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ABSTRACT

West Tennessee has accrued some of the nation's highest annual soil losses (per

acre) due to soil erosion (United States Department of Agriculture, 1994). In 1995, more

than two-thirds of the acreage planted to crops in Tennessee employed some type of

conservation tillage (Tennessee Agricultural Statistics Service, 1995). This level of

conservation tillage is more than a twenty percent increase in acreage that used some type of

conservation tillage in 1990 (Tennessee Agricultural Statistics Service, 1995).

While erosion is the predominant environmental issue facing West Tennessee, other

negative environmental externalities from agricultural production exist. Externalities like

the contamination of groundwater through leaching may not be addressed by conservation

tillage practices alone. One method of reducing the environmental impacts of agricultural

production from current levels while maintaining the economic viability of farmers may be

through the adoption of a site-specific set of alternative production practices.

This analysis estimates how the adoption of alternative practices by West Tennessee

farmers may be affected by two markedly different farm policies. These estimates are used

to test the hypothesis that decoupling commodity programs from production decisions

encourages the adoption of more sustainable practices. This analysis simultaneously tests

the hypothesis that a holistic approach to farm management results in a more economically

and environmentally sustainable farm.

These estimates are accomplished by comparing the optimal solutions of a

mathematical programming model of a West Tennessee representative farm. These

solutions portray the farm-level economic and environmental impacts of adding alternative

production practices to a set of initial practices under two farm policy regimes: the Food,

Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 (FACTA) and the Federal Agricultural

Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (FAIR).
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The results for this representative farm suggest that the base acreage requirements

of FACTA form barriers to the adoption of alternative practices. Twenty percent more

cropland is allotted to alternative production practices under FAIR provisions than FACTA

provisions when annual erosion is held to less than or equal to 10 tons per acre. Thus,

decoupling commodity programs from production decisions encourages the adoption of

more sustainable practices. These results also suggest that soybeans and wheat acreage

rather than com wiU replace cotton acreage. The availabihty of alternative practices, which

prompt a shift away from cotton production may not be entirely detrimental to the well-

being of West Tennessee farmers or society.

By comparing economic and environmental results of the scenarios at different

erosion constraints, the hohstic approach to farm management results in a more

economically and environmentally sustainable farm. As a larger set of

alternative/sustainable practices occur in the FAIR solution, the economic and

environmental parameters improved on the whole compared with the FACTA solution.

Thus, under the conditions set forth in this analysis, a holistic approach to farm

management does indeed result in a more economically and environmentally sustainable

farm.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Since World War II agricultural production practices in the United States have

become highly mechanized and rehant on the use of nitrogen fertilizers and synthetic

pesticides. Along with having ample natural resources available, advancements in

production techniques have allowed the United States to produce one of the cheapest and

most plentiful food supplies in the world. However, these accomphshments have occurred

at the expense of the nation's soil productivity and water quality; hence, a growing part of

general public sees farmers and agriculture as an environmental hazard.

Such environmental consequences are chronic concerns for the general public,

farmers, pohcy makers, and agricultural researchers. These concerns have surfaced in a

movement toward sustainabdity. As a paradigm, sustainabihty calls for an agriculture that

selects farming practices, methods, and rotations which accommodate and complement the

natural environment in which they are carried out while allowing farmers to generate profits

(Dcerd, 1991). Although many practices with the potential to be part of sustainable farming

systems have been developed and some farmers currently use some of these alternative

practices, the adoption of sustainable practices has been uneven and relatively slow (Ray,

1996).



BACKGROUND

Evolution of U. S. Agriculture

Early United States agriculture was, in essence, a mining process. When natural

resources were "farmed out", farmers moved on to new frontiers, leaving the spent land to

be restored by nature. These early phases of agriculture have been characterized more as

resource exploitation rather than resource development (O'Brien, 1996). Environmental

problems such as erosion were noted in Thomas Jefferson's time, but it was not until the

1930s that soil conservation entered into U.S. agricultural policy.

Federal farm price and income supports also had their origin in the Great

Depression of the 1930s, and they, untU recently, have been an integral part of the U.S.

agricultural complex. However, it was not until the mid-1980s that conservation became

formally linked to production decisions through federal commodity programs.

Government support programs diminished much of the price instabUity in agricultural

commodities and, thus, reduced much of the financial riskiness inherent in farming for

centuries. Reduced risk made farm production planning easier and more rationzd, as well

as contributed to the flow of capital into farming and the adoption of new and improved

production technologies.

Once farm management specialists exhorted on-farm diversification of production

to avoid the risk of heavy losses from a poor crop or low market prices in a particular

commodity. However, with increases in production efficiency and federally supported and

stabilized prices, farmers in some production regions began to specialize more and more in

one or two crops or a single livestock enterprise. This trend was accentuated by the high

commodity prices of the mid-1970s and early 1980s. High crop prices sparked by



increased global demand and the elimination of buffer stocks, prompted a rapid expansion

of specialized agriculture. Farmers pulled up fence rows to plant from property line to

property line and further increased their reliance on mechanization, synthetic chemical

inputs, and specialization.

While U.S. agriculture is generally considered one of the most advanced and

productive, mounting evidence shows that negative environmental externalities of

industrialized agriculture are being imposed on society. These externalities are evident

through soil erosion, chemical pollutants in nonpoint source runoff, and reduced soil

productivity. Sustainable agriculture emerged as a concept through which these negative

environmental externalities could be addressed while allowing farmers to pursue profits.

Barriers to Sustainable Agriculture

Today's agriculture is somewhat specialized and relies heavily on synthetic inputs.

Though farmers traditionally view themselves as stewards of the land, adoption of resource

conserving production practices is not pervasive. Several attributes of today's agriculture

can be identified that can help explain this phenomenon. In many cases, the social costs of

environmental extemalities resulting from agricultural production are not considered when

making production decisions. Social costs, such as productivity losses due to soil erosion,

may be masked by the use of synthetic inputs. In the addition to unaccounted costs, many

have claimed that federal commodity programs created distortions in the agricultural sector

which promoted the reliance on synthetic inputs while discouraging the adoption of

sustainable practices (Faeth et al., 1991; Denton, 1994; Orazen and Miranowski, 1994;

Duffy and Chase, 1989; Abler and Shortle, 1995; Braden et al., 1991; Williams et al.,

1990a).



Recent Farm Legislation

The Food Security Act of 1985 (FSA) provided for major changes in farm

legislation by considering broad social goals as well as those arising from the farm sector

(Alexander, 1991). Soil and water conservation issues were addressed through specific

programs; the Agricultural Conservation Program, the Conservation Reserve Program

(CRP), the Conservation Compliance Provision, the Swamp Busters Provision ,and the

Sod Busters Provision. These programs were continued or expanded in the Food,

Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 (FACTA).

Conservation Compliance is the most sweeping of the conservation provisions. It

was enacted, in part, to reduce sediment that pollutes surface waters (North Carolina

Agricultural Extension Service, 1982) and losses in soil productivity (Hoag et al., 1986)

caused by soil erosion. This provision discourages production on highly erodible cropland

by requiring farm operators to develop an annual conservation cropping plan for fields

where more than one-third of the cropland is highly erodible. Farm operators are required

to comply with these conservation plans in order to receive federal commodity program

benefits. While retaining the Conservation Compliance provision, FACTA provided for

the reduction of payment acres, introduction of planting flexibility, and maintenance of

market-oriented loan rates.

The Food Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996

Govemmental support programs established in the 1930s and modified more than a

dozen times since have been called anachronistic (O'Brien, 1996). The programs were

costly, the long-run income results debatable, and claimed to have created market and



resource allocation distortions in the agricultural sector. Because government programs,

through price supports and base acreage requirements, fostered certain highly-profitable,

input-intensive commodities, these distortions were said to have promoted the reliance on

synthetic inputs while discouraging the adoption of sustainable practices (Faeth et al.,

1991; Denton, 1994; Orazen and Miranowski, 1994; Abler and Shortle, 1995; Braden et

al., 1991; WiUiams et al., 1990a). As the debate for the 1995 farm bill started, the whole

agricultural policy subject became controversial.

Largely due to public concern over the growing federal debt, the legislative process

which occurred was overwhelmingly budget-driven. In order to reduce farm programs'

contribution to federal debt, there was a significant push to move farm policy toward less

government intervention. This budget-induced, laissez-faire environment led to the

decoupling of federal iacome support programs from agricultural production decisions.

However, most reformists realized that a transitional period to a market-oriented agriculture

was needed and a residual role remained for public institutions. After more than a year of

proposals, the most reformist farm biU since the 1930s was signed into law in 1996

(O'Brien, 1996).

The Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (FAIR) calls for a

radical disengagement of federal regulations from farm-level decisions, as well as the

decoupling of government payments from production. The base acreage requirements of

FACTA were eliminated. Eligible farmers had a choice of entering into a seven-year

production flexibility contract. Program enroUees who continue to meet conservation

compliance as defined in the 1990 act would receive government payments.



PROBLEM AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

West Tennessee has been faced with a major erosion problem and a high potential

for nonpoint source pollution largely resulting from highly erodible soils and extensive

clean-tUled, row crop production (Larson et al., 1987). In a 95,450-acre southwest

Tennessee watershed alone, excessive soil erosion occurs on approximately one-third of

the upland acres with this cropland accounting for nearly all of the total erosion problem

(United States Department of Agriculture, 1991c). Although there is limited soil erosion in

bottomland areas of the watershed, additional sediment, nutrients, and pesticides are carried

from these areas to streams by runoff from upland areas (United States Department of

Agriculture, 1991c). West Tennessee has accrued some of the nation's highest annual soil

losses (per acre) (United States Department of Agriculture, 1994).

An ideal goal for agriculture is the total elimination of aU negative environmental

externalities from agricultural production. However, this is not likely to happen because of

the extraordinary cost that would entail. While total elimination is not a reasonable goal, it

is possible to niiiuniize pollution due to agricultural production. This reduction of

environmental extemahties will have opportunity costs, thus at some point there exists a

tradeoff between the economic viability of farmers and reduced environmental degradation.

The conservation titles of the 1985 and 1990 farm acts were designed to encourage

farmers to use less-erosive production practices. In 1995, more than two-thirds of the

planted acreage in Tennessee employed some type of conservation tillage (Tennessee

Agricultural Statistics Service, 1995). This is more than a twenty-percent increase in

acreage that used some type of conservation tillage in 1990 (Tennessee Agricultural

Statistics Service, 1995). While erosion is the most predominant environmental issue

facing West Tennessee, other negative environmental extemahties from agricultural



production exist. Externalities, like the contamination of groundwater through leaching,

may not be addressed by conservation tillage practices alone.

One method of reducing the environmental impacts of agricultural production from

current levels while maintaining the economic viability of farmers may be through the

adoption of a holistic approach to farm resource management. This holistic approach

requires the adoption of a site-specific set of sustainable production practices. To be

considered sustainable, such a set of production practices, while not completely eliminating

any particular externality, must reduce environmental impacts of production on the whole

while promoting economic viability.

Individuals have been critical of conservation provisions under the 1985 and 1990

acts and have argued that reforms to the commodity programs may eliminate distortions in

the agricultural sector which discourage the adoption of sustainable practices (Faeth et al.,

1991; Denton, 1994; Orazen and Miranowski, 1994; Poe et al., 1991; Abler and Shortle,

1995; Braden et al., 1991; Williams et al., 1990a; Young, 1988). In order to reduce the

financial burden on the federal govemment, conunodity programs were decoupled from

production under the 1996 act, and as a positive externality of the policy reform, the

adoption of more sustainable practices is expected to increase (Abler and Shortle, 1995;

Braden et al., 1991; Dobbs et al., 1991; Orazen and Miranowski, 1994; Smolik et al.,

1993; Williams et al., 1990a). Thus, the reforms may increase soil fertility and decrease

negative environmental externalities. Given West Tennessee's erosion problem, the

estimation of how the new farm biU may affect the financial and environmental indicators of

West Tennessee agriculture is important.



REPRESENTATIVE FARM

The Beaver Creek Watershed - located in Fayette, Hay wood, Shelby, and Tipton

counties in Southwestern Tennessee - was selected for this study. This watershed

discharges into the Loosahatchie River, and the Loosahatchie River empties into the

Mississippi River north of Memphis (United States Department of Agriculture, 1991a).

There are approximately 450 farms in the watershed, and agriculture is the area's primary

industry. A project in Beaver Creek Watershed is under way to identify ways to improve

or protect water quality by reducing potential pollutants (United States Department of

Agriculture, 1991b). A personal interview survey of farmers in this watershed provided

parameters for a representative farm (Bowling, 1994). Sixty farmers were asked about

their resource endowments, tillage and crop production practices, and contact with

govemment agencies. According to the survey, the watershed's major crops are cotton,

soybeans, and small grains, with some com being produced. Row crop production is the

major farm enterprise although there are cattle and swine operations within the watershed

(United States Department of Agriculture, 1991a).

The representative farm developed from the survey is comprised of 300 owned

acres and 900 rented acres for a total of 1200 acres (Bowling, 1994). Of the 1,200 acres in

production, 800 acres are base acreage. The farm has 550 acres cotton base, 150 acres

sorghum base, and 100 acres wheat base. While well-suited for agricultural production,

the soils of the watershed are highly erodible. Two dominant soil types have been

identified for the representative farm: Loring, comprising 612 acres (153 owned, 459

rented); and Routon, comprising 588 acres (147 owned, 441 rented). Each soil type is

further separated into four ErodibUity Index (El) categories. The El reflects the erosive

potential of the soil. The resultiog eight soil groups are treated as separate sods. The crops



which represent the initial situation on the representative farm include continuous cotton,

continuous soybeans, continuous grain sorghum, and soybean-wheat double-crop.

OBJECTIVES

The primary objective of this analysis is to test the hypotheses that decoupling

commodity programs from production decisions wiU encourage the adoption of more

sustainable practices on a representative West Tennessee cotton farm. This objective will

be accomplished by comparing the optimal solutions of a mathematical programming model

of this representative farm. These solutions portray the farm-level economic and

environmental impacts of adding alternative production practices to a set of initial practices

under two farm policy regimes: the FACTA and the FAIR. The research hypothesis will be

accepted if a larger set of alternative/sustainable practices occur in the solution as a result of

the institution of the 1996 farm bill provisions.

A secondary objective of this analysis is to test the hypotheses that a holistic

approach to farm management results in a more economically and environmentally

sustainable farm. The hypothesis will be accepted if, when a larger set of

alternative/sustainable practices occur in the solution, the economic and environmental

parameters improve. The economic impacts that will be analyzed in this study include

changes in resource allocation and net revenue at the farm level. While changes in levels of

soil erosion will be most important for West Tennessee, the analysis will track and compare

other environmental variables. The other environmental variables will include:

1) Total nitrogen moving off the farm (Ibsyacre)

2) Total phosphorus moving off the farm (lbs Vacre)

3) An index of risk due to chemicals



4) Percent of organic matter in the soil

These environmental indicators will allow an assessment of the ability of the set of crops

and production practices chosen by an optimization model under the 1996 act provisions to

conserve naturzd resources.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review is broken down into four distinct topics which are important

to addressing the adoption of more sustainable farm practices under the alternative policy

regimes. In the first section, the major environmental problems of erosion and water

quality are defined, and the results of studies related to this analysis are presented in order

to set a foundation for this study. In the second, sustainable agriculture is defined, and

relevant research in this area is presented. The third section presents research that

addresses an issue which closely resembles the research problem to be analyzed in this

study. The final section reviews literature which defines and analyzes the impacts of

various alternative practices designed to address the barriers to sustainability which

previously have been discussed.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

Erosion

Erosion can be defined as the wearing away of the soil by water, wind, and other

forces (United States Department of Agriculture, 1987b). Erosion has been called the

greatest threat to the nation's soil productivity and the largest source of pollution in our

waterways (United States Department of Agriculture, 1987b). Surveys by the U.S.

Department of Agriculture (USDA) show that our nation's lands are eroding at substantial
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rates-more than six billion tons per year (Clarke et al., 1985). As soil erodes runoff carries

with it such pollutants as fertilizer residues, insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, and animal

waste; in excess, these pollutants degrade water quality (Batie, 1983). Water has been

identified as the cause of about two-thirds of the erosion on our agricultural land, and the

cost of erosion-related pollutants has been estimated at $6.1 biUion per year, with

cropland's share being $2.2 billion (Clarke et al., 1985).

Research into the economics of erosion suggests that the traditional commodity

program structure has direct and indirect effects on erosion-control decisions at the farm

level (Batie, 1987; Osteen, 1985; Hyberg, 1988). Osteen (1985) concludes that

commodity programs are a direct incentive for farms to erode the soil by targeting erosive

row crops. There have been many attempts at the federal level to develop programs which

address the erosion problem, but the Conservation Compliance provision of the FSA was

the first time that Congress linked the use of soil- and water-conservation practices directly

with eligibility for other agricultural programs.

The FSA's Conservation Compliance provisions stipulated that anyone producing

an agricultural commodity on highly erodible soils could not receive US DA farm program

benefits unless they developed a conservation plan by 1990 and fully implemented it by

1995. These conservation plans were to reduce the level of soil erosion to a tolerable level.

Tolerable (T) levels were established to represent the erosion level thought to maintain

cropland productivity.

Barbarika and Dicks (1988) estimated that reducing erosion to soil loss tolerance

level on about 46 million highly erodible cropland acres would cost an average of $15 per

acre annually. Conclusions of Hoag and Holloway (1991) found that profitability of

conservation compliance on individual farms was strongly affected by the amount of

acreage enrolled in government programs and yields obtained on those lands. Bowling

(1994) examined the impact of Conservation Compliance on a Beaver Creek Watershed

12



representative farm in Tennessee. Bowling found that the implementation of Alternative

Conservation Systems would allow farm operators to reduce erosion on the representative

farm substantizdly, and at the same time be cost effective.

Water Quality

Without dispute, mechanized agriculture and its reliance on synthetic chemical

inputs result in diminished water quality. Agricultural activities contribute nearly 3 billion

tons of sediment and more than 9.5 million tons of nutrients every year to the surface

waters of the United States (Bailey and Wadell, 1979). The U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency (USE?A) (1994) found that runoff and leaching of nitrogen fertUizer

alone is a leading cause of water quality impairment in rivers, lakes, and estuaries.

A simple dynamic model of farmer acreage allocation decisions was created by

Orazen and Miranowski (1994). This model showed that government price support

policies remove incentives for farmers to take future soil productivity effects into account in

making current cropping decisions. Braden et al. (1991) concluded that agricultural

pohcies favoring the cultivation of fewer crops may hamper efforts to attain high water

qualities in some areas, and a Natural Research Council (1989) publication suggests that

cutbacks in agricultural price and income supports could also do much to reduce the derived

demand for chenrucal inputs and thus agricultural pollution. Using 1984 subsidy levels as

the base, Anderson et al. (1989) similarly conclude that a nine-percent drop in total

chemical input usage would occur for program crops in the long run if farm programs were

eliminated. For non-program crops, the authors estimated a two-percent drop in chemical

input usage.

13



SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE

Definition

The FSA and the FACTA provided tremendous income support for U.S. farmers

and helped pull agriculture out of the worst depression in more than 50 years (Duffy and

Chase, 1989). However, Duffy and Chase (1989) find that features of the commodity

programs under these acts are inconsistent with environmental concerns. The authors

concluded that the structure of these acts rewards the production of some crops which are

in excess supply and have the most intense fertilizer use.

Increased awareness and concern for environmental quality in recent years has

increased pressure on farmers to develop and utilize methods to minimize the environmental

impact of their production activities (Pierce et al.). This pressure has resulted in the

development of new ways of thinking about agriculture, as captured in the terms

alternative, low-input, and sustainable agriculture. In this study, these terms are

considered to be interchangeable.

The first insight into modem agricultural sustainability perhaps is provided by J. I.

Rodale. Rodale was a self-proclaimed organiculturahst, and his philosophy can be best

described by the Organiculturalist's Creed (Rodale, 1950). This creed states the

organiculturalists' commitment to treatiag the soil as a living, breathing entity and their

staunch opposition to artificial or chemical substance use. Only the use of crop rotations

and fallowing, compost, and other natural substances were considered acceptable in the

maintenance of soil fertility. Like many of the forerunners of sustainable agriculture,

Rodale failed to incorporate farm profitability into his definition.

14



Ikerd (1991) suggests that sustainable agriculture differs from existing agriculture

"more in farming philosophy than of farming practices or methods." To follow such a

philosophy, farmers will select farming practices, methods, and enterprises which

"accommodate and complement the natural environment in which they are carried out." He

further states, "Systems that fail to protect their environment lose their usefulness to

society. If in the process of producing the people's food, we poison their water, what

good have we done? Systems that fail to generate the profits necessary for financial

survival of farmers are not economically sustainable. Sustainable agriculture requires a

holistic approach to farm resource management..." in order to "...address the

environmental, economic and social challenges of the post-industrial era of agricultural

sustainablity."

There have been and remain numerous definitions for sustainable agriculture.

Despite the differences, most attempts at defining the concept have as common elements (1)

conserving natural resources; (2) minimdzing environmental damage; (3) providing

adequate farm profits; and (4) optimizing production with a low level of pesticides,

fertilizer, and other synthetic inputs (National Research Council, 1989). For the purpose

of this study, the definition of sustainable agriculture found in Section 1603, paragraph

(17) of the FACTA will be used. This bill (United States Congress, 1990) defines

sustainable agriculture as an integrated system of plant and animal production practices

having a site-specific application that will, over the long-term, satisfy human food and fiber

needs; enhance environmental quality and the natural resource base upon which the

agricultural economy depends; make the most efficient use of nonrenewable resources and

on-farm resources and integrate, where appropriate, natural biological cycles and controls;

sustain the economic viability of farm operations; and enhance the quality of life for farmers

and society as a whole.
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Alternative Practices

Sustainable production practices are site-specific production practices that have the

ability to reduce environmental externalities while allowing the farmer to generate a profit.

Using these practices alone, or in a set, farm operators can reduce soil productivity losses

and potential ground and surface water quality problems (Voss and Shrader, 1988). The

main techniques for accomplishing this goal are cover and green manure crops, crop

rotations, nutrient management, integrated pest management, conservation tillage, other

erosion-reduction practices, and alternative crops such as biomass.

Cover Crops

Legumes were an important component of crop rotations in the southern United

States before World War II (Hoyt and Hargrove, 1986). Winter cover crops, usually

legumes, were grown primarily to maintain productivity by providing nitrogen to the

subsequent crop. However, cheap manufactured nitrogen fertilizers became increasingly

available during the 1945 to 1950 era due to the conversion of World War II munitions

plants to nitrogen fertilizers plants (Keisling et al., 1990). Recent studies suggest that

profit maximization is the most import individual factor mfluencing change in agricultural

practices (Contant and Young, 1990; Lasley et al., 1990). Because cover and green

manure crops have costs associated with them as well as benefits, farmers must compare

the costs of cover and green manure crops with the costs of manufactured nitrogen

fertilizers. The benefits derived from cover crops vary with the plant used, how successful

establishment is, and how the crop is managed. According to Hoyt and Hargrove (1986)

and Burch (1993), leguminous winter cover crops reduce soil erosion, improve

productivity, and provide nitrogen. Burch shows that cotton yields improve in fields
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where cover crops are employed annually. Even though cover crops can be disposed of

easily with currently available equipment or herbicides and have been shown to benefit

productivity, few producers utilize them.

Crop Rotations

The diversification of production through crop rotations once was a common farm

management practice. Batie (1987) attributes the reduction in rotation usage and the

increase in the size of farms to base acreage requirements and price supports of the

commodity programs. Rotations helped to replenish soil nutrients naturally while reducing

risk of heavy financial losses due to a poor crop or low market prices in a particular

conunodity. Burch (1993), stated that cotton yields can be increased by 10 percent or more

by rotating cotton fields with other crops. Yet, httle rotations of cotton with other crops is

practiced. In crop-rotation studies by Hovland et al. (1964), the application of barnyard

manure and retention of crop residues increased smaU graia yields. A more recent review

(StanhUl, 1990) comparing the productivity of organic and conventional systems over a

wide range of environments indicated that yields in organic systems were higher in some

instances and, on the average were within 10% of those obtained in conventional systems.

Legg and Meisinger (1982) find that rotations including legumes and grasses can

increase soil organic matter or maintaia organic matter at higher levels than row crops.

Legumes have the added advantage of needing little or no nitrogen inputs and of providing

nitrogen for subsequent crops. Despite these benefits, their use in rotations is not

widespread. An Ohio study (DiaUo et al., 1990) finds that profitability does not

significantly improve with the introduction of legumes ia rotations.
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Nutrient Management

Fertilization is essential for the profitable production of most crops. It also is a

major cost of production and can contribute to the degradation of the environment. In the

past, farmers have not had the means to properly monitor the soil routinely for nutrients.

In addition, the nutrient value of manure applied to fields often was not taken into account

before applying commercial fertilizers. As a result, Legg and Meisinger (1982) estimated

that only about 30 to 70 percent of nitrogen (N) fertilizer used in U.S. agriculture is

recovered in crops; the remainder escapes into the environment. The magnitude of this

nutrient loss can be realized when one realizes that total nitrogen use has more than

quadrupled - from 2.7 million tons in 1960 to 11.5 million tons in 1985 (United States

Department of Agriculture, 1987a).

Not only is nutrient management important in the reduction of nitrate leaching, but

Callaway (1992) suggests that the levels of plant-available N can influence weed

populations. Smolik et al. (1993) hypothesized that the variability in nitrate-N observed in

alternative systems may be part of the "rotation-effect" that enhances the ability of these

systems to maintain adequate levels of weed control without the use of herbicides. In

alternative systems, Smolik et al. (1993) finds that weeds are at a comparative disadvantage

because of the sequence of crops relative to high level of plant-available N.

Integrated Pest Management

During the past 50 years, farmers have intensified their use of chemicals as they

shifted to single-crop operations (Papendick, 1987). The goal of integrated pest

management (IPM) is to reverse this trend by developing ecologically sound, economically

viable programs that provide farmers with clear guidelines for making pest-control

decisions. In IPM programs, treatments to suppress a pest population are not made

according to a predetermined calendar schedule. They are made only when and where
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monitoring has indicated that the pest will cause unacceptable economic damage or pose a

threat to human or livestock health. Treatments are chosen and timed to be most effective

and least disruptive to beneficial organisms. An economic threshold is used to coordinate

the timing of treatment. An economic threshold level is defined as the density at which

control measures should be applied to prevent an increasing pest population from reaching

economic injury level. An economic injury level is the pest density that can be tolerated

without significant crop loss (Metcalf and Luckmannn, 1982).

One of the first steps in reducing pesticide costs is field scouting. Scouting is a

monitoring and record-coUecting process in which the physical count and identification of

pests is obtained from the field. Records of pests populations can provide an index of how

important they might be next year, and whether control is justified. Because of the site-

specific nature of pest problems, scouting is necessary for the development of IPM

programs at the farm level.

The development and adoption of alternative forms of pest control is an important

role in a farm's IPM program. Banding a herbicide by applying a narrow strip of chemical

directly over the row, coupled with cultivation between rows, can provide excellent weed

control at low costs (Johnson, 1985). Herbicide expenditures may be cut be as much as

two-thirds by this approach alone, and chemical use can be reduced by one hzdf to two-

thirds, depending on row spacing and the cultivation tools used (Johnson, 1985; and

Rhodes, 1993). Use of a rotary hoe once or twice, followed by several cultivations, is

another method of weed control that can be used, and it is considered as less expensive and

more environmentally benign.

Tillage Systems

The extensive use of tillage has several notable advantages (Baver et al., 1973).

Tillage reduces the overwintering of insects and disease by burying crop residue while
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aiding in the control of weeds. Tillage also benefits the soil by increasing aeration and

infiltration. However, extensive tillage over long periods reduces soil productivity

through compaction and the reduction of organic matter (Bouma and Hole, 1971; Scott et

al., 1983 and 1986). On-farm selection of tillage systems plays an important role in

conservation policy (Klemme, 1985), and researchers have projected that over 90 percent

of U.S. cropland will be under conservation tillage by the end of this century (Croson,

1981).

Conservation tillage systems, including no-till, reduce the potential for soil erosion

and soil moisture loss (Williams et al., 1990a). No-tiU has been widely encouraged in

Tennessee. Environmentally, no-tiU appears sound with respect to erosion and

sedimentation (Williams et al., 1990a). In a field study analyzing the effects of residue

cover in conventional and no-till systems, Kenimer et al. (1987) indicate that no-till

provides a means for reducing soil, runoff and pesticide losses, thereby reducing potential

nonpoint source pollution from agricultural lands. No-till reduces sediment loss and total

runoff volume by 98 percent and 92 percent, respectively, compared to conventional tillage

(Kenimer et al., 1987).

However, Braden et al. (1991) explains that the consequences for water quality

may be perverse. Reductions in soil erosion may come at a cost to water quality. No-till

usually involves the greater use of pesticides, and these pesticides are not as fully

incorporated into the soil as with intensive tillage. This nonincorporation means that less

water wiU move more chemicals, and these conditions may leave larger concentrations of

pesticides available for pollution of surface- and ground-water. Improved weed control

methods in no-till planting could improve no-till's relative attractiveness as a sustainable

practice and reduce per acre chemical costs between $6 and $8. Future research and

implementation of practices that increase yields of reduced tillage methods and reduce their
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associated production costs likely will serve as the catalyst for future adoption of reduced

tillage methods (Klemme, 1985).

According to Burch (1993), there is still a place in tomorrow's agriculture for deep

tillage. While deep plowing has not been shown to increase yields in all soils, it increases

yields in soils with restrictive layers which impede root growth. Burch finds that reduced

tillage will more likely improve cotton yields on clay soil while yields on sandy or silt soils

are less affected. Producers may be tending to do less deep plowing in some areas where

this practice is known to be economically beneficial. Resumption of the practice in areas

where this practice is beneficial can improve yield potential.

Farm-level comparisons of conservation and conventional tillage systems typically

involve trade-offs between lower machinery-related costs and higher chemical and fertilizer

costs (Jolly et al., 1982; Epplin et al., 1982; Klemme, 1985). These studies conclude that

the farm-level economic feasibility of reduced-tillage systems depends in large part on

managerial skills necessary to obtain yield levels equal to those from established,

conventional systems. While conservation tillage is slowly gaining acceptance among

farmers, Williams et al. (1990a) suggest that commodity programs do not encourage the

usage of conservation tillage.

Contour Farming

Contour farming may be defined as the farming of sloping land across the slope so

that the contour is followed (United States Department of Agriculture, 1991b). The

purpose of contour farming is to reduce erosion and to control the downhill flow of runoff

water. Sediment losses can be reduced by slowing the flow of water and allowing

increased infiltration. The use of contouring is declining as equipment becomes larger, and

more acreage are being farmed by each operator. This decline is due to the additional time

requirements compared to straight-row farming (Moldenhauer, 1987).
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Vegetative Filter Strips

Vegetative filter strips are bands of planted or indigenous vegetation which are used

in two ways. Filter strips may be situated downslope of a field to provide localized

erosion protection and to filter nutrients, sediment, and other poUutants from agricultural

runoff (Dillaha et al., 1989). Strips also may simulate earthen terraces spatially and

functionally by reducing field slope length and slowing down the flow of runoff (Dabney,

1993).

Dillaha (1989) reports that vegetative filter strips estabhshed downslope of cropland

are unlikely to be effective in removing sediment and nutrient run-off from cropland.

However, Dabney (1993) finds that when dense grasses such as switchgrass are utilized,

filter strips are quite effective at reducing the runoff's rate of flow and allowing sediment

carried by water to be deposited before leaving the field. At maturity, these filter strips

were shown to provide erosion control equivalent to earthen terraces (Dabney, 1993), and

they have low installation and maintenance costs (Dillaha et al., 1989).

Stripcropping

Stripcropping is the growing of crops using a systematic arrangement of strips or

bands across the slope or near the contour (United States Department of Agriculture,

1991b). Cruse et al. (1992) find that under good weather, the narrow-strip cropping

system appears to offer greater economic retums than its conventional counterpart. Unlike

altemative systems which simply provide environmental and not economic benefits, this

practice may be more hkely to be adopted by farmers because of the potential for greater

profit. However, personal preferences along with additional labor and machine costs

associated with stripcropping may keep adoption rates relatively low.
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Terraces

Terraces are earthen embankments constructed across the slope of a field. The

purpose of a terrace is to break the length of a long slope into shorter lengths, each terrace

collecting and controlling the exeess water from a definite slope above it (United States

Department of Agriculture, 1991b). Soil-loss levels often can be reduced by 50 percent or

more by slowing down the rate of runoff, diverting the flow of water, or allowing the

water to stand and soak in the ground. Terraces are considered permanent improvements to

the land and require installation costs and permanent alterations to farming operations. An

annual installation or establishment charge is applied to the variable costs of rotations

including terraces. The amortization of terraces in this study is a simple ten-year average of

the per-acre investment required to establish terraces.

Biomass Crops for Energy

Biomass crops have been championed for reduced environmental impacts compared

with row-crops and their potential future role as a renewable energy-generating fuel. Most

biomass literature addresses production practices, costs, and technologies. TurhoUow

(1993) describes the herbaceous energy crop, switchgrass, as a thin-stemmed perennial that

can be handled much like hay. Switchgrass and other herbaceous energy crops use

conventional haying equipment; however, if a farmer does not own haying equipment, the

necessary outlay to obtain equipment is relatively small. Switchgrass provides good year-

round ground cover which protects against soil erosion, and perennial grasses and legumes

usually require less herbicides than annuals. Even so, the drawbacks include its relatively

high demand for nitrogen fertilizer and potential establishment difficulties (Anderson et al.,

1992).
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A complicated set of govemment regulations and incentive programs affect the

biomass market. Martin (1993) and Sanderson (1993) describe a number of federal tax

incentives offered to developers of biomass projects. According to Martin (1993), these

incentives range from production tax credits and accelerated depreciation to a 1.5-cent-per-

kilowatt subsidy, each having its own peculiarities. In addition to the numerous

regulations and incentives that complicate analysis, power plants usually must make capital

investments to utilize efficiently most biomass feedstock. Residues left by many biofuels

require excess maintenance in order to meet USEPA guidelines and power plants must

ultimately redesign existing facilities (Brock, 1994).

