








TODAY’S FARMS REQUIRE
‘EXECUTIVES IN OVERALLS’

SITUATION AND TRENDS

Farming has changed from a way-of-life to a busi-
ness operation over the last three decades. Today’s
farmer increasingly has become an “executive in over-
alls,” managing a complex business enterprise. As such,
his success is determined largely by his ability to be a
businessman

In modern farming today, as in other businesses,
the key to a satisfactory income is the proper combina-
tion of productive asscts (land, livestock, and ma-
chinery), labor, and management ability. Financial man-
agement ability is essential for obtaining capital to ac-
quire control over productive resources. The amount of
capital a farm family controls, the terms by which it is
obtained, and the way it is used essentially determine
the family’s level of income.

Using almost any measurc of size—number of acres,
total capital invested in the business, or total produc-
tion—Southeast Area farms continue to grow. The aver-
age size of farms in the seven-county area increased from
206 acres in 1964 to 218 acres in 1969, the 1969 Census
of Agriculture reports. The value of land and buildings
increased 55 percent (from $22,456 to $34,815). At the
same time, the value of machinery and livestock in-
creased substantially, further increasing the amount of
capital in the farm business.

According to the 1969 Census of Agriculture, ex-
penditures for feed, purchased livestock, seed, fertilizer,
fuel, custom hire, and hired labor averaged $7,079 per
farm or 82 percent of the total value of all farm products
sold ($8,622). The average figures include many hobby,
part-time, and retirement farms.

However, figures are noticeably larger for commer-
cial farms. For instance, their business is much larger
than the average for all farms. It is not unusual for a
family to have $200,000 invested in land, buildings, live-
stock, and machinery and to gross $20,000 to $30,000
sales per year. Cash expenses for these farms are ap-
proximately 80 percent of sales, according to the Uni-
versity of Missouri Mail-in Records Report for 1972.

The increased valuc of land, buildings, livestock
and machinery and the high percentage of purchased in-
puts have put many farm operators in a financial squeeze.

Therefore, it is important for the operator to be able to
analyze his farm business to determine its weak and
strong points.

PROBLEMS

1. MANY FARMERS do not keep adequate rec-
ords for analyzing their businesses. Most farmers keep a
minimum of records—those necessary for income tax
purposcs. Records for tax purposes are important but in-
idequate for an analysis of the farm business.

2. ESTATE PLANNING is needed to provide
continuity to the farm business. As the amount of capi-

TABLE 1: VALUE OF LAND AND BUILDINGS PER FARM

Average Number

Value of Acres

1964 1969 1964 1969

Bollinger $17, 760 $29, 375 192 215
Cape Girardeau 31,403 40,622 174 174
Iron 14,222 31,435 223 249
Madison 19, 366 28,215 249 246
Perry 25,128 40, 392 184 195
St. Francois 18,454 33,381 168 190
Ste. Genevieve 30, 863 41,284 249 255
Average $22, 456 $34, 957 206 218

SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

TABLE 2: VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD
AND CASH FARM EXPENSES, 1969

Value Sold Expenses

Bollinger $6,440,133 $5,437, 925
Cape Girardeau 14,960,604 11, 830,448
Iron 2, 325, 889 2,057,666
Madison 3, 055, 296 2,460,631
Perry 14,047,763 11,165, 839
St. Francois 5,349,917 4,413,033
Ste. Genevieve 8,467,428 7,503, 894

Total $54,647,030 $44, 869, 436
Average per Farm $8,622 $7,079

SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE







AGRIBUSINESS AND MARKETING

INCREASE AREA AG DOLLARS

Agribusiness starts with the production of raw products
on the farm. According to the 1969 Census of Agricul-
ture, the market value of all farm products sold in 1969
for the Southeast Area was $54,647,030. That represents
an increase of more than $20 million in five years.

The figures by counties are contained in Table 3:

The average difference between value of products
sold and production expenses is often very little, which
may be one of the reasons for the rapidly declining
number of full-time farms in the Southeast Area. (See
Table 5.)

Over 70 percent of sales are made by farmers with
yearly sales over $10,000. The number of these larger
farmers by counties are: Bollinger 171; Cape Girardeau
449; Iron 48; Madison 66; Perry 408; St. Francois 103;
Ste. Genevieve 182; or only 1,427 of the 6,338 farms in
the Southeast Area. The remaining 4,911 farms include
part-time farms, part retirement farms, hobby farms, and
some rural residences with acreage.

This trend will likely continue. Agribusiness firms
will need to consider these continuing changes in future
plans. The Agribusiness Study Committee was made up
of leaders from businesses who supply machinery, feeds,

AGRIBUSINESS
COMMITTEE REPORT

fuel, chemicals, fertilizers, credit, and marketing services
and from ag-related agencies. Some of the problems and
needs they listed were:

1. MANY DEALERS saw a need for better record
keeping and cost accounting. The same need applies to
farmers—only more so.

Farmers and Farm Supply Businesses must improve
record keeping methods to reduce risks and provide a
base to make management decisions. Credit companies,

TABLE 3: MARKET VALUE OF ALL
FARM PRODUCTS SOLD

TABLE 5: DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VALUE OF PRODUCTS
SOLD AND PRODUCTION EXPENSES

County 1969 Census 1964 Census
Bollinger $6,440,133 $3,794, 850
Cape Girardeau 14,960,604 10,513,500
Iron 2,325, 889 1,163,550
Madison 3, 055, 296 1, 480, 350
Perry 14,047,763 9,312,450
St. Francois 5,349,917 3,257,750
Ste. Genevieve 8,467,428 4,618,650

Total Southeast Area $54,647, 030 $34,141,100

SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

But costs have risen even faster. Today purchased

inputs are often 80 percent or more of farm sales.

