group of ﬁmn é,, yleld per acre had declined, which aceounts for the
severe drop in net returns for that group. : -

The atove relationship does not exist in Avea 1. However, it
night be inferred that this point hes mmiy teen postponed due to
two factors that this sethod of sniélysis has falled to control.
These factors ave the effects of certificatlion and defolistion.

Colun 5 in tsble 29, which indicates the infiuence

of certified seed,
shows that the fourth quartile in Area 1 is oude vup prodominately of

certified fielda. This would undoubitedly have an effect upon the net
returns in that group, he appavent discrepangy betwesn the range in

receipts per pound in column 5 and the statement on aversge price in
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the section on marketing outlets is lecause both certified and nonecerti-
fied seed were grouped together for this analysis. Defoliation also
contributed to this condition. It will be noted in the aectian on
defoliation that the cost of producing seed by this method was about
51 per acre. That would place the defoliatec fields in the high
quartile group. Since defoliation was associated with high ylelds, net
returns would also be increnaod._ lherefore, the point of optimum net
returns appears to exist at an average cost of righer than 55 per acre.

There seemed no cousistent relationship between cost per acre and
the size of the field among the quartile groups, alphough the smaller

fields were generaily the highest in cost over all of the producing

areas.
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CONCLUST ONB

For move than & qwmar of a century alfalfa sead has Loen GO
mereially important in Uiah's agriculturel economy. Uecause of extrems
variability in yield from year to year, farsers heve undertsken its
production at high risk. "mas, alfalfa seed becane concentrated in
areas where growing conditions sesmed garticularly favorable o its
production and in areas where thore were fow or no @ﬂmr acceptakvle
aliernatives. .

Successful development and use of insecticides to cosbat harmful
ingsects have saved the alfalfa seed industry in Uiah from extinetion.
Insecticides have alse heen one of many factore in bringing about
revolutionory changes in the. aeaé industry nstionally. .Malﬁ‘:a seed
production has changed from & kighly uncertain ¢rop to a speclalised
industery in which the total income is derived from slfalfa seed. Otheyr
innovatisns eontributing to sgecinlized seed produciion arss (1) the
developpent through planit breeding of new, improved varisties, causing
a shift in demand, and (2) the adoption of new, mors efficient methods
of harvesting which spesd up the barvesting process, reduce the effort
necessary and make possible greator recovery of alfalfa seed. |

Begause of hizh post-wer prices, new aress shich have incorporated
the above new feaﬁumg have been attracted into production and ean raise
sead to greater aeﬁvanw@ than the older long-iime seed producing aresas.
So great has been the resulting erope in mcen‘é zmax;s ttat seed cone

suning areas bave besn unwilling to purchase seed at the high prices
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before 1952,

Utah with its high mountain valleys 1s well suiled Tor the pro=
duction of high~guality winter-hardy alfalfs seed, WHowever, the
pmﬁtabniw of future alfalia secd production in Yitah will depend on
the ability of seed procucers {1) o convert their seed acreage to
improved varieties, (2] to ddopt new, wore efficlent methods of harvest,
and {3) to improve their marketing practices. The opinion has teen
expressed that the high- aymrmw costs attached W est&bliaﬁing new
stands of improved varieties prohlibits their exzpansion in Utah. It is
highly probably thatl thic assumption is false. However, more exiensive
" research is necessary and would be hi@iﬂy grofiteble in this area of
seed prodociion.

Defoliation of alfalfa seed appsars to offer one of the greatest
opsortunities for improvement and incroase of seed incoms. Although
harvesting costs are noi degreased, there is less expenditures for labor
and geed can be hapvested at a more opportune time. 'his is especially
valuable where the season is short and sarly frosts nommally destroy
mach of the sesson's crope Additional research in this area would also
e of great value.

Taproved marketing practices offer another area in which net’
returns to the grover smight e incressed. Current work bty the Utah

Zxperiment Station is designed % shed new light on this subject.



SULBARY OF FINDINGS

1. An egonomic study was made of 110 fields of alfalfa seed grown in
Uteh in the crop year 1952. Records wore obtained from growers by
ﬁha' 1ist sempling method from the three grincipal arses of seed pro=
duction. v

Sixty-three records wefe secured from Killard and contiguous
counties, 22 from Pox Elder and western Cache Countlec, and 25 fron
the ﬁ;iméh Basin Ares.