Two unpublished papers were consulted for information on the costs of producing

switchgrass as a dedicated energy crop. English and Cody (1990) conducted an analysis of

production cost and operation schedules by land resource region in the United States. The

authors estimate the annual total cost of production for switchgrass grown in the Southeast

at $190.37 per acre, which includes an annual establishment cost - pro-rated over five-

years - of $22.07 per acre. In addition to making her own estimates, Walsh (1994)

reviewed existing studies which estimate switchgrass production costs. The author finds

that estimates varied significantly, and few studies were documented sufficiently to

determine how costs are calculated. Production cost estimates for six regions are

developed, with the estimate for the Southeast being $185.49 per acre.

Few studies actually address the feasibility of incorporating switchgrass into crop

production systems. Dilhvan et al. (1994) elucidates the benefits of converting CRP acres

to switchgrass production in West Tennessee. Results include a break-even analysis for

switchgrass for various land uses, as well as, the differences on erosion levels under each

scenario for different soil types. Multiplying the price which power plants pay for a unit of

energy generated from a ton of coal by the amount of energy generated from a ton of

switchgrass, the coal-equivalency price of switchgrass ($21.15 per ton) was calculated.
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By assuming that the full amount of federal subsidy for the use of biomass would be

passed on to producers, a subsidized coal equivalency price for switchgrass ($46.44 per

ton) was calculated also.

In a joint USDA/EPA regional project, Agriculture in Concert with the Environment

(ACE), De La Torre Ugarte, et al. (1996) includes switchgrass as an alternative production

system. A Beaver Creek Watershed representative farm was one of five regional

representative farms used to estimate farm-level environmental and economic effects of

conversion to more sustainable practices under alternative scenarios. The subsidized, coal-

equivcdency price for switchgrass ($46.44 per ton) was used. None of the scenarios

include switchgrass in the solutions. Other alternative cropping systems that included

existing crops proved to be more profitable while meeting the environmental constraints

under the set of assumed prices.

Economic and Environmental Effects of Alternative Practices

Several studies address the impacts of altemative policies on the profitability of

alternative and conventional production systems (Dobbs and Becker, 1992; Dobbs et al.,

1991; Duffy and Chase, 1989; Faeth et al., 1991; Graham, 1992; Painter and Young,

1994; Slinsky et al., 1995; Smolik and Dobbs, 1991). Five scenarios of conventional and

sustainable farming systems-with and without enrollment in FACTA's government

programs-for a Haywood County, Tennessee, representative farm were analyzed by

Graham (1992). The results of this analysis indicated that sustainable systems can be both

environmentally and economically sound.

Slinsky et al. (1995) simulated the impacts of movement toward a more sustainable

agriculture at the farm-level in the southeastern United States under the 1990 act's

provisions. The availability of altemative practices to the farms resulted in higher income
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in almost all representative farms and, with few exceptions, availability of these practices

do not adversely effect the farm's risk, as measured by the probability of farm survival and

declining real equity.

Dobbs et al. (1991) analyzed an operating "low-input/sustainable" farm and an

operating "conventional" farm during a five-year period (1985-89) in South Dakota. The

conventional farm was on average more profitable than the low-input farm because of the

dominance of com and soybeans. Federal farm programs during this period were

identified as a significant factor in the comparative profitability.

Transition-stage research, based on five years of research trials in South Dakota

(Smohk and Dobbs, 1991), indicates that alternative systems are potentially competitive

with more conventional systems in mixed row crop-small grain regions. Other studies

(Helmers et al., 1986, Sahs and Lesoing, 1985) also indicate that alternative systems may

perform best under drought stress in Nebraska. Fox et al. (1991) stated that technical

assistance and moral suasion have largely failed to combat these problems because, without

good alternatives, significant reductions in chemical inputs offer only smaU or negative

economic gains to farmers.

Economic and Environmental Effects of Increased Planting Flexibility

The National Research Council (1989) finds that U.S. farm programs and policies

historically have deterred the use of crop rotations and conservation. A primary policy

barrier is the loss of program subsidies because of base acreage constraints (Young and

Goldstein, 1988; Fleming, 1987; Buttel et al., 1986). Various studies have addressed the

impacts of increased planting flexibility under the 1990 farm biU (Chien and Leatham,

1994; Diebel and Williams, 1993; Faeth et al., 1991) and its impacts on the allocadon and

conservation of resources. Because the 1996 act caUs for the removal of base acreage
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restrains, these studies may provide some insight into the importance of planting flexibility

in developing a more sustainable U.S. agriculture.

In an analysis of three representative Texas farms, Chien and Leatham (1994)

analyzed the impacts of FACTA's increased planting flexibility provisions. Chien and

Leatham concluded that the increase in planting flexibility affected farmers in different

geographical regions differently. These differential impacts are due, in part, to the region's

ability to grow alternative crops. The authors also found that the decrease in deficiency

payments was not offset by the opportunity to adjust the farm's crop mbc in response to

market signals.

Diebel and WiUiams (1993) completed an economic analysis of the FACTA's

Integrated Farm Management Program Option (IFMPO), which was designed to increase

crop management flexibility and to promote the use of resource-conserving crops. The

study indicated that although the 1990 act provided flexibility, it also provided little

economic incentive to adopt resource-conserving crop rotations.

The conclusions of Diebel and WiUiams are supported by a regional-level study of

sustainable agriculture in the Southeast (De La Torre Ugarte et al., 1996). This analysis

includes a policy scenario which increases planting flexibility. Using the 1990 act's

provisions, the adoption of more sustainable practices was analyzed for a region comprised

of seven states (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, North Carohna, Mississippi, South Carolina,

and Tennessee). The results indicated that although planting flexibility is an important

component for sustainabiUty, it may not be the primary component. Overall, the acreage

devoted to more sustainable practices did not show a significant improvement; increased

flexibility impacted only a few sub-state regions marginaUy. However, increased flexibility

did significantly impact net returns though not necessarily through the use of more

environmentaUy sound decisions.
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However, in an analysis of representative farms in the North Carolina Coastal Plain

and a Washington-Idaho Palouse, Painter and Young (1994) find that moving toward more

flexible agricultural policies generates substantial environmental and economic gains.

Various policy scenzuios, including a FACTA scenario and a scenario that closely reflects

the flexibility adjustments made in the 1996 farm bill, were evaluated in the study. The

results of the study strongly suggest that, of the policy reforms evaluated, the removal of

base acreage requirements could enhance the economic and environmental performance

with currently available cropping technology.

In an analysis of Pennsylvania and Nebraska representative farms, Faeth et al.

(1991) reported that farm-support mechanisms through the commodity programs of the

1990 act encourage dependence on synthetic inputs and discourage the adoption of

sustainable agricultural practices. The authors further suggest that decoupling farm income

support and commodity programs could remove barriers of entry for sustainable practices

and reduce the fiscal cost of government farm policies.

These claims of Painter and Young and Faeth et al. have been supported in other

analyses (Abler and Shortle, 1995; Braden et al., 1991; Dobbs et al., 1991; Orazen and

Miranowski, 1994; Smolik et al., 1993; Williams et al., 1990a). In a comprehensive

review of production research performed in South Dakota, Smolik et al. (1993) found that

the profitability of conventional and reduced-tdl systems were more dependent on

govemment program payments than the alternative systems, and they suggest that low-

input or sustainable systems may become more economically competitive in years to come

as federal farm programs change. Abler and Shortle (1995) support the reduction of the

federal government's role in agriculture, and they went on to state that the only politically

realistic route to significant cutbacks in agricultural supports is a multilateral one.
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SUMMARY OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW

The methodology of this study was built on several earlier studies reviewed. De La

Torre Ugarte et al., (1996), Graham (1992), Slinsky et al. (1996), and Bowling (1994)

analyzed altemative production practices using a budgeting approach as in this study.

Budgets were developed to represent the variable costs for altemative management

practices. De La Torre Ugarte et al., (1996), and Slinsky et al. (1996) used linear

programming to evaluate the adoption of altemative production practices under various

pohcy scenarios, and Bowling (1994) used a linear programming model to evaluate the

costs of reducing erosion under Conservation Compliance. Similar to the approach used in

this analysis, De La Torre Ugarte et al. (1996), Slinsky et al. (1996), and Bowling (1994)

used the Erosion Productivity Impact Calculator (EPIC) to obtain soil-loss coefficients to

be used in a linear programming model.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Agricultural policies are believed to affect the level of environmental degradation on

croplands by influencing farm operators' decisions - either by decreasing risk or increasing

net returns for the production of high impact crops (Gillespie et al., 1990). While some

govemment program provisions such as Conservation Compliance and the Conservation

Reserve Program, may reduce environmental externalities, other program provisions are

thought to create barriers to the adoption of sustainable production practices as noted

earlier. The objective of this study is to compare the farm-level economic and

environmental impacts of alternative production systems under two pieces of farm

legislation; FACTA and FAIR. Such a comparison wUl help determine if income-support

policies in the form of commodity programs create market distortions which discourage the

adoption of more sustainable practices

The following procedures were used to evaluate the farm-level effects of the

multilateral decoupling of commodity programs from production on the adoption of more

sustainable practices for a representative farm. Enterprise and rotation budgets for both

initial practices and alternative practices were developed with the aid of the Agricultural

Policy Analysis Center Budgeting System (ABS) (Slinsky, 1996). Two models were

integrated: (1) Erosion/Productivity Impact Calculator (EPIC) (Williams, et al., 1990b) a

plant-growth simulation model which estimates environmental parameters, and (2) a linear

programming (LP) model. Cost-and-retum data from the budgets are used in the LP

model, and operation schedule information from the budgets is used as input for EPIC.

Environmental parameters obtained from EPIC are incorporated into the farm model.

30



First, the farm is simulated for the initial situation under the 1990 act's provisions

{FACTA-Initial). A baseline for farm income and level of environmental parameters was

obtained. Second, the farm model was simulated under the 1990 act's provisions with

alternative production practices (FACTA-Alternative) to estimate the crop mix with the

highest net return and measure changes in the environmental parameters. A third

simulation is completed for the initial crops and practices under the 1996 act's provisions

iFAIR-Initial). This simulation allows for the effects due only to the multilateral

decoupling of commodity programs from production to be observed. A fourth simulation

of the farm model allows alternative production practices to enter under the 1996 act's

provisions (FAIR-Alternative). This simulation allows for changes in environmental

parameters and the adoption rate of alternative practices to be compared between FACTA

and FAIR.

BUDGETING

Results from a survey (Bowling, 1994) of the Beaver Creek Watershed area

provided a set of initial crops and practices. Alternative practices which address the area's

environmental concerns were extracted from previously published literature. The

imperative step of quantifying the costs associated with the initial and alternative practices

was accomphshed with the aid of previous publications (Johnson, 1991; Johnson, 1992;

Gerloff and Maxey, 1995; Slinsky et al., 1996) and personal communication with

researchers (Denton, 1994; Rhodes, 1993), Agricultural Research Service (Dabney, 1993),

Natural Resource Conservation Service (Benson, 1993), and extension specialists (Shelby,

1995; Gerloff, 1996). All budgetary information used in the farm model was obtained

from ABS output. Rotation budgets are provided in the appendix.
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ABS utilizes machine efficiencies and cost equations provided by the American

Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE) (1988) standards. Regional retail and list prices

for machinery were provided by Benson (1993). In conjunction with these prices, the

ASAE machine efficiencies and equations are used to calculate machine time per acre and

machine cost per hour. Each implement's machine time per acre multiplied by the machine

cost per hour provides variable and fixed cost per acre for the implement. The summation

of implement costs per acre provides total machine costs per acre for each budget.

Labor hours per acre are assumed to be 1.25 times machine hours per acre. A

$5.85 hourly wage rate for Tennessee, obtained from Farm Labor (USDA, 1992), is

multiplied by total labor hours to get total labor costs per acre for each budget. The 1.25

multiplier is used in The University of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service's budgets

(Johnson, 1991; Gerloff and Maxey, 1995).

All input prices utilized were obtained firom Tennessee Farmer's Cooperative retail

price list for June 1996. National conunodity prices under an extension of FACTA

provisions were estimated using POLYSYS by Ray (1996a). A five-year average of these

prices are used in this analysis and are represented in table 3.1. Under FAIR provisions,

national conunodity prices are derived from a five-year average of prices projected by Food

and Agriculture Policy Research Institute (FAPRI) (1996) and are represented in table 3.4.

These national commodity prices are converted to the regional level for both FACTA zuid

FAIR act (table 3.3 and table 3.5 respectively) using indicies provided by the Agriculture

and Soil Conservation Service (table 3.2).
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Table 3.1. POLYSYS-Proiected U.S. Prices for an Extension of FACTA.

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON

$lbu $lbu $/bu $lbu $llb

1997 2.35 2.16 6.11 3.27 0.61

1998 2.12 2.02 6.13 3.36 0.65

1999 2.27 2.14 6.08 3.41 0.64

2000 2.09 2.08 6.64 3.22 0.64

2001 2.30 2.21 6.28 3.17 0.61

Soiuce: Ray, 1996a.

Table 3.2. ASCS Price Indices: United States/Tennessee (Beaver Creek
Watershed Counties)

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON

1.093 1.090 1.028 1.075 1.035

Source: Agriculture and Soil Conservation Service, 1994.

Table 3.3. Adjusted POLYSYS-Projected TN (Beaver Creek Watershed Counties)
Prices for an Extension FACTA.

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON
$lbu $/bu $lbu $/bu $llb

1997 2.57 2.35 6.28 3.52 0.63

1998 2.32 2.20 6.30 3.61 0.67

1999 2.48 2.33 6.25 3.67 0.66

2000 2.28 2.27 6.83 3.46 0.66

2001 2.51 2.41 6.46 3.41 0.63

Avg. 2.43 2.31 6.42 3.53 0.65

Note: Calculated (POLYSYS-Projected Price * ASCS Indices)

Table 3.4. FAPRI-Projected U.S. Prices for FAIR.

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON

$/bu $/bu $/bu $/bu $/lb

1997 2.35 2.22 6.09 3.25 0.61

1998 2.21 2.09 5.84 3.35 0.62

1999 2.26 2.16 5.69 3.39 0.61

2000 2.26 2.17 5.85 3.23 0.62

2001 2.32 2.21 5.83 3.18 0.61

Source: Food and Agriculture Policy Research Institute, 1996.
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Table 3.5. Adjusted FAPRI-Projected TN (Beaver Creek Watershed Counties)
Prices for FAIR.

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON

$/bu $/bu $lbu $/bu $llb

1997 2.57 2.42 6.26 3.49 0.63

1998 2.41 2.28 6.00 3.60 0.64

1999 2.47 2.35 5.85 3.64 0.63

2000 2.47 2.37 6.01 3A1 0.64

2001 2.53 2.41 5.99 3.42 0.63

Avg. 2.49 2.37 6.02 3.53 0.64

Note; Calculated (FAPRI-Projected Price * ASCS Indices)

ENVIRONMENTAL PARAMETERS

The environmental parameters analyzed in this study were obtained by using the

EPIC model (Williams, et al. 1990b). EPIC originally was developed to determine the

relationship between erosion and productivity in the United States for the 1985 Soil and

Water Resource Conservation Act and is composed of a series of submodels which

simulate weather, hydrology, sheet and riU erosion, plant nutrients, plant growth,

management, soil tillage, and plant environment at the farm level (Wilhams, 1985). EPIC

utilizes these submodels to simulate natural processes and interactions among climate, land,

and agriculture. The model uses available inputs and a wide range of physical

characteristics to simulate changes in environmental output values based on input,

consumption, and management alternatives. For this study, EPIC uses information derived

from ABS-generated budgets - together with its own soil and weather data - to estimate

yield, erosion, chemical uptake and leaching, and other environmental variables.
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THE MATHEMATICAL MODEL

The LP model uses environmental and yield data generated from EPIC in

combination with ABS cost and operations data. To analyze the initial situation, the LP

model provides an accounting of environmental impacts associated with initial production

techniques. In analyzing alternative scenarios, the environmental coefficients serve as

accounting rows or constraints for the LP optimization model to identify a subset of crop

mixes which maximizes net returns subject to specified policy, resource or environmental

constraints.

Objective Function

The objective function is specified such that net revenue is the income from cash

sales of crops and government payments less the cost of production exclusive of land cost,

family labor, insurance, taxes, and debt associated with production. The theoretical

objective function would be specified as Net Revenue = Price * Quantity + Government

Payments - Costs. The objective function can be specified as:

Maximize MR such that

NR = '£[CP,''CS,)+'^{CP,*NCS,)+'Z{CP,<-OCS,)+'Z{dPP,*DP^)
m=l m=l m=l p=l

49 2 49 2 49 2

(1) - S S (c/l,, • XCA„)-S i (CW,.,» XFN,,)- ♦XFOjj)
>=1 i=l J=1 i=l ;=1 i=l

;=I i=l
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A description of the variables used in the mathematical expression of the model is given in

table 3.6 and definitions of the subscripts used in the mathematical express of the model are

given in figure 3.1.

Land Constraints

In this study, the producer is required to use all cropland (owned and rented)

available. This requirement simulates contractual agreements or obligations that many

farms have with landowners. There are two constraints that define and place restrictions on

land use. The first constraint deals with owned land. Under the 1990 act, this constraint

reflects the amount of land used in a crop activity, with the addition of acreage reduction,

normal flex, and optional flex acreage, minus the land rented. This function can be

specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2 2 2

(2) y £xCA,,,+ Xfi7;<y
i=l j=l 1=1 j=\ 1=1 1=1 1=1

However, base acreage restrictions have been removed under the 1996 act, and this

constraint for the 1996 act scenarios reflects only the amount of land used in a crop activity

minus the land rented. The second land constraint remains the same for both policy

scenarios, and it allows for a limited zimount of additional cropland to be rented. This

function can be specified as:

(3) jlXRT,=J^RRNT,
i=l i=l
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Table 3.6. Description of Variables Used in the Mathematical Expression
of the Model.
Variable

Name Variable Description

CP„ Price of crop (m) sold (dollars per pound, ton, or bushel).

CS„ Activity level of selling normal flex crop (m) (pounds, tons, or bushels).

NCS„ Activity level of selhng normal flex crop (m) (pounds, tons, or bushels).

OCS„ Activity level of selhng optional flex crop (m) (pounds, tons, or bushels).

DDP, Deficiency payment for crop (p) (dollars per pound, ton, or bushel).

DP, Activity level of deficiency payments for crop (p) (pounds or bushels).

CAy Unit cost of crop practice (j) on land type (i) (doUars per acre).

XCAy Activity level of crop practice (j) on land type (i) (acres).

CNy Unit cost of normal flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (dollars per acre).

XFNy Activity level of normal flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (acres).

COy Unit cost of optional flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (doUars per acre).

XFOy Activity level of optional flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (acres).

RCy Price of rented land for crop practice (j) of land type (i) (doUars per acre).

XRTy Amount of rented land for crop practice (j) of land type (i) (acres).

QCi„ Quantity of land used for crop (m) with crop practice (j) (acres).

QF, Quantity of land required for normal flex crop (p) (acres).

QOp Quantity of land required for optional flex crop (p) (acres).

YA„y Yield of crop (m) in crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds, tons, or
bushels).
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Table 3.6. (Continued).

Variable

Name Variable Description

NYA„.jj Yield of crop (m) in normal flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds,
tons, or bushels).

OYA^jj Yield of crop (m) in optional flex crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds,
tons, or bushels).

GPY, Program yield of crop (p) (pounds, tons, or bushels).

SN,j Soil loss for crop practice (j) on land type (i) (tons).

SL Quantity of soil lost (tons).

SLCij Soil loss coefficient for the crop practice (j) on soil type (i) (0 or 1).

NFLij Nitrogen loss for crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds).

NL Quantity of nitrogen lost (pounds).

PFLy Phosphorus loss for crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds).

PL Quantity of phosphorus lost (pounds).

CFLji Organic carbon loss for crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds).

CL Quantity of organic carbon lost (pounds).

CMXjj Organic carbon loss for crop practice (j) on land type (i) (pounds).

CXL Quantity of organic carbon lost (pounds).

RLANDi Amount of land available in each land type (i) (acres).

RRNTj Amount of land available for rent in each land type (i) (acres).

BASE, Amount of base acres available for crop (p) (acres).

NFX, Amount of normal flex acreage available for each crop (p) (acres).

OFXp Amount of optional flex acreage available for each crop (p) (acres).
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for the land types

j=l,...,49 for the crop practices

m=l,...,6 for all the crops grown

Figure 3.1. Definitions for Each of the Subscripts in the
Mathematical Representation

Base Acreage Constraints

The planting flexibility concept used in the 1990 act is called the triple base

provision. Deficiency payments are based on 85 percent of the historical crop acreage less

any reduced acreage, for 1991-95 crops (United States Department of Agriculture, 1991c).

The crop acreage base for each crop essentially is divided into four sections: acreage

reduction program (ARP) - ARP percentages times the base acreage, normal flex acres (15

percent of the base), optional flex acres (10 percent of the base), and the remaining base

acres (Langley, 1992; Bowling, 1994). The various components of crop acreage base

related to planting flexibility are illustrated in figure 3.2.

The ARP provision of FACTA serves as a way for the federal government to

control supply while placing additional land m conserving use. ARP percentage rates are

based on the stocks/use ratio for the proceeding marketing years, and in the pohcy

assumptions of the national analyses completed by FAPRI (1996) and Ray (1996a), ARP
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Permitted
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Maximum

Payment
Acres

Figure 3.2. Base Acreage Requirements.

percentages were set equal to zero. Thus ARP acreage requirements for this study are not

considered. The base acreage constraint can be specified as:

;=i V '■=! ) i=\ i=i j=i 1=1

On normal flex acres (15 percent of the base), farmers are allowed to plant any

crop, except fruits and vegetables. However, farmers are ineligible to receive deficiency

payments on this acreage. The normal flex acreage constraint can be specified as:

(6)
;=i

On optional flex acres, up to an additional 10 percent of a program crop's base

acreage, a farmer could choose to plant other Commodity Credit Corporation crops (except

fruits and vegetables) without a reduction in base acreage. The farmer does receive

deficiency payments on optional flex acres (Langley, 1992). The optional flex acreage

constraint can be specified as:
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(7) Z(20/XF0„)<ora,

Crop Marketing

The crop marketing constraint requires all output to be sold. The output produced

is transferred to the sell activities. The transfer row for production on non-program acres

for the 1990 act scenarios and aU 1996 act scenarios can be specified as:

49 2

(8) SS(-1'A.,,*XC4,j„)+C5.=0
M ;=i

The transfer row for production on normal flex acres can be specified as:

49 2

W ZE(-'VM.j.,*Jvra.,,„)+wcs,=o
i=\ i=i

The transfer row for production on optional flex acres can be specified as:

49 2

(10) SZ(-oi'A.,.i*ofx.„,i)+oa.=o
/■=] i=i
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Deficiency Payments

Under the FACTA scenarios, deficiency payments are made to farm operator if the

national average market price received by U.S. farmers is below the target price.

Deficiency payments (table 3.7.) were determined by multiplying the payment rate times the

payment acreage times the payment yield. Payment rates were equal to the difference

between the target price and the greater of the national average market price or the basic

price support rate (United States Department of Agriculture, 1991c).

Table 3.7. Calculated FACTA Payment Rates for TN (Beaver Creek Watershed

CORN SORGHUM SOYBEANS WHEAT COTTON
$lbu $lbu $/bu $lbu $llb

0.32 0.3 na 0.47 0.08

As explained earlier, payment acres were derived from the base acreage less any

reduced acreage, for 1991-95 crops (United States Department of Agriculture, 1991c), and

these reduced acres were comprised of the normal and optional flex acres. Both normal

and optional flex acres serve a dual purpose. First, flex acres allowed for the reduction of

total government payments to farmers by (1) raising the market price of program crops by

reducing the supply, and (2) reducing the program acreage eligible for progrzun payments.

Second, flex acres allowed farmers more freedom in their production decisions. Thus,

aUowing farmers to adjust their crop mix according to favorable market fluctuations.

Ideally, farmers would also utihze the flex provisions to plant crops that were more

resource conserving, however, this usually did not occur because of the high opportunity

cost that farmers accmed for not plantibg program crops. There were also distinctions
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between the normal and optional flex acres in terms of eligibility for deficiency payments.

Producers do not receive deficiency payments on the normal flex acres, regardless of the

crop planted on those acres. Producers do receive deficiency payments on the optional flex

acres only if the original program crop is planted on those acres (Langley, 1992). The

transfer row for deficiency payments on 1990 act's non-flex acres can be specified as:

(11)
;=1 i=l

-^DP^<Q

FAIR decoupled government payments from production and eliminated deficiency

payments. However, payments are to be paid to farmers that enrolled in seven-year

Production Flexibility Contracts. Under FAIR, government payments are linked to the

historical base acreage on a particular farm. Payment rates for each crop per unit were

calculated by USDA. In order to calculate the total government payment for each farm,

these payment rates are multiplied by the historical program yields and the historical base

acreage for each program crop (table 3.8).

Table 3.8. Calculated Government Payments for TN (Beaver Creek Watershed

SORGHUM

$lbu

WHEAT

$/bu

COTTON

$llb

Projected Payment Rate 0.4 0.58 0.07

85% Base Acres 127.5 85.0 467.5

Prgram Yield 60 35 595

Payments 3,060.00 1,725.50 19,471.38

Total Gov't Payments: 24,256.88

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, 1996.
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Production Rexibility Contracts payments are to be completely phased out by the

end of the seven-year period, and this wiU be accomplished by reducing payment rates on

an annual basis. This static analysis accounted for this procedure by utilizing the average

payment rate for each program crop. Since government payments for FAIR scenarios will

not affect the solution of the LP, payments for 1996 act scenarios wiU be added to the net

farm income after the solution is found.

Erosion

Soil erosion as calculated by the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) is reported

by EPIC in tons per acre. Erosion is the only environmental parameter which is

constrained to a predetermined level in the LP, and there are two erosion constraints in the

LP. The first constraint performs an accounting function, reporting the annual soil lost

(tons per acre) for the whole farm, and it can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

;=i '=1 j=i 1=1 >=1 i=i

A second soil erosion constraint plays a vital role in simulating Conservation

Compliance requirements and evaluating the sustainable benefits of various practices in this

analysis. An annual average of 5-tons-per-acre limit (6,000 tons per 1,200 acres) was

utilized in previous studies (Bowling, 1994; Slinsky et al., 1996; De La Torre Ugarte et al.,

1996) as the Conservation Compliance threshold level for the farms in this particular area.

However, due to the high costs of reducing soil erosion in West Tennessee, strict erosion

liimts have been replaced by requiring farmers to develop and implement conservation

plans for erosion reduction.
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The levels of annual erosion used in this analysis include: 5 tons per acre, 7.5 tons

per acre, and 10 tons per acre. This is accomplished by assigning a binary coefficient

(SLCjj) to each activity (j) on each soil type (i). For example, for an annual soil erosion

level of 10 tons per acre, SLCjj= 1 if soil loss > 10 tons per acre or SLCj^= 0 if soil loss <

10 tons per acre. This soil erosion constraint can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

(13) S2(^2C,/XC/l,,4+XX(3iC,.,*XFAfj,0+£i;(.Si.C,,,*XfO,,,)<O
2=1 '=1 2=1 1=1 2=1 '=!

Nitrogen Loss

Nitrogen (N) has been shown to be a leading cause of water quality impairment io

rivers, lakes, and estuaries (USEPA, 1994) and, at sufficient levels in water, it can be a

public health concern. A composite variable, Nfarm, is used in this anzilysis to represent

the amount of nitrogen leaviag the farm under a given production practice. Nfarm is

calculated from several EPIC output variables:

(14) Nfarm. = (DN + PRKN + SSFN + NRunojf) * 0.892

where Nfarm; is total nitrogen leaving the farm under practice i, DN is the sum of N loss by

denitrification, PRKN is mineral N loss in the percolate, SSFN is mineral N lest in

subsurface flow, and NRunoff is N loss in surface runoff. The sum of these variables is

multiplied by 0.892 to convert from kilograms per hectare to pounds per acre. NRunoff is

calculated from the product of the value of the EPIC variable YN03 (nitrate loss in surface

runoff) and a conversion factor to determine the actual mass of N in the nitrate which goes

off the farm in runoff:
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(15) Nrunoff = YN03 * 0.0345

In the FACTA-Initial scenario, the LP constraint for nitrogen performs an accounting

function and reports the annual nitrogen (pounds per year) for the whole farm. This

accounting row can be specified as:

(1«) -SiKi//XC/l,j)-|;X(WfIj,«XFW,.,)-|;X(jVFii,,'XW;j)+WL=0
/=! '=1 >=1 i=l ;=1 i=l

For nitrogen in the other scenarios, the LP constrains total nitrogen leaving the farm to, at

most, the level under FACTA-Initied. This constraint can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

(17) 1'I.[^''V^CA,;)+^-%(NFL„*XFN,)*^'%(NFL,*XFN,;)iNL
2=1 '=! ;=I i=l >=1 i=l

Phosphorus Loss

Phosphorus (P) compounds contained in sediment also are a major contributor to

off-farm water pollution. In a manner similar to nitrogen, another composite variable,

Pfarm, represents the total phosphorus leaving the farm under a given production practice.

Pfarm is calculated from several EPIC output variables:

(18) Pfarm. = [{YAP/1,000) + VP] * 2.2046
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where Pfamij is total phosphorus leaving the farm under practice i, YAP is the soluble P

loss in runoff, and YP is the P loss in sediment. The conversion factor transforms YAP

into the same units as YP (kilograms per acre), and the additional conversion transforms

the units to pounds per acre. Although soluble P is quickly transformed into insoluble

forms, it is included in Pfarm for completeness. In the FACTA-Initial scenario, the LP

constraint for phosphorus performs an accounting function and reports the annual

phosphorus leaving (pounds per year) the farm. This accounting row can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

(19) -'L'L{''FL,,*XCA,j)-'^'^{pFL,^*XFNj,)-'Zj,(PFLj,*XFN„)+PL=0
j=i •=! j=l i=l j=l i=l

For phosphorus in the other scenarios, the LP constrains total phosphorus leaving the farm

to, at the most, the level under FACTA-lnitial. This constraint can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

2=1 '=! 2=1 1=1 ;=1 i=l

Organic Carbon

Organic carbon serves as an important indicator of soil organic matter because it is a

major component. Organic matter plays an important role in plant development because it

contains traces trace elements which are ultimately mineralized into forms which can be

used by plants (Lineham, 1985). The EPIC variable FCARBON (final percentage of

organic carbon m the soil) is used in the LP, and in the FACTA-Initial scenario, the LP

constraint for organic matter performs an accounting function. This accounting row can be

specified as:
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49 2 49 2 49 2

(21) -SZ [CFLj*XCAj^ CFL^*XFN^) -IK CFL^.,.*XF7V^,)+CL=0
;=1 '=1 ;=1 i=l ;=1 i=]

In the other scenarios, FCARBON must acquire at least the level in FACTA-Initial. This

constraint can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

;=1 i=l j=l 1=1 J=1 i=\

Chemical Risk

EPIC generates data on pesticide losses due to soil leaching and surface run-off by

soil type for each chemical in a rotation. This information is important when tracking the

movement and loss of a single pesticide. However, it does not provide a clear indication of

the cumulative effects that result from pesticide loss or the risk to humans or wildlife

accrued as a result of this cumulative effect.

In order to accomplish these tasks, pesticide variables generated by EPIC are

converted into a Chemical Environmental Index (CINDEX) format for analytical and

discussion purposes. Utilization of indicies to monitor relative changes m risk to the

chemical contaimination of surface- and ground-water is not a new concept. Teague et al.

(1995) provides a fairly extensive background on the development of this idea and several

of the most common equations being utilized.

The index of environmental risk chosen for this analysis incorporates information

regarding pesticide characteristics - such as toxicity to fish and humans - as well as the
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chemical amounts lost from the farm through runoff and percolation (Teague et al., 1995).

The index is calculated using the following equation:

(23) CINDEX = (PERCy * HA, * 0.5) + (RUNOFFy * LC, * 0.5)

where PERCj. is the pesticide quantity which is lost in percolation, HA; is the toxicity

weight for percolation, RUNOFF^j is the amount of pesticide lost in runoff, and LC| is the

toxicity weight for runoff. The 0.5 weights may be adjusted to account for differences in

the percolation in the proportion of surface and groundwater affected by the pesticide

externality.

The exact interpretation of the actual values of the index are unknown. However,

this variable illustrates the trends that occur between scenarios in environmental risk

associated with chemical usage. Therefore, this variable will be reported in a percentage

change from the baseline (FACTA-Initial). The LP constraint for CINDEX in the FACTA-

Initial scenario performs an accounting function, and it can be specified as:

^ 2 49 2 49 2

{'it) j=l ,=] ,=i

+CXL=0

For CINDEX in the other scenarios, the LP constrains the CINDEX for the farm to, at the

most, the level under FACTA-Initial. This constraint can be specified as:

49 2 49 2 49 2

(25) S£(CAffj,,«3fCA,,)+£2;(CMX,,-XFA',,)+|;j(CMX,/XFWj,,)<CXZ.
7=1 '=1 7=1 '=1 7=1 i=l
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The primary purpose of this study is to estimate how the FAIR may affect the

adoption by West Tennessee farmers of more sustainable practices. This study simulates

and compares farm-level decisions under two pieces of farm legislation; FACTA and

FAIR. Altemative/more sustainable practices were developed to addresses the specific

environmental needs of the Beaver Creek watershed. The impacts of these practices were

estimated to evaluate whether a holistic approach to farm resource management actually is

economically and environmental beneficial. First, the results for each farm bill scenario are

examined individually. Then, an economic and environmental comparison of results is

made between the two policies.