TABLE 4: FARM PRODUCTION EXPENSES
(1969 CENSUS)

County

County Difference No. of Farms Ave./Farm
Bollinger $1, 002, 208 1,075 $932
Cape Girardeau 3,130,156 1,754 1784
Iron 268,223 294 912
Madison 594,665 433 1373
Perry 2,881,924 1,297 2221
St. Francois 936, 884 703 1332
Ste. Genevieve 963, 534 782 1232

Total Southeast  $9,777,594 6,338 $1542

Area

SOME OF THE BIGGER PRODUCTION EXPENSES ARE:

County

Bollinger $5,437,925
Cape Girardeau 11, 830, 448
Iron 2,057,666
Madison 2,460,631
Perry 11,165, 839
St. Francois 4,413,033
Ste. Genevieve 7,503, 894

Total Southeast Area m

SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE

Livestock
& Poultry
County Feed Bought Fertilizer
Bollinger $1,434,731 $996, 424 $496, 750
Cape Girardeau 2,671, 334 1,963,503 873,995
Iron 724,101 680,614 85, 807
Madison 622, 883 773,475 156,078
Perry 2, 818, 834 2,532,014 706,471
St. Francois 1,161,581 1,169,263 222,343
Ste. Genevieve 2,248,250 2,121,797 386, 407
Total Southeast $11,681,714 $10, 237, 090 $2,927, 851

Area

SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE







‘Many dealers see a need for better record keeping and cost ac-

counting. The same need applies to farmers—only more so.’

TABLE,7:

CAPE GIRARDEAU COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

TABLE 8:

IRON COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

1969 1964
NUMBER OF FARMS 1754 1711
Average Size (Acres) 174.0 173.
Full Owners 1299 1202
Part Owners 300 352
Tenants 155 154
FARMS BY SALES
Over $40, 000 54 22
20,000 to 39,999 132 79
10,000 to 19,999 263 206
5,000 to 9,999 328 320
2,500 to 4,999 337 336
Total - over $2,500 sales 1114 963
PART TIME FARMS 366 348
Part Retirement Farms 154 212
MARKET VALUE OF
ALL AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD $14, 960, 604 $10,513, 500
Average Per Farm 8,529 6,144
Crops Sold 3,422, 396 3,346,272
Livestock, Meat,

Milk, Eggs Sold 11,408,184 7,092,125
Farms Selling Forest Products 110 94
Forest Products Sales 130, 024 46,274
Number Cattle, Calves Sold 30,143 24,779
Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 87,453 64,753
NUMBER FARMS GETTING
GOVERNMENT FARM
PROGRAM PAYMENTS 656 NA*
Farm Program Payments $955, 911 NA*
FARM PRODUCTION
EXPENSES $11, 830,448 NA*
Feed for Livestock, Poultry 2,671,334 $2, 045, 850
Livestock, Poultry Bought 1,963,503 1,168,050
Seeds, Plants, etc. 297,587 263,155
Fertilizer 873,995 676,155
Lime 120, 875 NA*
Agri. Chemicals 164, 537 NA*
Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 802,145 681, 925
Hired Labor 514,993 508,135
Machine Hire 372, 861 263,575
All Other Production Expenses 4,040,618 NA*
ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE
OF ALL MACHINERY AND
EQUIPMENT $12,708, 047 NA*
AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 50. 52.
Number 65 and over 325 316
Number Under 25 58 27
Number 25 to 34 years 201 168
Number 35 to 64 years 1170 1200

*NA--Figures not available SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS

1969 1964
NUMBER OF FARMS 294 465
Average Size (Acres) 248. 222,
Full Owners 248 395
Part Owners 38 60
Tenants 8 9
FARMS BY SALES
Over $40, 000 5 2
20,000 to 39,999 12 5
10,000 to 19, 999 31 18
5,000 to 9,999 42 23
2,500 to 4,999 61 49
Total - over $2,500 sales 151 97
PART TIME FARMS 92 179
Part Retirement Farms 29 91
MARKET VALUE OF
ALL AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD $2, 325, 889 $1,163,550
Average Per Farm 7,911 2,502
Crops Sold 80,757 27,132
Livestock, Meat,

Milk, Eggs Sold 2,236,242 1,108,543
Farms Selling Forest Products 22 29
Forest Products Sales 8, 890 26,409
Number Cattle, Calves Sold 7,397 6,928
Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 6,904 4,953
NUMBER FARMS GETTING
GOVERNMENT FARM
PROGRAM PAYMENTS 70 NA*
Farm Program Payments $33,654 NA*
FARM PRODUCTION
EXPENSES $2, 057, 666 NA*
Feed for Livestock, Poultry 724,101 $439, 705
Livestock, Poultry Bought 680,614 494, 445
Seeds, Plants, etc. 10,609 9,973
Fertilizer 85, 807 71,111
Lime 12,722 NA*
Agri. Chemicals 6,078 NA*
Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 74,577 57,008
Hired Labor 54,493 85, 884
Machine Hire 30,160 62,139
All Other Production Expenses
ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE
OF ALL MACHINERY AND
EQUIPMENT $1, 221,267 NA*
AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 52, 53.
Number 65 and over 52 104
Number Under 25 1 2
Number 25 to 34 years 31 34
Number 35 to 64 years 210 325