About 60 percent of the seed land included was under irrigation;
about 26 percent was non~irrizated; and ihe vesaining lbh percent was
designated a5 quasiw-dry land. ‘

2. The average size of the alfsifs seed enterprise was 70.2 acres,
ranging from 62.1 acres in Hox Flder«~lache through £9.4 acres in the
Uintah Bagin to 87.7 acres in ¥illard and contiguous counties,

3¢ Arout 77 percent of the sesd land included produced alfalfa seed
from second cutting.

he About €5 percent of the alfalfa land included in Box Elder~Gsche
ymﬂu@aﬂ certifiod seed, about 19 percent in the Uintah Basin, and
about § percent iﬁ Eillard and contipuous counties.

5. On a weighted basis the average mm of alfalfa ssed wus 199
pounds per sere. Tlelde of 300 pounds per acrs weie attaived in the
Uintah Desin Area, 199 pounds in Uillard and contiguous counties, and
96 gounds in the Tox Flder-Cache Arvea.
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6o ‘The total amount of labor hours expended per acre of seed produced
varied anont the three areas from 2,07 hours in Box Blder<Cache through
6416 hiours in the Yintah Basin hres to 6.48 hours in ¥illard und cone
tizuous eounties. Host of the labor was uiilized in harvesting. 'The
anount depended upon the ,héweating pethod useds Iractor pover was the
most Lmportant source of power accouniing for 2.39 hours per acre ; horse
and truck power rveguired .47 and .35 hours per acre respoctivelys Come
bining was the most economical method of harvest in terms of labor and
~ pover used jexr aore.
7« The average total cost of producing slfdlfa seed was £32.71 per
acre or L1Z.13 per Emm&mdﬁeigm. Fized costs reprvesented 2l porcent
of the total costs varistle costs represented 76 porcent of the tolal
cosb. Fized costs ave those cash and none-cash ecosts thut tend to
contime year after year whether & crop of sesd or no crop at all is
ralseds Varidle eesw are cash and nonegash expendltores that would
oot ke incurred unless a orop of alfalfa seed is raised. Harvesting
costs vorled with the pethod of havvest uced.

‘the averape cost of producing irrigated alfaelfs seed was $35.,61
poy acre or $18.83 jer hundredweishi in Eillard and contizuons counties
and $38,h9 per acre or §12.,83 per hundredwelipht in the Ulntab Fasin,

Dry land alfalfa seed averaged {20,861 per acre or $1h 10 per
hundredweisht in Hillard amﬁléanﬁguws counties and obout §23 per
acre or sbout 52h per hundredmeight in the Eﬁm Blder-Cache Apea.

Quasi~dry land in %ﬁi‘iliam and contiguous coumiles averaged
%3003 per acre or $12.82 per hundredweight. %ua:si—-dr;g land seed in
the Uintah Basin was produced at an aversge cost of 524,58 per acre
or $7.60 per hundredweight.
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fie Gross recelpis ropresented the income or value @xtm seed produced
since cowpensation for ¢hall, mm@nﬁn@ and pasture vWere sade im the
cost of pmmfsﬁom fverage gross recelpbs per acre wers about %59
and aboat %30 ger hundredweight. Te avevage gross receigis in each
srea varied aceording to the average ylelds Uross yeceipts in the
?ﬁimah Basin amauﬁted to ahout 488 per acre. In Fillard and con;i@umw
counties they averazed @iﬁih‘? per acre and £35.37 per scre in Yox Fldere
Caches v. ' o | | |
' Wet yeturns were caleulated by subtracting total eosts from total
gross receipts. Fet returns in’ the Vintah Pesin averaged about $50
per acre while the aversge net rcturme for Billard and contiguous |
abﬁntiea were 23462 pey acre and in the Doz Blder-Cache Arca were
$12.36 per acyes
He ifar‘r:etimg cutleils wers ﬁmiﬁ&:ﬁﬁ into four categorics: (1) local
dealer, (2) farmers' cooperatives, (3) outside dealers, and (i) other
(incluﬁing Commodi ty Cradit Corporatlon loans and farm sales}. Services
rendered by eagh of the pumhiﬁing azenclos ware sémewhat the same. The
geed was sold .by the grower either glﬂ‘vmed ar in the dirt on the basis
of a sample clean away. OUnly 11 percent of the seed in the 'ﬂtuﬁgr‘/ wag
sold in the dirte .