Baseline Establishment

Linear programming was used to establish an economic and environmental baseline

for the initial situation practices under FACTA provisions and several soil erosion

constraint levels. The baseline's environmental parameters then were used as constraints

for subsequent scenarios. For the scenarios with alternative farm practices, alternative

practices were added to the set of initial practices, and the model chose optimal solutions

for each soil erosion constraint level. The effects of adding these practices simultaneously

demonstrate the costs and benefits of alternative practices, as well as the level of adoption

achieved under the commodity program provisions.
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Surprising results occurred in the FACTA-Initial scenario that affected how the

analysis would proceed. The model could not obtain a feasible solution at 5 or 7.5 tons per

acre of annual erosionusing only the initial practices. The infeasibility occurred when

acreage requirements and strict erosion limits could not be met simultaneously.

Consequently, baseline solutions were not defined for the 5 or 7.5 tons per acre level of

armual erosion for the FACTA-Initial scenario. This meant that environmental parameters

obtained from the FACTA-Initial scenario constrained at 10 tons per acre of annual erosion

would serve as the baseline.

Comparisons of FACTA and FAIR Results at 10 Tons Per Acre

Comparing results across policy scenarios allows a testing of this study's central

hypothesis - that decoupling commodity programs from production decisions will

encourage the adoption of more sustainable practices. Due to the infeasabilities which

occur in the FACTA-Initial scenarios under 5 and 7.5 tons per acre, however, such

comparisons can be made only at the 10 tons per acre level. Differences in results can be

attributed to variations between farm policies. Changes in crop mix, net returns, and the

environmental parameters will be examined.

FACTA-Initial at 10 Tons Per Acre

Optimal crop mixes for the representative farm under FACTA provisions are

presented in table 4.1, which represents results for the FACTA-Alternative scenarios at 5,

7.5, and 10 tons per acre in addition to the baseline solution at 10 tons per acre.

Production practices for the activities chosen by the LP are reported in table 4.2. Figure

4.1 shows the crop mix for FACTA-Initial at 10 tons per acre, this figure revezils that

cotton (52 percent of total land) is easily the most dominant crop in this scenario, while
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Table 4.1. Tarm Production Results Under FACTA

Rotation Soil Type Erodibility Crops Yield Acreage
Category

Initial Farm Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-3 Routon 1 Soybeans 20.03 53.0

Winter Wheat 38.18

2 Soybeans 23.18 15.0

Winter Wheat 4321

3 Soybeans 22.60 4.0

Winter Wheat 42.33

4 Soybeans 23.59 3.0

Winter Wheat 4359

A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 229.0

3 Cotton 588.55 224.5

Routon 1 Cotton 648.95 159.0

A-39 Loring 3 Sorghum 74.42 95.5

4 Sorghum 74.65 17.0
A-42 Loring 1 Soybeans 30.38 365.0

4 Soybeans 30.38 35.0

Alternative Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-6 Loring 3 Soybeans 26.40 271.0

Winter Wheat 41.32

A-25 Loring 3 Cotton 539.44 12.3

Switchgrass 3.49 36.8

A-31 Routon 1 Cotton 648.95 168.3

A-30 Routon 1 Com 113.64 33.6

A-33 Loring 2 Cotton 577.38 229.0

Routon 4 649.58 3.0

A-39 Routon 1 Sorghum 85.94 10.1

A-40 Loring 1 Sorghum 71.42 35.4

4 71.31 52.0

Routon 2 84.79 15.0

A-43 Loring 1 Soybeans 29.63 329.6

A-46 Routon 3 Wheat 40.69 4.0
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Table 4.1. (Continued)

Rotation Soil Type Erodibility Crops Yield Acreage
Category

Alternative Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-2 Loring 2 Cotton 605.00 114.5

Soybeans 29.47 114.5

A-6 Loring 3 Soybeans 26.40 92.6

Winter Wheat 41.32

Routon 1 Soybeans 31.04 105.4

Winter Wheat 48.00

2 Soybeans 30.46 15.0

Winter Wheat 47.37

3 Soybeans 2955 4.0

Winter Wheat 45.99

4 Soybeans 31.04 3.0

Winter Wheat 48.00

A-33 Loring 1 Cotton 583.92 353.0
A-39 Routon 1 Sorghum 85.94 106.6
A-40 Loring 3 Sorghum 72.81 5.9

A-43 Loring 1 Soybeans 29.63 12.0

3 29.88 221.5

4 29.63 52.0

Alternative Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-2 Loring 2 Cotton 605.00 95.4

Soybeans 29.47 95.4

Routon 1 Cotton 66929 0.1

Soybeans 33.60 0.1

A-6 Routon 1 Soybeans 31.04 198.0

Winter Wheat 48.00

2 Soybeans 30.46 15.0

Winter Wheat 47.37

3 Soybeans 26.40 4.0

Winter Wheat 41.32

4 Soybeans 26.32 3.0

Winter Wheat 40.69

A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 38.2

Routon 1 648.95 13.8

A-33 Loring 3 Cotton 585.39 320.0

A-39 Loring 1 Sorghum 74.65 60.5

4 74.65 52.0

A-42 Loring 1 Soybeans 30.38 304.5

Note: Rotation identifier corresponds with the appropriate table in the appendix.
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Table 42. Farm Production Practices Under FACTA.

Rotation Crops Tillage Alternaitve Acreage
Practices

Initial Farm Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-3 Soybeans-Winter Wheat Conventional Tillage na 75.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 612.5
A-39 Sorghum Conventional Tillage na 1125
A-42 Soybeans Conventional Tillage na 400.0

Alternative Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-TiU na 271.0
A-25 Cotton-Switchgrass Conventional Tillage na 49.0
A-30 Com No-TiU na 33.6
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 168.3
A-33 Cotton Conventional Tillage Terraces 232.0
A-39 Sorghum Conventional Tillage na 10.1
A-40 Sorghum Conventional Tillage Terraces 102.4

A-43 Soybeans Conventional Tillage Terraces 329.6
A-46 Wheat Conventional Tillage na 4.0

Alternative Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-2 Soybeans-Soybeans-Cotton-Cotton Conventional Tillage na 229.0

A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-TiU na 220.0

A-33 Cotton Conventional TiUage Terraces 353.0

A-39 Sorghum Conventional TiUage na 106.6
A-40 Sorghum Conventional TiUage Terraces 5.9
A-43 Soybeans Conventional TiUage Terraces 2855

Alternative Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-2 Soybeans-Soybeans-Cotton-Cotton Conventional Tillage na 191.0
A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-TiU na 220.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional TiUage na 52.0

A-33 Cotton Conventional TiUage Terraces 320.0
A-39 Sorghum Conventional TiUage na 112.5
A-42 Soybeans Conventional TiUage na 304.5

Note: Rotation identifier corresponds with the appropriate table in the appendix

54



Soybean-
Wheat

6%

Soybeans

33%
Cotton

52%

Sorghum
9%

Figure 4.1. Crop Mix Under FACTA Using Initial
Farm Practices at 10 Tons Per Acre

continuous soybeans comprise one-third of the acreage. Base acreage requirements for

wheat fulfilled by a soybean-wheat double-crop (6 percent of total land) into solution, and a

continuous sorghum rotation (9 percent of total land) fulfills the sorghum base

requirements.

Net returns for this crop mix are $141,148. Economic results are shown m table

4.3. Cotton, due to its relative profitability and large acreage allotment, comprises the

largest portion of the market receipts, while soybeans receipts from continuous soybeans

and the soybean-wheat double-crop contribute $88,328. Deficiency payments ($24,895) -

more than sorghum and wheat market receipts - contribute a significant amount also.

Environmental parameters (table 4.4) obtained in this scenario serve as constraint

levels for successive scenarios. Annual soil erosion which results from this crop mix (9.07

tons per acre) is .93 tons per acre less than the constraint level of 10 tons per acre. The

chemical risk index (30,105) is set equal to 100 in order to make relative comparisons for

other scenarios. The amount of nitrogen lost with this crop mix is 14.92 pounds per acre.
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Table 4.3. Economic Results Under FACT A

FACTA

Item Initial Alternative

10 Tons 5 Tons 7.5 Tons 10 Tons

dollars

Corn 9,279
Cotton 240,874 162,476 179,006 179,808
Sorghum 19,349 19,351 22,154 19,400
Soybeans 88,328 108,648 117,315 121,196
Switchgrass 2,713
Wheat 11,527 40,107 35,034 37,217

Gov't Payments 24,895 22,392 24,977 24,977

Gross Revenue 384,972 364,966 378,487 382,598

Fertilizer 74,688 69,972 70,811 70,822
Herbicides 23,245 25,917 25,907 25,916
Insecticides 12,604 8,930 9,821 9,821
Labor 14,876 13,667 13,996 14,000
Machinary 41,650 38,934 40,124 40,136
Other Costs 33,056 23,006 23,774 30,252

Variable Costs 199,724 198,284 198,935 195,551

Rent 44,100 44,100 44,100 44,100

Net Returns 141,148 122,582 135,452 142,947
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Table 4.4. Farm Environmental Results Under FACTA.

FACTA
Environmental 10 Tons 7.5 Tons 5 Tons

Parameter Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre

Baseline Alternative Alternative Alternative

Soil Erosion (tons) 9.07 6.84 5.28 4.42

Chemical Risk Index 100.00 100.00 83.76 100.00

Nitrogen Loss (lbs.) 14.92 14.92 14.92 14.92

Phosphorus Loss (lbs.) 16.08 14.97 13.72 11.78

Organic Carbon (%) 2.83 2.98 2.99 3.50

and phosphorus loss is 16.08 pounds per acre. A relatively large expenditure on fertilizers

($74,687.88) (see table 4.3) confirms these levels of nutrient loss. Also, this amount of

nutrient loss is possible due the acreage allotted to input-intensive cotton in the solution.

The organic carbon indicator results imply that the organic matter concentration in the soil is

2.83 percent.

FACT A-Alternative at 10 Tons Per Acre

Figure 4.2 shows the crop nux for FACTA-Altemative at 10 tons per acre. When

allowing alternatives to enter the solution, a significant increase in soybean-wheat double-

crop acreage (293 percent increase) occurs. A reduction in the acreage allotted to cotton

production (24 percent decrease) contributes to this increase in the soybean-wheat double-

crop acreage. All this soybean-wheat double-crop acreage uses no-till (see table A2).
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Figure 4.2. Crop Mix Under FACTA Using Alternative
Farm Practices at 10 Tons Per Acre

Table 4.3 shows that, while this crop mix change causes a slight reduction in gross

revenues ($2,374 or .62 percent), net returns increase slightly ($1,798 or 1.27 percent) due

to a reduction in production costs ($4,173 or 2.13 percent). The replacement of cotton

acreage with the less input-intensive soybean-wheat double-crop is the major reason that

production costs fell. Figure 4.3 shows the change in net retums that occurs between the

Initial and Altemative scenarios.

Alternative practices are used on 61 percent of the farm in the FACTA-Alternative

scenario at the 10 tons per acre erosion level. In addition to the no-till soybean-wheat

double-crop, terraced cotton (320 acres) and a four-year soybean-soybean-cotton-cotton

rotation (191 acres) come into solution (see table 4.2). Making these altemative production

practices available results in a reduction in annual erosion of 2.23 tons per acre (9.07 to

6.84 tons per acre) (figure 4.4). Impacts on other environmental parameters are not as

dramatic (see table 4.4). Nitrogen loss remains the same at 14.92 pounds per acre (figure

4.5). A slight reduction (1.14 pounds per acre) occurs in the amount of phosphoms being
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lost (16.08 to 14.92 pounds per acre) (figure 4.6). While the chemical risk index (figiure

4.7) does not drop below the baseline, a slight improvement (.15) in soil organic matter

(2.83 to 2.98 percent) is achieved (figure 4.8). This increase in organic matter may be a

result of additional acreage being planted in a high-residue crop (wheat).

FAIR-Initial at 10 Tons Per Acre

Figure 4.9 illustrates the crop mix for the representative farm under FAIR

provisions at the 10 tons per acre erosion constraint. When compared to the FACTA-Initial

crop mix, a decrease in cotton (168.5 acre decrease), sorghum (61.5 acre decrease) and

continuous soybean (19 acre decrease) acreage is revealed. This acreage is converted to a

soybean-wheat double-crop (249 acre increase). The distribution of cropland is shown in
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table 4.5. Production practices for the activities chosen by the LP are reported in table 4.6.

Continuous cotton acreage (37 percent of total land) is planted on the majority of

thecropland in FAIR-Initial scenario at an erosion level of 10 tons per acre. Followed by

the soybean-wheat double-crop (27 percent of total land) and continuous sorghum (4

percent of total land), continuous soybeans (32 percent of total land) makes up the second

largest portion of planted acres.

Economic results are shown in table 4.7. Net returns at the 10 tons per acre erosion

constraint for the representative farm under FAIR-Initial are $122,374. A significant

decrease in net returns ($18,774) occurs when compared to the FACTA-Initial net returns

(see figure 4.3). Although production costs decrease ($3,676) as FAIR replaces FACTA,

gross revenues drop considerably ($22,450). Some of this difference can be attributed to

policy impacts. These policy impacts are manifested more so in the form of lower

commodity prices rather than the difference in government payments ($638).

Table 4.8 provides the environmental results obtained under FAIR. Soil erosion

(6.96 tons per acre) that occurs under the FAIR policy assumptions is well below the 10

tons per acre limit (3.04 tons per acre less) and the FACTA-Initial level (2.11 tons per acre

less) (see figure 4.4). While the nitrogen and phosphorus loss levels remain at baseline

(FACTA-Initial at 10 tons per acre) levels (see figures 4.5 and 4.6), the chemical risk index

and the organic matter indicator connote that improvements have been made when

compared to baseline levels (see figures 4.7 and 4.8). The chemical risk index drops by

17.74 points to 82.26. This may be attributable to the reduction in surface run-off that

results with the adoption of erosion reducing crops. Organic matter improvements (2.83 to

2.96 percent) may be due to the increase of the high-residue wheat crop.
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Table 45. Farm Production Results Under FAIR

Rotation Soil Type Erodibility Crops Yield Acreage
Category

Initial Farm Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-3 Loring 1 Soybeans 20.03 365.0

Winter Wheat 38.18

2 Soybeans 20.11 229.0

Winter Wheat 38.30

4 Soybeans 19.95 52.0

Winter Wheat 38.05

Routon 2 Soybeans 23.18 15.0

Winter Wheat 43.21

A-31 Routon 1 Cotton 648.95 212.0
A-42 Routon 4 Soybeans 34.27 3.0
A-46 Loring 3 Wheat 34.77 320.0

Routon 3 Wheat 40.69 4.0

Initial Farm Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-3 Loring 1 Soybeans 20.03 365.0

Winter Wheat 38.18

3 Soybeans 20.11 320.0

Winter Wheat 38.55

4 Soybeans 19.95 52.0

Winter Wheat 38.05

Routon 2 Soybeans 23.18 15.0

Winter Wheat 43.21

A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 229.0

Routon 1 648.95 164.5

A-42 Routon 1 Soybeans 34.43 47.5

4 34.27 3.0

A-46 Routon 3 Wheat 40.69 4.0
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Table 4^. (Continued)
Rotation Soil Type Erodibility Crops Yield Acreage

Category

Initial Farm Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-3 Loring 3 Soybeans 20.11 320.0

Winter Wheat 38.55

Routon 3 Soybeans 22.60 4.0

Winter Wheat 42.33

A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 229.0

Routon 1 648.95 212.0

4 645.68 3.0
A-39 Loring 1 Sorghum 74.65 51.0
A-42 Loring 1 Soybeans 30.38 314.0

4 30.38 52.0
Routon 2 33.44 15.0

Alternative Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-4 Routon 3 Soybeans 22.92 4.0

Winter Wheat 43.47

A-6 Loring 1 Soybeans 26.32 365.0

Winter Wheat 40.69

2 Soybeans 26.65 229.0

Winter Wheat 41.58

3 Soybeans 26.40 320.0

Winter Wheat 41.32

4 Soybeans 26.32 52.0

Winter Wheat 40.69

Routon 1 Soybeans 31.04 173.6

Winter Wheat 48.00

2 Soybeans 30.46 15.0

Winter Wheat 47.37

4 Soybeans 31.04 3.0

Winter Wheat 48.00
A-30 Routon 1 Com 113.64 38.4
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Table 45. (Continued)
Rotation Soil Type Erodibility Crops Yield Acreage

Category

Alternative Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-6 Loring 1 Soybeans 26.32 365.0

Winter Wheat 40.69

3 Soybeans 26.40 320.0

Winter Wheat 41.32

4 Soybeans 26.32 52.0

Winter Wheat 40.69

Routon 1 Soybeans 31.04 169.7

Winter Wheat 48.00

2 Soybeans 30.46 15.0

Winter Wheat 47.37

3 Soybeans 2955 4.0

Winter Wheat 45.55

4 Soybeans 31.04 3.0

Winter Wheat 48.00
A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 229.0
A-30 Routon 1 Com 113.64 42.3

Alternative Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-6 Loring 3 Soybeans 26.40 320.0

Winter Wheat 41.32

Routon 1 Soybeans 31.04 212.0

Winter Wheat 48.00

2 Soybeans 30.46 15.0

Winter Wheat 4-131

3 Soybeans 29.55 4.0

Winter Wheat 4555

4 Soybeans 31.04 3.0

Winter Wheat 48.00

A-9 Loring 1 Cotton 579.07 365.0
4 578.96 52.0

A-31 Loring 2 Cotton 590.66 229.0

Note: Rotation identifier corresponds with the appropriate table in the appendix.
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Table 4.6. Farm Production Practices Under FAIR.

Rotation Crops Tillage Alternaitve Acreage
Practices

Initial Farm Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-3 Soybeans-Winter Wheat Conventional Tillage na 661.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 212.0
A-42 Soybeans Conventional Tillage na 3.0
A-46 Wheat Conventional Tillage na 324.0

Initial Farm Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-3 Soybeans-Winter Wheat Conventional Tillage na 752.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 393.5
A-42 Soybeans Conventional Tillage na 50.5
A-46 Wheat Conventional Tillage na 4.0

Initial Farm Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-3 Soybeans-Winter Wheat Conventional Tillage na 324.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 444.0

A-39 Sorghum Conventional Tillage na 51.0
A-42 Soybeans Conventional Tillage na 381.0

Alternative Practices at 5 tons/acre

A-4 Soybeans-Winter Wheat Conventional Tillage Terraces 4.0
A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-TiU na 1157.6
A-30 Com No-TiU na 38.4

Alternative Practices at 7.5 tons/acre

A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-Till na 928.7
A-30 Com No-Till na 42.3
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 229.0

Alternative Practices at 10 tons/acre

A-6 Soybeans-Winter Wheat No-Till na 554.0

A-9 Cotton/Hairy Vetch Conventional Tillage Terraces/Cover Crop 417.0
A-31 Cotton Conventional Tillage na 229.0

Note: Rotation identifier corresponds with the appropriate table in the appendix.
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Table 4.7. Economic Results Under FAIR

FAIR

Item Initial Alternative
5 Tons |7.5 tons 110 Tons S Tons |7.5 tons|1U Tons

dollars

Corn 10,858 11,963
Cotton 88,049 154,898 175,856 86367 241,106
Sorghum 9,029
Soybeans 80,696 101356 109232 189,986 152,673 94,499
Switcbgrass
Wheat 129,275 102383 44,147 173,244 139,008 86269

Gov't Payments 24257 24,257 24,257 24257 24257 24,257

Gross Revenue 322277 383,294 362322 398,345 414,469 446,131

Production Costs

Fertilizer 69,915 81,851 70,653 78,804 85,892 87,328
Herbicides 21,932 26,555 24,053 40259 37,324 32,707
Insecticides 4,068 7,551 8,906 0 4,395 12389
Labor 15,143 17,725 15,315 13,504 14,462 18301
Macbinary 41,709 49,118 42,754 42287 44,002 52,951
Other Costs 17,106 21,969 29,736 13,099 17,929 30,950

193,058 226301 196,048 211359 225,640 254,176

Rent 44,100 44,100 44,100 44,100 44,100 44,100

Net Returns 85,119 112,693 122,374 142,685 144,729 147,855

Table 4.8. Farm Environmental Results Under FAIR.

FAIR

Environmental
Parameter

5 Tons Per Acre 73 Tons Per Acre 10 Tons Per Acre

Baseline Alternative Baseline Alternative Baseline Alternative

Soil Erosion (tons) 3.59 3.50 5.13 4.46 6.96 6.44

Chemical Risk Index 40,00 19.58 54.84 100.00 82.26 38.96

Nitrogen Loss (lbs.) 13.01 14.92 14.92 14.92 14.92 14.92

Phosphorus Loss (lbs.) 10.03 10.27 13.61 10.54 16.08 16.08

Organic Carbon (%) 3.40 3.67 3.15 3.45 2.96 3.00
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FAIR-Alternative at 10 Tons Per Acre

The lack of base acreage requirements under FAIR and the availability of altemative

production practices allow for increased changes in the crop mixes to occur. The new crop

mix is illustrated in figure 4.10. Conventionally tilled soybean-wheat double-crop,

continuous soybeans, and sorghum present in the FAIR-Initial scenario are replaced by a

no-tiU soybeans-wheat double crop and terraced cotton with a hairy vetch cover crop (see

tables 4.4 and 4.5). Soybean-wheat double-crop acreage increases by 230 acres to 46

percent of the total acreage, and continuous cotton acreage shifts (444 to 229 acres) to

terraced cotton with a hairy vetch cover (417 acres).

Net returns for the representative farm under FAIR-Altemative at the 10 tons per

acre erosion constraint improve markedly from FAIR-Initial net returns ($25,481) to

$147,855 (see figure 4.3) over the FAIR-Initial net returns. The altematives allow for

higher market receipts ($83,609) than obtained with only initial practices, and this increase

in market receipts is not off-set by increased production costs ($58,128) (see table 4.7).

The altemative practices allow the more profitable crops to enter solution while still meeting

the environmental constraints.

Erosion is reduced (.52 ton per acre) from the FAIR-Initial scenario to 6.44 tons

per acre (see figure 4.4). The LP accomplishes this by devoting a larger number of acres to

altemative practices (81 percent of total land). A reduction in the chemical risk index is also

accomplished in this scenario (see figure 4.7). The chemical risk index is reduced by 43

points from the FAIR-Initial scenario to 39. This change may be due to the relatively low

share of input-intensive practices and the reduction of surface mn-off volume. The organic

matter indicator also benefited from the addition of altematives to the solution (see figure

4.8). While the improvement is not dramatic, there was an increase of .04 (2,96 to 3.00

percent).
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Figure 4.10. Crop Mix Under FAIR Using Alternative
Farm Practices at 10 Tons Per Acre

Comparisons of FACTA and FAIR Results at Various Levels of Erosion

The most important environmental externalities of West Tennessee are soil erosion

and the corresponding loss of productivity; thus, results obtained from each policy scenario

at 7.5 and 5 tons per acre are compared. The relative sustainabihty of the resulting crop

mixes and the opportunity costs of achieving reduced levels of erosion are examined in this

section. As mentioned previously, sustainabihty requires the conservation of the natural

resource base by making the most efficient use of non-renewable resources and on-farm

resources while sustaining the economic viability of farm operations.

FACT A-Alternative at 7.5 Tons Per Acre

An infeasible solution occurs in the FACTA-Initial scenario as the erosion

constraint level is lowered to 7.5 tons per acre, but a feasible solution is obtained when

alternatives are made available. The crop mix obtained at 7.5 tons per acre remains the

same as obtained in the FACTA-Altemative scenario at 10 tons per acre (see table 4.1).
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The production practices, however, have changed in order to meet the tightened erosion

constraint (see table 4.2). The acreage utilizing terraces for erosion control has increased

from 27 percent to 56 percent (672 acres) of the total land, and the acreage under the four-

year soybean-cotton rotation has increased from 16 percent to 19 percent (228 acres) of the

total land. With this additional acreage added to the acreage already using alternative

production practices at 10 tons per acre, the acreage devoted to alternative production

practice increases from 39 percent to 91 percent (1,092 acres) of the total land.

Complying with the reduction in the erosion constraint has lead to a reduction in net

returns (figure 4.11). From the net returns of the FACTA-Altemative scenario at 10 tons

per acre, a loss of $7,495 (5.24 percent) is accrued (see table 4.3). This is a result of a

slight reduction in gross revenues and a slight increase in production costs. The reduction

in gross revenues ($4,111) mainly results from the soybean-wheat double-crop. Soybean

and wheat yields are reduced as production shifts to a different soil type (see table 4.1).

The increase in production costs ($3,384) is added by the alternative practices adopted to

further reduce erosion.

In addition to erosion reduction (6.84 to 5.28 tons per acre) (figure 4.12),

improvements to the chemical index, the measure of phosphorus loss, and the organic

matter indicator occurred as positive externalities. As a result of changing production

practices, the chemical index, which may be an indicator of ground- and surface-water

contamination, decreases 16.24 index points to 83.76 (figure 4.13). Given the reduction

of erosion that occurs in this scenario, it is logical that reductions in chemical loss through

surface run-off would result. A slight reduction in the amount of phosphorus loss (14.94

to 13.72 pounds per acre) (figure 4.14) occurs as a result of changes in the allocation of

production among soil types. The organic matter indicator shows slight improvement

(2.98 to 2.99 percent) (figure 4.15), this may be a result of increased acreage on which
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Figure 4.15. Percent Organic Matter in the Soil by Scenario.

rotations are grown. Figure 4.16 illustrates that no changes in the zunount of nitrogen lost
per acre take place.

FACTA-Alternative at 5 Tons Per Acre

A change in crop mix occurs in the FACTA-Altemative scenario to achieve a further

reduction in erosion to 5 tons per acre (see table 4.1). The acreage allotted to the soybean-

wheat double-crop increases by 51 acres (23 percent increase) while the cotton acreage
decreases by 55 acres (12 percent decrease). Acreage previously devoted to continuous

soybeans (70.4 acres) is allotted to two new rotations (see table 4.2). Forty-nine acres of

four-year cotton-switchgrass rotation (12.3 acres of cotton and 36.8 acres of switchgrass)

come into solution, and the rotation reduces erosion by maintaining year-round ground

cover. No-till com (33.6 acres) is also added to the crop mix.

74



15.00

14.50

■a
a
s

n. 14.00

0
U

1 13.50

14.92

"♦"■FACTA-Base
—FACTA-Altemative

5&"'FAIR-Base
—FAIR-Alternative

13.00 13.01
5 7.5

—I

10

Figure 4.16. Nitrogen Loss by Scenario.
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Net returns are reduced by $12,870 from the net returns of the FACTA-AItemative

scenario with a 7.5 tons per acre erosion level to $122,582 (see figure 4.11). A reduction

in gross revenues of $13,521 is the major reason for this drop in net returns rather than an

increase in production costs (see table 4.3). Production costs increase by a mere $651.

Part of the reduction in gross revenues ($2,585) can be attributed to a loss of deficiency
payments, while the remainder is due to inclusion of alternative production practices with
lower yields.

Even though the percentage of acreage devoted to alternative practices decreases

from the 91 percent of the 7.5 tons per acre FACTA-Altemative scenario to 85 percent of
total land (1,020 acres), the tightened erosion constraint is surpassed (see figure 4.12).

Erosion decreases to 4.42 tons per acre (see table 4.4). The LP accomplishes this by
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increasing the acreage of practices that are more efficient at erosion reduction. Whde

complying with the per acre erosion constraint, the effect of this action is the reduction of

the average armual erosion level. However, this erosion reduction is accomplished at the

expense of other environmental parameters. While phosphorus loss (13.72 to 11.78

pounds per acre) (see figure 4.14) and the organic matter indicator (2.99 to 3.5 percent)

(see figure 4.15) continued to improve, a set-back in the chemical risk index (83.76 to 100)

occurs (see figure 4.13). Organic matter levels improve as result of additional acres being

allocated to high-residue crops such as wheat and switchgrass, while the chemical risk

index reverts back to the baseline level as a result losing acreage devoted to alternative

practices.

FAIR-Initial at 7.5 Tons Per Acre

As erosion constraints are tightened from 10 to 7.5 tons per acre under the FAIR-

Initial scenario, the crop mix includes fewer crops (see table 4.5). The land allocated to the

soybean-wheat double-CTop increases to 752 acres (63 percent of total acreage). While

cotton acreage loses only 50.5 acres to the double-crop for a total of 393.5 acres (33

percent of total acreage), continuous soybeans acreage decreases by 330.5 acres to 50.5

acres (4 percent of total land). Continuous wheat is produced on 4 acres.

While market receipts increase by $20,772 (see figure 4.11), the net returns

decrease by $9,682 due to a $30,453 increase in production costs (see table 4.7). Fertiiizer

and machinery costs contribute the most to this increase in production costs. The

replacement of nitrogen fixing soybeans with non-leguminous crops may explain some of

this increase in fertilizer costs. Increased machine costs may be due to the increased

acreage allotted to double-crops which require more annual machine operations.

Several environmental parameters improved over the FAIR-Initial results at 10 tons

per acre (see table 4.8). Accompanying the erosion decrease to 5.13 tons per acre (see
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figure 4.12), the chemical risk index fell by 27 points to 55 (see figure 4.13). The heavy

use of the soybean-wheat double-crop played a vital role in accomplishing these reductions.

Surprisingly, the amount of nitrogen lost did not decrease below the baseline level despite

the large increase in acreage planted to legumes (see figure 4.16). However, phosphorus

losses are decreased to 13.61 pounds per acres from the baseline level achieved at 2T (see

figure 4.14). While this is an improvement, the baseline level of phosphorus is only 16.08

pounds per acre. Once again the organic matter indicator improves (see figure 4.15) as the

acreage of high-residue crops (wheat) increases.

FAIR-Alternative at 7.5 Tons Per Acre

The trend toward growing fewer crops continues as alternatives are made available

under a 7.5 tons per acre erosion constraint (see table 4.5). No-till soybean-wheat double-

crop increases to 77 percent of total land. This is a 23.5 percent increase from the FAIR-

Initial results under 7.5 tons per acre. Continuous cotton shrinks to 19 percent of total land

(229 acres), while no-tUl com comes into solution to occupy 4 percent of the cropland

(42.3 acres). Alternative practices now cover 81 percent of the farm. This is the same

amount of land devoted to alternative practices under the FAIR-Altemative scenario at the

10 tons per acre erosion constraint, however, no-till practices are used on all 971 acres (81

percent) in order to meet the 7.5 tons per acre erosion constraint.

Net returns increase by $32,036 to $144,729 when alternative production practices

are made available under the 7.5 tons per acre erosion constraint (see figure 4.11). This is

the result of larger increases in market receipts ($31,176) than production costs ($861) (see

table 4.7). This demonstrates the ability of altemative production practices to increase

profits while meeting environmental constraints.

Not only are the environmental constraints met by this crop mix, they are improved

for soil erosion, phosphorus loss, and organic matter. From the FAIR-Initial level of
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erosion, erosion decreased by .67 tons per acre to 4.46 tons per acre (see figure 4.12).

This is attributed to the use of no-till practices (see table 4.6). The amount of phosphorus

lost decreases with the addition of alternative practices to the scenario. Phosphorus losses

decrease by 3.07 pounds per acre to 10.54 pound per acre (see figure 4.14). The increase

in high-residue crops (no-till wheat and com) increased the organic matter indicator by .3 to

3.45 percent (see figure 4.15).

FAIR-Initial at 5 Tons Per Acre

Under an erosion constraint of 5 tons per acre, acreage devoted to the soybean-

wheat double-crop, continuous soybeans and cotton decreases from the levels observed in

the FAIR-Initial scenario at 7.5 tons per acre. The soybean-wheat double-crop acreage

decreases by 12 percent to 661 acres, and acreage allotted to continuous soybeans decrease

by 94 percent to 3 acres. Cotton acreage decreases by 46 percent to 212 acres. These acres

shift to continuous wheat (increase of 810 percent to 324 acres) in order to meet the erosion

constraint of 5 tons per acre (see table 4.5).

Net returns suffer due to the replacement of the more profitable crops with less

erosive crops (see figure 4.11). While production costs decrease ($33,442) to $193,058, a

larger decrease in market receipts ($61,017) to $322,277 causes a reduction in net returns

of $27,575 to $85,119 (see table 4.7). This large loss in net returns may indicate that this

crop mix is not economically sustainable. If this crop mix is not economically sustainable,

then the opportunity costs for attaining this level of environmental extemahties may be to

high for farmers.

The inclusion of additional continuous wheat acreage brings the erosion level down

by 1.54 tons per acre to 3.59 tons per acre (see figure 4.12). The chemical risk index also

drops by 15 points to 40 (see figure 4.13), and the amount of nitrogen and phosphorus lost

decreases. Nitrogen losses decrease by 1.92 pounds per acre to 13 pounds per acres (see
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figure 4.16), and phosphorus losses decrease by 3.58 pounds per acre to 10.03 pounds per

acre (see figure 4.14). The increase in wheat production increases the organic matter

indicator by .25 to 3.4 percent (see figure 4.15).

FAIR-Alternative at 5 Tons Per Acre

Making alternatives available for the FAIR scenario under the 5 tons per acre

erosion constraint, allows for the no-tUl soybean-wheat double-crop to dominate the crop

mix (see tables 4.5 and 4.6). The no-tQl soy bean-wheat double-crop is allocated 96.5

percent of the available cropland. No-till com (3.2 percent of total land) and 4 acres of a

terraced soybean-wheat double-crop complete the mix. Cotton - historically an important

crop to West Tennessee — is eliminated from the crop mix completely.

With an increase of $57,567 above the net returns of the FAIR-Initial scenario at 5

tons per acre, net returns soar to $142,685 (see table 4.7 and figure 4.11). While this is a

loss of $2,044 compared to the net returns of FAIR-Alternative at 7.5 tons per acre, the

economic advantage of including alternative production practices at 5 tons per acre over

using only the initial production practices is clear. The difference in net returns which

exists between the two scenarios demonstrates the opportunity costs which a farmer may

accrue if alternatives are not adopted.