*NA--Figures not available SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS



TABLE 9:

MADISON COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

TABLE 10:

PERRY COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

1969 1964 1969 1964
NUMBER OF FARMS 433 451 NUMBER OF FARMS 1297 1390
Average Size (Acres) 245, 249. Average Size (Acres) 194.6 183.
Full Owners 375 365 Full Owners 958 969
Part Owners 44 80 Part Owners 252 312
Tenants 14 6 Tenants 87 108
FARMS BY SALES FARMS BY SALES
Over $40, 000 15 5 Over $40,000 57 21
20, 000 to 39,999 22 8 20, 000 to 39,999 115 69
10, 000 to 19,999 29 17 10,000 to 19,999 236 182
5,000 to 9,999 70 33 5,000 to 9,999 243 254
2,500 to 4,999 84 65 2,500 to 4,999 219 269
Total - over $2,500 sales 220 128 Total - over $2,500 sales 870 795
PART TIME FARMS 119 144 PART TIME FARMS 237 306
Part Retirement Farms 56 89 Part Retirement Farms 105 150
MARKET VALUE OF MARKET VALUE OF
ALL AGRICULTURAL ALL AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD $3, 055,296 $1,480, 350 PRODUCTS SOLD $14, 047,763 $9, 312, 450
Average Per Farm 7,056 3,282 Average Per Farm 10, 830 6,700
Crops Sold 180,615 101, 444 Crops Sold 2,601,636 2,551,916
Livestock, Meat Livestock, Meat,

Milk, Eggs Sold 2,823,271 1, 356,500 Milk, Eggs Sold 11, 289, 283 6,695,138
Farms Selling Forest Products 44 36 Farms Selling Forest Products 186 157
Forest Products Sales 51,410 20,901 Forest Products Sales 156, 844 59,978
Number Cattle, Calves Sold 10,142 7,505 Number Cattle, Calves Sold 23,417 19,620
Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 23,149 14,133 Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 110,282 78,150
NUMBER FARMS GETTING NUMBER FARMS GETTING
GOVERNMENT FARM GOVERNMENT FARM
PROGRAM PAYMENTS 142 NA* PROGRAM PAYMENTS 655 NA*
Farm Program Payments $103, 878 NA* Farm Program Payments $787,678 NA*
FARM PRODUCTION FARM PRODUCTION
EXPENSES $2,460,631 NA* EXPENSES $11,165, 839 NA*
Feed for Livestock, Poultry 622, 883 $336, 785 Feed for Livestock, Poultry 2,818, 834 $2, 215, 450
Livestock, Poultry Bought 773,479 221,605 Livestock, Poultry Bought 2,532,014 1,236,650
Seeds, Plants, etc. 24,962 33,463 Seeds, Plants, etc. 251,776 180, 545
Fertilizer 156,078 99, 247 Fertilizer 706,471 602, 815
Lime 22,069 NA* Lime 94, 872 NA*
Agri. Chemicals 12,913 NA* Agri. Chemicals 116, 303 NA*
Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 128,283 96, 485 Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 627, 326 506, 065
Hired Labor 98, 082 57,945 Hired Labor 425,473 219, 495
Machine Hire 52,763 29, 802 Machine Hire 325,693 215, 875
All Other Production Expenses All Other Production Expenses 3,267,077 NA*
ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE
OF ALL MACHINERY AND OF ALL MACHINERY AND
EQUIPMENT $1,924,597 NA* EQUIPMENT $9,169,972 NA*
AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 53. 54, AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 50.8 51.
Number 65 and over 85 109 Number 65 and over 216 237
Number Under 25 0 2 Number Under 25 27 16
Number 25 to 34 years 31 30 Number 25 to 34 years 166 138
Number 35 to 64 years 317 376 Number 35 to 64 years 888 999
*NA--Figures not available SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS *NA--Figures not available SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS




‘More grain storage, drying and processing facilities are needed

in the area, both on-farm . . . and commercial . . . .

’

TABLE 11:

ST. FRANCOIS COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

TABLE 12:

STE. GENEVIEVE COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CENSUS DATA

1969 1964
NUMBER OF FARMS 703 907
Average Size (Acres) 190. 168.4
Full Owners 571 736
Part Owners 103 126
Tenants 29 42
FARMS BY SALES
Over $40,000 23 10
20,000 to 39,999 28 13
10, 000 to 19,999 52 34
5,000 to 9,999 83 67
2,500 to 4,999 155 106
Total - over $2,500 sales 341 230
PART TIME FARMS 232 384
Part Retirement Farms 68 178
MARKET VALUE OF
ALL AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD $5, 349,917 $3, 257, 750
Average Per Farm 7,610 3,592
Crops Sold 798,979 498, 806
Livestock, Meat,