Hearly 70 percent of the seed in this study was disposed of prior
to Decerber 1. The average grice of mlfalfa seed was 28 cenis per pound
for common seed and b0 cents for certified seed, apuroximately the
suprort level ?tim% Jears |

On an a@mgg@, 1939=1953, the price of alfalfs was lowest during
the months of 'sptenter, Uctober, and Hovember and highest during the

months of Warch, April, Hay, and June. Using November, the month in
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which most of the seed was sold, as a base the averags price per hundrede

weight for alfalfa seed increased approximstely 17 percent by the month

of Hay.

10+ Defolistion is a comparatively new methed of ficld curing alfalfa
gseed Just prioy to harvesting. It has distinet possibilities i.h the
tountain TWest since 5t may yreclude frost damage throush ckehy&mt-m;ﬁ
the plant and mki.ng éarlier harvesting possikle. The aﬁar&g@ yields
of seed per acre wheve defoliating was done were L2L pounds while the
average seed yield for all fiel«ia in the same arce was only 199 pounds,

Harvesting eosts are sormewhat higher on am acre basis, but through
'm,:ggher recovery of seed, net returns from defoliated fields in the study
wamgac! tearly five times the net wtum of other seed fields.

1. , Cortified seed production is increasing. In 1952 aerﬁmad seed
was equal to 2h.6 percent of the total seed produced in the United
States whereas it wes only 11 percent in 1950.

In 1952 California and Washington wére the twe leading certified
seed-produeing states. Seventy-six percent of the total seed pfﬁduﬂe@
in California wue certified, |

Certified seed has also teen gaining in Ulahe In 1952 certified
seed was equal to about 10 yérwm of the total seod,

Yield of certified seed in each of the irrigated arcas exceeded
the non-certified seed although cortification was not the only determining
foctor. ’ |

Supficlent data were not collected to adoquately compars the cost
of producing certificd and nonecertified seed. "

Depending ugon yield, not returns from certified sced were from

two to five times net returns from non-cortified secde
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The break-even point for certified seed producers came at a yleld
of 59 pounds per acre while yields of 110 pounds per acre were necessary
for non~certified seed growers to reach the tresk-even point.
12, 7TYield of alfan‘a. although it 1s a variable factor in itself was
one of the most important factors affecting net returns. lhere was a
direct and positive relationship noted tetween variations in yield and
net returns. A positive relationship between costs per acre and
variation in ylelds was also noted up to 300 or 40O pounds and then
-costs per acre tended to decline., As the size of fields declined, the
yield of seed per acre increased. 'he fields with the highest yields
were just about 'Vha]\..t the sige of the fields with th; poorest yields,

Ket returns increased as cost of production increased to a certain

point depending upon the type of farming praciiced and then declined,
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Appendix tetle I. Alfalfs seed production by states, 1949=1952

T AVBRECe

State o iO3

(1} §) ) &)
Ohie 2w 32 250 920 Lo
Indiana 110 190 180 - 120
Hiehizan 2,h00 1,060 990 1,300 1,522
Wiseonsin 3,500 1,300 koo 560 1,515
Finnesota 3,300 1,800 2,200 1,276 2,1l
Towa 400 hho 200 130 293
forth Dekota 11,600 1,000 2,900 2,500 2,750
South Dekota = 10,000 3,100 2,900 12,960 7,240
tlebraska 9,000 1,710 2,200 15,800 TsL78
Kansas 9,700 2,300 2,500 275500 10,600
Oklshona 13,400  B,00 6,700 11,300 9,875
Tenas 3 ,Eﬁﬂ h,ﬂﬁ@ 23300 5 ,@E’}B 3 3525
Hontans s 500 6 $ 3050 5;90@ 75900 75375
Idaho 3,200 54400, 6,400 65400 59350
Colorado © 3500 2,300 25000 2,990 2,698
Hew Hexico 1,400 2,000 1,600 1,600 1,650
Arigons 9,400 11,100 92700 6,800 99250
Ytah 10,400 8,900 11,500 10,600 10,350
Washinzton 2,500 74000 15,100 18,810 10,852
California 13,900 31,000 24,000 39,900 27,470