The soil erosion level is reduced by .1 ton per acre to 3.49 tons per acre (see figure

4.12). This may be a direct result of changes to the crop mix and addition of the

production practices of no-tUl and terracing (see table 4.6). The chemical risk index also

drops by 20 points to 20 (see figure 4.13), but the amount of nitrogen and phosphorus lost

increases slightly. Nitrogen losses increase 1.91 pounds per acre to the basehne level (see

figure 4.16), and phosphorus losses increase by .24 pounds per acre to 10.27 pounds per

acre (see figure 4.14). The increase in the number of acres devoted to high-residue wheat
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production and no-till practices may explain the increase of 28 to 3.67 percent in the

organic matter indicator (see figure 4.15).
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND

FURTHER RESEARCH

SUMMARY

The key objective of this analysis is to estimate how the adoption of alternative

practices by West Tennessee cotton fanners may be affected by two markedly different

farm policies. To accomplish this objective, budgetaiy, and environmental data were

estimated for initial and alternative production practices for a Beaver Creek Watershed

representative farm (Bowling, 1994). These data were entered into a profit-maximizmg LP

model, and optimal crop mixes were determined under various erosion constraint levels

using policy provisions of FACT A and FAIR.

The results show that there were definite differences in crop mixes between FACTA

and FAIR for the initial practices scenario with an annual erosion constraint of 10 tons per

acre. Figures 4.1 and 4.9 illustrate these differences in crop mixes. The predominant

change - as a result of the switch from FACTA to FAIR - is the replacement of cotton

acreage (168.5 acre decrease) with the soybean-wheat double-crop. In addition to the

replacement of cotton acreage, continuous soybeans (19 acre decrease) and sorghum (61.5

acre decrease) acreage is displaced by a further increase in acreage devoted to a soybean-

wheat double-crop. Soybean market price projections under FAIR average significantly

($0.40 per bushel) below those for the FACTA, while the average wheat prices are

identical. The double-crop, however, is more profitable than continuous cotton due to the
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farmer's production costs, which are $67.40 per acre lower. Thus, the production

flexibility of the FAIR act allows the representative farm to take advantage of a more-

profitable crop mix when limited to initial production practices only.

As alternative production practices become available to the farm under FACTA

(FACTA-Alternative) at the erosion constraint of 10 tons per acre, the previously noted

shift away from cotton accelerates. Furthermore, nearly 90 percent of the remaining cotton

acreage shifts to alternative practices. Cotton production declines 24 percent to cover 467.5

acres, which completely shifts to the soybean-wheat double-crop (see figures 4.1 and 4.2).

All acreage planted to the double-crop shifts to no-tiU production. The alternatives which

enter on cotton acreage are a four-year soybean-cotton rotation (covering one-fifth of cotton

acreage) and terraced cotton (68.5 percent of cotton acreage). In all, the total acreage

utilizing alternative production practices equal 61 percent of the land on this representative

farm.

When alternatives are available in the FAIR scenario at an erosion constraint level of

10 tons per acre, a more radical change in the crop mix occurs (see figure 4.9 and 4.10).

Continuous soybeans and sorghum rotations are eliminated, and 53 percent (230 acres) of

this acreage is allotted to no-till soybean-wheat double-crop. The remainder (202 acres) is

allotted to terraced cotton production using a hairy vetch cover crop. Under the FAIR-

Initial scenario at 10 tons per acre, 81 percent of the representative farm's acreage is

devoted to alternative production practices.

CONCLUSIONS

For this representative West Tennessee cotton farm, the results suggest that the base

acreage requirements of FACTA do pose barriers to the adoption of alternative practices.

Twenty percent more cropland is allotted to alternative production practices under FAIR at
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the lO-tons-per-acre erosion constraint. Thus, the hypothesis that decoupling commodity

programs from production decisions encourages the adoption of more sustainable practices

on a West Tennessee cotton farm is accepted.

The results of this analysis should provide Tennessee's farmers, agricultural

economists, policy makers and leaders in agribusiness with valuable information regarding

the potential effects of the new farm policy on the adoption of more-sustainable production

practices at the farm level. The replacement of cotton with a soybean-wheat double-crop

observed in this study may be more likely to happen under the freedom allowed by FAIR

as farmers align their production systems more closely to the production capability of their

land and as market and input prices change. While it is difficult to generalize farm-level

results onto the larger West Termessee region, these results provide support for the notion

that the availability of alternative practices provide production options that may make a

move away from cotton not entirely detrimental to the well-being of West Tennessee

farmers or society. Under the FAIR-Alternative scenario, a large portion of cotton acreage

is replaced by the less environmentally detrimental soybean-wheat double-crop.

West Tennessee's experience during the initial year of FAIR included a large

increase in acreage planted to com. This experience may be influenced by unusually high

com prices, and the results of this analysis suggest that soybeans and wheat acreage, rather

than com, will replace cotton acreage. Under the FACTA scenarios, cotton deficiency

payments may be high enough to distort the allocation of land in West Tennessee. As has

been suggested, these payments may have been sufficient to obstruct the adoption of

alternative practices for other crops as well as cotton. Even though commodity price

differences between the two policy scenarios attributed to a loss in net retums when

allowing only initial production practices to enter solution, the elimination of base acreage

requirements under FAIR allows farmers to make both economic and environmental gains.
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A secondary objective of this study is to consider whether a holistic approach to

farm management results in a more economically and environmentally sustainable farm.

This objective is pursued by comparing economic and environmental results of the

scenarios at different erosion constraints. Compared with the FACIA solution, the FAIR

provisions allow a larger set of altemative/more sustainable practices to occur in the

solution. On the whole, the economic and environmental parameters improved more under

the FAIR than FACIA scenarios. Thus, under the conditions set forth in this analysis, a

holistic approach to farm management does result in a more economically and

environmentally sustainable production situation for this representative farm.

LIMITATIONS

The representative farm in this study is developed from survey data, and while

efforts were taken by Bowling (1994) to accurately define a Beaver Creek Watershed

representative farm from the survey, many differences exist among farms in this area. The

survey defined the initial situation's tillage practices as conventional tillage without a

moldboard plow. However, some West Tennessee farmers currently utilize conservation

tiUage practices. The decision was made that, in order to remain consistent in the methods

of this analysis, the definition estabhshed by the survey would prevail. Had alternative

practices been allowed into the baseline solution, the results of this analysis would have

been altered.

The conclusions of this analysis may not apply to real-life conditions. Farmers may

weigh production decisions with goals other than profit maximization in mind, and they do

not face these environmental constraints. Modeling additional farm manager goals and

removing or changing environmental constraints also will alter results. In August 1986,

the Natural Resources Conservation Service, which is responsible for the enforcement of
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Conservation Compliance, required farmers to design "reasonable" conservation plans to

address site-specific environmental concerns in Ueu of strict constraints. However,

because this analysis represents an area and resources necessary to access these

conservation plans were not available, alternative environmental constraints were used in

this simulation.

Due to the limited availability of information, the modeling system does not include

aU known existing, and alternative practices. Hence, the results assume that the initial and

alternative practices included in the analysis are representative of the Beaver Creek

Watershed area. The economic and environmental impacts of initial and alternative

production systems are site-specific, depending on combinations of numerous factors,

including soil types, sod type homogeneity, climate, historical production practices, pest

pressures, and other farm-level characteristics. Under real-life conditions, these factors can

be expected to combine in ways which are not captured in this analysis. Management skills

required for average results were assumed to be inherent. More accurate and complete

results may be obtained as more information becomes available and improvements in plant

growth and environmental impact simulators are made.

Many factors that influence the adoption of sustainable practices - such as risk

aversion, start-up costs, and personal preference - also are excluded from this analysis.

This analysis focuses mainly on the impacts of policy on the implementation of a more

sustainable agriculture. Beyond the use of projected commodity prices for both policy

regimes, commodity and input price variations resulting from crop mix and policy changes

were not considered because of the static nature of this study. Price variations can alter the

relative importance of all factors influencing the adoption of alternative practices. Temporal

effects of FAIR payments are not considered in the net returns results of this analysis.

FAIR payments are front-loaded and gradually decrease throughout the duration of the act.

This study assumes an average payment rather than reflecting the gradual decrease in
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payments through time. The LP model used in this study assumes that Production

Flexibility Contract payments do not affect the production decisions that farmers make.

However, these Production Flexibility Contract payments may in actuality affect the

production decisions that farmers make.

FURTHER RESEARCH

Additional research is needed to more completely address the questions posed in

and resulting from this analysis. Altemative production practices included in this analysis

were hmited to those which were easily quantifiable. Additional practices could be

included in future studies or the better quantification of the practices included in this

analysis could be made and tested. Adjustments to the impacts caused by altemative

practices or the addition of additional practices will change the results found in this study.

The differences in the LP due to policy were limited to market prices, govemment

payment calculation, and base acreage restrictions. Payment calculations and base acreage

restrictions are addressed in this analysis, but a sensitivity analysis of alternative

commodity prices is needed. Market prices could be set equal to isolate the effects of base

acreage requirements and govemment payments or varied to estimate crop mix and

environmental parameter changes.

While this study provides a stochastic analysis, there is a need for the dynamic

modeling of the adoption of altemative practices under various policy scenarios. There is

also a need for estimation of price elasticities that result from the widespread adoption of

altemative production practices. The reforms of FAIR and vocal concems of the public

have opened up an exciting realm in policy analysis for agricultural economists, and as

improvements in communications and modeling techniques develop, more timely and

accurate analyses will become available.
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Table A-1. Corn-Soybean-Soybean-Soybean Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-$oybeaii-$oyl>eaB«$oybeaD Rotation -Conventional

COMMOOmr I: Onn

COMMOOmr 1 SoytwB

OOMMOOrrf 3: Svftm

COMMOOmr 4: Soyttew

coMMoorrv

COMMOOrTY «;

TEAM OF ROTATION ; 4

RBSICN'nrF& WHCEMd

RB3I0NID-

PARMSCE Ur»

SOIL TYPE _0

EXmDBC: 0

PROOOCnON PRACTICES NA.

TtL-LAOE CecnxnUcml

ALT. NUnUENT. NONE

BOUGA'nOH Dry

U50A PRODUCTION REGION Appiktfut

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE OOANTTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT i

REVENUE

2053 t Cora. Grain BU Z4909 1 120 298.01

2107 8 Soybean. Grain BU 5.8082 1 3S 2D3^

2107 8 Soybean, Grain BU 5.8082 1 35

2107 8 Soybean. Gna BU 5.8082 1 35 203-29

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 87.19

VAJUiBLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2655 1 Cora Seed, Hybrid 1,000 kowb 1 1 23 23.00

2*90
' Soybean Seed BU 13.8 1 ZOOl 27.61

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1Z6$

2 FERTILZZER & liME

501 2 tiannoBf LB 0.0078 1 5500 4Z90

109 2 Una (44»-4«« N> U 0.27 1 277.78 ISjOO

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 1 111.1 19.89

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996*66 1 300 29.90

3

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 4L92

4006 3 AAtmu4L PT Z0925 1 2 4.19

4051 3 Dual 8B<Metolachlcr) FT 8.6125 1 1,25 10.77

4110 3 TMIn MTF, 4BC (TriOiralin) PT 4.125 1 4,5 I8L56

4019 3 Basagran. 4L (Beacaaon) FT 8A8125 1 3 25A4

414* 3 Blaner2L FT 7.3875 1 0.75 5J4

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 16.12

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 5.33 31.1«

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 30:8

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

lOOM

i2*M
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Table A-l» (Continued)

B«aver Creek Watershed

Coni-Soyfoean*SoybeaD*Soybean Rotatton -Convcntioiial

CROP DATE MACHINE I4ACHIN

TIME

1 LABOR

TIME

PERTTUZBR CHEMICAL OTHFA INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RAIT UNTTS NAME RATE

CanvOMn 11 17 DRY PERT SPRDK TRAttER HTO 0.09 0.10 Ubcmk 1000

3 20 CUSB. PlOWCTtSPT 0.01 0.09

4 10 tanoem disk Res oei9n- 0.11 0.12

4 15 CULTI4rfULCH ROLLER CEltPT 0.07 0.07

4 20 PLANTER RfiCULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 Cera S»«4 Hybrid 23.00

4 20 DRY PBtT 5PRDR TRAILSIMTO 0.10 0.00 U»t«{44«A«ftN 277.71

4 20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45.45 111.I

5 15 CHEM APPL LTJOFT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAV«X.4L 2 PT 1.00

5 15 CHa4 APPL LT30PT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Du*l<E(MetolMM4r) 1.25 PT 1J15

10 10 C(N4B1NER0WHD5P 2W0 0.11 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SCL AXL&GAS 2 TON (PP) 0.11 0.20

10 10 KOXOODE 0.00 0.00

ScytenOnm 11 IS DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 Lll«w 1500

3 15 CHISEL PLOW GTISPT 0.0t ao9

3 25 TANDEM DISK REC GEIPPT 0.11 0.12

4 15 TANDEM DISK RBC aei»PT 0.11 0.13

4 15 CBEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 IWOo MTE 4EC rDtftatHitE 1.5 PT 0.75

4 20 LANDALU DO-ALL 0.U 0.20

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.11 SeybemSwd 0.47

S 5 CHB( APPL ̂ OPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Baupw, 4L (Btnamn) 1 PT 0.50

5 5 CKBM APPL GQOFT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 Blav2L 0.25 PT 0.13

S 15 ROW CULTIVATOR 0E13FT 0.13 ai4

S 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0-3IM0 100

10 25 COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD 0.1t 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXL&GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.1S 0.20

10 25 KBXCODE 0.00 0.00

SoytonCnin 11 15 DRY PERT APPL nUCTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 Ubmmk 1500

3 15 CHISEL PlOWCTtSPT 0.0« 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK RSG CEt^PT 0.11 0.12

4 15 TANDEM DISK RS5 Cei9Pr 0.11 0.13

4 15 CHS4 APPL ATT TO MPL 0.11 0.00 TMItan MTP. *EC CTrtfknlUE IJ PT 0.75

4 20 UNDALL, DO-ALL 0.U 0.20

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR « ROW 0.10 0.11 S«y0f«nS<e4 0.67

5 5 CHEM A PPL CElOPr TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 4L (twnaafi) 1 PT 0.50

S 5 CHEM APPL COOPT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 81tar2L 0.25 PT 0.13

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR 00 SPT 0.13 0.14

5 20 DRY PSCT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0.20-40 100

10 25 C^UNEROWHOSP 2WD 0.1S 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXL&GAS 2T0N <SP) 0.1t 0.20

10 25 ULLCODE 0.00 0.00

SoyteVkCntn 11 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTO 0.09 0.10 UmMcw 1500

3 15 DKISELPLOWCTiSFr 0.0t 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK RBQ G09Pr 0.11 0.12

4 15 TANDEM DISK RBC 00 9PT 0.11 0.13

4 IS :HS4 APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 Dcftan MTP. 4EC TTrllknU^ 1.5 PT 0.75

4 20 .ANDALU DO-ALL 0.1t 0.20

4 25 >LANrER RBGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.11 S«ybe«iS4e4 0.67

5 5 :HEM APPL GE30PTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 4L (BcniMi) 1 PT 0.50

5 5 'HEM APPL GBOPT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 ntarlL 025 PT 0.13

S 15 OW CULTIVATOR 0015R 0.13 0.14

S 20 >RY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0-2040 100

10 23 ('OMBINEROWHDSP 2W0 0.1< OJO

to 23 1RUCK SGL AXL&GAS 2T0N (SP) 0.11 OJO

10 25 ..ILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-l« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-Soybean''S<^bean-Soybeao Rotatioa -Cooventional

Machinery costs

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COSTPER ACRE

F.C. V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C.

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER M7T> 1.39 0.74 0 0.19 0.26 0.14

CHISEL PLOWCTISFT O.M 4.94 0 0.33 3.26 1.64

TANDEM DISK REG GEldFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.75 10.09 3.04

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 10.lt 2.05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PIANTBR REGULAR S ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.40 t.l2 3.50

CHEM APPL LT30FTTRACT MTD 2.41 0.91 0 0.10 0.24 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD t9.23 44.29 SP 0.74 65.73 32.62

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.74 12J6 3.62

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.11 0.43 0 0.52 0.42 013

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.32 104 1.09

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.55 617 1.96

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 OJO O.IS

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 i37 0 0.3« LSI 0.91

TRACTOR 2WD l«0 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.6» 6 2.79 26.65 35.38

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.52 4.02 5.42

\«2M

ANNUAL LABOR REO UlREME3m

MONTH LABOR (hfi/ac) MONTH LABOR (hn/K)

1 lANUARY 0.00 4 APRS- 0.41

2 PEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 014

3 MARCH O.lt 6 JUNE 0.00

FCRST QUARTER ait SBCONDQUARm 0.65

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.41

t AUGUST 0.00 11 N0VQ4BER 0.10

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

TBIRDQaARIlK pouimQUARroK;
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Table A-2. Soybean-Soybcan-Cotton-Cotton Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-$oyl>tan*Cottoai>Cotton Rotation -Conventional

OOMMOOmf 1: SVfhtm

COMhIODTn 2: Seywn

CC»«MOOmr 3: Otutn

coMMOorry *•. cum

COMMTOITY 5:

COMMODITY «:

YEARS OF ROTATION 4

RBCHONTYF&

XB3I0N LD.

SfflLTYPe^

EXlNDSb 0

PAJWSng Ury pttooucnoN pRAcncs na.

1ULAGS Can»«na<B4l

ALT. NUTWem^ NONE

USDA PRODUCTION R80ION App»l»tfu»>

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTmr ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEC AMOUNT

KBVESVE

2107 t SoybcAH. Grain BU 5.<0t2 1 35 303^

2107 t Seytean, Gnin BU 5.tOt2 1 35 20329

20S5 t Conoo.Liai LB 0.447 1 725 449.01

2055 t Conoa, Lim LB 0.647 1 725 449.0S

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE 334.l<

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2C90 1 Seytean SMd BU 13.< 1 1.334 t<w41

26«0 1 Cooonaeed U 0.74 1 24 ::i<24'

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 9.14

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

501 2 liBKaoae LB 0.007t 1 5000 3R«

402 2 0-20-10 LB 0.0994444 1 200 1R93

100 2 Uiea(44%-44«N) LB 0.27 1 444A4 120.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0195 1 400 S3.7B

3 BERBICIDB5

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL SR14

4110 3 Hefla MTF. 4BC (TrifluralB) PT A125 1 4 24..7S

4019 3 Baaagrin. 4L (Benuise) PT <.41125 1 2 16.94

4144 3 Biaaer2L PT 7.3r75 1 OJ 3l49

4174 3 Cc4araB,4L PT 4.755 I 3 1427

4144 3 MSMA.4P)us* PT 2.11 1 2 . 4.34

4022 3 Biadcx 4L (Cyanaane) PT 3.71 1 3 IL34

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL ltJ4

4 INSECnODES

1124 4 TernIk 15 0 (Aldjcait) LB 3.2 1 7 2240

1152 4 Guthion 2L (Azinpboe Meifeyl) PT 3.t I 2 7.40

1247 4 Vydare C-LV (3.77 Ibt) X Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 <.3<

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 949

4 OTHER COSTS

t03 6 ScO«KB| CetB AC LOO

7120 4 Tetracler. Super X GtbuIb. IZS% LB IA2 1 20 .2t.40

903« 4 ?a (.35L) PT 12.4<75 1 1 12.49

9049 4 DEF6 PT 4.6eJS 1 3 lAOO

LAB 4 LABOR COST HR 5.tS 1 <.27 . 4LM

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC U5;34

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 41.70

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tiO 7 CutMn Aenai Qsentical Applicatioa AC 5 &.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1.50

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE OCPENSES

ANNUAL RffTUKNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 177^
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Table A-2. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soybean^Cotton-CottoD Rotatioo •Conventional

CROP DATE MACHIKE

NAME

StACHINI

TIME

Ij\BOR

TIME

BPRTTI TTPP CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJJten NAME RATE

11 30 DRY PERT Am. TRACTOR MTD ao9 0.10 UBMRom 1500

3 IS CHISEL PLOW CTISFT Mt 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK RBC GEI^FT 0.11 0.12

4 IS TANDEM DISK RfiO CEDPT 0.11 0.13

4 IS CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TMIM) MTF; 4BC (Tttfkniuo 1.5 PT 0.75

20 LANDALU 00-ALL 0.11 0.20

4 2S PUANTBI RBCUIAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.11 SOVMBISM 0.67

5 CHEM APPL CSOFT TRLR MTO 0.04 0.04 iMMm 4L dMonaai} 1 PT 0.50

$ S CHEM APPL OEDOPT TRLR MTD 0.00 aoo BIobIL 0.25 PT 0.13

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 20 DRY FBCr APPL TRACn» MTO 0.09 0.10 0-20-40 100

10 2S COMBINE ROW KDSP 3WD 0.1> 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SOL AXL&GAS 2TON (SP) o.u 0.20

to 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

SoyttnOnln 11 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 1500

3 15 CasaPLOWCTlSFT 0.0t 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK RBG GBIPPT 0.11 0.12

4 IS TANDEM DISK RBC GEI^ 0.11 0.13

4 15 CISM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TMflM MTF. 4ec (Trtflnlkt U PT 0.75

4 20 LANDAU. DO-ALL 0.1S 0.20

4 25 PLANTBl REGULAR ( ROW 0.10 O.Il S«y«MnSw4 0.67

5 5 CHEM APPL GESOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Bauinn. 4L (Benaiin) 1 PT 0.50

5 5 CHEM APPL OE30Pr TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 BlncrlL 0.25 PT 0.13

5 15 ROW cultivator OEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0-30U0 100

10 25 COMBINE ROW HO SP 2WD O.lt 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SOL AXL&GAS 3 TON (SP) O.U 0.20

10 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CoOoaU* 12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.0t 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBC OBIPPT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK RED OEIPPT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TMflm MIT. 4BC (TrtfknUn) 15 PT 0.75

4 10 CULT1A4ULCH ROaSRCEItPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 CooafiMMl IZOO

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.10 0.00 T«BlllSC(AMMflr6) 3.5 LB 050

4 25 CHB4 APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tmelsr. Suptr X OnnilB. 1 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHB4 APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 CMMBV 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PBtT SPRM TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UNt(44«.46«N) 222.22

s 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR CEI SFT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHa4 APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Pla6* 1 PT 050 S«a>MsOM* 4.00

5 30 CHB4 APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.00 0.00 Bliifex4L(Cymi«K) 15 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTTVATORCEISFT 0.13 0.14

6 IS CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OuM«n 2L (AxtW*M MiOvl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR CEtSFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHSrf APPL OESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pb(JSU 05 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CBSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vfmt C-LV (3.771a) 1 Ctl t OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHS4ICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEF< 15 PT 0.65 Qbuod abU QBOriBd t 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELP-PROP 0.33 0.36

10 3 COTTON TRAILER 0.04 0.09

n 23 CCrrrON PtCKBtSELF-PROP 0J3 0.36

11 U CCrrrON TRAILER 0.M 0.09

n 30 ROTARY MOWER OSS 0.36

11 30 KILL CODE DM OJW

CooaaLH 12 IS DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 1000

3 30 CnSEL PLOW GTISFT OM 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBC GEt9FT 0.11 0.12
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Table A-2. (Continued)

4 5 TAN084 OiSX REG CEIOPT 0.11 0.13

4 i CHEM Am. ATT TO {MPL 0.11 0.00 Treflm MTR 4BC CTMfhv^ 14 PT 0.7S

4 10 CULTIA4ULCH ROtXEX OBI OPT 0.07 047

4 2S PLANTER RfiOULAft 0 ROW 0.10 0.13 Cbm—(0 1340

4 U CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T4BfllISO(AlOle«t) 34 18 040

4 CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL OM 040 T4meler.Si.^X<R«fl«. tl3ft 10 18 1.00

4 M CHEM APPL SM SELP-PROP t>xn 0.07 CM«ntv4L 14 PT 0.73

i i DRY PERT SPRUt T1U1LER hfTO 0.0P 0.10 Uret(44«^»N) 22122

i 5 DRY PERT $PROR TRAILS MTO 040 0.00 040.20 300

5 1$ ROW CULTTVATOR OEtSPT 0.13 0.14

$ 30 CRQrf APPL SM SELF-PROP 047 047 MSMA.4phM* 1 PT 040 SeosnoCeJU 4.00

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF.PROP 040 0.00 BlMtx4L(Cynaw) 14 PT 340

i 10 ROW COLTtVATOR CEl SFT 0.13 0.14

< IS CHEM APPL OeSOPTTRLR MTD 044 044 OttbonaL (Axtnplw 14(091) 1 PT 04S

7 10 ROW CULTtVATOR CBlSFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CIEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 044 Ptt(4SL) 04 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GOOPr TRLR MTD 044 0.04 Vyow C-LV (3.77b*) 1GN 0 OZ 04S

<» IS CUSTOM AERIAL CHB41CAL APPLK 040 0.00 DEP4 14 PT OAS CUSoa Aa*l Owmici] y 3.00

to s COTTON PICKSSELP-PROP 043 044

to 3 COTTON TRAILER 040 0.09

t1 3S COTTON PICKS SELF-SOP 043 044

11 23 COTTONTRAILS 040 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWS 043 044

It 20 KCLLCODE 0.00 040
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Table A-2. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybeaii-S<^bean-CottoB-CottCMi Rotation -ConventiMial

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C.

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.81 0.43 0 0.35 0.28 0.15

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.84 4.94 0 0.33 3.26 1.64

TANDEM DISK REG GE19Fr 13.42 4.04 0 0.86 11.53 3.47

CHEM APPL ATT TO tt<PL 6.35 3.37 0 0.63 4.00 Z12

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.37 4.18 1.31

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 OAO 8.U 3.50

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.31 1.33 0.49

ROW CULTIVATOR GElSFT 4.72 2.37 0 1.02 4.U Z43

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.37 32.86 16.31

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP> 17.05 4.91 0 0.37 6.28 1.81

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.35 0.49 0Z6

CUL-n-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 10.18 2.05 0 0.13 1.37 0.28

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.26 9.67 Z29

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCAHON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.65 Z36 0.95

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL T.ei 10.34 5 1.59 1Z17 16A1

TRACTOR 2WD 1<0 HP DIESEL 9Si 1Z68 6 3.53 33.76 44.82

216.65 135.34

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH lABCA <hn/ac) MONTH LABOR (hn/«c)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.49

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.29

3 MARCH O.IS 6 JUNE 0.09

FIRST QUARTER ai5 SBCONDQUARTER 0.87

7 JULY 0.11 10 OCTOBER 0.43

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVQ^ER 0.45

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.05

THIRD QUARTHR 0.11 FOURTH QUARTER 0^3
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Table A-3, Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventional TiOage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotatimi -CoDventiMial

CMtMODmr V. SoyMn RBaONTYPE WHBSM SOLTYPB 0

COMMODITY 3: Soft Ke4WMer<MK« RBOIONLD^ SetmQaefcWandad EXINDBC 0

COMMIX)mr 3 FARM^Z: Late PRODUCTION PRACnCB NA.

COMMODITY 4 TTLUACE Conyeencna] NA.

COMMODITY S ALT. NimuOfT: NONE NA.

c«4MODrrr6 DUUCATTON: Dry NA.

YE4RS OF ROTATION 1 USDA PRODUCTION REGION Appalactuan

44790103.C01

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE QUANTTTV ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2107 8 Soybeto. Gne BU 5.8082 1 35 20329

2139 8 Wbeat. Soft Red Winter BU 3.34 1 42 141.12

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE 344.41

VARIABLE EXFENSES

1 SEED

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.8 1 0.447

2701 1 Wheat Seed. Winicr BU 7.41 1 2 t4J2

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2402

2 FERTILIZER a LIME

SOi 2 1 LB 0.0078 1 1500 U.70

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0994444 1 100 9.97

102 2 Anbydrottc Ammonia LB 0.29 1 80 2320

200 2 P205 LB 0.24 1 40 1040

300 2 S20 LB 0.12 1 20- 2A0

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

4110 3 TlreaMi MTF.dBC (TnOiralin) PT 4.125 1 1.5 4.19

4019 3 Baupan. 4L (BcbUbb) PT 8.48125 1 1 R48

4144 3 Bla»2L PT 7.3875 1 0.25 U5

4139 3 Hamony Esora (DP) OZ 13.15 1 0.5 458

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 23419

4 OTHER COSTS

7074 4 rtk(3.4eQ OZ 2.42 1 4 1048

LAB 4 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 2.52 1472

MVC 4 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC :40u-K

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RJETTURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

170.74

I73i.«7
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Table A-3. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed!

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventi<maI

CROP DATC MACHINE

NAME

tUCHINl

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS AJJiere NAME RATE

S«yKan,Cciln 6 22 DRY FHCr APPL TRACTOR bfTD 0.09 0.10 LUnuum 1500

<> 23 CHISEL Plow OTISFT 0.08 0.09

6 25 TANDEM DISK RfiO GE19FT 0.11 0.12

6 28 TANDEM DISK ROC GEI9Pr 0.11 0.13

6 28 CKa4 APPL ATT TO IMPl 0.11 0.00 IVeflMi MTR «EC (IVirknUi^ 1.5 PT 0.75

7 I LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.18 0.20

7 5 PLANTER RECULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.11 S«ybMCkS«e4 0.67

8 5 CHEM APPL CE30n- TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Bausnn. 4L (Bctnzen) 1 PT 0.50

8 5 CHEM APPL GQOFTTRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 BlUBr2L 0.25 PT 0.13

8 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEJSFT 0.13 0.14

8 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0.2OA0 100

10 10 C0M6CNBRDWHDSP 2WD 0.18 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SOL AXLBGAS 2T0N (SP) 0.18 0.20

10 10 KO-LCODE 0.00 0.00

WhnfcSsnRKlW 10 1! CHISEL PL0W0T15FT 0.08 0.09

10 13 TANDEM DISK REG 0BI9PT 0.11 0.13

10 13 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.11 0.00

10 15 DRILUPLAIN.DISCGRAIN GT14 0.16 0.17 P4ie«Sw<l,w«wr 2.00

3 15 CHEM APPL GBOFT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 m (3.460 4 OZ 0.00

3 30 CHB4 APPL CE30PT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 Bvmony Btn (D^ 0.5 oz 0.37

4 15 LOUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.07 0.07 ArtiyAoul Annot 80

4 15 LQUD FERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P20$ 40

4 15 LOUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

6 20 COMBINESELP-PROP 2W0 0.24 0.26

6 20 TRUCK SCLAXL&CAS 2TON (SP) 0.24 0.26

6 20 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-3, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean«Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COSTPERHOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c F.C V.C.

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTO O.tl 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 o.ot

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.17 1.43 0.t2

TANDEM DISK REG GEldFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.3S 3.37 0 0.11 0.4S 0.34

LANDAU, DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.29 3.31 1.03

PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 20.30 t.7« 0 0.10 2.03 0.IS

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.24 1.54 0 0.04 0.17 0.04

ROW CULTIVATOR GB15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.13 0.40 0.30

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD t9.23 44.29 $p 0.11 14.43 tl4

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 A91 0 0.42 7.19 2.07

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

DR1LL.PLA]NJ>1SCGRAIN GTIA 12.29 5.19 0 0.14 1.93 0.t2

CHEM APPL GESOFT TRACT MTD L4I 0.91 0 0.0t 0.19 0.07

LQUD PERT APM. TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.07 0.21 0.10

COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD UZt2 31.42 SP 0.24 26.64 7.51

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.32 2.44 3.29

TRACTOR 2WD ItiO HP DIESEL 9.55 1L«4 6 1.10 10.47 13.91

7M7 40.75

ANNUAL lABORREQOTREMEerS

MONTH LABOR (kfi/K) MONTH LABOR

j
lANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.07

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.09 4 niNE 0.94

FIRST QUARTER ft06 SECOND QUARTER LOS . 

7 JULY 0.31 10 OCTOBER 0.80

1 AUGUST 0.2S It NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTS PpURTH QUARTER
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Table A-4. Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean^on Red Winter Wheat Rotati<Mi •Conventional

COMMODITY 1; Soybem ft&CtONTYf^ WMcnMd

COMMCOmr 2: ScftKmVWtf W>wi

COMMOOmr 3:

coMMOorrr *

coMMTOmr si

C0MM00mr«:

RBQION LDj

FAJtMSBB Lye

SOIL TYPE

ELtNDBC: 0

PRODUCnON MlACnCBS

TUXAOE Cenvendcnti

ALT. NynUEJff; NONE

BUUGA-nOR Dry

YBARSOFROTATION: I USDA PRODUCTION REGION AppeltdUm

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE OUANTTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVESUB

2107 S SoybcAO. OrsB BU 5.«0t2 1 35 203.29

2139 t Wbex, Soft Red Winier BU 3.36 1 42 141.12

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE

VARIABLE EXFENSES

1 sEn>

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.S 1 0.667 9.20

2701 1 Wbeai Seed. Winis BU 7.41 1 2 14.t2

ANSVAL SUBTOTAL lAOt

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

SOl 2 Ihnfwnier LB 0.007t 1 ISOO tLTO

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996666 1 100 9.9?

102 2 Aeby*ow Ammeeii LB 0.29 1 to 23L20

200 2 P20S LB 0.26 1 40 1040

300 2 S20 LB 0.12 1 20

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S7.<7

4110 3 TMla MTF. 48C CThflunla) PT 4.12S 1 1.5 6.19

4019 3 BaufpM. 4L (Beauaaa) PT t.ai25 1 1 L4*

4146 3 BianerTL PT 7.3175 I 0.25 Lt5

4139 3 Hraony Extra (DF> OZ 13.15 1 0.5 fj*

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL ■: tSJD9
6 OTHER COSTS

«0« 6 teid BaK Tenaoci AC 10A35S I0IA4
7076 6 Tik (3.6BC) OZ Z62 1 4 104«
LAB 6 LABOR COST MR 5.«5 1 2.52 JA7Z
MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 407S

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 76J9

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPSXSES ItLlT

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE E3CPENSES 143a4
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Table A-4, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventional

CROP DKTE MACHINE ^CHZN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTIUZER CHEMICAL OTHFR INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJ7aae NAME RATE

SoybiVkOrtin 6 22 ORY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 LiMSom 1500

6 23 CnSELPLOWGTISPT 0.08 0.09

« 25 TANDBrf DISK RBO CBITPT 0.11 0.12

6 2S TANDEM DISK RBO OBI^PT 0.11 0.13.