Milk, Eggs Sold 4,523, 481 2,749,974
Farms Selling Forest Products 29 24
Forest Products Sales 27,457 8,925
Number Cattle, Calves Sold 14,716 12, 266
Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 13, 848 11,504
NUMBER FARMS GETTING
GOVERNMENT FARM
PROGRAM PAYMENTS 256 NA*
Farm Program Payments $173,141 NA*
FARM PRODUCTION
EXPENSES $4,413,033 NA*
Feed for Livestock, Poultry 1,161,581 $861,185
Livestock, Poultry Bought 1,169,263 605,075
Seeds, Plants, etc. 78,433 84,655
Fertilizer 222, 343 250, 255
Lime 24, 866 NA*
Agri. Chemicals 14, 892 NA*
Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 226,101 181,525
Hired Labor 320,299 327, 315
Machine Hire 84,621 67,438
All Other Production Expenses
ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE
OF ALL MACHINERY AND
EQUIPMENT $3, 560, 832 NA*
AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 53. 54.3
Number 65 and over 144 218
Number Under 25 11 8
Number 25 to 34 years 51 74
Number 35 to 64 years 497 607

*NA--Figures not available SOURCE: 1969 CENSUS

1969 1964

NUMBER OF FARMS 782 801
Average Size (Acres) 255. 249.3
Full Owners 568 585
Part Owners 157 166
Tenants 57 47
FARMS BY SALES
Over $40,000 41 8
20, 000 to 39,999 45 25
10,000 to 19,999 96 75
5,000 to 9,999 131 115
2,500 to 4,999 162 143
Total - over $2,500 sales 475 366
PART TIME FARMS 194 215
Part Retirement Farms 60 125
MARKET VALUE OF
ALL AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS SOLD $8,467,428 $4,618,650
Average Per Farm 10, 827 5,766
Crops Sold 722,045 905, 395
Livestock, Meat, 7,676,529 3,632,258

Milk, Eggs Sold
Farms Selling Forest Products 80 80
Forest Products Sales 68, 854 76,902
Number Cattle, Calves Sold 17,686 13, 848
Number Hogs, Pigs Sold 58, 848 43,137
NUMBER FARMS GETTING
GOVERNMENT FARM
PROGRAM PAYMENTS 391 NA*
Farm Program Payments $537, 27T** NA*
FARM PRODUCTION
EXPENSES $7,503, 894 NA*
Feed for Livestock, Poultry 2,248,250 $1, 084, 250
Livestock, Poultry Bought 2,121,797 1,010,150
Seeds, Plants, etc. 109,451 111,615
Fertilizer 386, 407 329, 335
Lime 35,224 NA*
Agri. Chemicals 57,870 NA*
Gasoline, Other Fuel, Oil 312,285 285,685
Hired Labor 276,401 250, 465
Machine Hire 140,553 92,211
All Other Production Expenses 1, 815,656 NA*
ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE
OF ALL MACHINERY AND
EQUIPMENT $5, 276,423 NA*
AVERAGE AGE OF FARMERS 49. 51.9
Number 65 and over 121 153
Number Under 25 17 9
Number 25 to 34 years 99 74
Number 35 to 64 years 545 565

*NA--Figures not available SOURCE:

1969 CENSUS

**This is the amount reported by farmers. ASCA office figures

show actual to be $950, 000.






SITUATION

Supply and demand determine the prices of agricultural
products. Forces that shape demand include: The size,
nature, and location of the country’s population; the
amount and distribution of consumer income; the value
systems, attitudes, tastes and preferences of consumers;
educational levels; the time relationship between work
and leisure, and international trade conditions.

MARKETING
REPORT

Traditionally farmers have considered themselves as
agricultural producers and not salesmen. As such, they
produced what they could, took it to market whenever
they were ready and received whatever price they could
get. However, within the last 10 years farmers have be-
come more aware of the importance of marketing as part
of the farm business.

The ‘wheat deal” is a case in point: Farmers who
bad storage facilities, on-farm or commercial, received
50 cents to 60 cents per bushel more for their wheat
than the farmers who sold at harvest. Net income from
the marketing activity was two to three times the net
income from production.

Consequently, farmers are growing more concerned
about marketing as shown by:

The large cooperative marketing associations formed
to help producers work together for a better, more time-
ly product. Several local cooperative markets in the seven-
county area provide ready access to a competitive market
for local livestock producers. And producers are begin-
ning to use the futures market—to lock-in a profit and
to plan future production.

PROBLEMS

1. PROCESSORS DO NOT pay a sufficient
premium for top quality livestock to insure a continued
supply. They say they want top quality animals that will
yield a high cutability of retail cuts. But processors have
not provided the incentive through higher payments.

10

2. SOME FARMERS produce livestock without
considering market demand. Therefore, their animals
may be sold during a weak market, costing them higher
profits.

3. THE NEAREST DELIVERY point for con-
tracted futures is Chicago. Freight to Chicago is expen-
sive. The establishment of a delivery point at St. Louis
would provide greater flexibility in marketing commodi-
ties under futures contracts.

SOLUTIONS

1. MORE MARKETING ATTENTION.
Encourage producers to give as much atten-
tion to marketing as to production. A few
extra minutes spent in determining the best
marketing alternative may provide as much
—or possibly greater—profit than four to six
months of work in the field.

2. GRAIN AND YIELD BASIS. More
farmers ask to sell on a grade and yield basis.
If more producers demand this type of mar-
keting, processors will pay more for top
quality animals. Many slaughter companies
are already set up to handle this type of sale.

3. LIVESTOCK FLOW. Feeder-pig producers
and cow-calf men must consider the needs
of the livestock feeder and of the slaughter
house. The feeder and processor need a reg-
ular supply of animals throughout the year
to meet consumer demand. Therefore, pro-
ducers should provide an even flow of suita-
ble livestock.

4. DELIVERY POINT. Work to develop a
futures contract delivery point at St. Louis is
needed. Cooperate with other areas and states
to provide enough volume to make this fa-
cility feasible.