United Stetes 116,890 104,950 104,620 180,326 126,696

SOATCE: Uy De LOpLe OF AfFes CTOp NGpOTEIng Doard, ATmiel DumEary, 190253
Ue o Tepte of Agr., Crow Heporiting Board, Farm production, fars
dispogition, an’ velue of fleld seed erops, Rovised estimates,
193950,




Apgendix table 1I. A4Alfzalfa seed acreage, yield, mﬁm&iﬁﬁ, domestic supply and disappearsnce,
United Siates 19391952

Year dereg per Jroduction over #lus Imports Lxports Domestle dig~
harvested = acre total carry-over il &% _suooly  aopeapance
20TRS8 JOuncs , thousand oouncs of ciean seed
{1} (2} (37 ) 4 G, ¥ 8 - 9 (i5)

1939 1,013,200 W 75,250 5,289 80,539 3,376 51 83,400 67,75
1940 965,700 80 77,15  15,6kh 92,79k 1,523 958 93,359 76,938
Wi Bojao 6 sy LAl Gt W58 sk 0,35 e
142 63,700 B 52, 13,80 65,840 1,992 1,6i2  66,1%0 61,089
1943 779,300 82 &, b 5,021 69,379 2,812 koL 71,790 65,70k

19k 992,600 £9 £8,030 6,086 - Gh,116 10,37 253 Thy19h &6T,430
1945 880,600 L. 62,1 6,780 68,880 6,456 . 2,246 73,100 67,050
1946 1 182,@& 89 104,350 84050 110,500 9,259 1,202 115,877 100,325
1947 1,911;,7@@ gl 9h,900 13,552 113,482 7,552 1,159 119,848 103,351
1942 6Lk, 900 88 BE, 790 16,494 73,288 20,268 1,196 92,386 86,907

1949 ,mﬁ,hﬂa 106 116,6% B.hhe 122,339 7,788 1,686 128,431 113,322
1950 926,600 113 164,950 1591{_39 120,059 12,755 3, 22'%8 129 35§é 106,197
1951 883,500 118 104,620 29,359 133,979 S,79h 1,859 137,91 111,670
1952 1,339,500 135 180,386 26,244 206,570 B, TLY 1,427 213,860 . 137,297

“FTmooTis Tor JOire Doainming July 1 of Jour of orop Farvest.
#2 Exports for years beglnning July 1 of year of cyop harvest.
Source: . 5. Depte of Agr., Dur. of Agri. feon., Field Crops Div., Harch 1953

28




83

Appendix table ITf. Alfalfa seed indices of ucraage harvested, production
and price per hundredweight, United States, 193%9«1953
(Index 19471949 = 100)

AT 2 ¥

Year harvested Index elggg i@@ﬂ Index paz index

. 1 g%& ) - 1 ¥ [y - CETCe -
63 ca> €)) ”“TEE“EEL ) ) (7
1939 1,313.2 10841 755250 87.3 17.40 5641
1940 965.7 1030 77,150 89.5  1he&D b7.0
1941 803.2 B57 53,39 6240 20,10 Ghed
1942 £03.7 Ghly 52,660 . 6lal 25,70 £2.8
1943 7799 . 83.2 Eh,258 . Theb 33420 107.0
1944 942,0 10k.8 58,030 AT 33.5%0 109.2
1’9’45 88G.0 IR 52,126 ) 7241 3420 110.2

1546 1,182,2 12641 104,850 121.7  .35.50 117.6
1957 1,00h.7 10843 9h,500 110, 2l 490 8302

1948 ehh.9 68,8 56, 790 659 b1 .60 13440
1949 1,102 117.6 116 890 135.7 37,50 120.8
1950 92646 98.9  10k,950 121.8  3G.80 11844
1951 603,50  9ha3 204,620 120 b5.20 166
1952 1,339.8%  1h2.9 180,326 20943 32470 10543
Prelisdnary " N

1953 T 9kl 1004 133,226 15446 20.70% 6648
Avze - | 4

L7=h9 9373 86,156 3140k

Source:

# i, Be Depte of m., Bur. of Agr. Scon. Crop Reporting board
Pal of dstas Ferm Froduction, Purm Iisposition und Value of
- Field deed (rops, Revised Estimotes, 1939=50.



Sppendix table IV.