6 2S CHEM A?n. ATT TO MPL O.lt 0.00 TMIm MTR 4EC(TnntnU;V 1.5 PT 0.75

7 1 LANDAU. DO-ALL 0.18 0.20

7 5 PLANTER R6CULAR < ROW 0.10 0.11 SoyMwiSnd 0.67

t CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Bauwv 4L (BcMtacn) 1 PT 0.50

t 5 CHEM APPL CESOFT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 bliatr2L 0.25 PT 0.13

t 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEIJFT 0.13 0.14

t 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0.20AO 100

10 10 COM BINE ROW HDSP 2WD 0.18 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SQL AXL&GAS 2TON ̂ 0.18 0.20

10 10 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

WheKSoBRMW 10 11 CHSELPLOWGTISFT 0.08 0.09

10 13 TANDEM DISK REG 0E19PT 0.11 0.13

10 13 LANDALL. DO-AU 0.11 0.00

10 15 0RILL-PLADU>1SCGIUUI CTW 0.16 0.17 WhntSaK.WMer 2.00

3 15 CHEM APPL GBOPTTRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 Tlt(X<BO 4 OZ 0.00

3 30 CHEM APPL GBOPTTRACT MTD 0.04 }
1

0.04 HvaMRrBortP^ 0.5 oz 0.37

4 IS LQUD PERT APPL TRAOER MTD 0.07 i 0.07 ArtqrttMtABaMr 80

4 15 LQUD PB(T APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00' 0.00 P20i 40

4 15 LQUD PBIT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 R2a 20

4 20 COM BINESELF-PROP 2WD 0.24 0.26

6 20 TRUCK SGL AXL&GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.24 0.26

6 20 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-4. (Contiiiued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -ConventiMial

MACHINSKY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C v.c.

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTO 0.<] 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 0.08

CHISEL PLOW CTlSfT 9.14 4.94 0 0.17 1.63 0.82

TANDEM DISK REG CE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30

CHQ^ APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 O.Il 0.68 0.36

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.29 3.31 1.03

PLANTER REGULAR tROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 L03 0.88

CHEM APPL GE30PT TRLR MID 4.26 1.56 0 0.04 0.17 0.06

ROW CULTTVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.V 0 0.13 0.60 0.30

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD S9.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON <SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.42 7.19 107

KILL CODS o.oo 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 OOO

DR2m>LAINJ)ISCGRAlN Gn4 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.82

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD 2.4t 0.91 0 0.08 0.19 0.07

LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.07 0.21 0.10

COMBINE S ELP-PROP 2WD 112.12 31.62 SP 004 26.64 7.51

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.32 C44 3.29

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 1.10 10.47 13.91

78:47 4075

ANNUAL LABOR REOUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/K) MONTH LABOR (hn/tc)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.07

2 FEBRUARY aoo 5 MAY aoo

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.96

FIRST (^JARTBR SECOND QUARTER w»

7 JULY 0.31 10 OCTOBER 0.80

t AUGUST 0.2S n NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

IBIRDQUARTeR ; Qi» : TOWTHQU 080
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Table AS. Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotatioii -Conventional TiUage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -Conventional

C^MODITY 1: Scrybew

COMMODmr 1 ScBRrtWWtf

COMMOOnr 3:

C0MM«>mr4:

C^MOOmr 3:

CCMMOOmr <:

YEARS OP ROTATION;

REaONTYPe

R80ICN LD^

FARMSCS

TtLLACE;

ALT. NirTRIDm

OUUCATION;

BMwCtwkWMMNd

PRODUCnON PRACnCB Owwart«

U50A PRODUCnON RB310N AppijacfUw

64790103.C12

ITBM CATEGORY NAME UNTfS PRICE QUANITTV ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

KFVE\UE

2107 8 Soybean. Grain BU S.8082 1 35 203:29

2139 8 Wbea. Soft Red Wnier BU 3.36 1 42 14U2

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 344.41

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEO

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.8 1 0.667 920

2701 1 Wbeai Seed. Winter BU 7.41 1 2 14.82

ANNVAL SVBTOTAL 24.02

2 FERTILIZER a LIMB

SOl 2 Luueaune LB 0.0078 1 1500 i-ill two

402 2 0-20^ LB 0.0996666 1 100 9.97

102 2 Anhydrout ABDonia LB 0.29 1 10

200 2 F205 LB 0.26 1 40 lOAO

300 2 E20 LB 0.12 1 la iAO

3 BBIBICIPES

ANNVAL SVBXCTAL

4110 3 TMlao MTF,4EC (TrifluraliD) FT 4.125 1 1.5 6.19

4019 3 Baugran, 4L <BenU2DD) FT 8.48125 1 1 L48

4146 3 Blaaer2L PT 7.3875 1 0.25 L85

4139 3 HMnony Extra (DF) OZ 13.15 1 05

ANNVAL SVBTOTAL

6 OTHER COSTS

7076 6 Tik(3.6EC) OZ 2.62 1 4 tOM

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 2.77 16.19

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC

ANNVAL SVBTOTAL 7150

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 17658

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 148.12
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Table A-S. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -ConvcntiMial

CROP D\TE MACHINE VIACHIN

HME

LABOR

TIME

PERTHIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTH NAME RATE

5«yb*«vOrain « 22 DRY PERT APPt TRACTOR ftfTO 0.10 0.11 , 1500

6 23 CHiSB^PLoworispr 0.09 0.10

« 25 TAIOEM DISK RBC GEIPPr 0.12 0.13

6 2S TANDM DISK RES CEIprr 0.12 0.15

ft 2t CHH4 APPL AIT TO IMPt 0.12 0.00 MTF. 4BC (TrtfknUf^ 1.5 PT 0.75

7 1 LANDAU. OOULL 0.20 0.22

7 5 PLANTER RfiCULAR < ROW 0.11 0.12 SoyMmSted 0.67

t 5 CHEM APPL CE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Batttnn. 4L (tkmun) 1 PT 030

t CHEM APPL GSOPT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 Blner2L 0.25 PT 0.13

t 15 ROW CULTIVATOR CEl SFT 0.14 0.1ft

t 20 DRY FW APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.10 0.11 0.2M0 100

10 10 C0M8INERDWBDSP 2WD 0410 0.22

10 10 TRUCK SCLAXL&GAS2T0N (SP) 0.20 0.22

10 10 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

RedW 10 11 CHSELPLOWOTISPT 0.09 0.10

10 13 TAND04 DISK RES 0E1PPT 0.12 0.15

10 13 LANDALL. OO.AU. 0.12 0.00

10 15 DROUPLAOCDtSCCRAlN CTU 0.17 0.19 Wt»KSwd.WMer 100

3 15 CHBfl APPL GBMPT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.05 Tlt(3.<eC) 4 OZ 0.00

3 30 CHB4 APPL GOOFT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.05 HaraHiiyetn(DF) 0.5 OZ 0.37

4 15 LOUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.07 o.ot An(iye«w Aaa« to

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P20S 40

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILSI MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

ft 20 COMBmESa.P.pRDP :WD OJft 0.29

ft 20 TRUCK SCLAXLfrGAS 3T0N ̂ 0.26 0.29

ft 20 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A'5» (Continued)

B«aver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -ConventiMal

MACHINERY COSTS

MAOnNENAMB COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C CODE PER ACRE P.C V.C

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD O.Sl 0.43 0 0.19 0.16 O.OS

CHISELPLOW GT15FT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.1S 1.79 0.90

TANDEM DISK REG GE19PT 13.42 4.04 0 0.35 4.76 1.43

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.12 0.75 0.40

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.32 3.64 1.14

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 <.76 0 0.11 2.23 0.96

CHEM APPL GEMFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.04 O.lt 0.07

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.14 0.66 0.33

COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD S9.23 44.29 SP 0.20 lt.07 1.97

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.46 7.91

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

DR1LL.PLA1NJDISCGRAIN GTT4 12.29 5.19 0 0.17 2.12 0.90

CHEM APPL CE30FT TRACT MTD L4t 0.91 0 0.09 OJI O.OS

LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.07 0.31 0.11

COMBINE SELP-PROP 2WD 112.12 31.62 SP 0.26 29.30 S.26

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.35 2.61 3.61

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.6t 6 1.21 11.52 15.30

t6Jl 4<83

ANNUAL LABOR REOUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR <hfi/«c> MONTH

! JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL O.OS

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 s MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.09 « JUNE 1.06

FIRST QUARTER ON SECOND QUARTER 1.14

f JULY 0.34 10 OCTOBER O.tt

t AUGUST 0.31 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECa^BER 0.00

THIRD (QUARTER 0.fi5 FOURTHQUARIER
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Table A-6. Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -No-Till Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -No-Till

COMMWrrr 1: SwUm RBClONTYre: W«etm4

ooMMOomr imirwwwww

COMMODITY 3:

C(»<M<»mr 4:

COMMOOmr S:

COMMODITY fc

YEARS OP ROTATION: 1

RB3I0N LD~ BtiwOwt WMuam

PARMSGS L»i»

TILLAOB No-Tn

SOtl.TYPB£

ntCNDBL 0

PROOUCnON WUCnCBSNA.

ALT. NtmOEW: NONE

DUUOAnON: Dry

USDA PRODUCTION REOION AppiltdMW

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL IPfDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2107 t Soybean. Grain BU S.tOS2 1 3S 203.29

2139 t Wheat. Soft Rod Wbmt BU 3.34 1 42 14L12

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE

VARMALE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2000 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.t 1 0.447 9i0

2701 1 WfaetfSeed. Winier BU 7.41 1 1.5 ILI2

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL MJZ

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

$01 2 1 iiararwir LB 0.007t 1 1500 lUO

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0994444 1 100 9.97

102 2 Aabydrout Amateeia LB 0.29 1 to 2E2Q

431 2 10-30-30 LB 0.194 1 100 f9.40:

3 HStBIdDBS

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

4314 3 Gnooxoae Extra, 2.SL (Pvaqua) PT 4.22S 1 1.5 6,34

4340 3 howl 3w3EC QT 10.725 1 1 ia?3

4019 3 Basajra, 4L (Beataas) PT S.4tl25 1 1 UB

4144 3 fiUBf2L PT 7.3r7S 1 0.25

4139 3 Hannooy &ara <DF) OZ 13.1S 1 0.5 R5t

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 3i9T

4 OTHER COSTS

7074 4 Tik (L4EC) OZ Z42 1 4 KM

LAB 4 LABOR COST HR $.t$ 1 1.95 IMS

MVC 4 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC s&n

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 37.72

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE E3CPE3SSBS

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE E3CPENSES

I7t47

U7^
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Table A-6. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Son Red WinUr Wheat RoUUon -No-TiD

CROP D<ITE MACHINE ^OOKI

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS XUtat NAME RATE

SoyteavGnln 6 It DRY PERT Am. TRACTOR WTD 0.09 0.10 UanncN 1500

6 20 PLANTER NO-Ta.L « ROW 0.20 0.22 S«ybt«iSM4 0.47
6 30 OHM Am OeiOFT TRkR KTO 0.04 0.04 OruMon* BWA 25L (Pm^oB) 1.5 PT 0.47

6 30 CHEM Am OaOFT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 Prowl ).7 EC 1 QT 0.<0

7 5 CHEM Am GESOPT TRtR MTD 0.04 0.04 Bhupvt. 4L (Bcnthw) 1 PT 0.50

5 CHEM Am OaOPT TRUt MTD 0.00 0.00 BloeriL 0.25 PT 0.13

7 10 DRY Ftrr Am tractor mto 0.09 0.10 0.2M0 too

10 12 COM BINE ROW HDS? 2WD O.lt 0.20

10 12 TRUCK SCL AXL&OAS i TON (SP) O.lt 0.20

10 12 KIUCODE 0.00 0.00

10 IS cfBsariowcTispT o.ot 0.09

10 20 TANDB4 DISK REC 0EI9PT O.II 0.12

10 25 CUkTlM ULCH ROUER <KI IPT 0.07 0.07

10 30 DRUL. NO-TtLL, MIN-TILL. iff 0.10 0.11 WhcBSwdWMtf 1.50

2 S DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Artlj>*«Gd ABOM 10

2 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 lO-M-M 100

3 20 CHD>( Am CBOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 ao4 Tlt(3.SEC) 4 OZ 0.00

4 15 CHa< APPLCaOFT TRLR MTO 0.04 0.04 HrBOd)' Bm(Df^ 0.5 OZ 0.37

4 15 COMBINEROWHOSP 3WD 0.11 0.20

« 15 TRUCK SCL AXLE^AS 2T0N (5P) 0.1t 0J20

6 IS KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-6. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Soft Red Winter Wheat Rotation -No-TIO

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C.
DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MID O.tl 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 o.ot
PLANTER NO-TTLL « ROW 16.4S 9.74 0 0.20 3.29 1.95

CHEM APPL GE30FT TELR MID 4.24 1J4 0 0.16 0.47 0.24

COMBD«E ROW HD SP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP 0.37 32.16 16.31

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.37 4.2t l.St

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.S4 4.94 0 o.ot 0.t2 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEISFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEISFT IO.lt 2.05 0 0.07 0.49 0.14

DRILL, NO-TILL. MIN-T1LL, 20 27.34 12.11 0 0.14 4.4t 1.9t

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.09 0.12 0.04

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.47 10.34 5 0.34 2.41 3.52

TRACTOR 2WD 140 HP DIESEL 9S5 lL4t 4 0.70 4.4t i.n

40.07 3541

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR <hn/M) MONTH

! JANUARY 0.00 4 APUL 0.04

2 FEBRUARY 0.10 5 MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.04 4 JUNE 0.74

FIRST QUARTER 0.U ; SECOND QUARTER; Ml

7 JULY 0.14 10 OCTOBER o.r

1 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER aoo

9 SEPTEMBER 04)0 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 0.14 F0URTHQUAR1ER
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Table A-7. Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional TUlage

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoD-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMODHY l: Cacwn

COMMOOmr 2:

COMMCa>rTYa:

COMMGDiry*

cw^Moomr i-.

COMMOOmrt:

RS3I0NTYP&

RBCION LO^

PAJU>(S(Z&

TILLACe

ALT. NinHIENT.

CMUOATIOM

BtnwCtMk WmtSM

KSnDUAL(lAr*»p««w>M)

SOIL TYPE _0

ELCNDBL 0

pftooucnoN piucncES

YEARS OF ROTATION: 1 USDA PRODUCTION REOION AppikdUm

IT^ CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTrrv ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUm

REVENUE

2055 • CatioB. Liu LB 0.647 1 725 409.0*

2602 t Huo' Vetcb Cover Crop TON 0 1 2,4 aoo

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 4t9M

VARIABLE EXFESSES

1 SEED

2660 1 Cosoaieed LB 0.76 1 12 0,12

2703 1 Haio'Vetch Seed LB a? 1 t 5.60

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1<?2

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

501 2 liBKfUe LB 0.0071 1 1000 7,80

101 2 34-041 or 'AmtDoohiB Niireie (33J% N) LB 0.11IS 1 29t5044776 35,4«

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0*95 1 300 36*5

3 HBIBICIDES

ANNXM. SUBTOTAL 70.11

4110 3 IMla MTF, 4BC (TfiftmliB) PT 4.125 1 tJ 5.19

4176 3 Ceiorui.4L PT 4.755 1 U 7il3

4144 3 MSMA.4Ptaf PT 2.11 1 1 2.1*

4022 3 Bl4da4L(CyauiBe) PT 3.7« 1 1.5 5,6?

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2U7
4 ZNSECnCXDES

1124 4 Teaia(15G (AldicalO) LB 3.2 1 iS J120

1152 4 Gathiea 2L (Aaapim Modiyl) PT 3.1 1 1 3.«0

1247 4 VydeicC-LV (3.77l>t) 1 Gal OZ 0J234375 1 t 4.19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1919

6 OTHER COSTS

•03 6 SeouBg Coats AC 4.00

7120 6 Ten-actor, Super X Gfatutar, 12^% LB 1.42 1 10 ' 1430
003t 6 Pix (.35L) PT 12.6*75 I 0.5 634

9049 6 DBF 6 PT 4.6675 1 IJ 7.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.15 1 3.43 20M

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIAB L£ COST AC 54.11

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 105.69

7 VARIABLE BARVGST COSTS

• 10 7 Qiaam Aerial Ocmical ApplicatioD AC 5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL LOO

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE OrENSIB

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE dPENSGS

2a3Jt

23S^
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Table A*?. (Continued)

B««vcr Creek Watershed

CottoB-Velcb Cever Rotatioo •ConveatioBal

64790104.C01

CROP DiTE MACHINE VlACHINI

TIME

LABOR

TIME

PBRTIUZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS AJJaat NAME RATE

CHWcvLtt 3 2S DRT PBKT S?IUM( TIUILai MTO 0.09 0.10 Ummm 1000

3 30 CnsELPUlWCTISPT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDM DISK RES CE1»Pr 0.11 0.12

4 S TANDEM DISK RBS Get»PT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO DitPt 0.11 0.00 TNflan MTP. *EC (TnnwiUi^ 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTi -M ULCH ROLLER GEt SPT 0.07 0.07

4 2S PLAKTSt REGULAR « ROW 0.10 0.13 CotuntMd 12.00

4 25 CtBU APPLATTTO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T«BklXl(Aldtcirt) 3.5 LB 050

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 T«m«>er,S)9«Xttm]i(, 125% 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPLSM $ELP.PR<»> 0.07 0.07 Om««V 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 SAMtr'ABBon 298.504

S 5 DRy PERT SPRI>R TRAlLBl hTTD 0.00 0.00 300

s 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEJSFT 0.13 0.14

s 30 CHEM APPL SM SB5--PRC» 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PIQI* 1 FT 050 SCMtttfCUU 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPLSM SELP.PROP 0.00 0.00 BIMm 4L(CT«IBtM} 15 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEJSPT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHB4 APPL OE30PT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Oneu«n 2L (Azft^bM Mrtiyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GB1SPT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CfEM APn, OOOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 PbpSL) 05 PT 0.02

7 20 CtB4 APPL CQOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 V)rdlMC.LV(3.77Rl)1Gtl 8 02 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEF( 15 PT 0.45 CttBoa Amtl QmbMI / 3.00

to 5 COTTON PICKER SELP-MtOP 0.33 0.34

10 5 OOTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PlCKBt5a.P-PR0P 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTONTRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 2t ROTART MOWER 0.33 0.34

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

fWtyVMttCow 11 30 TANDEM DISK RED GEIPFT 0.11 0.12

12 1 FINISHING HARROW GE13FT 0.07 0.08

12 4 DRTLUPLAlN^tSCCRAIN GTI4 ai4 0.17 Hktiy VMdiSMd 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWBL 0.33 0.34

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-7« (Contiimed)

Btaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

MACHPiBRY CQgTS

MACHINE NAME OJST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C.

DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD ).39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13

CHISEL PL0WCT15FT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEldPT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30

OJEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER OEJIFT I0.}8 105 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 103 0.88

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 l.U

ROW CULTTVATDR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.18

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2112 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.65 136 0.95

KILL CODE aoo 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

RNISHING HARROW GE15FT 7.54 3.19 0 0.07 0.54 0O8

DRILL.PLAINJ>ISCGRAIN GTI4 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.82

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 140 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 1.68 16.06 21.32

tlXJ ■jAU

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/ac) MONTH lABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.52

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.5S 6 JUNE 0.18

o.$s SECO^jQUARm^ iM

7 AJLY 0^3 10 OCTOBER 0.45

8 AUGUST 0.00 1! NOVEMBER 0.93

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 005

lElRD QUARTER 0.23 FOURTH QUARTER J.64
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Table A-8. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional TBlage

B«av«r Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

C»<M<»rrY 1; tt CMtcn

COMMOOmr t v«<ti Cvm

COMMOPtTY».

COMMOOmr S:

coMMwmre:

RSCtON TYPB

RBSICNLD.

TTLLAGB Cwiwrocntl

PRODUCTION PRACTICES BwOpfChiataai

aOMeo

ALT. NUTRIBff: NONE

DUUOATlON: Dry

YEARS OP RDTATlCN: I U5DA PRODUCTION RBCION AptiMthlx

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UMTS PRICE OUANTTTV ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

21tO < BtConon. LiM LB 0.647 1 725 4«9.0<

2602 < Htiry Veicb Cov<r Ocp TON 0 1 14 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 469.09

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2661 1 BtCoacBaeetf LB 0.<4 1 12 IOlOS

2704 1 Bt Conoa S«ed Royally Fee AC 35 1 1 35.00

2703
> Hiio'VflicbSeed LB 0.7 1 < 5.60

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 5049

2 PERTCLIZER A UME

301 2 LB 0.007t 1 1000 . 7.10
109 2 Urea (44%M% N) LB 0.27 1 : 6&00

401 2 0.20-20 LB 0.0995 1 300 26.ts

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 9445

3 HERBIC1DB5

4110 3 Treflaa MTF. 4BC CThflunlin) PT 4.125 1 6.19

4176 3 Cotona, 4L PT 4.755 1 U 7.13

4144 3 MSMA.4 Plui* PT IK 1 1 2.U

4022 3 Bletei 4L (CyanaziBe) PT 3.7< 1 U • s>sr

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 3L17

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 TeaklSG (AltfiMit) LB 3.2 I 3.5 IL30

1152 4 GtRhkn 2L (Azia^ Metbyl) PT 3.< 1 1 ' MO
1247 4 Vydae C-LV (3.77t«) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 < 4.19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.19

6 OTHER COSTS

<03 6 Scouting Coeta AC 4.00

7120 6 Teiraclor, Super X Grauibr, 12^% LB 1.42 1 10 14.20

903t 6 Pix (.35L) PT 116<75 1 O.S 6.34

9049 6 DBF 6 PT 4.6675 1 1.5 7.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.<S 1 3.43 2944

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 54.11

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 105.69

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

<10 7 Omen Aerial Cbcaical Applicaica AC 5 3LOO

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 349

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE ECPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXFENSES 174.79
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Table A'8» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CoUon-Veteh Cover Rotation •Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE MACHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZBR OSMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AX/aoc NAME RATE

aCettcALn S 2t DKT PERT ̂ RDR TRAtLQl kfTO 0.09 0.10 UOMM» 1000

3 30 CRtSELPLOWCTlSFT 0.0t 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBO CEt^PT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDBtf DISK R8G OElSFT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPt ATT TO IMPt. 0.11 0.00 TMflm MTP. 4BC (TrirMnUi^ 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCK ROaERGEKFT 0.07 0.07

4 23 PLANTS* REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 BiConaiwa IZOO

4 25 CKEM APPL ATT TO WPL 0.10 0.00 TtBk13C(AMMrt) 3.5 LB 0.50 M CsRsn Sm4 Revolty R 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO CMPL 0.00 0.00 T«rT*«l«r.5i9*rX Owail«. IIMF 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF.PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«nn. «L 1.5 PT 0.75

DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 0.09 0.10 U«t(4MM4WN)

5 5 DRY PB(T SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PIV* 1 PT 0.50 SooixocCoas 4.00

5 30 CHSiI APPLSM SOF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Radcs 4L(Cy«HBao) IJ PT 3.00

6 10 ROW COLTrVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

« IS CSM APPL 083OPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 ooHMt2L (AttWM* MMirq 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISPT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHB4 APPLGESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pti(J3l^ 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 OBM APPL GDOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 V)reuC.LV(X77»0)IOd 8 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEPt 1.5 PT 0.45 Cusaa Aorttl QwalcN > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PIClCBlSaLF^-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER o.ot 0.09

It 25 COTTON PtCKSl Sa.P-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWa 0.33 0.34

11 21 (ULLCODE 0.00 0.00

Httiy VtMiCow 11 30 TANDEM DISK REG GEIPPT 0.11 0.U

12 1 FINISHING HARROWGEISFT 0.07 0.08

12 4 DRILUPLADLDISCGRAIN OTM 0.16 0.17 HNiy VfidiSM4 8.00

3 25 ROTARYMOWSt 0.33 0.34

3 25 KtUCODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A'S« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

6<7Wt04.C02

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C
DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13
CHISEL PLOWGTISFT 9.14 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG CEJ9FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30

CHEM APPLATTTOIMPL 6.33 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEIIFT 10.11 2.05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.10 2.03 O.IS

CHEM APPL SM SELP-PROP 37.13 «.79 SP 0.13 4.13 1.14

ROW CUL7TVATDR GE15FT 4.72 %.n 0 0.38 I.Sl 0.91

CHEM APPL CE30FTTRLR MTD 4.2« 1.5* 0 0.12 0.50 0.11

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCAHON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP $3.9S 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.65 136 0,95

KILL CODE O.OO 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GE15IT 7.54 3.t9 0 0.07 0.54 018

DR1LL.PLAZNJ>ISCGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.82

TRACTOR 2WD I3S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.53 12.6S 6 1.68 16.06 21.32

8217 5411

ANNUAL LABOR REOUIREME34TS

MONTH LABOR (hiV»c) MONTH LABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.52

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.5S 6 JUNE 0.18

HRST QUARTER 05$ seo()ND QUARTER tJOZ

7 JULY 0^ 10 OCTOBER OAS

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.93

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 015

THIRD QUARTER 023 FOURTH QUARTER 1.64
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Table A-9. Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -CMiventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoO'Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMODITY I: 0»Ron RS5CONTr9B W*i*ed
SOILTYPB 0

COMMOOrTYi VMftOww RB31WL0J
ElMDBb 0

COMMODITY7 PARM.'CIZR' L»r PRODUCnON NUCriCBS BrndatterOMoiiMU

COMMODITY *- TnXAOE ConvtnUtnl NarwiMntiMrt
COMMODITYS; ALT. Nt/TWQff: R£SDUAL(l«

BroM BuMTerraeea

COMMODmre: nUUOATlON: Dry
N>.

YEAMOPROTATION: j USDA MorytmoN

64790104.C11

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTITY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVESVE

2055 8 Conon. LiM lB 0.647 1 725 469.M

2602 8 Hairy Veteb Cover dap jON 0 1 2.4 01.00

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVIMUE

VAKIABLE EXPENSES

i SEED

2660 1 CoacBMied IP 0.76 1 12 9.12

270S 1 Ha>y VeteJi Seed jjp 0.7 1 t 5.60

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 14.72

2 FERTILIZER a LDkffi

50] 2 Limenooe jjg 0.0078 1 1000 : 7;80
101 2 3(0<Oor'Ammouwn Nkntt (33.5%N> | p 0.1188 1 298.5044776 iSM
401 2 0-20-20 lb 0.0895 1 300 afc85

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70.11

4110 3 'Dca«MTF.4ECCrri0unla) pj 4.125 1 1.5 6.19
4176 3 CotoraB.4L frj- 4.755 1 IS 7.13
4144 3 MS MA. 4 Plot" pr 2.18 1 1 2.18
4022 3 Bladg 4L (CyuuzMM) pf 3.78 1 IS 5,67.

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2U7
4 INSECnClDES

1124 4 THBai5C(AMk«b) lB 5-2 1 3.5 11:20

1152 4 Gottioa 2L (Aaapboe Meifyl) pj 3.8 i 1. 3.10

1247 4 Vyd«eC-LV<3.77t>i)lG»l qj 0J234375 1 8 4.19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 89.19

6 OTHER COSTS

t03 6 ScOUUDj Cots
4.00

806 6 Broad Bate Tenace* xC 10.4355 I0A4

7120 6 Tetraclor. Super X GraauUr. 12.5% lB 1.42 1 10 84.20

9038 6 Pi* (-WL) n 12.6875 1 0.5 >'..v6.34'

9049 6 DEF 6 p<p 4.6675 1 U : 7;00

LAB 6 LABOR COST hr 5.15 1 3.43 26M

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST xC 54.11

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL U(.12

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Qutooi Aerial CBonical Applicatiai xC 5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL SM

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXrKNSKS'

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

24<51

724.74
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Table A-9. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE SUCHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTIUZER CHEMICAL

M/yUlVM.Ll 1

CITHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATB UNTTS Ajyaere NAME RATE

CocwvLn 3 2S DRY FHtT SPROR TUMLgH MTO 0.09 O.IO UMSan 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOWGTISFT 0.0t 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REG CE>9FT O.il 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBS CEllPT 0.1 i 0.13

4 S CHEM APPL ATTTO OMPt 0.11 0.00 Trtflm MTF. 4BC (TrtftotUf^ 1.5 FT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER OBt (FT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR f ROW 0.10 0.13 CocunMed 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T«nftl6C(AVlle««) 3.5 U 0.50

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 T(mdor.5u(Mr X Gnndtr. 115% to LB 1.00

4 30 CfCM APPL 5M SO^-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«m 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 DRY FBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 >4-044r-AUMil 291.504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.30-2C 300

S 15 ROW CULTTVATOROE15FT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SB^PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4p|m- 1 FT 0.50 ScMkitCaai 4.00

S 30 CHEM APPL5M SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 SUte 4L(Cymx«a) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR <361SFT 0.13 0.14

« IS CHEM APPL CESOPT TRLR MTD 0.0« 0.04 Omsn 2L (AttvhM M«09l) 1 PT 0.25

7 to ROW CULTIVATOR GgUFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL^OPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Ptt pSL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CfCM APPL GB9PT TRLR MTO 0.04 0.04 Vird«tC.LV(J.77fc»)i<W t OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM ABUALCHBMtCALAPPLK 0.00 0.00 DEF6 IS PT 0.65 OiSOQ A4rtal Chemlal > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKHl SELF-PROP 0.33 a36

10 5 CCTTTONTRAILER o.ot 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKBISELP-PROP 0.33 0.36

n 25 COTTON TRAILSI o.ot 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWDI 0.33 0.36

It 21 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

HUty V«tdi C«*tr 11 30 TANDEM DISK RS3 GEIPFT 0.11 0.12

u 1 FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 0.07 0.01

12 4 DRlLUPLAIN^tSCGRAIN CTU 0.16 0.17 HMfy V«idtS«4 t.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWBR 0.33 0.36

3 25 RILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-9. (Continned)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetcb Cover Rotation -Conventional

MAOONENAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C

DRYFERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13
CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30

CHEM APPL ATTTO DUPL 6.3S 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70
CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEUFT 10.18 L05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.7ft 0 0.10 103 0.18

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 1.14

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHS^ APPL GB30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.18

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 1639

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.65 136 0.95

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHINC HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.89 0 0.07 0.54 0.28

DRILUPLAINDISCGRAIN 0714 12.29 5.19 0 ai6 1.93 0.82

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1Z68 6 1.68 16.06 21.32

•n.rr 54.11

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/K) MONTH LABOR (hn/ftc)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.52

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH OJS 6 JUNE 0.18

FIRST QUARTER 0-55 SEW>KD QUARTER 1.02

"> JULY 0.23 10 OCTOBER 0.45

t AUGUST aoo 11 NOVEMBER 0.93

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.25

THIRDQUARTER 0.23 POUIOH QUARTER 1.64
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Table A-10. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional TUlage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CottoD-Vetcb Cover Rotation -Conveotional

COMMODfTlf 1; ttCeBon HBOIONTypB Wanned
SOIL TYPE 0

wMMOOrn 2: VffctiCsvcr RBBION LD.; BMvcrCMWHsMd
ElUOeX: 0

COMMODITY FARMStZ&Lvr PRODUCTION PIUCnCBS efClMBials

COMMOOrTY , TILLAGE ConvmuoMl BtCoKon

COMMOOfTYS; ai.t NONE

OOMMODmr 6; DUUOATION: Dry
NA.