5. INFORM CONSUMERS. Inform con-
sumers of the bargain they receive for their
food dollar. For example, in 1960 consumers
spent 21 percent of their take-home pay for
food. But in 1971 they spent only 16 percent.

6. PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT. Farmers
should continue to support new product de-
velopment and international trade in agricul-
tural products.






















tility testing bulls prior to the breeding period and to
pregnancy testing all exposed females 60 days after
breeding.

2. PRODUCERS SHOULD become better ac-
quainted with recommended disease prevention and
parasite control practices.

3. PRODUCERS have defined seasonal breeding-
calving intervals.

4. NUTRITIONAL requirements for both male
and female stock must be matched with the stage of the
production cycle.

5. COMMERCIAL BEEF producers should ex-
amine the feasibility of a crossbreeding program and
the use of artificial insemination as tools for improving
calf weaning weights.

6. MORE SOUTHEAST Area purebred and com-
mercial beef cattle producers should be encouraged to
maintain up-to-date individual animal production rec-
ords.

Forage and pastureland production levels, the

committee said, could be improved by:

1. USING ACCEPTED brushland renovation

practices.

2. APPLYING the recommended fertilizer
amounts to maximize both forage and pas-
ture production.

3. SEEDING the recommended grass to le-
gume mixtures that will lengthen the graz-
ing periods and increase carrying capacities

per acre.
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Figure 1.—Actual and projected bers of livestock farms by County,

State and Nation (Source: 1969 Missouri Census of Agriculture).

TABLE 14: PASTURELAND STOCKING RATES BY COUNTY

Woodland
Total & Forage Present Projected
land  Pasture- Stocking Stocking

Area land Rate Rate
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres/A.U.) (Acres/A.U.)

Bollinger 397,440 136,832 9.7 7.0
Cape Girardeau 367,296 131,482 5.5 4.1
Iron 354, 496 54,520 9.1 7.0
Madison 317, 440 53,877 6.3 5.0
Perry 304, 640 84, 066 4.3 3.7
St. Francois 292, 480 71,067 6.8 5.2
Ste. Genevieve 320,000 62,070 4.6 4.0
Total 2,353,792 593,914

4. USING A ROTATIONAL grazing system
that matches the critical-growing periods of
the grasses present.

With the projected increase in beef cow numbers
coming, many of the management practices listed will
need to be applied to prevent some pasture and forage
lands from becoming little more than just exercise lots.

The committee also said much information could be
conveyed by planning timely educational programs and
field day activities that focused directly on the problems
limiting beef production.
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Figure 2.—Actual and projected bers of livestock by County, State
and Nation (Beef Cows and Heifers Calved - 1969 Missouri Census
of Agriculture).
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FINISHING
THE BEEF

SITUATION AND TRENDS:

Forecasts indicate the consumption of beef by 1980 will
approach 130 pounds per capita. This represents an in-
crease of 15 percent over the 113 pounds per person re-
corded in 1970. (From DeGraff’s “Meatfacts—A Statisti-
cal Summary About America’s Largest Food Industry,”
published by American Meat Institutes, Chicago, Illinois
60605, in 1972. See Table 15). Population in the United
States is predicted to grow another 16 percent, reaching
235 million by 1980. Within this same span of time,
predictions say the public will have a disposable income
that is more than 70 percent larger than today’s.

If these predictions hold true, one-third more beef
will be needed, or close to 31-billion pounds by 1980.
Roughly 46-million head of cattle would have to be
slaughtered, to produce this much beef, assuming fed
cattle marketings are about 37 million. Providing cattle
feeding can show a profitable return on the investment,
such figures should stimulate beefmen to increase all
phases of beef production.

The number of cattle fed in Missouri between 1960
and 1970 increased about 49 percent. Even greater in-
creases are possible since more than one half of the
feeder calves produced in Missouri are purchased as feed-
ers by western states and other states in the Mid West.
However, the trend is turning back to expanded cattle-
feeding operations where feed grains, feed-grain silages,
and crop residues are more abundant. The fact that
western states must pay additional transportation costs
for feed grains, concentrates, and livestock favors cattle
feeding in Missouri where grains and livestock are grown.

Approximately 14,000 head, or nearly 4 percent of the
total cattle fed in Missouri each year are finished in
feedlots located primarily in five of the seven Southeast
Area counties. Of these five, the majority of the feedlot
systems are concentrated in Ste. Genevieve, Perry, and
Cape Girardeau counties along the Mississippi River.
(From “1973 Missouri Crop and Livestock Trends, A
Graphic Presentation,” Missouri Department of Agri-
culture, Jefferson City 65101. See Figute 3).

Marketing facilities appear adequate for current
production levels; however, the committee said the ex-
pansion of the area’s cattle-feeding industry may require
additional marketing stations and slaughter plants.

Southeast cattle feeders—whether using open-lot
or confinement operations—generally have made a con-
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certed effort to incorporate some system of solid waste
management into their feeding facilities. Several of these
installations were made possible through an ASCS cost-
sharing program that no longer exists.

Some committee members were concerned about the
profits of existing commercial feeding operations in the

TABLE 15: BEEF DEMAND & SUPPLY (U.S.)