Geod

8l

Alfalfa seed, acreage, productien, yield per acre,
and pries, iiah, 1929-1963
{Index 1947~-194% = 100)

T Converted

8&&6
Seed Yrode yield grice H
Year 1000 Index 1000 Index per Index per Index
agres dbs, aere , ot
Gleaned tasgis _
_ . () " dollars (9)
1 (2) (3 fh) (5) 6 ‘ G
1&2& 15 31.2 3,667 51, o 166.3 28.20% 7.1
1921 29 58.3 6,938 96. A8 1690 12425 30.9
1922 38 72.9 9. 71k EE.B 277 188.8 12.52 31.5
1923 L5 937 10,507 - 233 158,8 15.80 39.8
192k 62 129,113,233 18h.E 213 . bS5, . 16.30 hl.1
1925 72 1h%9.9 21,883 305.2 303 206.5 . 17.310  .L3.1
26 62 1891 11;,25@ 198.8 229 . 156.1  1hJa8  35.7
927 72 1h9.9 13,47 1830 182 12h.0 1482 3743
1928 52 108.3 54h51 7640 105 TLe5 . . 15.63 39,4
1929 50 10kl 5,302 73.9 106 72,2 . 18.16 45.8
1930 35 72.5 2,081 %0 59 ho.2  15.70 39.6
1931 32 6646 2,085k 39.8 89 6046 12,53 31.6
1932 18 J?.h 892 124 50 34O . BuB2 22,2
1933 22 b5.8 1,638 22,8 h S0.4° 8083 22,2
193}4 27 56,2 2y 9Ll Ll1.0 109 71303 : 12-5@ 3h0
1935 29 60.4 2,90 hi.0o 102 69,5  13.73 3.6
1936 24 L9.9 2,616 36.4 109 The3 . 13.98 35,2
1937 28 5843 3,19 k.5 13h 7.7 22,80 57,8
1938 39 81.2 55203 72.5% 133 906 23.03 8.0
1939 43 110.4 5,10k 71.2 119 Bl.1  18.67 h7.0
190 5h o 112. L8559 63.8 8k 57.2  17.33 437
1l 300 bR 2,230 3.1 7h 50 15.63  39.4
1942 27 56,2 1,982 2746 73 L9.7 28,87 72.8
k3 30 620 2,379 330 % 53.8 38,33 96.6
19k 35 72,9 2,081 290 59 b0.2 3647 92.0
1945 38 7941 2,279 N7 60 4.8 38,97 98.3
1966 b 916 5,h51 76,0 123 83.8  L1.95  108,8
1947 L6 958 b,57 6348 99 67.4 39,00 98.3
198 A4S 93.7 & hb& 89.8 13 7.k 38,68 97,5
199 53 126.h 10;1189 16,3 198 1349 Lle23  10LO
1950 sh 128 7,631 106 142 96,7 LBOO  121.0
1951 62 B 11,500 160, 185 126,1  19.50 12L.8
1952 59 138.9 10,600 I47.8 180 1226 28.20 Tl.1
1953 S0 120,112,250 170.8 2h5  167.0 18,06 A4S,
Vile .

L7=h9 b8 100.0 1,369 200,0  1h7 10040 39,64 100,0

Sourcet Wtah Gmp Keporting Board. Annual Summary. 1920-19%

# Frices converted ta cwls basis from USAC Dept. of Agr. Econ. datae



Appendix table V.
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¥an hours required to groduce one acre of alfalfa
seed by type of farming, ¥illard and contiguous
counties, Utah, 1952

Trrigated Dry land Quasi-dry land
ercent rercent rercent
Operation Hours of Hours of Hours of
total total total
, {1) (2) (3) (L) €3] (6) {7
Production % maintenance :
mﬂﬂnﬁ ¥ - -
Com. fertilizing 02 - - -
Ditehing <15 - -
Diking .03 - -
Spmying «31 026 il
Dusting «05 06 - .
Irrigating 1.04 - 7 -
Other - o - +01
Sub totsl 2, 3 33.’3 ‘w 17&7 cga 10.0
Harvesting
Yowing )
Bunehing )
Hauling )
Staﬂking )-"" h-h? 3.63 5-13
Threshing)
Combining)
Other ) ’
Sub totd LL9  6hds 3,83 80.5 T.13  88.0
Karketing
Hauling to plant 15 <08 12
(ither - - -
Sub total -ig 242 . 3 14:8 . E 2,0
Grand total 6.97 100,0 LhSl 100,0 5083 10040