TEARS OF ROTATION: I U.-aiA MtoniirrinN »Pr,inM

64790104.C12

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTITY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2110 4 6( CoMon. Lm 0.647 1 725 4«0.0«

2«02 4 Hiiiy Vetch Cover Crop 0 1 14 0.00

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE

VARIABLE EXRENSBS

1 SEED

26«1 1 Bt Cooonteed 0.44 1 12 10.04

2704 1 Bt Coooa Seed Royefcy Fee aC 35 1 1 3S.OO

2703 1 Hiiry Vetch Seed lB 0.7 1 4 5.M

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 50.64

2 FERTILCBl A LIME

SOl 2 Ijnearm jjg 0.0074 1 1000 7.40

109 2 Ufea(44»^%N) 0.27 1 TW-w 60.00

401 2 0-20-20 lb 0.0495 1 300 26.45

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 94.6S

4110 3 TVefliii MTF, 4EC (Triflunln) py 4.125 1 IS RIO

4176 3 Coioraii,4L pj 4.755 X iS 7.13

4144 3 MSMA, 4 Phis • pj 114 1 I 2.14

4022 3 Bledot 4L (CyeuziDe) pr 3.71 1 IS 5,67

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 3L17

4 INSECnCIDES

1124 4 TemftlSG (Akkcait) lB 32 I 2S ILM

1152 4 Guchtoo 2L (Azuphoc Mcibyl) pj 3.4 1 1

1247 4 Vyd«eC-LV<3.77fc»)lCil QZ 0.5234375 1 4 4.19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL if.tf

6 OTHER COSTS

t03 6 Scotting Costs AC
4.00

106 6 BfosdBMeTereoes aC I0.4tf5 i(U4

7120 6 Teirecior.StiperXGnDUlir. 12^46 LB 1.42 1 10 : 14.20

9034 6 Pet (.35L) pr 12.6475 1 0.S 6.34

9049 6 DEF 6 pp 4.6675 1 J.5 7.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST m 5.45 1 3.43 20.04

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC i4Jl

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL U6J2

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

410 7 Qistott AerisI ̂ enical Appbcebqp AC
5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL iM

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE SCPE3>iSES N4J1

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE variable E3CFBNSES 14424
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Table A«10. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cottoo'Vetcb Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP D MACHINE S4ACHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTTUZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS NAME RATE

BtCeactkUi 3 21 DRY FERT Si>RDR TRAtlER MTD 0.09 0.10 Uaeaom 1000

3 30 CHSEL PlOWGTtJPT o.ot 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REC CEl^ 0.11 0.12

4 S TAN084 DISK R£Q CEIlPr 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHOI APPt ATT TO MPL 0.11 0.00 lytnn TtTTF. 4EC (TrtfknUfO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTt-MUtCH ROLLEKCEISPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANrEX RSCULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 ac«8«raee4 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATI TO MPL 0.10 0.00 TemftlSG(Aldtear«) 3.5 LB 0.50 a C«R«n S«4 Rey ttty R 35.00

4 25 CHEW APPL ATT TO IMPU 0.00 0.00 Twncter.Si^X Grwulir. TS-S* 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHB4 APPL 5M SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM4nn.4L tJ PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER hfTD 0.09 0.10 UlM(44ft-4«ftN) 222.22

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER lifTD 0.00 0.00 0-34-34 300

s 15 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISFT 0.13 0.14

30 CHEM APPL SM SBF^-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Plai- 1 PT OJO S«aitig Cast 4.00

5 30 CIOM APPL SM SB-F-MOP 0.00 0.00 81tdBX4L(C)rmakit) 1.5 PT 3.00

4 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISFT 0.13 0.14

4 15 CfSM APPL CESPPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OM«n 2L (AMvlM* M(«9l) 1 PT 0.25

7 to ROW CULTIVATOR OBl SFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CKB4 APPL OBOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Ptt (JSL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CesOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 vy«u c-Lv (3.77ac) i c«l t OZ 025

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEM ICALAPPLK 0.00 0.00 DEFe l.S PT 0.65 OMMn Acnti Owmiol A 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER o.ot 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTONTRAILER o.ot 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWS( 0.33 0.34

11 23 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Hiin'v«Ktt Cow It 30 TANDEM DISK RBS GEIPPT 0.11 0.12

12 1 PINISHINO HARROW GSISFT 0.07 o.ot

12 4 DRILUPLAOLDISCGRAIN GTT4 0.14 0.17 H>ltyV«td>Sw4 t.oo

3 25 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-10« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventi<Hial

MACHZKENAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. CODE F.C. V.C.
DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD

1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13
CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41
TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.32 4.33 1.30
CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL

(i.35 3.37 0 Oil 1.32 0.70
CULTI.MU.CH ROLLER GBltFT 10.18 ^05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTCR REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 2.03 0.88

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 1.14

ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT
4.72 X37 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 136 0 0.12 030 0.18
CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00
COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.65 2.36 0.95

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GE15FT 734 3.89 0 0.07 034 0.28

0RILUPLAINJ>ISCGRAIN GTT4 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.82

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 1«0 HP DIESEL 935 1Z68 6 1.68 16.06 21.32

«2i7 54.11

MONTH LABOR (hn/ac) MONTH

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 032

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.55 6 JUNE 0.18

FIRST QUARTER : ; : SECOND QUARTER 1X12

7 JULY Oi3 10 OCTOBER OAS

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.93

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.25

TBIRDQUARTER 0^ FOURTH QUARTER 1.64 '
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Table A-11. Cotton-Vetch Cover RotaBon -Conventional TUlage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vctcb Cover Rotation -Conventi<mal

COMMODmr l: CflBcft REGION TYPe Wttnted

COMMOOmr a V«a>Cavg

coMMoomr y.

COMMOOmr 4:

coMMoorrr j;

COMMOOtTY #;

YEaRSOFROTATION; I

RB510N LO.: BeiwCmt

FARMSBE: L»g

TILLACC Cofirenjantl

ALT, Nl/rtUEKT: REStDUAL(l*ve*p«r«mbl)

gUUGA'nON: Dry

PRODUCTION PRACncBg »fQwntalt

NarNni

Ccrtaertu

USOA production region Apff*l»tfu«i

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE ouANTrry ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2055 t Cottoa. LiM LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2602 8 HA^Veteti Cov«r Oop TON 0 1 ^4 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE

FAJUiBLE £rP£V5£S

1 SOD

2660 1 LB 0.76 1 12 9.12

2703 1 Hairy Veteh Seed LB 0.7 1 t 5.60

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1472

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

501 2 Luncnooe LB 0.0078 1 1000 7,10

101 2 34-0<0 or 'AwDOBfun Nioaie (33.5« N> LB 0.1188 1 298.5044776 35.46

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 300 2S.85

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70.11

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 Hefiai MrF.4EC (Trifluraliik) PT 4.125 1 IS 6.19

4176 3 CctOfia,4L PT 4.755 1 1.5 7.13

4144 3 MSMA. 4 Plus " PT 2.18 1 1 ZI8

4022 3 Blada4L(CyafU2Be) PT 3.71 1 IS 5.67

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2U7

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 TenklSG (AMicaib) LB 3.2 1 3.5 11.30

1152 4 Guthiea 2L {Aaiopbos Meiliyl) PT 3.8 1 1 • 3.80

1247 4 Vyd«eC-LV (3-77 lbs) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 8 4.19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.19

6 OTHER COSTS

S03 6 Scoutmg CosB AC 4.00

7120 6 Terraclor. Super X Graiulir. 12^% LB 1.42 1 10 14.20

9038 6 Pa (.3SL) PT 12.6875 1 0.5 434

9049 6 0EF6 PT 4.6675 1 1.5 7.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 3.77 2L04

MVC 6 MACHINE Variable cost AC 59J:

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 123.10

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 7 Cuttoei Aerial Cbemictl AppSicaiioa AC 5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL ZM

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

24L2»

a?.T«
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Table A-11, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE

NAME

^CH2N]

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTTLCZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS KUkk NAME RATE

Cotton. Lmt 5 24 DRY PDIT SPROR TRACLER MTD 0.10 0.11 Umntm 1000

3 30 CmSaPLOWOTtSFT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANDQrf DISK RB3 CEiSFT 0.12 0.13

4 TANDQ4 DISK REC CEISFT 0.12 0.15

4 CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 0.12 0.00 TKRat MTR 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GBISPT 0.07 0.08

4 2S PLANTER REGULAR < ROW o.n 0.14 CottODMtd IZOO

4 25 CHB4 APPL ATT TO tMPL 0.11 0.00 T«BftlSC(AUie*rb} 3.5 LB 0.50

4 25 CKQ4 APPL ATT to (MPL 0.00 0.00 Tcmcler.StvcrXOnnals. 12.516 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 C«(«nn, 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER fcCTO 0.10 0.11 M-0-0 cr AisDonl 298.504

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-10-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTCVATOR 0E15FT 0.14 0.16

S 30 CHEM APPLSM SB^PROP 0.07 0.08 MSMA.4Pli»- 1 PT 0.50 S«caiM8Caa& 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Bladex 4L (Cy»azim) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR 0E15FT 0.14 0.16

6 15 CHEM APPL CBOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GtShion 2L (Azhptwe MeOiyD 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.16

7 15 CHEM APPL GSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 PB pSL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHB4 APPL GESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Vyttc C-LV (3.77fe4} 1 Gil 8 OZ 0.25

9 IS CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 0EF6 1.5 PT 0.65 Qmi«d A«ri4l Qwmlal i 3.00

10 5 COTTON PtCK5( SB.F-PROP 0.36 0.40

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 25 COTTON PtCKBl SELF-PRC» 0.36 0.40

11 25 COTTONTRAILBl 0.09 0.10

11 28 ROT-ARY MOWER 0.36 0.40

n 28 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

HwyVotACovor 11 30 TANDEM DISK RBC GBtPPT 0.12 0.13

12 1 FINISHING HARROW GEtSFT 0.08 0.09

12 4 DRILL.PLAIN.01SCCRA1N CTM 0.17 0.19 HUryVttASwd 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWBl 0.36 0.40

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-11. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottODoVetch Caver Rotation •Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C
DRY PERT SPRDR TTIAILER MTO

1.39 0.74 0 0.19 0.27 0.14
CHISEL PLOW cnsFr 9.«4 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45
TANDEM DISK REG GEI9nr

13.42 4.04 0 0.35 4.76 1.43
CHEM A PPL ATT TO IMPL

6.35 3.37 0 0.23 IAS 0.77

CULTI-Min.CH ROLLER GBlSFT 10.11 2.05 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTER REGUIAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.11 2.23 0.96
CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 «.79 5P 0.14 5.32 1.26

ROW CULTIVATOR CBISFT
4.72 L37 0 0.42 1.99 1.00

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD
4.26 1.56 0 0.13 0.55 0.20

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCAIION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00
COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.72 34.46 14.25

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.19 5.22 116
ROTARY MOWER

3.60 1.45 0 0.72 160 1.04

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.t9 0 O.OS 0.59 0.30

DRILL.PLAINJ>1SCCRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.17 112 0.90
TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.64 5.22 7.04

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1164 6 1.45 17.67 23.45

90J50 S9.S7.

ANNUAL LABOR RfiOUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (bn/K.)
MONTH LABOR Ain/acl

1 lANUARY 0.00
4 APRIL 0J4

2 FQRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.34

3 March o.60
6 JUNE 0.20

FIRST QUARTSt 0.M SBCOKD QUARTER

7 JULY 0.25
10 OCTOBER 0.50

t AUGUST 0.00
11 NOVEMBER 1.02

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00
12 DECEMBER 0.24

THIRD QUARTER O oi2s 'i;:-;' FOURTH QUARTER MO
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Table A-12. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotatjon -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -ConventiooaJ

OOMMOOmr I: »0««n RBOIONTYPE SOIL TYPE 0

COMMOOtTYiVtttnCow RSjIONLO.: Be«v»TQwkWaer«*4
EL INDBL 0

coMMOomr FARM SIZE Urr PRODUCTION PRACnces awMeerONBMab
COMMOOmr4; TtLLACE C«n»«nO<n»l

BiCMon

COMMOOmr S: alt. NUTRJBff: NONE

COMMODITY IRRIGATION: Dry NA.

YE«S OP ROTATION: 1 _ __ iKn* Mtnnir-nnvi Arrrt-tilw

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS
PRICE OUANTITV ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2180 8 BtConoo, Um lq 0.647 1 725 469.^
2601 8 Hiiy Veteb Cov<r Oop jQfif

0 1 2.4 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE
VARIABLE EXRENSES

1 SEED

26<>1 1 Bi Cotton Mo] ^ 0.84 I 12 iao8
2704 1 Be CoooA Seed Royalty Fee

35 1 1 35.00
2703 1 Hairy Vetch Seed 0.7 1 t 5.60

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S0.6B

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

SOl 2 LimenotK ^ 0.0078 1 tOOO ' T40
109 2 Urea f44«-44% N) ^ 0.27 1 'm 'n «aoo
401 2 0-20-20 lb 0.0895 1 300 26.8S

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL '94.66

3

4110 3 'MliBMrF,4BC<TKnBnliB} pp 4.125 1 1.5 E19

4176 3 CotoraB,4L pj 4.755 1 1^ 7.13

4144 3 MSMA. 4 Plat • ^ Z18 1 1 718

4022 3 Biadex 4L (Cyanaane) pj 3.78 1 U S.67

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 21.17

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Ten8(lSG(Aldicart) i a 3.2 1 3J 1L20

1152 4 GuihMB 2L (Aauphoi Methyl) py 3.8 1 1 780
1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77ft.i) 1 GaJ 02 0.5234375 1 I *19

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 39.19

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 SCOUlBgCoCIS AC

7120 6 Tefraclor.SiiperXGnBular,12^% LB 1.42 1 10 1<20

9038 6 Pk(.35L) pt 12.6875 1 0.5 6.34

9049 6 DEF6 pT 4.6675 1 13 7^

LAB 6 LABOR COST {|k 5.85 1 3.77 2704

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST aC
S932

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL U7I0:

7 variable harvest costs

810 7 Qittom Aerial Chemical Application aC
5 xoo

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 709

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPQ4SG5

3CVJ9

147^

132



Table A'12. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP D MACmNB hlACHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS AJL/aoe NAME RATE

8tOss«ivLn 3 2S DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.10 0.11 1000

3 30 CHlSaPLOWCTISPT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANDEM DISK RfiS 0E19FT 0.12 0.13

4 5 TANOm DISK RB3 CElFFT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CWJit APPLATTTOIMfl, 0.12 0.00 TTtlkn MTF. 480 (TttfknliiQ 1.S FT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLERCEt(FT 0.07 o.ot

4 25 PUANTCX RfiCULAR ( ROW 0.11 0.14
12.00

4 25 CHB4 Am ATTTO MPL 0.11 0.00 TfBlt1»C(AUMar«) 3J LB 0.50 Bt Cann Seed Rryahy R 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPLATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Temcto. Super XOrmlv. 1L5ft 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM Am SM SELf-PRC» 0.07 0.01 0M«rav4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Ure% (44fr.44« n; ????•?

5 5 DRY FSIT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.14 0.16

5 30 CHB« APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 o.os MSMA.4Ptut* I PT OJO SeetSMtCoss 4.00

5 30 CH^ APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 nada 4L (Cjmilne) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTrVATOROBlSFr 0.14 0.16

6 15 CHm Am COOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GdUon 2L (AOkphw Mettiyl) 1 PT 0J5

7 10 ROW CULTrVATOROElSFT 0.14 0.16

7 15 CHEM Am CQ OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 PR (3SL} 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM AmOESOn-TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 VydnC.LVp.77at)IGaI t OZ 005

9 15 CUSTOM AERUL CH84ICAL APPU( 0.00 0.00 DS« 1.5 PT 0.65 COSetB Aerttl OiealcM > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKS SELF-PROP 0.36 0.40

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 25 ccrrroN picks self-prop 0.36 0.40

11 25 COTTONTRAILS 0.09 0.10

11 2t ROTARY MOWS a36 0.40

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 aoo

Hxiry VttdiCever 11 30 TANDEM DISK RED GEI 9Fr 0.12 0.13

12 1 PINISHNC HARROW GEISFT 0.0t 0.09

12 4 DRILUPLAOLDISCCRAIN 0714 0.17 ai9 HMrrVfi<ti5M4 1.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWS 0.36 0.40

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-12. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CottOD-Vetcb Cover RotatioD •Conventional

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C, V.C. CODE F.C V.C
DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD

1.39 0.74 0 0.19 0.27 0.14
CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.44 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.35 4.76 1.43
CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.23 1.45 0.77

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CEISFT 10.11 LOS 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTER R8CUIAR S ROW 20.30 4.76 0 0.11 2.23 0.96
CHBvt APPL SM SELF^PROP 37.13 4.79 SP 0.14 5.32 126

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0A2 1.99 1.00
CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR M7D 4.26 1.56 0 0.13 0J5 020

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCAHON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.72 34.46 14.25

COTTON TRAILER 24.12 11.64 0 0.19 522 2.16

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.72 2.60 1.04

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHINC HARROW GEISFT IM 3.49 0 0.04 0J9 0.30

DRILL.PLAINJ)ISCGRAIN Gn4 12.29 5.19 0 0.17 2.12 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.64 522 7.04

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 I.45I 17.67 23.45

90JSO S9t52

ANNUAL LABOR REQUlREM»iVrS

LABOR (tai/ic) LABOR (bn/tt)

JANUARY

FEBRUARY

MARCH

0.00

0.00

o.«o

APRIL

MAY

JUNE

O.SI

0.34

0.20

FIRST QUARTER SECOND QUARIBR

JULY

AUGUST

0.25

0.00

0.00

OCTOBER

NOVEMBER

0.50

1.02

0.2S

1SIRD QUARTER FOURTH QUARTER
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Table A-13. Cotton-Vetch Covei^Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -Convention!

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMODITY l; Cotton

coMMOorry 2; vottn cow

COMMOOmr 3; CMUn

coMMoomr * sm^wioiH^e

coMMOomr y swttm

COMMODITY «: «)mCo¥«

RBaONTYPe

RBSION LD^

PaJUXSBB

tillaoe:

ALT. NirrUEXT:

(MUOATION'.

Bwvof Ooolc Wiar Aij

Ury

8EgIPUAL(lAyyporoti>itl)

MU)DUCnON PRACTICES tendieofQMalMU

Nanont M—toBWK

Njk.

YEARS OP ROTATION: 3 U5DA PRODUCTION REGION AppolMhiw

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS FRICE ouANTTry ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

KEVEKfVE

2055 t Cattc«.L^ LB 0.647 I 725 MMt

2602 t Hhiry Vdeti Cover Qrop TON 0 1 2.4 MO

2055 t CotioD, Liat LB 0.647 1 725 469 Oft

2199 t Wtaea. Soft Rod WiMB BU 3.36 1 42 UL12

2107 t S^beu. Gran BU 5.t0t2 1 35 203.29

2601 < WBeat Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 Oi.06

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE «27Et

VXJUiELE EXFSSSBS

1 SEED

2660 1 Cooooaeed LB 0.76 1 24 JtE4

2703 1 Btiiy Votcb Soed LB 0.7 1 < 560

2701 1 When Seed. Wnler BU 7.41 1 3.5 25.94

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.t 1 0.667

A/tfWAL SUBTOTAL S9M

2 FERTILIZER a UME

501 2 Unetnoe LB 0.007t 1 3500

101 2 34^ or 'ABfDOBioB Nitnie (iiS% N) LB 0.11« I 792.l29t507 94^19

401 2 0-20.20 LB 0.0195 1 600 . 53,70^

200 2 P20S LB 0.26 1 40 KMQ

300 2 S20 LB 0.12 1 20 2.40

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996666 1 100 9.97

3 HERBICIDES

ASNVAL SUBTOTAL

4110 3 T^efln MTF. 4BC CThDoraln) rr 4.125 1 4.5 1156

4176 3 CeiecaA.4L PT 4.755 1 3 H27

4144 3 MSMA.4Plut* PT Zlt 1 2' 4-36

4022 3 Btadee 4L (Cyaaaxigw) PT 3.7t 1 3 IL34

4139 3 Hanmy Extra (DF) OZ 13.15 1 OJ 15<

4019 3 Baugrn. 4L (BeataOMt) PT l.4tl2S 1 1 ■. ■•:14<

4146 3 Blaaer2L PT 7.3<75 1 0.25 L<5

AffUUAL SUBTOTAL 2Ltl
4 INSECnODES

1124 4 T«mkl5G<Aklic«it> LB 3.2 1 7 2240
1152 4 Gvkka 2L (Anspfeoa Metkyl) PT 3.t 1 2 7,60
1247 4 V)rtateC-LV (3.77R>i) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1179

6 OTHER COSTS

<03 6 ScotfinsCaeo AC 100
7120 6 Terraclor. Super X Gratular. 12S% LB 1.42 1 20 i 2U0
903t 6 fa (.35L) PT 12.6<75 1 1 1269
9049 6 DBF 6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14.00
7076 6 Tili<3-6BC) OZ 2.62 1 4 . iOA«
LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.15 1 9.39 504
MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 14139

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 9230
7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

OulCB Awiol CboBical Applieaiaa

A//f/VAL SUBTOTAL

fM

2.00
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Table A-13» (Continued)

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE SXTENSBS 234JS

ANNUAL RJETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 21257
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Table A-13. (Contmned)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Covcr-Cotton-Scrfl Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE 4ACHIN

TIME

1 LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS NAME RATE

Cmi«o,UX 3 2t DRY PERT SPRDR TRAU.ER MTD 0.09 0.10 1000

3 30 cmsa-PUJwoTiSFT o.ot 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBC CEI^PT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK REC GE19Pr 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APtn. ATTTO IMn. o.n 0.00 TNflv MTR 4EC (TrklknitfO 1-5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTIMULCK ROUERCeiSPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTBl REGULAR 0 ROW 0.10 0.13 C4iMnaee4 12.00

4 25 CH^ APPL ATT TO mPL 0.10 0.00 T«BklSC(AI4l<»t>} 3.5 LB 0.50

4 25 CHSi< APPl ATT TO D4PL 0.00 0.00 Tcmeler. Siver X GNnulw. IL3» 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPt SM SO^-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM0(n4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34-04 «'Awtnii 291.504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW cultivator OEISFT 0.13 0.14

30 CHOI APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PIW- 1 PT 030 S««aincCaC4 4.00

5 30 CH04 APPtSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Kite 4L(Cy««lE) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISPT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CIS4 APPL OESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OaU«o2L (Axtytwi MtSql) 1 PT 035

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL CBOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Ptt(.35L) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL OBSOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vy4a«C-LV(3.77at)1Gd t OZ 035

15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEM ICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 D?6 1.5 PT 0.65 QiKott Aottl QkbIciI * 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICRER SELP-PRCX> 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.01 0-09

11 25 COTTON P1CRER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILER o.ot 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWBt 0.33 0.36

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Htby VMACow It 30 TANDEM DISK RB0GE19FT 0.11 a 12

12 I PINtSBING HARROW GEISPT 0.07 O-Ot

4 DRILL.PLAIN.DISCORAIN 0T14 0.16 0-17 Hairy VcidtSMd t.OO

3 25 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.3«

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CenMktW 3 2t DRY PStT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Jimtunf 1000

3 30 CWSELPLOWOTlSPT 0.01 0.09

4 1 TANDQrf DISK RBC OEIPPr 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDSrf DISK REC GEiSPT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TMOnMTP. 4eC(TrtflnlliO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER OBI RFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER R8CULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 CeBMwed IZOO

4 25 CIEM APPL ATT TO (MPL O.IO 0.00 T«BklSG(Aldtarb) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL AIT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tmtder.Slve X Ckmlv. llStk 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHOI APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CotwB), 4L 13 FT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 M4-0 «r 'Aanonli 29t.504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM Sa-F-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Plts* 1 PT 030 4.00

5 30 CHB4 APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 BIMez 4L (Cytmdne) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OElSFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL GSOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 QuMon 2L (AlkBhM MMvI) 1 PT 035

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL OBOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.64 Pk PSL) 0.S PT 042

7 20 CHEM APPL GESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.O4 VyM«C-LV(3.77»4)tOe t oe 04S

9 IS CUSTOM ABUAL CHEM ICAL APPLK 0.00 ao6 D?< 14 PT OAS DMb Acrtil Chaucal > 3.00

10 s COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0J«

10 s COTTON TRAILER 0.00 4.09

11 2S COTTON PICKaLSB-F-PROP 0J3 0D4

11 2S COTTONTRAILER 0.0* 0.09

11 20 ROTARY MOWER 0J3 0J4
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Table A-13. (Contiiiued)

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 040

WhNt.5»ft1M« 11 2> CHISEL PLOW oTisrr 041 0.09

11 30 TANDM DISK RBC CBIOPT 0.11 0.13

11 30 LANDALI, DO-ALL 0.11 040

n 1 DMLUPLAtKOtSCCRAIN CTI4 0.U 0.17 wiMSMOWnv KOO

3 13 ciB< Am.ae30FTTKAcrKrD 044 0.04 TDt(34eQ 4 CS 040

3 30 CHBM Am. ODoprnucr MTD 044 0.04 HnMRr Bon (DP) 04 oe 047

4 13 DRY PEKT SPKDR TRAILER MTD 04» 0.10 3444 <r'AaoMnli 193430<9«

4 IS LOUD PERT Am TRAILER MTD 040 0.00 POOS 40

4 13 LQUD PBtT Am TRAILER MTD 040 040 K20 20

« 20 COM8tNESa.RPROP 2WD 044 044

• 20 TRUCK 5CLAXL&OA5 3TON (SP) 044 044

6 20 KILL CODE 040 0.00

SoyteMvCntn « 21 DRY PERT Am TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 tiBMiini 1300

« 22 CHSELPLOWCTISPT 041 049

23 TANDBtl DISK REG 0E13PT 0.11 0.12

< 20 TANDESrf DISK RBO CEIOFT 0.11 0.13

• 20 CREM Am ATT TO IMPL 0.11 040 TTeflM MTP. 48C rrrtfhnUiO 14 PT 0.73

7 5 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.10 040

7 < PLANTBIRECULAR1 ROW 0.10 0.11 SeyOenSeeO 0.<7

< 3 CHQil Am GBSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 044 Btttpw 4L (BMMcn) 1 pr 040

« 3 CHEM Am GESOPT TRLR MTD 040 040 BInerSL 043 PT 0.13

S 13 ROW CULTTVATORGEISR 0.13 0.14

• 20 DRY PERT AmTRACrOR MTD 049 0.10 0-2040 100

11 10 CM4 BINE ROW HO SP ZWD 0.10 040

11 10 TRUCK SOL AXL&GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.10 040

11 to KILL CODE 040 040

Cover 11 12 TANDEM DISK RBC CBlOPT 0.11 0.12

11 13 PMSHNG HARROW GBlSPr 047 040

11 IS DRILU>LAIN.DISCORA{N GT14 0.U 0.17
WheaSKtLWner 1.30

3 23 ROTARY MOWER 043 044

3 23 KILL CODE 040 040
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Table A-13. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CoUon-Vetch Cover^oUon-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation •Conventi<Hial

A4790I0S.C01

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE F.C V.C

DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.44 0.61 0.32

CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.U 4.94 0 0.33 316 1.64

TANDD^ DISK REG GEI9FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.97 1198 3.91

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.52 3.31 1.76

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.11 105 0 0.13 1.37 018

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 176 0 0.30 6.09 163

CHEM APPL SM SBLF^PROP 37.13 179 SP 0.26 9.67 219

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 137 0 0.90 413 112

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 017 1.16 0.43

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 2S.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.31 4.72 1.89

KILL CODE O.OO 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.<9 0 0.14 1.07 0J5

DRILUPIAINDISCGRAIN Gn4 12.29 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 145

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 019 3.31 1.03

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRACTMTD 2At 0.91 0 0.08 0.19 0.07

LQUD FERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

COMBINESBLF^OP 2WD 11112 31.62 SP 014 26.64 7Jl

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.42 7.19 107

DRY FERT APPL TRACTOR MTD O.tl 0A3 0 0.17 0.14 0.08

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.91 14.61 19.70

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68
• 4.13 39.47 5139

24140! J4t»

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIRIMEWTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/ac) MONTH LABOR (hn/ae>

1 lANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.38

2 FEBRUARY O.OO 5 MAY Oil

3 MARCH 0.39 6 XUNE 0.44

rrstquarier o.» . SeCO^S:QUAKTBR 103

7 lULY 016 10 OCTOBER 0.30

8 AUGUST 0.09 11 NOVQ.(BER 0.91

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.14

THIRD QUARTER 0.95 fourth: QUARTER IK

139



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A'14. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean*Wheat Cover Rotatioii -Convention;

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoB'Veteh Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat*Soybean-Wbeat Cover Rotation -Conventi<Mial

COMM<»mr 1; CKten REGION TYP& WMiAtd

coMMOomr 2: vcteictMr RS310N LD.: Bhw Ock WHerM

SOIL TYPE 0

&L INDEX: 0

00MI4C»rn 3: Cboan

coMMOomr^ SoftMWtacr^MM TILLAOE Ooimnucra] Nerwi Manteme*

COMMOOmr3:SoytMi ALT. NI/TIUEWT: RESPIJAL(lJir«« pawuM) Bro«4 8Med Temaea

COMMOOmrA: WteMOw DUUGATION: Dry N.A.

YEARS OP ROTATION 3 USOA PRODUCTION RBCION appatoMm

64790105.CI1

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE QUANTITY : ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVESVE

2055 t Cenoe, List LB 0.647 1 725 469.04

2602 t Hairy Veldi Cover Oop TON 0 1 Z4 0.00

2055 1 Cottoo. Liw LB 0.647 1 725

2139 t Wbeat, Soft Red Water BU 3.36 1 42 1AL12

2107 t Soybean, Gran BU 5.S0S2 1 35 20L29

2601 t Wheat CoverOcp BU 0 1 42 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 427.S2

VAKIABLE EXPESSBS

1 SEED

2660 1 Cooooaeed LB 0.76 1 24 IU4

2703 1 Hairy VeiebSeed LB 0.7 1 t 5.60

2701 1 Wheat Seed. Water BU 7.41 1 36 2SM

2690 t Soybean Seed BU 13.t 1 a667 920

2 FBRTUXBBR a LIME

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL IBM

501 2 Luneaoae U 0.007S 1 3500 37.30

101 2 34-0<0 or 'Ammonium NRrate (33^5% N) LB o.nu 1 7n.t79tS01 04.19

401 2 0-20.20 LB 0.0t9S 1 600 5X70

200 2 P205 LB 0.26 1 40 10.40

300 2 C20 LB 0.12 1 20 2.40

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996666 1 100 9.97

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 6&9S

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 'Deflm MTF.dBC (TrifhiraliD) PT 4.125 1 4.5 1156

4176 3 Cotoraa,4L PT 4.755 1 3 1427

4144 3 MSMA.4P1HS* PT 2.U 1 2 4.36

4022 3 Blada 4L (Cyanaase) PT 3.7t 1 3 1X34

4139 3 Hamcmy Extra (DF) OZ 13.15 1 0.5 S6t

4019 3 Basagrm. 4L (Beaiam) PT t,4ll25 1 1 Ml

4146 3 Bla«r2L PT 7.3175 1 0.25 U5

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2Ln

4 INSECT!CtDES

1124

1152

1247

6

4

4

4

OTHER COSTS

TcmklSG (Aldicaib)

GudiioB 2L (Aaspboe Methyl)

Vydae C-LV (3.77ft>() 1 Gal

LB

PT

OZ

32

3.4

0.5234375

1 7

1 2

t 16

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

:2Z40

7.60

t.3t

12.79

103 6 SeoaagCoets AC ^ xoo

106 6 Broad Baro Toraecs AC 10.4355 3LS1

7120 6 Terraclor. Super X Grmuta, 12.556 LB 1.42 1 20 2M0

9034 6 pR (.35L) PT 126r5 1 1 12.69

9049 6 00^6 PT 4.6675 1 3 l4/)0

7076 6 TlRddEQ OZ 2.62 1 4 ICUt

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.15 1 9.39 .14S4

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 144,39

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 102.73

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

410 7 Qiitan Aerial Qtonkal Applkaioa AC

1/in

5

ANNUALSUBTOTAL

6iOO

LOO



Table A«14. (Continued)

ANNUAL TOTAL VAKIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE KXTKNSES

Xt4M

»ZJS4
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Table A"14« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottOD*Vetch Cover^o(toii«Sofl Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE SUCHIN

TIME

1 LAfiOR

TIME

PERTILIZBR CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJJkm NAME RATE

OeRea.LH 3 21 DRY PERT 5PR0R TRAILER MTD ao9 0.10 lOOO

3 30 catsB. PLOW GTtspr o.ot 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBO OEITFT 0.11 0.U

4 5 TANDEM DISK RfiC CEl^FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TNflMi MTR 48C (Trirknllit 13 PT MS

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER CE1IPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER R80ULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 OeHOTwo 12.00

4 25 CHBrf APPL ATT TO MPL 0.10 0.00 TcBftlSG(AMK««) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPLATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tmwier.SlVtfXQwiSv. 12.Sa 10 L£ 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SBiLpROP 0.07 0.07 C4C«nik4L 13 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SMLDR TRAtLBL I>rr0 0.09 0.10 344-0 or 'AauMm 29S.504

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-30-20 300

S 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELP-PRC» 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PI«* 1 PT 030 SeotUgCaNft 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPL 5M SEIRPROP 0.00 0.00 BIMa 4L (CymW) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISFT 0.13 0.14

« 15 CH^ APPL GESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GoBUon 2L (AzeplMt MeOvD 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW OATIVATOR OBISPT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GBm'TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pb(JSL) 03 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL <»OFr TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 vyow C-LV (3.77fci) 1 Gft> t QZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM ABUALCHSiliCALAPPLK 0.00 0.00 DEFft 13 PT a45 Qs«BAattlQ«^^A 3.00

10 5 OOrrON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COrrONTRAlLER 0.0t 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKHL SELF-PROP a33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAlt» o.ot 0.09

n 2t ROTARY MOWBl 0.33 0.34

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

IMn'VMACtfMr 11 30 TANDEM DISK RBCGEtPFT 0.11 0.12

12 1 PINISMNO HARROW GE13PT 0.07 0.0S

4 DRILUPLADLDBCGRAIN OTU 0.16 0.17 HikrV«tttSM4 t.oo

3 25 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

OeCWaLH 3 2< DRY PERT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 LlBMUtt 1000

30 CHISEL PLOW CTtSFT 0.0t 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REG GE1PPT 0.11 0.U

4 5 TANDB4 DISK RSS CEI9FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 aoo TNtei MTF 4EC crmnUn) 13 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLBl 0E1 tFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 QeCMniicd 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TeBk1S0(AMIar«) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 T4mdar.Si9«rXCnKa«. tlM 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHBIAPPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«nn,ftL 13 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34-0-0 cr 'ABdwnli 291304

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-30 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GElSPT 0.13 0.U

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SQJ^-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PhM* 1 PT 030 ScmasCmu 4.00

S 30 CHB( APPL SM Sa-P-PROP 0.00 0.00 BMa 4L(C)rmM«) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OaU«A 2L (AttviM* 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATDR OBISFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pft PSL) 0.S PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CBOPT TRLR hTTD 0.04 0.O4 vyoM C-LV p.77ai) i on t oe 0.3S

9 M CUSTOM AERULCHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 OJM tIEFft IS PT o.«s Maoa A«nN QkmNN > 340

10 i SOTTON PICKER SB-F-MICP 0J3 0J«

to i XITTONTRAILa o.os 0.09

n 2S xrrroN picker self-prop 0.33 0J9

n 25 MTTONTRAILa 0.04 0D9

n 3S LOTARY MOW® 0J3 0.3ft
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Table A-14. (Continued)

n 24 KlLLCOOe 0J» 0.00

^«.SeSRcdW 11 23 cwsa.3LowcTispr 0.M 0.09

11 30 TANDQ4 DISK RBS GSISPT 0.11 0.13

11 30 LANDAUL DO-ALL 0.11 0.00

13 1 DRILUPUQUIISCGIUIN GTI4 0.14 0.17 WhmaelWMr 2X0

3 IS CHQit Am. GBOFT TRACT MTD 0.04 OJM mcisBC) 4 ce 0X0

3 30 CKEM APPt CBSOPT TRACT MTD 0414 0.04 Unmv 03 ce 037

4 IS DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 0.03 0.10 34-04) «r'AmoMfkl 19S430<96

4 IS LOUD FStT Am. TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P30S 40

4 IS LQUD PERT Am TRAILBt MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

6 20 C0M8tNESa.P-PR0P 2WD 0.24 0.26

4 20 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2T0N (SP) 0.24 0.24

( 20 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

S9yt»«kCnin « 21 DRY FBa AWL TRACTOR MTO 0.09 0.1O UnUore 1S00

6 22 CHSB-PLOWOTISFT 0.0< 0.09

« 2S TANDB>( disk REG GEt9Fr 0.11 0.12

4 20 TANDEM DISK RSS GE13FT 0.11 0.13

4 2S CHEM Am ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 -R«fln MTF. 4GC (THriinlUO 13 PT 0.73

7 3 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.10 OJO

7 t PLANTER REGULAR « ROW 0.10 0.11 SeybcaiSted 0.(7

t S CKQ4 Am GBOFT TRLR MTD 0-04 0.04 Bmpw. 4L (B«mia)] 1 PT 030

S 3 CKEM Am OBOFTTRLR MTD 0.00 04)0 Blaer2L 033 PT 0.13

« IS ROW CULTIVATOR GE1SFT 0.13 0.14

1 20 DRY PERT APM.TRACrt» MTD 0.09 0.10 0-3(M0 100

11 10 COMBINEROWUDSP 2WD 0.10 0.30

11 10 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2T0N (SP) 0.10 OJO

11 10 KOLCODE 0.00 0X0

WhettC«vcrOep 11 12 TANDEM DISK REC CBt9FT 0.11 0.12

11 13 FINtSHNC HARROW GBISPT 0.07 0X<

11 IS DRILUPLADLDISCGRAIN GTU 0.14 0.17 W)MSM<LWtMr 130

3 23 ROTARY MOWS 0J3 036

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-14. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-WheatCover Rotation -Conventional

«47MtO).Cn

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 a74 0 0.44 0.61 0.32

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 9.U 4.94 0 0.33 3.26 1.64

TANDEM DISK REG GB19FT 13-42 4-04 0 0.97 12.9t 3.91

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6-35 3.37 0 0.52 3.31 1.76

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEltfT 10.lt 2-05 0 0.13 1.37 0.21

PlANm REGULAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.30 6.09 2.63

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 1,79 SP 0.26 9.67 2.29

ROW CULTIVATDR GEIJFT 4.72 X37 0 0.90 4.23 112

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.27 1.16 0.43

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUCADON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.lt

COTTON TRAILER 2S.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.31 4.72 l.t9

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GE15FT 7.54 3.19 0 0.14 1.07 0.55

DRILUPLA2NJ>1SCGRAIN GT14 12-20 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 145

LANDALL DO-ALL 11.34 3-55 0 0.29 3.31 1.03

CHEM APPL GESOFT TRACT MTD 2-4t 0.91 0 O-Ot 0.19 0.07

LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4-34 1.59 0 0.00 aoo 0.00

COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 112.12 31.62 SP 0.24 26.64 7.51

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.42 7.19 107

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.11 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 o.ot

COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP O.lt 16.43 1.16

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.91 14.61 19.70

TRACTOR 2WD 1«0 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.61 6 4.13 39.47 5139

: 242-40 14139

ANNUAL LABOR RBQUIREMEms

MONTH LABOR (bn/ac) MONTH LABCHi ftn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.3t

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.21

3 MARCH 0.39 6 JUNE 0.44

FIRST QUARTER IJ03

7 JULY 0.2« 10 OCTOBER 0.30

t AUGUST 0.09 11 NOVEMBER 0.91

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.14

' TBIRDQUARTO 0.33 KURTHQUART^ t.3*
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Table A-15. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventioni

Beaver Creek Watershed

CoUon-Vctch Cover-Cotton>$oft Red Winter Wheat-Soybcan^Wheat Cover Rotation •C<HiventJonal

COHMODmr I: Co«M

COMMOOnr 2: Vctdi Cover

COMMODmr 3: Cotun

COMMODmr 4: Soft Red WWgfVW)MC

COMMODrrr S; Soyt*m

COMMODmr«: WhesCwer

YEARSOFRDTATION: 3

RECIONTYR& WMerdwd

RBjIONLD.: BeiverOrwKWMreKd

TCLLAC& CenvenUcnil

ALT. Nt/TRIENT: RESPUALttaywfperetnltl)

DUUCATION: Dry

PRODUCTION PRACTICES t>«\dtn ofQiewkaU

NiarMn MaragemaR

ContourBg

USDA PRODUCTION RBjION AppiltetUi

NA.