Percentage
ITEM 1970 1980 Change
BEEF DEMAND
Population (mil.) 203 235 +16
Disposable Income
($ per capita) 3108 5355 +72
Percent Disposable
Income for Food 16.6 13.4 - 3.2
Beef Consumption
(Ibs. /person) 113.4 130.0 +15
Total Supply (bil. lbs.) 23 31 +33
BEEF SUPPLY
Domestic Prod.
(bil. lbs.) 21.6 28.9 +34
Beef Imports
(bil. 1bs.) 1.8 2.0 +11
Total Supply (bil. lbs.) 23.4 30.9 +32

ST 3y
PR
PR A

Y s
WO g

Ste. Genevieve

¥
L

St. Francois

s 3
R 4

W
Cape Girardeau

Bollinger

Figure 3.—Number of Cattle fed by counties in the Southeast Area.
Each figure represents 1000 head. (1973 Mi i Crop & Livestock
Trends. A Graphic Presentation. Mo. Dept. of Agriculture, Jefferson
City, Mo. 65101)
















age for milk in 1972 was more than 17,000 pounds and
the top for butterfat was 600.

As herd sizes have increased, new problems have
appeared. They include the need for more capital for
equipment to increase efficiency, the need for more hired
labor, increased waste disposal problems, and greater
difficulty in detecting heat.

Greater herd size is one means of increasing total
income. However, higher production per cow has been
shown to raise net income much faster while raising
the gross at the same time. This is shown in Table 19.

Southeast Missouri is fortunate in having good
markets available. St. Louis-Ozarks, Southern Illinois,
and Paducah, Kentucky, federal milk marketing orders
serve the dairymen in this area. Two milk marketing
coops serve dairymen members in collecting and dis-
tributing milk to plants: Mid-America Dairymen (St.
Louis Division) and Dairymen, Incorporated, Paducah,
Kentucky.

Custom feed services, dairy equipment installation
and servicing, artificial insemination and veterinary ser-
vices are available. However, the fringe counties experi-
ence more difficulty in receiving some of these services
(such as artificial insemination). The prime reason for
this is small herd and cow numbers. Table 20 shows the
distribution of Grade A herds in the area.

The average dairyman in Southeast Missouri pro-
duces his own roughage and much of his grain. Most
purchased roughage is alfalfa hay from the Mississippi
River bottoms in Perry County with some coming from
linois.

Most dairymen store their farm-grown grains with
local feed mills, while some have on-farm storage. Since
Southeast Missouri is a grain-deficient area, most of the
balance is shipped from Illinois. Commercial supplements
and soybean meal are generally used in milking rations,
although some dairymen purchase cottonseed meal from
the Sikeston area. A few dairies grind and mix their
own milking ration on the farm.

Interest in registered cattle is increasing. The Guern-
sey, Holstein, and Jersey associations are active in the
district. Annual district shows and type schools give
local people an opportunity to participate in evaluating
top quality registered animals.

Several dairies in the area are completing waste
disposal systems designed for pollution control and labor
efficiency. Use of the deep-action “anacrobic” lagoon
seems to be one of the better ways to eliminate pollu-
tion with little labor.

Veterinary services are available locally in St. Fran-
cois, Perry, and Cape Girardeau Counties. Ste. Genevieve
and Bollinger County dairymen rely on services from
the other counties. One milking equipment dealer is
located in Perry County and currently handles DeLaval
and Zero brand equipment. A Surge dealer operates from
Cape County.

The greatest concentration of dairying is located in
the river hills along the Mississippi River Valley in
Perry and Cape Girardeau counties. Most of this produc-
tive land is suitable for intensive cropping, although
water erosion can eat away steep river slopes.

OUTLOOK

Prices appear favorable to dairymen in the next few
years. Support of manufacturing milk was held the same
as 1971 at $4.93 per hundred weight at the national
average fat test of 3.67 percent. Nationally milk prices
are about 3 percent above a year earlier. Commercial
sales of all milk products in 1972 was about 3 percent
above 1971 levels. This is the first substantial gain since
1966.

Increases have occurred primarily in low-fat and
skim milk sales (up 12 percent) and cheese (up 10 per-
cent). Whole milk maintained last year’s pace. Factors
in maintaining the increase include relatively small pros-
pective gains in retail dairy sales, rising meat prices, and
the current aggressive dairy promotion program. They
also include rising personal incomes and the broadened
food stamp plan. The Dairy Committee concludes that
an increasing public awareness of the health benefits of
dairy products will begin to offset misinformation issued
in the last decade concerning saturated fats and heart
disease. The statistics showed Americans ate less satu-

TABLE 19: RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME

Income
Production, Lbs./Cow Number Value of Over Feed

Milk Fat of Herds  Product, $ Cost, $
7,794 279 8 427 188
9,080 331 32 497 252
10,097 378 108 556 303
11,336 424 141 646 373
12,579 474 138 705 417
13, 804 515 72 763 447
15,199 574 17 839 510
16,579 634 8 917 566

SOURCE: Annual Missouri DHIA Summary, Apr. 30, 1971,
UMC Extension Service, Missouri DHI Federation
Cooperating

TABLE 20: GRADE A FARMS BY COUNTY

Cape Girardeau 76 Bollinger 3
Perry 32 Madison 0
St. Francois 18 Iron 0
Ste. Genevieve 5 TOTAL 134

SOURCE: “Dairy Statistics for Missouri and U.S., ” Fred
Meinershagen and Stephen F. Whitted, College of
Agriculture, University of Missouri-Columbia.
Agricultural Economics Paper 1972-1, Dairy File
7.24-3, 1-1-72.
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rated fat in the last 10 years than at any time and still
had a higher rate of heart attacks.