Appendix tatle Vi,

¥an hours reguired to produce one acre of alfalfa

seed by type of farming, Box Elder-(Cache Area,

Utah, 1952
rri .ated vry lancé tuasi~dry land
rercent rercent fercent
Operation Hours of Hours of Hours of
to tal total total
1) (2) 3) ¢ €3] ()] (7)
Froduction 4 malntenance
Yanuring - - -
Com. fertilizing - - -
Cultivating - 50 -
M tching - - -
Diking - - -
Spraying - «33 -
Dusting - 02 -
Irrigating - - ; -
Othey .. - « 30 -
5ub total - - 1,15 W30 ~ - -
Harvesting
¥owing )
Punohing )
Hauling )
Stacking )ee - 143 -
Threshing)
Combining)
Other ) .
Sub total - - T3 53.5 - -
Karketing
Hanling to plant - 09 -
Cther - - -
Sﬂh tom - - -59 305 _:-. -
Orand total - - 2.67 100.,0 - -
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Appendix table VII. ‘lan hours required to produce one acre of alfalfa
seed by type of farming, Uintah Basin Area, Utah,

1952
T ~__Irrigated Dry land . Quasi-dry Land
rercent rercent rercent
Operation flours of Hours of Hours of
total total total
(1) §3) 3) [ (%) (&) &)
Production & malntenance
Kamuring - - -
Com, fertilizing 02 - - -
Cultivating «28 - man
Dltehing 12 - -
Diking «O1 - -
. 3192‘4.711% . 25 - vho
Dusting .01 - ] -
Irrigating 2.0L - ’ -
Other 01 - -
Sub total 2,76 Lh.h - - IO 19.4
darvesting
¥owing )
Bunching )
Hauling )
Stacking )eww 3.21 - 3.84
Threshing) .
Combining) .
Other )
Sub total 38 52,0 T - 3B 7.6
liarke ting
Haullng to plant «18 - W16
Other »0l - .32
Sub total "75%' 3.6 T < - L3 940

Orand total 6,17  100.,0 - - 5.36  100,0




ALFALFA SEED FRODUCTLON AND MARKETING SURVEX
vral WG&RW Wﬂﬁm% STATION AMD

DEPARTHENT OF AURIOULTURAL ECOROMICS
U ah oG
logan, Utah
1. FERSOSAL AND OESERAL DATAS Date Record XNo.
A. Yame of gooperator, _ . Gounty, ———

1. Post Office Address _ ‘
2¢ Yarried (yes, no) ¥o. children living at home
B, Land use 1952

Total

Grops hexes
1. Alfalfa seed ‘ )
2¢ 5mald ﬂl‘ﬁm | e ————
30} F@ﬁ@ GNPS for 3‘3%’3% m ————— 7
€, Other crops —— o ‘
70 W gram e R

Grand wtal me—

11, ALPALFA SEE
4. Zothod of plantings __

B, Variety planted

1.
2.

g.
C. Seed aemg_a, wﬁ&uwauﬁ and wm mmn.y harvested

% [ T
landed for seod and

Tield per acre

T 'i ures in _pounds
jear (not harvested for saed) First in dir M i}
1. Mﬂ o—— SR ———.

Do Caupe or cavses of fallwes (Chsck those that apply)
insect damage Froat Drouth ;
Hail or main Wind Other Yuknown




a9
B, Copltal and other specified costs in seed production:

A e : o o Total Apport.
Acres saed lmd valm land Intersst to zeed

value charge __  orop

[T ———
Fo Real estate mes. water and ﬂmiaaga sagessments
1. ﬁaal Estate taxes - 1982
beres in Average Total Froperty Real
Alfalfa asgessments asgessed tax estate
seed . per acye value NN ..\ S taxes
2. Water assessment or pumping cost - 1952 o
_Aores seed irrigated/total acres irr. X water Bssess. &
3. Drainage charge for seed acreage = 1952 )
Acres seed drained/total acres drained X drainsge assess. o
O. Yaterial costs for 1952 ampr {interest rate 5%) ‘
- Price Total
Pate of ;m' fi’wﬂ. Interest Naterial
ltem Purchase Suantity unit ocost charge  cost

1, Hmwa, tons
2. Comms fertilizers, cwt.