Butter supplies were reduced to almost nil in 1971
due to a world shortage caused by drought conditions
in the United Kingdom. However, production national-
ly continues to climb. The national increase from June,
1971, to June, 1972, was 2.9 percent. Missouri increased
1.2 percent.

PROBLEMS

The Dairy Committee identified the following long
range questions:
1. What can be done about off-flavored milk and
consumer acceptance?

2. How can we gain uniformity of inspection be-

tween health departments?

3. What direction should the dairy industry go in

Southeast Missouri?
4. Will the market stand more production?

5. Should we encourage more people in dairying?
6. Are we reaching the optimum level of produc-

tion per cow and production per man?

7. How can we improve feeding and breeding for

greatest profits?

8. What needs to be done to educate the consum-

er about dairy food values?
9. How should chemicals be used?

10. How can we increase communication with each

other?

RECOMMENDATIONS

The committee made the following recommen-
dations:

1. MILK QUALITY is partially a seasonal
problem caused by wild onions in pastures.
Avoid use of onion-infested pastures until
enough grass is available to minimize onion
consumption. Rapid cooling of milk through
adequate refrigeration and mixing in the
bulk tank offers another answer. The com-
mittee sees producer coops as being in the
best position to effect a solution. Communi-
cation with dairymen members regarding
quality taste is recommended.

2. UNIFORM INSPECTION has been a
problem in Missouri. However, legislation
passed recently should solve it by combining
all milk inspection under one state board di-
rected by the State Department of Agricul-
ture.

3. DAIRYMEN ARE UNEASY about over-
production’s creating a surplus. The commit-
tee recommends economical production
through higher output per cow combined
with a stricter culling program to help stabil-
ize production in line with consumption. This
should be encouraged by all segments of
the industry.

4. THE MARKET will not profitably stand
more production volume at this point. Cau-
tion is recommended for the good of the
industry as a whole.

5. FOLLOWING the reasoning of items 3
and 4, the committee did not see the need
to encourage new people to enter dairying.

6.and 7. THE COMMITTEE called for more
efficient, economical production with a mini-

10.

mum emphasis placed on expansion. Im-
proved breeding, nutrition, and manage-
ment will increase net income at a2 mini-
mum of overhead. (See Table 19.) This in-
formation needs to reach each dairyman.
Those in a position to inform others in-
clude other producers, feed suppliers, milk
coops, artificial insemination coops, Exten-
sion specialists, and breed associations.
More educational exposure is needed. It
must be designed to appeal to the dairy-
man’s interests and needs. Meetings, tours,
mass media and individual contacts were
suggested.

. EDUCATING THE CONSUMER to his

nutritional needs is important. It is also im-
portant to the dairyman as a producer, pro-
moting his product. Competition from high-
ly advertised food and drinks call for greater
promotion of milk and consumer education
through mass media, schools, and meetings.
The United Dairy Industry Association and
the Dairy Council are the dairyman’s arm
for reaching the public with the message
of milk’s contribution to good health.

. PROPER USE of chemicals is always impor-

tant. Better communication with each pro-
ducer is needed. That can be done through
newsletters and coop publications.

REAL ADVANCES have been made in
communications and cooperation in recent
years. The dairy coops have made great strides
in this area. Today’s dairyman is better in-
formed than even. Cooperation among
dairymen is envied by other commodity
groups. And dairymen have led the way in
record-keeping, marketing and organizing.
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NO SOUTHEAST COUNTIES
EMPLOY LAND-USE CONTROLS

SITUATION

The region’s 2.3 million acres of land may not be
sufficient for future agricultural needs if past—uncon-
trolled—land use trends continue.

From 1964 to 1969 approximately 67,000 area acres
were changed from farm to other uses, the 1969 Cen-
sus of Agriculture reports. Two major highway systems,
completed in 1971 and 1972, have contributed to these
land-use changes. For the new roads have brought more
than 50 percent of the region’s land to within 90-
minute’s drive from St. Louis. Interstate 55 extends
south through the eastern edge and Highway 67 runs
southwest through the heart of the region.

Together the new highways, Eastern Ozark topog-
raphy, and the sparsely populated rural areas are factors
contributing to increased prices for farm land. They push
the price of marginal agricultural land beyond the level
at which it can be economically purchased for farm use.
Ironically, large amounts of public funds are being spent
in urban areas to create open space and to alleviate the
environmental problems resulting from intensive land
use. At the same time carelessly planned urban growth
is allowed to pour into rural open-space areas.

The most visible sign of this impact, nearly 50 lake-
housing developments are under construction within a
30-mile radius of Farmington. In a few of these develop-
ments, poorly planned sewage and water systems, streets
and roads, police and fire protection and other poor
planning will destine them to become rural slums.

None of the counties in the Southeast region em-
ploy county land-use controls. Ste. Genevieve adopted
county planning in 1966 but has not completed its pro-
gram and does not have voter approval for county zon-
ing. Cape Girardeau voters approved county planning
and zoning in November, 1972. In St. Francois, County
Court judges have been studying the possibilities of
presenting the issue to voters. A landowners’ group in
Madison County is also reviewing planning and zoning
there.

Though an active regional planning program is at
work, for the forseeable future it will supplement, rather
than replace, land-use planning and zoning by the indi-
vidual counties.