~ 3. Tnsecticides 1bs.

ke &wkw
S, Fees, inspection, eto.

6s Othey ( )
Total m g

S —————

7. Here batantiall T ﬁ.ti T Fertiiizer and d in
505 e 30 195 o ) 100 e e e e

He feagzagt mﬁ Frice oy unit tal cost
. L '
2. Apply insecticides
3, Barvesting operations
,30 Other

!H
HH



731. Hachinery and Equipment Costs, 1952

Ltem _ Jo b
1. Plen,

Kost]

years| Annual

ﬂﬂm e I

2, Harvow

« Dltcher

Ly Piker

2 s Jower

&, FRake

?.véf




b
L« Operatoy and famlly labor, power and sutomotive costs
Labor| Fower| Hod Yign Horse

Operation _ lcost cost lop.lratelirslamtiiratelhes)s
1. Production & . B | N
o iaintensnce

_b.ﬁaﬁmi?art; |
evCultivatdnal | | J| -
e.Diking
f.5praying
_gaDusting
BsIrrigeting

Total Production
liaintenaned.

2, Harvasting




M Hired Labor Power and iutomotive Costs %

Totals
Labor| Powey] Nod| _ Xa
) cont | opd el nefamll

il
=
8

\[vate] h aml|ratd hr| azt

-0 N@%ﬂ% | 1
[} ﬁﬂ@h FE?&. }

S Cultivating

he Irrigating
Total Froduction
and ¥aintenance

2. Harvesting
8+ Howing
Hauling
s Stacking
©s ‘Thieshing
fe fontining




' . _ 93
117, VARKETENG AND INCOME DATA FROY SEED ENIBRPHISE

salés
and use

July
# R - Rangery § - Eﬁi‘m«a, G- M’m, A - Atlantloy G - Common, 1L = Mak
O « Oristan, P - Floneer, 1 « First grade, 2 « Second grade, 3 - mm grade

Income velue of hay md,’% ehaff, pasture ‘
Ltem Tong  Prics Total  Value of Total value, hay
per ton  wvelwe  pasture eisai‘f, and

Fivat crop eifalfs ,
Chaff < ‘
Grand totals | X

B. Indicate iype of seed merketing egency purchasing your seed

, Anticipated Pg%
1. Tocal seed desier l2§
2. Farmers Coeop , ‘
« Outside seed dealers ‘ . ,
« Contract dealer . _ .
Se ﬂﬁl@l‘ ( ) e -

& Cmtziﬁe buyer ig defined as an agant‘ or '!myar who buys on own account or
repregentes and buye for s firm outside the seed producing area.



G, Storage facilities and conta, 1952,

m—n Pounds No. of Cost per

stored months owts por
Struature owt, stored  wonth
1. &mxa«m '
fﬁo ‘GQ*QP

‘3. Qutside seed buyer
ks OWn storage on farn

5& Aﬁﬂlﬁ? ( }
T ety

D Warketing Problemss | |
1. Delivery point of sale ,  Wiles trensported

2, Grower's ownt

3. Of the Area:

be How many years in the last 10 have yw*n not produced seed?

ol 19&5 k6 aoky 198 1949
1990 195, 1952 A 1953 :
Comnments
Erumerator

Checked by



SUMMARY §TATEUENT

Record Fumbey

1. Gross #mom from land

Ares Hunbey

e producing seed 1e Labum ,
| 7 - B Mnﬁm&n&t
2, Seed sold and used -
Valus B Har g\,w_
3. Iten ﬁ as a pemm; of . Marketing
een 3 L E Factor) |

1%, Fued Gﬁats &gmrﬁemd "M“

3 r:émtrm ﬁaMMsr

3, land Coste &, Ole o
2, Tomes > ";mg scides

3 Irainage Assessment ¢s Harvesting
by Water Assessment de M
5. Peprecistion & Interest &, Storage

on Buildings Used

2, Total QWI}

3- Hﬂt lmm (I»lm 1

5, Hired Fower Costs

6, Contract Services

‘n Unit os'

Te ;’Cm;amst. on Nonsy in

' Orop (Tots) of I1T)

] m Vawn Coats
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