The Land Use Planning Committee concludes seri-
ous consideration must be given to both county plan-
ning and zoning by county governments and by the citi-

zens of the unincorporated areas in each county. After
careful study, if planning and zoning is adopted, the
committee feels the development of 2 comprehensive
planning program with capital improvements, budget-
ing, and land subdivision regulations should receive the
highest priority. Controls such as zoning should be
given secondary consideration and extreme care used in
their implementation.

PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

1. Unregulated subdividing of rural lands
for residential and recreational develop-
ment.

The growing demand for weekend recreational sites
and for year-round homes in Rural America have been
the prime causes of increased subdividing. The crime
and high tax rates of urban areas, on the one hand, and
the improved access and lack of regulations governing
subdividing in rural areas, on the other, have combined
to accelerate the demand. Those seeking retirement
homes have especially been interested in locating in
rural areas.

The result has been some haphazard home site de-
velopments that can easily destroy some of the values
that make rural living so desirable. For instance, sub-
dividing areas with unsuitable soil and terrain for high
density development has been the rule, not the excep-
tion. Other common failings include poorly planned
sewage and septic systems and too little consideration
for long range maintenance of facilities in subdivided
areas.

The long term impact will almost certainly be bad:
Already counties bordering the St. Louis area are fight-
ing problems created by unplanned growth. The South-
east Area, the committee agrees, should use the exper-
ience of these other areas to stop a similar situation
from developing here.

Problems such as downstream and underground
water pollution caused by inadequate sewage and septic
systems and inadequate solid waste disposal have bur-
dened counties near St. Louis. Conflicts have developed
between existing agricultural uses of land and the bur-

SHIMMERING WITH SUN AND PROMISE, TER-DU-LAC, LEFT, IS ONE OF 50
LAKE HOUSING PROJECTS WITHIN 30 MILES OF FARMINGTON.
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MANY NEWCOMERS ARE RETIREES, ACCUSTOMED TO A FAIRLY HIGH LEVEL
OF SERVICE, BUT UNABLE TO PAY THE TAXES FOR THEM.

geoning residential areas. Inadequate funding for such
services as roads and street maintenance, for police and
fire protection, for expanding school systems and adding
staff, frequently have been the legacy left by land de-
velopers.

And inherited by local government units.

Often these services cannot be provided efficiently
because developments have grown in such a disorganized
way. Or because the municipalities containing them
have not been incorporated or special districts formed.

A further complication, many newcomers have be-
come accustomed to the relatively high levels of service
provided in the cities. Yet, nearly 20 percent of them
are retirees on fixed income, unable to pay the high
taxes for the services they demand.

THE COMMITTEE CONCLUDES the prob-
lems created by unregulated subdividing could be con-
siderably reduced by adopting realistic restrictions at
both the county and state levels. Land-use planning and
zoning tailored to local conditions, assessments and
taxation based on subdivided land values, and more
stringent enforcement of anti-pollution laws are a few
of the methods that could be used.

State and federal agencies could assist mainly through
inputs of a specialized, technical nature, such as:

1. STUDIES AND DATA on the geology of
the region for guidance in determining more
suitable uses for land and drinkable water
supplies.

2. SOILS MAPS and studies to determine lands
better suited for intensive agricultural produc-
tion and lands more suited for other types of
development.

3. DETAILED GUIDANCE regarding both
federal and state restrictions designed to pro-
tect the environment.

2. Effects of wasteful land use and poor man-
agement.

Large acreages of area land, formerly grazed or row
cropped, now are covered with wild grasses and shrubs.
In some cases, land is eroded to the extent it is no long-
er economical for agricultural uses. And a large percent-
age of privately owned forest land supports a pootly
stocked, low quality stand of unmanaged timber.
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Landowner apathy and inertia have contributed to
these and other problems such as: uneconomical owner-
ship units, absentee land ownership, and lack of knowl-
edge concerning land use and management. However, the
most significant causes for these conditions probably are
the lack of profit potential for land that is more inten-
sively managed and inadequate capital to finance rehabili-
tation. In addition, the low assessed value and corres-
pondingly low taxes on unimproved land encourages
land speculators to do nothing to improve their prop-
erty. Lands held for speculation add little to the pro-
ductivity or increased valuation of the area.

NO QUICK, EASY SOLUTION exists for the
problem of unproductive land. The committee concludes
the basic answer is to provide an economically equitable
rate of return for the labor and capital expended to im-
prove such lands: For instance, a system of real estate
taxation that provides incentives for better land use and
management could help bring some progress. More ef-
tective public information and education on desirable
land-use alternatives could help provide the knowledge
base needed for public awareness and movement.

3. Land-use potential is not adequately consid-
ered in locating such public improvements
as roads.

Fertile farmlands are the backbone of the Southeast
agricultural economy. Yet, in the eastern part of the
region, construction of an interstate highway has taken
significant acreages of fertile bottomland from agricul-
ture. Formerly these acres were used for intensive row
cropping. In addition, the narrow bottomlands of the
area’s western counties frequently are carved up by roads,
transmission lines, lakes, and non-commodity recreation.

Any permanent removal of these lands from agricul-
tural productivity for the sake of short-run convenience
or economics must be carefully weighed against the
long-term economic and social picture.

Usually the agencies or individuals developing land,
the committee has observed, have little knowledge or
appreciation of the total values involved. Their first
priorities have been their project’s engineering feasibility
and economics, rather than its total social and economic
impact.
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