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE QUAjrmY ANNUAL :

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDd MVfOCNT

KFVESVE

2055 8 Ceaoii.Uai LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2602 8 Hury Veicb Cover Crop TON 0 1 34 aoo

2055 8 Conon.UK LB 0.647 1 725 !■; I-'
2139 8 Wbeec. Soft Red Winter BU 336 1 42 14LI2

2107 8 S«^be«B. Grain BU 5.8082 1 35 20329

2601 8 Wheat Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 aoo

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE 42742

VARIABLE EXPEf/SES

I SEB)

2660 1 CoOoaaeed LB 0.76 1 24 Ib24

2703 1 Haiy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 8 5M

2701 1 Wheat Seed. Winter BU 7.41 1 34 25.94

2690 1 Seyheaa Seed BU 13.8 1 0.667

ASSVAL SUBTOTAL i».a

2 FERTILIZER Se UMB

501 2 LiaeWDoe LB 0.0078 1 3500

101 2 34<04) or'Ammonnn Nitrate (335% N) LB 0.1188 1 7938298507 94,19

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 600 5370

200 2 P205 LB 0.26 1 40 1040

300 2 K20 LB 0.12 1 20 340

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996666 1 100 9.97

3 HERBICIDES

ANSVAL SUBTOTAL 4$S»

4110 3 IVefUn MTF,4BC (TrifluralB) PT 4.125 I 44 1846

4176 3 Cocoran,4L PT 4.755 1 3

4144 3 MSMA.4P1UI* PT 2.18 1 2 4.36

4022 3 Bladea 4L (Cyanaaae) PT 3.78 1 3 IL94

4139 3 Hmony Extra <DF) OZ 1315 1 04 648

4019 3 BaMjra. 4L (Bentaaoo) PT 8.48125 1 1 t.48

4146 3 Blazer 2L PT 7.3r5 1 OJS

ASWALSVSTOTAL ZLU

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 TeiDlct5G (Aldicaih) LB 32 1 7 2340

1152 4 Gothko 2L (Aziapho* Methyl) PT 38 1 2

1247 4 Vydaie C-LV (3.77 lb») 1 Gai OZ 04234375 1 16

ANSVAL SUBTOTAL 83.79

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 Scout in| Costs AC 8.00

7120 6 Teirtctor. Super X Graular, 124% LB 1.42 1 20 28A0

9038 6 Pix (.3SL> PT 136875 1 1 1369

9049 6 DBF6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14.00

7076 6 Tik (36EC) OZ 362 1 4 1048

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 10.33 6043

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 16343

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL .99M

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Qittom Aerial Chqnica] Apphceico AC 5 MO

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 300
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TableA-15. (Continued)

ANNDAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXFENSBS

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

81J2
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Table A-15. (Continued)

B«avcr Creek Watershed

Cotloo'Vetch Cover-CottOD-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -CMiventiMiai

CROP DATE MACHINE VIACHIN

HME

LABOR

HME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS iCL/Mc NAME RATE

OocteivLK 3 2S DRT PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 an Uhmm 1000

3 30 CMSELPLOWCTISFT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANDEM DISK REG CeiSPT 0.12 0.13

4 5 TAN0B4 DISK RfiC CEIOPT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPLATTTOmPL 0.12 0.00 ITtlkn MTR 4ec (TrinnUtO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CUtn-M ULCH ROLLSt CCI OPT 0.07 aot

4 25 PIANTER REGULAR • ROW 0.11 0.14 CWMCMWl 1X00

4 25 CHB4 APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 T^mklOG (AMiewt) 3.5 LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO (MPL 0.00 0.00 Ttmelar.Super XOmlK. ILSa 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CKEM APPL4M EELP-PROP 0.07 ao« CM«t«L4l 1.5 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRM TRAtLat MTD 0.10 0.11 3444«r'AMMnii 29t.504

S 5 DRY PERT SW» TRAILSI MTD 0.00 aoo 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR 0E15PT 0.14 ai4

5 30 CHEM APPLSM 5ELP-PR0P 0.07 0.0S MSMA.4PhM* 1 PT OJO Seattle Cmu 4.00

5 30 CHB4 APPL SM SEU^PROP 0.00 0.00 BleOK 4L(Crmzkie) 1.5 PT 3.00

« 10 ROW CULTIVATOR 0E15PT 0.14 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL OOOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Gumon 3L (AWplM Mceql) 1 PT 025

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 at4

15 CfSM APn. CElOPr TRLR MTD 0.04 0.0S PB(S5L) 0.5 PT 002

20 CH84 APPL CEIOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 VyOMC-LV(3.77M) IQH 1 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUTTOM ASUAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEPO IJ PT 0.45 CbROBAerWOaakd/ 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 2t ROTARY MOWER 0.34 0.40

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 aoo

iWryVcMli Cover 11 30 TANDEM DISK RBO 0B1PPT 0.12 0.13

12 1 PINtSHlNO HARROWOBISPT 0.0t 0.09

12 4 0RILL.PLA2N.DtSCCILAtN GTU 0.17 0.19 HMryVetdiSeeO t.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWm 0.34 0.40

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CoiteivLtt 3 2t DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 U»«n. 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW CT15FT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANDEM DISK REG GEISFT 0.12 0.13

4 5 TANDEM DISK REG GEISFT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.12 0.00 THIln MTF. 4eC CIHThnttt IJ PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER CeitFT 0.07 o.ot

4 25 PUNTER REGULAR < ROW 0.11 0.14 CemitiH 12.00

4 25 CHB4 APPL ATT TO MPL 0.1! 0.00 TmK15G(A1dk»«) 3J LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 Tmder, Sopv X dwulv. 1 LSa 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 o.ot OauniLOL 1.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILSt MTD 0.10 0.1! H44«r-Am(Mni 29tJ04

s 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 aoo 0-30-30 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR OBIiFT 0.14 0.14

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 o.ot MSMA.4PIM* 1 PT 0.50 Seattit Cmu 4.00

s 30 OEM APPL SM saF^PROP 0.00 0.00 Btodn 4L(Cymt») 1.5 PT 3.00

4 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISPT 0.14 0.14

4 15 CHEM APPL GOOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GuBuon 2L (AdrotM Mnql) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR 0E15PT 0.14 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GBSOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Pb PSL) 0.5 FT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GBOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Vjr4«leC-LVp.77M)10ti t at 0.35

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHSrilCAL APPLK 0.00 OM DBff U PT 0.45 CUaea Aerui Ottalee] A 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKBISQ-F-PROP 0.M 0.40

10 5 COTTONTRAILER O.OS 0.10

n 25 xrrroN pkxer sb-f-prop 054 0.40

11 35 xrrroNTRAiLsi 0.0S 0.10

n 20 lOTARY MOWER 0S« 0.40 1
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Table A-IS. (Continued)

11 2S IUU.CODE 0.00 OM

Wbi^StSIMW 11 23 CnsELFLOWGTISPr 0.03 0.10

11 30 TANDB>( 01^ RBC CE1 ai2 0.13

11 30 LANDMi. 00-ALL 0.13 OM

12 I I>fUU.PLAIN.DlSCCRAlN 0714 0.17 0.19 WbtaSMAWnr 100

3 IS CHEM APPt COOPT TRACT MTD OM OM mCT-CBQ 4 OZ OM

3 M CHBX APPLOESOPT TRACT IrfTD 0.04 OM HvBony Bitn PQ OS OE 0J7

4 IS DRY FBIT 57RDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 344M)«■Anmni' 13SM0<94

4 IS LQUO PERT APPL TRAILER WTD 0.00 0.00 P20S 40

4 IS LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 OM K20 20

• 20 COMBtNESELF-PROP 2WD 0.34 OM

• 30 TRUCK $CL AXLEOAS 2TON ^ oat 0.23

« 20 KILL CODE OM OM

s«rt*«vanin • 31 DRY PERT APPLTRACTMl MTD 0.10 0.11 U-iMM ISOO

« 23 CMSELPLOWCTISFT 0J>3 0.10

« 23 TANDEM Dt$K RBC CE19Pr 0.12 0.13

6 2> TANDSrf DISK REG GEI9PT 0.13 0.1S

6 3t CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.12 0.00 Dvnai MTR 4eC(TrtfknlliO IS PT 0.75

7 S LANDALL, DO-ALL OJO 0J3

7 1 PLANTER RfiCULAR t ROW 0.11 0.12 S«ybe«iSe*4 0.67

• s CHEM APPL GQOPT TRLR MTD OM OM BwMEWv 4L (Beeim) 1 PT OSO

« s OEM APPL CE30PT TRLR MTD OM OM B1I2R2L OM FT 0.13

« IS ROW CULTIVATOR GElSFT 0.14 0.16

t 20 DRY PERT Am. TRACTOR MTD 0.10 0.11 0.20AO 100

11 10 COMBINEROWHDSP 3WD OM OM

11 10 TRUCK SGL AXL&GAS 3 TON (SP) OM OM

11 10 RILL CODE OM OM

WhntCowOap 11 12 TANDEM DISK RB3 GEl^ 0.12 0.13

11 13- PDHSHING HARROW GEISPT OM OM

11 IS DRILUPLADLDISCGRAIN 0T14 o.n 0.13 WhMSMAWHv ISO

3 2S ROTARY MOWat DM 0.40

3 2S KiaCODE OM OM
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Table A«15. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watcrehcd

Cotion«Vctch Cover-CottMi-Sofl Red Winter WheaC-Soybean-Wheat

MACHINERY COSTS

Cover Rotation -Conventional

(47»0105.C3i

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C.

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTT> 1.39 0.74 0 0.4S 0.67 0.36

CHISEL PLOW CTISFT 9.M 4.94 0 0.37 3.59 1.10

TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 1.06 1427 4.30

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.3S 3.37 0 OSl 3.65 1.94

CULT1-MULCH ROLLER GEItPT 10. It 105 0 0.13 131 0.30

PLANTER REGULAR « ROW 20.30 176 0 0.33 6.70 189

CHEM APPL 5M SELF-PROP 37.13 t.79 SP 029 10.63 152

ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.99 4.65 133

CHEM APPL CB30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.30 12t 0.47

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APFUCAHON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON HCKER SELF4>R0P 53.93 25.34 SP 1.44 77.7! 3630

COTTON TRAILER 2112 11.64 0 0.37 10.45 4.32

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.44 5.19 108

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEI5FT 7.54 3.t9 0 0.16 1.18 0.61

DRILUPLAINJ>1SCGRAIN CT14 1229 3.19 0 0.52 6.37 169

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3J3 0 0.32 3.64 1.14

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD Z4t 0.91 0 0.09 021 0.08

LOUD FERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 U9 0 0.00 0.00 0.00

COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 1U.12 31.62 SP 026 29.30 826

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.46 7.91 128

DRY FERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.<i 0.43 0 0.19 0.16 0.08

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD t923 4429 SP 020 11.07 8.97

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 110 16.07 21.67

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.S5 12.6t 6 435 43.42 57.63

20164 16323

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hfi/«c) MONTH lABLBt (bre/tc)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.42

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 023

3 MARCH 0.43 6 JUNE 0.49

FIRST QUARTER ojA SECOND QUARTER 1.13

7 JULY 02t to OCTOBER 0.33

t AUGUST 0.10 11 NOVEMBER 1.01

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.16

THIRD QUARTHt 0» ^ : FOURTH QUARTER 1U9
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Table A-16. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-TlU

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-SofI Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheal Cover Rotation -No-TiU

COMMODITY V. Cocteft REGION TYPE WMMriwd SOIL TYPE fl

COMMODITYS: V«cliOmr RBSIONLD^ EL INDBC: 0

COMMOOrTY 3: Conor PAXM Lvfc PRODUCTION PRACTICES B«)dlr««rC»Kmled<

coMMOomr «; Soft Rad WMr TILLACE No-TD NarHiu MmctflMK

CCMMOOfTY i: SvTMm ALT. NlirUSfr; RBSn>UAL(lSyt»pw«nM]) NA.

COMMODITY tWhBitCww nUUOATtON: Dry NA.

YEAR5 OF ROTATION: 3 USDA PRODUCTION RB3I0N A«.»1»<W«

64790105.N02

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTITY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

RSVBSVE

2055 t CotlM, Lim LB 0.647 1 725 46^03

2«02 S Hdky Vetdt Cover Oop TON 0 1 Z4 0.00

2055 t Conoa, Lim LB 0.647 1 725 469.01

2139 t Wheat, Soft Red Winter BU 3.36 1 42 141.12

2107 t Soybean, Gran BU 5.t0t2 1 35 20329

2501 < Wbea Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 ^ i 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE «7.52

VARIABLE EXBESSES

1 SEED

2650 1 CoCcotoed LB 0.76 1 24 1>24

2703 1 Haio'VetehSeed LB 0.7 1 <

2701 1 Wheat Seed. Wlmer BU 7.41 1 3 22.23

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.1 1 0.667 ■' '■920
ANNVAL SUBTOTAL 1«,42

2 FERTILIZSL A LIME

501 2 LiBwnooe LB 0.007< 1 3500

101 2 34-00 or 'AmBoniva Nkrate (3X5% N) LB 0.1111 1 792.<29<507 94.19

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0t9S 1 600

431 2 10-30-30 LB 0.196 1 100 19.60

402 2 0-20-40 LB 0.0996666 1 100 %97

3 HSIBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 6C2S

4093 3 Roundup 4L (Glypbouie) QT 22.25 1 2-^:
4314 3 GraDaoxone Extra,2JL (Pvaquai) PT 4.225 1 35: : 14.79

4360 3 Prowl 33 EC QT 10.725 1 4 42.90

4176 3 Cotoran, 4L PT 4.755 1 6 21.53

4144 3 MSMA, 4 Plua ■ PT 2.lt 1 t 17.44

4022 3 Bladoc 4L (Cyaoaane) PT 3.7< 1 3 11.34

4139 3 Hannooy Extra (DF) OZ 13.15 1 0.5 6^<

4019 3 Baaapn, 4L (Benua») PT t.4<125 1 1 L4t

4146 3 Blazer 2L PT 7.3t75 1 025 ;

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S&BO

4 INSECnClDES

1124 4 Teinicl5G (Aldicarb) LB 32 1 7 : 22,40

1152 4 Gulhaon 2L (Aaaphoc Mctfayl) PT 3.1 1 2

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77 tw) I Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 «.3«

ANNVAL SUBTOTAL «.7>

6 OTHER COSTS

<03 6 Scoutag Co*B AC

7120 6 Terraelor. Super X Granular, 12,5% LB 1.42 1 20

903< 6 Po{.35L) PT 12.6S75 1 1 12.69

9049 DEFe PT 4.6675 1 3 14w00

7076 6 T>»(3.eEO OZ 2.62 1 4 10.4X

LAB LABOR COST hr 5.<5 1 7.32 42;S3

MVC 6 MACHINE variable COST AC 1Z1J6

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7PJ2

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

QiMn Aeml QtoDical ApplieacioD

ANNVAL SVBTOTAL

MO

MO
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Table A-16. (Continued)

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE ECPENSE5

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXTENSES

239JS9

lt7S3
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Table A-16» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Soft Red Winter Wheat-Soybean-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-TiU

$479010S.N02

CROP DATE MACHINE HACHINI

TIME

UfiOR

HME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJ./4ae NAME RATE

CociqkLM 4 12 DRY PBtT SnS*. TRAILER MTO 0.09 O.IO UoMteiK 1000

4 IS CHS4 ARRLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 RmhAv 4L (ClyphesaK) 1 QT

4 15 CHBM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Onaoxone StVA L3L (?B49MQ 1 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TOA ( ROW 0.20 025 CwteniMd aoo

4 25 CHEM APPt ATT TO IMPL 0.20 0.00 Teaftl3C(Aldiarb) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHOt APPL ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 Temder.Si9«Xaml«. 12514 10 LB 1.00

5 5 CRSX APPL SM SBJ'-PRCV 0.07 0.07 Prewt35EC 13 QT 125

5 5 CHEM APPL SM saF-PROP 0.00 0.00 C4(of«v4L 13 PT 0.75

$ 15 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM<nn.4L 13 PT 0.75

5 15 CtSM APPtSM SELFPROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4Piai* 2 PT I.OO SeeuiltgCMU 4.00

5 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Bitdti 4L (Cymate) 13 PT 1.50

$ 25 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4Pla** 2 PT 1.00

S 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.09 0.10 3499BAHMnl 298304

5 30 DRY PBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

6 15 CHS4 APPL OSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GuMen 2L (Att^hM Methyl) 1 PT 025

15 CHEM APPL CEJOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pti PSL) 03 PT 0.02

20 CHEM APPL CaOFT TRLR hfTD 0.04 0.04 Vy4«eC-LVp.77a4) l<kl 8 OZ 025

9 15 CtBTOM AERUL CHatlCAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 Dn4 13 PT 0.45 Qaea m>M Oralol > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER Sar-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILBI 0.08 0.09

11 28 ROTARY Mown 0.33 0.34

11 28 KILL CODS 0.00 0.00

HMn' Vetch Cover 11 30 PLANTER NO-TIU « ROW 0.20 022 HMry Veldt Seed 8.00

4 10 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

4 10 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CoRacvLn 4 12 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Uawene 1000

4 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 RffSte^ 4L (Clyphoott) 1 QT

4 15 CHB4 APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Qrtaoseot Bm 25L (PnqM) 1 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TILL 8 ROW 0.20 025 CeowMMd 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 020 0.00 TkaklSCCAMtaO) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL aoo 0.00 TWneler. Super X Qnnte. 125* 10 LB 1.00

5 5 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 35 8C 13 QT 125

S 5 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 CM4m.4L 13 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP ao7 0.07 Coter«>,4L 13 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM APPL SM SBF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA,4PIim* 2 PT 1.00 Sccijtni CoAs 4.00

S 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 BlMa 4L(CymttM) 13 PT 130

5 25 CHS4 APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4Phw* 2 PT 1.00

S 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.09 0.10 344L0 «r'Aaaeni 298304

5 30 DRY PBIT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

6 15 CHEM APPL CSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OoOilen 2L (AAWm* MeOtyl) 1 PT 025

7 15 CIS4 APPL CQOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pfe(53L) 03 PT 0.02

7 20 CHB4 APPL CaOPT TRLR MTD ao4 0.04 VydWC-LV p.77n) t Od 8 OZ 025

9 15 CUSTOM AERLAL CHQ4ICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 OSF* 13 PT 0.45 Ctveee AerM Otrual > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PRCW 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILER ao8 0.09

11 28 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

It 28 KILL CODE 0.00 090

WheM.SoftRc<lW 11 30 CMSaPLOWOTlJPT 0.08 0.09

t: 1 TANDEM DISK RBC CEI9Fr 0.11 0.12

12 3 CULTI-MULCK ROLLER CatFT 0.07 0.07

12 3 DRILL. NO-TILU MIN-TILL. 20" O.U 0.18 WhedSMAWner 150

2 5 DRY FStT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 344-0 «'AeHMM 193.820894

2 i DRY PERT SPRDR TRAlLSl MTD 090 090 10-3040 too

3 20 CHEM APPL OaOFT TRLR MTD 094 094 TTKpASC) 4 OS 0.M
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Table A-16. (Conflnned)

4 10 CHEM APPt CSOPT mJt MTV 0.04 0.04 MrMir BRn(D^ OJ cz 0J7

< IS COMBtNBROWROSP 2W0 0.11 OJO

( to TRUCK SCLAXL&GAS 2T0N (SP) 0.11 OJO

« 13 KLtCODE 04)0 0.00

SoyfeeavCrUn 6 1« DRY FBRT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.03 0.10 UMMnt 1300

« 20 PlANTai NO-TQ.L « ROW OJO 0.22 SoybmSwO 0J7

« 30 CUEM Am. ̂OFT TRU MTD 0.04 0.04 GnaeooMfitw 13L (Pvt^tiQ 1J FT 0.47

6 30 CHEM APPtCXTOPTTRtR MTD 04M OM PrawlSjec 1 or OJO

7 13 CKEM Am GOOPT TRLR MTD 0.O4 0.04 Dtm/at 4L(S«BMcn) 1 PT OJO

7 IS C(EM Am<^OFrTRLRMrD 0.00 0.00 Bltw2L 0J3 PT 0.13

7 20 DRY PBCr Am TRACTOR MTD 04)3 o.to OJO-40 100

10 23 COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD 0.10 OJO

10 23 TRUCK 30I,AXL&CAS 2 TON (3?) 0.11 OJO

10 23 K1U.CODE 0.00 OJO

WhMCvvwCnp 10 20 DRlU. NO-TILU MIN.TIU. 20- 0.14 0.10 wimOmAWimb 1J0

4 10 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 OJi

4 10 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-16* (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Sofl Red Winter Wheat-Soybean'

MACHPaitY COSTS

■Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

M79OI0S.N02

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C v.c
DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MT1D 1.39 0.74 0 0.44 0.61 0.32
CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 1.79 SP 0.52 19.33 4.51

PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 0.10 1X16 7.11
CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.40 X54 1.35
CHEM APPL GBSOFTTRLR MTT> 4.26 1.56 0 0.39 1.66 0.61

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP aoo 0.00 0.00

COTTON nCKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.lt

COTTON TRAILER 21.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 X93
ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.4S 0 1.31 4.72 l.t9

tOLLCODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00
CHISEL PLOW CT15FT 9.S4 4.94 0 o.os 0.t2 0.41
TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43
CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.lt XOS 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

DRILL. NO-TILL, MIN-TILL. 20 27.34 1X11 0 0.33 t.95 X97
COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD t9.23 44X9 SP 0.37 3Xt6 16.31
TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.37 6X1 l.tl

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MID 0.11 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 o.ot
TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 X07 15.17 21.39

TRACTOR 2WD 1<0 HP DIESEL 9.55 lX6t 6 1.64 15.64 20.76
TRACTOR 2WD 100 HP DIESEL 6.95 7.t9 4 0.33 X27 X5t

307.14 121-56

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/ae) MONTH LABOR <hn/ac>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.53

2 FEBRUARY 0.03 5 MAY 0X1

3 MARCH 0.01 6 JUNE 0.2t

FRSTQUAMER MS SECOND QUARTER 1.02

7 JULY 0.10 10 OCTOBER OJO

t AUGUST 0.00 n NOVEMBER 0.65

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 t2 DECEMBER 0.12

THIRD (QUARTER 0.10 POURIH QUARTER
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Tabie A-17. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover^Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

CoUon-Vetcb Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMODITY l: Cotton

COMMOOmr l VnoiOrm

CC»<MODm' y Cotton

RBDIONTYPa

RB5I0N LD-^wefOedcWw^d

PARMSgB Ijftt

SCKLTYPB 0

coMMcximr : Vma Cow TILLAC& Convetlcnal NUBicr* Mnpnm

COMMODmr i: Com ALT. NI/TRIB/T. RESCDUAtdJiyovpermnlin NA.

COMMODITY «: C«wr DUUCATION: Dry NA.

YEAKS OF ROTATIW '■ 3 USDA PRODUCTION RBOION appttoehia

64790106.C01

ITEM CATEGORY NAME DNTTS PRICE QUANTTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2055 8 Conoe. LiM LB 0.647 1 725 : 469.08
2«02 8 Hiio' Vctdt CovCT TON 0 1 24 : :0,00

2055 8 CodMi. liot LB 0.647 1 725 4«9.1»

2«02 8 H«iry Veidi Cover Oop TON 0 1 24 aoo

2053 8 Com. Gnia BU 24909 1 120 298.91

2601 8 Whe« Cover Crop BU 0 t 42 ^0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 41236

VARIABLE £A:r£Ar5£5

1 SEED

2660 1 CoctoBseed LB 0.76 1 24 ItEd

2703 1 Haky Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16

2655 1 Cora Seed, Hybrid LOOOkcreelt 1 1 23 ■ . 23.00

2701 1 Whe« Seed. Water BU 7.41 1 1.5 11.12

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2L1P

2 FERTILIZBt & XIME

501 2 r LB 0.0078 1 3000

101 2 34-0-0 or 'AnuDODitaa Nitnce (33^5% N) LB 0.1188 1 970.1462687 11525

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 600 ;:;v":-V05320
403 2 0<45-45 LB 0.17905 1 tll.l ."^"•^:19.89

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70-75

4110 3 Treflaa MTF.4BC CTrtflurtJin) PT 4.125 1 3 1238

4176 3 Catorto,4L PT 4.755 1 3 1427

4144 3 MSMA.4P1U* PT 218 ! 2 4.36

4022 3 Bledex 4L (CyuuzM) PT 3.78 1 3 11.34

4006 3 AAtKX,4L PT 20925 1 2 'vi-4il9
4051 3 Diul8E(MetBlaeblar) PT 8.6125 1 1.25

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.10

4 INSECnODBS

1124 4 TeaklSG (Aldieah) LB 3.2 1 7

1152 4 OnthicB 2L (Arinptoo* Mediyl) PT 3.8 1 2

1247 4 Vy«ljleC-LV<3.77»>»)lG»l OZ 0.S23437S 1 16 258

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1279

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 ScoutagCcsts AC : 200

7120 6 Terriclof, Super X CranuUr, 12.5% LB 1.42 1 20 • 2240

9038 6 pR <.3SL) PT 126875 1 1 1269

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 3 1200

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 8.60 6029

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 132*8

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL *209

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 CURotB Aerial Cberaical Applicatioo AC 5 : i6.oo

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL .200

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 20291

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 20344
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Table A'17. (Continued)

B«aver Creek Watershed

CoUoo-Vetch Covcr>CottoD-Vetch Cover^om-Wbeat Cover Rotation 'Conventional

CROP DATE MACHINE klACHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTir T7PR CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOK DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UMTS AJ./aefe NAME RATE

Csntn,LR 3 2S DRY FBIT 5Pft0R TIUtLEX hTTO 0.09 0.10 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW 0TI5FT O.OS 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RECCEIPPT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TAND^ DISK RSC 0ei9FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM Am ATTTO MPL 0.11 0.00 T>*nai MTR 4EC (Trirteilin) PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER CEItlT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLAI/ra RBOULAR « ROW 0.10 0.13 Ceosmwd 12.00

4 25 CHEM Am ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TiBail50(AMkar4) 3.5 LB 0.50

4 25 CHm Am ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tmekr.SupvXOmMr. 125a 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM Am SM SaP-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«nn.4L IJ PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PBtT SPRDR TRAILER I4TD 0.09 0.10 9445 <r 'AmmaI 298.504

s 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20.20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM Am SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Pltt* 1 PT 0.50 S««ailvCuu 4.00

5 30 CHEM Am SM SBJ^PROP 0.00 0.00 BloOa 4L (CymfeM) IS PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHB4 Am ̂OPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OoNon 2L (Axii«(iM MMqrt) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OElSFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM Am GBI^TRLR lifTD 0.04 0.04 Pk(5$L) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CKBM Am OeoPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vfmi C-LV (9.77a*) 1 C*1 8 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPLR 0-00 0.00 0EP4 15 PT 0.45 CMi«aAMlQnlc*l> 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTONTRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SEIJ'.PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTONTRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 2t ROTARYMOWBL 0.33 0.34

11 2S lULLCODE 0.00 0.00

Huiy V«idiC«v«r 11 30 TANDEM DISK R80 CEIPPT 0.11 0.12

12 1 FINISUINO HARROW CE15PT 0.07 0.08

12 4 DRILUPUDCDISCGRAIN CTU 0.1S 0.17 HMiyVMdtSMd 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWBl 0.33 0.34

3 25 KIUCODB 0.00 0.00

CwoaLM 3 2t DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD ao9 0.10 UnaatfM 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW OTISFT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDQil DISK REC CEIPFT 0.II 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBS GE19Fr 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM Am ATT TO IMPL an 0.00 Tr«nm MTP. 4ec (Titfknlir9 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLBLOEItFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 C«noiMwd 12.00

4 25 CHEM Am ATT TO IMPL aio 0.00 T«akl5C(AUiar4) 3.5 LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM Am ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tmdar.SiBvXOnO*. I25a 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM Am SM SaP-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«nn,4L iS FT 0.75

S 5 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 9444VAaMM 298J04

5 5 DRY FE3CT SPRDR TRAILBL MTD 0.00 0.00 040-20 300

S 15 ROW CULTIVATOR OB15FT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM AmSM saP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PhB* 1 PT 030 S«sai*itC«B* 4.00

5 30 CHEM AmSM saP-PROP 0.00 0.00 BItda 4L (CyawM) u PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATDR CEISFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHEM Am CBOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GuMw 2L (AxOvTm* MMyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISPT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL CE50PT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pk (.3SL) 05 FT 0.02

7 30 CHEM Am OSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VyOM C-LV (i.TTU) 1 0*1 1 OZ 05S

9 IS CUSTOM AESUAL CHEM ICAL APPUl 0.00 050 D74 15 FT 0.4S Qmw AoW QMalBl > 9.00

10 S COTTON PICKBtSaP-PROP 053 054

10 s COTTONTRAILER ODt 059

11 25 COTTON PICKER SaP-PROP 059 054

11 25 3YTTON TRAILER 051 059

It 2> KOTARY MOWER 059 054
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Table A-17. (Continued)

n 2S KUXCXIDE 0^ 040

Hairy V«idtC«*v n 30 TANDEM DISK RED GBIOPT 0.11 0.13

n t FINISHNG HARROW GE13PT 0.O7 04<

12 4 DRlLUPLAOiDlSCGRAIN CT14 0.1( 0.17 Hairy V««)See4 IM

3 13 ROTART MOWER 0G3 9M

3 13 iULLOODE 040 0.00

CofikGnin 3 U DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UoMttm 1000

3 20 CHISEL PLOWOTISFT 0.0« 0.09

4 10 TANDQ4 DISK REG CD9FT 0.11 0.12

4 15 CULTt4rfULCH ROLLER GE1 (FT 047 0.07

4 20 PLANTSI. REGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 Com Seal Hytrld 33.00

4 30 DRY PBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 3M4 or 'Aamenl 373.137313

4 20 DRY FBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45.43 111.1

i 13 CHEM APPL LTSOPT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAm.4L 2 PT 1.00

S IS CHEM APPL LTSOPr TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 DuattE(Meielac»deO 143 PT 143

>0 10 COMBINBROWHDSP 2WD O.U 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SGLAXL&CAS2TON(SP) O.I> 0.20

to to KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

WlMiCovarOof 10 12 TAN0S4 DISK REG G£t9FT 0.11 0.12

10 13 PINISKINC HARROW CE13Pr 0.07 0.0t

10 13 DRimPLADLDlSCGRAlN CTt4 0.1« 0.17 WhevSeed. wm« 1.30

3 23 ROTARY MOWa^ 043 044

3 23 KILL CODE 040 0.00
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Table A-17. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoD-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C CODE F.C. V.C.

DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.54 0.75 0.40

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.25 L45 123

TANDEM DISK REG GE19Fr 1342 4.04 0 0.86 11.53 3.47

CHHM APPL AIT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 041 263 140

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.18 i05 0 0.20 206 0.41

PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.30 6.09 263

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.26 9.67 229

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.77 3.63 1.82

CHEM APPL GB30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 293

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 237

RILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEI5FT 7.54 3.89 0 0.21 1.61 0.83

DRILUPLAINJ>ISCGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 245

CHQH APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 2.48 0.91 0 0.10 024 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.57 1201 16.19

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9J5 12.68 6 4.24 40.51 53.78

: 205^8 135 81

ANNUAL LABOR REQOlRBtlKNTS

MONTH LABOR (bn/ac) MONTH LABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY O.OO 5 MAY 024

3 MARCH 0.55 6 JUNE 0.12

FIRST QUARTER 0.55 SECOND QUARTER 022

7 JULY 0.15 10 OCTOBER 0.56

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.62

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.17

THIRD QUARTER 1.35
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Table A-18. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetdi Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional Tillag<

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover R<^tioo -Conventional

COMM(»rTY 1: BtCMen

COMMOOmr 2: VctdiCover

COMMODmrS: BtCoKon

COMMODITY 4: Vetch Cover

COMMOOmr s-. com

CCMMOOmr Vtmu Orm

WeiON TYPE 2

RB3I0N LOj BetverCnek Wwraied

FARMSIffi iMge

TILljkOB CotivenUcnil

AtT.NUrRIPfT: Itg51DUA,L(lgytgper«nnttD

DUUCATIOR Dry

SOIL TYPE 0

EL INDEX 0

PKODUCnON PRACTICES Bwdt^ofChemlato

NuirkntMKMaeiDW

Bt Cotton

NA.

YEAKSOPROTATKM: 3 USDA PRODUCTION REOION AjipiltcBien

64790106.C02

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUAPmry ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDQC AMOUNT

REVENUE

2180 8 Bt ConDo, Litf LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2«02 8 Kury Vetch Cover Oop TON 0 1 2.4 0.00

2180 8 BtConon. Uot LB 0.647 1 725 L6».0t

2602 8 Hairy Vetch Covtr Ctcp TON 0 1 7.4 0.00

2053 8 Cm, Graia BU 14909 1 120 298.91

2601 8 Wheat Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 0.00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVB4UE 41135

VARIABLE EXPENSES

I SEED

2661 1 Bt Cooooseed U 0.84 1 24

2704 1 Bt ConoB Seed Royalty Bee AC 35 1 2

2703 1 Hairy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16

2655 1 Cm Seed, Hytrid LOOOkcfBek 1 1 23 ii

2701 1 Wheat Seed, Wnier BU 7A1 1 1.5

AJfNVAL SUBTOTAL 4S.16

2 FEKTnJZnt Se UME

501 2 LiOKilODe LB 0.0078 1 3000 a

101 2 344>-0or 'Ammeiiiam Nhrate <33i^% N) LB 0.1188 1 970.1462687;! 115.25

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 6001! ; 53,70

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 I 111.1 19.89

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70,75

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 'Deflaa MTF. 4EC (TriAiralin) PI 4.125 1 3 ll»

4176 3 Cctoran,4L PT 4.755 1 3

4)44 3 MSMA.4 Plut* PT 2.18 1 2

4022 3 Bladot 4L (Cyaaaaoe) PT 3.78 1 3 IL34

4006 3 AAlrexAL PT 2.0925 1 2 4.19

4051 3 Dual 8E (Metolichlor) PT 8.6125 1 1J5 ia77

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.10

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Tenftl5G (Aldicart) LB 3.2 1 7 -2140

1152 4 CuUtion 2L (Azupboe Metlo'l) PT 3.8 1 2 -•.\^7.fl0

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77 #>») 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 8.38

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1179

6 OTHE3L COSTS

803 6 ScoutBgCocta AC :/ too

7120 6 Teiraclor, Super X Granular, 12^% LB 1.42 1 20 28A0

9038 6 Pk (.3SL) PT 116875 1 1 ;:1169

9049 6 DEP6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 8.60 8009

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC MSM

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S3.09

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 OiBOBt Aerial Cbonical ApplicaioB AC 5 6.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 100

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

nzM

ii9Ar
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Table A-l$. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation •C<mventional

CROP D MACHINE ^CHIN

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILISER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS A-L/oere NAME RATE

BtCoSoaLW 3 2t Dur Fsn- SPRM TfUllER MTD 0.09 O.IO Uflitstone 1000

3 30 CKlSELPLOW<7n5FT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REG GBI^fT o.n 0.12

4 5 TAND^ DISK REC GEl^FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TMOai MTP. 4ec (TrinurMlril 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROUlERCeiOPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLAINER REGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 BlC«aonMe4 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL A7T TO ZMn. 0.10 0.00 TtmftlSCCAUUetfO) 33 LB 030 Bt Cotton Sae4 Royally R 35.00

4 25 CHS4 APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Temdor.Suptf X OraulB. 123% 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SOP.PROP 0.07 0.07 OMonn, 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRWt TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34.04} at 'AnBwnl' 298.504

5 5 DRY PERT SMIDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20.20 300

S 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHB4 APPLSM SELP-fHOP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Plu(- 1 PT 030 ScMtitCoai 4.00

5 30 CISM APPL SM SELF.PR<M> 0.00 0.00 BI«4tt4L(CymzM) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

4 15 CHSrf APPL GESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OoMon 2L (Attvlw* MMiQ'1) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

IS CHB4 APPL GSOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pti(3SL) 03 PT 0.02

20 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VydKcC-LV(3.77at)1Ctl 8 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPLR 0.00 0.00 0^6 13 PT 0.65 Qatoo Aoriil C2iaal<id Ji 3.00

10 5 ccrrroN picker sb,p-prop 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILSl 0.08 0.09

11 25 COrrON PICKHLSELF-PRW 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAOER 0.08 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWS! 0.33 0.36

11 28 KLLCODE 0.00 0.00

HilryVcMhCmw 11 30 TANDEM DISK REG GE19PT 0.11 0.12

12 1 PINISHINC HARROW GEISPT 0.07 0.01

12 4 DRILL.PLA1NJ>ISCGRAIN GTU 0.16 0.17 Bticy VaidiSocd 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWSt 0.33 0.36

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

BtCMocktK 3 28 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UiMMra 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW OTISFT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDB4 DISK REG GEIN^ 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDQi< DISK REG GEI9PT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHB4 APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TKIUn MTP. 4ac (Trirknlir^ 13 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTIAIULCH ROLLSIGBISPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 BtCtttomaaO 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TeaklSG (Alfievb) 3.5 LB 030 Bi Cotton $0*4 Roytiiy R 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 T«mc)or.Su|wX<kMiulir, 12.5% 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHQ4 APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 CMom 4L 13 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 O.IO 34-0-0 er 'Anaionli 298.504

S 5 DRY FBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20-20 300

5 IS ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHQ4 APPLSM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4PI01- 1 PT 030 ScozintCeat 4.00

5 30 CKD4 APPL SM SOP-PROP 0.00 0.00 BlMa 4L<Cyinisn) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISPT 0.13 ai4

6 15 CHEM APPL GBIOPr TRLR MTD 0.04 0.O4 Ottlm 2L (AztaphM McOiyl) 1 PT 0J25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GB15Pr 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GBOPT TRLR MTD O.CM 0.04 PB(35L} 03 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL 0E3DFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vy<M*C-LV(3.77»«)}Oil t oe 035

? 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHQ4ICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEP« 13 PT OAS OiBoet AerU Oaoial A 330

10 5 COITON PICKER SELF-PROP 033 03«

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0J» 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 033 034

11 25 COTTON TRAILS! 0.0S 0.O9

11 2t ROTARY MOWS! 033 0.3«
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Table A-18. (Continued)

11 » KOXCODE OM 0.00

HilirV«tdiC«Mr 11 30 TANOQi( D15K RSQ CBlOPT 0.11 0.13

U 1 FINISHNG HARKOWOEISFT 0.07 0.00

U 4 OiUU.nA{2U>ISCCRAIN 0X14 0.16 0.17 HNiyVMdlSwd KOO

3 IS ROTARY MOWBt 0J3 QM

3 19 KOXCODE 0.00 0.00

ConvOnln 3 10 DRY PERT SPRTIR TRAttER MTD 0J)9 0.10 Unutane 1M0

3 20 CHSELPLOWCTISFT 0.00 0.O9

4 10 TANDEM DISK REO OElPPT 0.11 0.12

4 IS CULTI-M ULCH ROLLSt CEl OPT 0.07 0.07

4 30 KANTBl REGULAR 0 ROW 0.10 0.13 ConiSM4,HyM4 23.00

4 20 DRY PERT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 344)4 «t'ABBOni 373.137313

4 30 DRY PERT S^R TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 04S4S 111.1

S IS CHEM APPL LTSOPT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAt«L4L 2 PT 1.00

S IS CHEM APPL LT30rr TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 DialoeiMMolMMer) 13S PT 139

10 10 COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 0.10 OJO

10 to TRUCK SGL AXL&CA5 2 TON ̂ 0.10 OJtt

10 10 KILL CODE OM 0.00

What Cow Crop 10 12 TANDEM DISK RBC CEl 9FT 0.11 0.12

10 12 FINISHNG HARROW GEISPT 0.07 O.OS

10 IS DRILUPUIN.DISCGRAIN CT14 0.14 0.17 Wht«Se«<].Wn(r 130

3 2S ROTARY MOWS 0.33 034

3 29 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A'18» (Continued)

B««ver Creek Watershed

Bt CottOD-Vetch Cover*Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

MAOENERY COSTS

MACHNENAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C F.C V.C

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.54 0.75 0.40

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 9.t4 4.94 0 OJIS 145 113

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.86 11.53 3.47

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL <».3S 3.37 0 0.41 2.63 1.40

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.1< 2.05 0 0.20 2.06 0.41

PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 20.30 X.76 0 0.30 6.09 2.63

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 1.79 SP 0.26 9.67 2.29

ROW CULTIVATOR GEtSFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.77 3.63 1.82

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.24 1.56 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUCADON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON nCKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON -TRAILER 2112 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 137

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.t9 0 0.21 1.61 0.83

DREJUPLAlNiMSCGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 145

CHEM APPL LT30FT-TRACT MTD Z4t 0.91 0 0.10 0.24 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.57 12.01 16.19

-TRACTOR 2WD 140 HP DIESEL 9J5 12.M 6 4.24 40.51 53.78

11

MONTH LABOR (hn/^) MONTH LABOR <hn/«)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 014

3 MARCH 0.55 6 JUNE 0.12

FIRST QUARTER 055 SECOND QUARTER ojti

7 JULY 0.15 10 OCTOBER 0.56

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.62

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.17

. . —

THIRD QUARTER FOURTH QUAR-IER :
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Table A-19. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Covei^Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -C<mventjonal

COMMODmr 1: CoRtn

COMMODtTY 2: VtttfiCavg

COMMOOtTY 3:C«toci

RBOION TTPE WmhJxI

RBjKM LD^ aMvqCwrt WMtwhtd

FARMSCE L»»e PRODUCTION PRACTICES BwdtttefCheaUeaU

COMMODfTY 4 VoichCom TILLAGE Convenuontl NjFMtt Mntens*

COMMODrrr 5: Com ALT. NUTRIQfT R£SDUAL{lay«irpertnnitl] Bro»dBate<lT«nees

COMMODrTY «: Whi« Com (RRIGATION: Dry NA.

YEARS OP ROTATION } USOA PRODUCTION RS510N AppCtoeMm

64790106.C11

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUAJnTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

RFVE/fUE

2055 < CotkM, Um LB 0.647 1 725 469!.0»

2602 < Hwy VctcO Covff Oop TON 0 1 L4 aoo

2055 < ConoB, List LB 0.647 1 725 469.0S

2602 < Hiiry Veicb Cov«r Crop TON 0 1 2.4 0.00

2055 < Cora, Grain BU 14909 1 120 29191

2601 t Wbeai Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 0,00

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 4tZJ5

VAJUiBLE EXCESSES

1 SEED

2M0 1 CoOoowad LB 0.76 1 24 1124

2703 1 Hairy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16 lUO

2655 1 Corn Seed. Hybrid LOOOkeraeb 1 1 23

2701 1 Wbea Secd.WlBler BU 7,41 I IJ IL12

ANNUAL SVBTOTAL 2LI9

2 FERTILIZER &LIME

501 2 Linefloiie LB 0.007S 1 3000

101 2 34-04 or 'ADBOoitiD Nitrate (33^% N) LB 0.11« 1 970.14626<7 115.35

401 2 0-20-20 U 0.0<9S 1 600

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 1 111.I 19.<9

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7MS

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 TVefUn MTF, 4EC (Trifkinlin) PT 4.125 I 3

4176 3 Coioran,4L PT 4.755 1 3

4144 3 MSMA.4P1US" PT IIS 1 2 4.36

4022 3 Bladcx 4L (CyaaaxM) PT 3.7< 1 3 11.34

4006 3 AAtiexAL PT 10925 1 2

4051 3 Dtial<B(Mett>lacUer) PT <.6125 1 1.25 1077

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1919

4 INSBCnCIDES

1124 4 TenklSG <Aldicait>) LB 3.2 1 7 ■;;^::'f:2240'
1152 4 Guthicn 2L (Axiepboa Methyl) PT 3.< 1 2 7>60

1247 4 Vydaie C-LV <3.77R>i) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 I 16 S.3<

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL • 1179

6 OTHER COSTS

<03 6 Scouting Coets AC t.00

t06 6 Broad Base Terrace* AC 10.4355 31.31

7120 6 Tecraclor, Super X Granular. 12^% U 1.42 1 20 2140

903S 6 Pix (.35L) PT 116<75 1 1 1169

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 3 ::.: :1440

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.<5 1 <.60 50J9

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 135M

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 93J12

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

<10 7 CUaon Aerial Qtenical ApplicatieD AC 5 SM

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 100

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

2i9M

193^1
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Table A-19. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

CROP DKTE MACHINE SUCHIN1

ITME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS A.Lyaa« NAME RATE

CocmvLk 3 2S DRY F®T SPRDR TRAILER KTD 0.09 0.10 Untiaum 1000

3 30 CHISEL PIOWGTISFT o.ot 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REC GEIPFT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK REC CEISPT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL AIT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 71«nn MTE 4EC (TrlftnUiQ 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CE1IPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLAKTS RBCULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 ConcMwd 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T«mklSG (AUkarb) 3.5 LB 0510

4 2S CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 T«mckr.Sl9crXdml», 125% 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHB4 APPL SM SELP-PR<»> 0.07 0.07 Cotorav4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S S DRY PBIT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34-05 «r'Ammon 29t.504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

S IS ROW CULTIVATOR OElSFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Ptni* 1 PT 0.50 SeoottiRCMtt 4.00

30 CHEM APPLSM SOJ'-PROP 0.00 0.00 81Ma4L(Cym») 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEtSFT 0.13 0.14

« 15 CHEM APPL CE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 QAlon 2L (Atkphtt M«S)yt) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR CBISFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL CQOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pb (5SL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHB4 APPL CESOFT TRLR MIt> 0.04 0.04 VydM C.LV (S.TTki) 1 Oil 1 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERULCHB41CALAPPLI( 0.00 0.00 DEF6 15 PT 0.65 CUsom Aerial OieaMeal > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELFVPROP 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.0t 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKHISELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.0S 0.09

II 2S ROTARY MOWBt 0.33 0.36

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 O.OO

Haliy V«t(A Cow 11 30 TANDEM DISK REC GElPFT 0.11 0.12

12 1 FINISHING HARRDWGBISPT 0.07 o.ot

12 4 DRILLPLAINJMSCGRAIN GT14 0.16 0.17 HaiiyVctdiSiad S.OO

3 25 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.36

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CooeaLM 3 2> DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Umuwne 1000

3 30 CaSELPLOWCTlSFT 0.0< 0.09

4 1 TAN0S4 DISK RBG GEIPPT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDQ4 DISK REG GEl^PT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TItfln MTF. 4BC CTrlAnllfO IJ PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CE1 SFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 Cowanawd 12.00

25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T«mkl5G(Aldkvt>) 35 LB 050

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMW. 0.00 0.00 Tmder.SutMfXCnnalv. 12-9% 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SEU^-PROP 0.07 0.07 CMonn. 4t 1.5 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILQI MTD 0.09 0.10 34-05 Ct 'AtUMRil 29S504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 IS ROW CULTrVATOR CEl SFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHQrf APPL SM SOF-PROP 0.07 0.07 M5MA,4P!w- 1 PT 0.50 S«cuikigCosu 4.00

5 30 CHDrf APPL SM SELF- PROP 0.00 0.00 BIwkx4L^nBM} 15 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GElSPT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHD4 APPL GOOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GoMon 2L (A ttviiM MaOiyO 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW cultivator OEl SFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL GDOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pb(5SL) 05 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CE3 OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vyttu C-LV (3.77a() 1 G«1 S OZ 055

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHSrf ICAL APKJ< ouw 050 DB^6 15 PT OAS CUaMtt Acrttl 0«Ml«al J 350

10 5 COTTON PICKER Sa,F-PRC» 053 0.3«

10 5 COTTON TRAILER OJM 059

11 25 COTTON PICKQISELF-PROP 053 056

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 05< 0.09

11 28 ROTARY MOWHl 053 056
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Table A-19. (Continued)

11 U KtU<»OE OM 030

Hury V«MiCe*tr n 30 TANDBX DISK RBO 0E13PT 0.11 0.13

13 1 FINISHING UARROWOEISPT 0.97 0.08

13 < MULUFLAOIOISCORAIN CTI4 0.14 0.17 HUry VMtfiSMO 8.00

3 IS ROTAKY MOWBt 033 036

3 13 KILL CODE 030 030

OemCnln 3 U DRY PBtT SPRDR TRAILEXIKTD 039 0.10 1000

3 30 CMSELPlOWGTISPr 030 0.09

4 10 TANDEM DISK REG GEI^PT 0.11 0.13

4 IS CULTt-MULCH ROLLSt 061 tPT 037 037

4 30 PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 CornSMAHytrtO 2330

4 30 DRY PERT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.10 030 3434 «r 'Amaenl 373.137313

4 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 030 030 OASAS 111.1

i IS CHEM APPL LT30PT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAH1.4L 3 PT 1.00

i IS CHEW APPL LTSOPT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Dull 8E(M«MMiilor) 1.23 PT 1.2S

10 10 COMBINE ROW HDSP 3W0 0.18 030

10 10 TRUCK SOL AXL&GAS 3 TON (SP) 0.18 0.30

10 10 KILL CODE 030 0.00

Wh»KCev«rO«|^ 10 13 TANDEM DISK RBCCE19FT 0.11 0.12

10 13 PINtSHING HARROW GEISPT 037 038

10 IS MULUPtAthLDISCCRAIN CTU 0.10 0.17 WlMSMAWnur 130

3 3S ROTARY MOWBl 033 030

3 3S KILL CODE 030 030
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Table A-19« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Covcr-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C
DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MID 1.39 0.74 0 0.54 0.75 0.40

CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.25 2.45 143

TANDB^ DISK REG GB19FT 13A2 4.04 0 0.t6 1153 3.47

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.41 2.63 1.40

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEISFT IO.It 2.05 0 0.20 2.06 0.41

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.30 6.09 2.63

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 1.79 SP 0.26 9.67 249

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.77 3.63 l.t2

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM ABRUL OlEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.lt

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.34 950 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 437

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.69 0 0.21 1.61 0.t3

DRILL.PLA1NJ>15CGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 445

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD L4< 0.91 0 0.10 0.24 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP 0.1t 16.43 1.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.11 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 s 157 ILOl 16.19

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.6S 6 4.24 4051 53.7t

2aS5C 135.81

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/K) MONTH LABOR (bfi/K)

I JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.24

3 MARCH OJS 6 JUNE 0.12

nXSTQUARTER dSS SEC<>ND QUARTER 042

f JULY 0.15 10 OCTOBER 056

• AUGUST aoo 11 NOVEMBER 0.62

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.17

nnRDQUARTEX 015 FOURTEQUARTER 145
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Table A-20. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetcfa Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional Tillag<

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -C<»ventional

CC»i<MODrTY 1: ftCoaan REGION TYf^ WHBfted

coMMwrrr 2: vweicwr

COMMODITY 3: BiCoaoB

RB3I0N LD- BtiwOwttWMMhWl

FARM SIZE Lrp

SCXlTTfSiO

EL ItOBt: 0

PftODUCriON PRACTICES

coMMOorrr *: v«id>cov«f

COMMODITY 5: Cern

TILLAGE CoovenUem]

COMMODITY »: ̂ «C«>rtr

ALT. NCTRIOfT: RSSCDUAL(iay»wp€ftfiiiil)

RRIOATION; Dry

YEARS OP ROTATION: 3 USOA PRODUCTION REGION Appitodilt

BroM BuedTencet

«790106.C12

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE QUANTITY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REV£NVE

2U0 8 BtCanDO,LiK LB 0.647 1 725 460.08

2602 8 Haio' Vetch Cover Orop TON 0 1 2.4 0,00

2180 8 fit ConoB, Litt LB 0.647 1 725 4<0.0t

2602 8 Kiiiy Vetch Cover Oop TON 0 ! 2.4 OlOO

20S3 8 Com, Gran BU L4909 1 120 SSK.01

260! 8 When Cover Crop BU 0 I 42 "; «.oo

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 412.35

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2661 1 fitCoocBaeed LB 0.84 1 24 : ̂ 20.16

2704 1 fit Cotton Seed Royalty Pee AC 35 1 2 70.00

2703 1 Haiy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16 1L20

26S5 1 Com Seed, Hybrid LOOOkerwh 1 1 23 iijoo

2701 1 Wheat Seed. Water BU 7.4! 1 15

ANSDAL SUBTOTAL

2 FSmiLIZai & LIMB

SOl 2 LB 0.0078 1 3000

101 2 34-04) or Ammonia Nhrttt (33,5« N) LB 0.1188 1 970.1462687

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 600

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 1 lll.l 19189

3 HQtBICXDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70.75

4110 3 'fienan MTF.dEC (TnflHralin) PT 4.125 1 3 12.31

4176 3 Co(oraB.4L PT 4.755 1 3 1457

4144 3 MSMA. 4 Rus " PT L18 1 2 A3<

4022 3 filJdex4L(CyanaaDe) PT 3.78 1 3 12.34

4006 3 AAtKxAL PT 2.0925 1 2 ;.*.I9

40S1 3 Dual 8E(Me«olaehlcr) PT 8.6125 1 1.25 ia77

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1010

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Temltl5G(Aldicuh) LB 3.2 1 7 22.40

1152 4 CtKhion 2L (Asinphoe Methyl) PT 3.8 1 2

1247 4 VydneC-LV{3.77t»»)lGa] OZ 05234375 1 16 S.3S

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL J2.79

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 Scouting Cora AC 8.00

806 6 ftoad Baae Terraces AC 10.4355

7120 6 Tetraclor, Super X Granuln, 125% LB 1.42 1 20

9038 6 Pix (.35L) PT 12.6875 1 1 :li69

9049 6 DEP6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14.00

LAfi 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 8.60 5059

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 1355*

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL "9X52

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Oiaa Aerial Qtemical Apphcabco AC 5 6.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2.00

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE IKTENSES
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Table A-20» (Continued)

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES
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Table A-20. (Contiiiued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CoUon-Veteh Cover-Bt Cotton-Veteh Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation •Conventional

CROP DATC MACHINE VIACHINI

HME

LABOR

TIME

FERTTUZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS AX/tcre NAME RATE

BiCoaon.Ln } 21 DRY FEKT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UMBom 1000

3 30 CWSaPLOWCTISFT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK REC CE19Pr 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBG 0E19FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO (MPL 0.11 0.00 Trcnv MTP. 4EC (TrinunliiO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CEltFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 n^m-ER REGULAR < ROW O.IO 0.13 12.00

4 25 CHB4 APPLATTTO MPL 0.10 0.00 T«mklSG(AMiarb) 3.5 LB 0.50 Bi Cotton 5m4 ReriKyR 35.00

4 25 CHB4 APPL ATTTO MPL 0.00 0.00 Temetor.StverXCmilor. l3.Sft 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPLSM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 Cotom 4L J.5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 344)4 er 'AmBsnD 298.504

s 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CKQ4 APPLSM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Plut* 1 PT 030 SeouttagCoB* 4.00

5 30 CHB4 APPLSM SBP-PRC^ 0.00 0.00 nMa4L(CynuM) U PT 3.00

4 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEl 5FT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CIEM APPL CE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GOhlon 2L (AzkvtiM Me«v1) 1 PT 0X5

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL CBOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pfc(J5L) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VyMt C-LV (i.77hi) 1 Gtf 8 OZ 0X5

9 15 CUSTOM ABUAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEFi 1.5 PT 0.45 GoBoa Atrttl OcaticU > 3.00

10 S COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

to 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTONTRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 2t ROTARY MOWBl 0.33 0.34

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Hil(yV«icnC«w 11 30 TANDEM DISK RES CE19Fr 0.11 0.12

12 1 FINISHNC HARROW CEISFT 0.07 0.08

12 4 DRILUPLADLDISCGRAIN CTU 0.14 0.17 Haln'VcidtSMd 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWBl 0.33 0.34

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

BtCoaofklvM 3 2S DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD ao9 0.10 Umjmm 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW CTISFT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBS CEISFT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDB4 DISK REG CE19FT on 0.13

4 5 CHS4 APPL ATT TO MPL 0.11 0.00 Tr«n») MTF. 4BC (TrinortUiO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLBIGEISPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 BtCoooiyeeA 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPLATTTO MPL 0.10 0.00 TemfclSC(Aldk«t) 3.5 LB 030 Bt OotunSoed RsyaMy H 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 T«rtBdor.Si9« X Onlv. 12.SW 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SSJ'-mOP 0.07 0.07 0M«nn,4L 1-5 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT smDR TRAlLQl MTD 0.09 0.10 3444 or 'Anaenli 298.504

5 5 DRY par SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-30 300

IS ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHat APPL SM SBJ'-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4Pl(tt* 1 PT 030 SooatigCoBA 4.00

s 30 CHEM APPL SM SB^-PROP 0.00 0.00 Blodex 4L (CymtfrM) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GElSFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHB4 APPL l^OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GuMon 2L (AttyltM MeOqrl) I PT 0X5

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL CQOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 PB (JSL) 0.5 FT 0.02

7 30 CHEM APPL GE50FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0A4 Vy4M C-LV (3.77t>4} 1 Oil S oe 0.2S

9 IS CUSTOM AERULCHEMICAL APPU( 0.00 Oi» DEF« u FT OAS DiBciB AerW OKBlal > 3.00

to 5 COTTON PICKa Sa-F-PROP 0J3 0J«

10 5 COTTON TRAIia 0.0S 0.09

n 2S COTTON PtCKaSELF-PROP 0J3 OM

11 3S COTTONTRAILa 0.00 0.09

11 34 ROTARY MOWa 0S3 0S6
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Table A-20. (Continued)

t1 3t KILL CODE 0.00 ooo

HiiiyVetdi Cover 11 30 TANDEM DISK RSC OEI^FT O.ll 0.12

n 1 FINISHING HARJKIWGEISFT <un 0.00

n 4 DR1LUFUIN.D1SCGRA1N CTM o.u Ol? HUryVMdtSwd 140

3 IS ROTARY MOWS 0J3 034

3 IS KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CorrkCnln 3 It DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.09 0.10 LiBMOooe 1000

3 20 CHSEL PLOWCTtSFT o.ot 0.04

4 10 TANDEM DISK RfiC CBIOFT 0.11 0.12

4 15 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CBl tPT Off} 0.07

4 20 PLANTS REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 ComSe«<L Hybrid 23.00

20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.10 0.00 34.04 «'AaaMM 373.137313

4 20 DRY PST SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.00 0.00 OASAS lll.l

3 IS CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAra.4t 2 PT 1.00

5 IS CHS4 APPL LTSOPT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 OiM]tE(M«tolid)ier) 1.25 PT 1.25

10 to COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD 0.1t 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SGL AXL&CAS 2TON (SP) O.lt OJO

10 10 KiaCODE 0.00 0.00

WhntCovtrQo^ 10 12 TANDEM DISK RED 0EI9FT ait 0.12

10 12 FJNISHNG HARROW GEtSFT 007 O.OS

10 IS DRILL.PLAIN.D1SCCRAIN GT14 0.1( 0.17 Whe«Saed.Wner ISO

3 2S rctary mows 0.33 03«

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-20. (Contmued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

MACHPaRY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. v.c. F.C V.C.

DRY FERT SPRDR TIUILER MTD 1.39 0,74 0 0.54 0.75 0.40

CHISEL PLOW CTJ5FT 9.S4 4.94 0 0.25 145 113

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.86 11.53 3.47

CHEM APPLATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.41 163 1.40

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.18 2.05 0 0.20 106 0.41

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.30 6.09 163

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 016 9.67 129

ROW CULTIVATDR GEISFT 4.72 137 0 0.77 3.63 1.82

CHEM APPL GEMFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1J6 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM AERUL OIEMICAL APPUCADON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 137

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 o.oo 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.89 0 oil 1.61 0.83

DRILUPLAINDISCGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.47 5.79 145

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 148 0.91 0 0.10 014 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 89.23 4419 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1J7 1101 16.19

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 414 40.51 53.78

205.58 135.88

ANNDAL LABORREQUIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/tc) MONTH LABOR <tan/K)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.24

3 MARCH 055 6 JUNE 0.12

, FIRST QUARTER 055 SECOND QUARTER 042

7 WLY 0.15 to OCTOBER 056

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.62

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.17

TSIRD QUAR.tER 0.15 FOURTS QUARTER t45
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Table A-21. Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventiona]

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMOOmr l: Oodcn ItSOCON TYPe WgwaK.1

CXIMMODmr 2: VMdtCew

COMMODITY 3: CMton

RBCION

FARMStZE L*5

SOlLTYPe^

EXINDBC: 0

COMMOOITY 4: V«>a>Cw«r

COMMOOrTY J: Com

TILLAGE Convcr&oul

COMMODmr t: W)KKC«m

ALT. NlffMEWT: RESPl'ALClaytypwiUil)

DUUGATION; Dry

PRODUCTION PRACTICES af Chemtato

NA.

TEARS OF MJTATION: 3 USDA production RBCION AwNrtthn

64790I06.C21

FTEM

CODE

CATEGORY

CODE

AI4NUA1

AMOCNT

RSVESVE

2D5S

2602

2055

2602

2053

2601

Cotioe. Liflt

Hairy VeKb Cover Ocp

ConoD. Liar

Hain'V«tdi Cover Qrop

Corn. Gran

^OMat Cover Crop

LB

TON

LB

TON

BU

BU

0.647

0

Z4909

725

2.4

725

2.4

120

42

SOBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE

460.0S

0.00

4«0.0t

OiOO

0.00

ntjs

VARIABLE EXPENSES

2660 1 Cotua*ee4 LB 0.76 1 24 IU4

2703 1 Hairy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16 IL20

2655 1 Cora Seed. Hytrid LOOOkemeb 1 1 23 2R00

2701 1 WheaSeed.WiMer BU 7.41 1 1.5 11.12

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2L»

2 FERTCLIZBR a LIME

501 2 U»n»i.e LB 0.007S 1 3000 2a40

101 2 34^ or 'AtuDoaiiD Nivaie (335« N) LB O.lltt 1 970.146 61 lfS.35

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0t95 1 600 331.70

403 2 045-45 LB 0.17905 1 111.1 19.t9

ANNUAL SOBTOTAL 70.7S

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 TieAn MTF,46C (TriAnliB) PT 4.125 1 3 12.36

4176 3 CotoraB,4L PT 4.755 t 3 14.27

4144 3 MSMA.4Ptas" PT Zlt 1 2 4.36

4022 3 BU(la4L(CyaMaee) PT 3.71 1 3 11.34

4006 3 AAtrex4L PT Z0925 1 2 4.19

4051 3 Dualie<MetoUehlor) PT t.6125 1 1.25 10.77

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.10

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Tcmarl5G (Aldicarh) LB 3.2 1 7 2240

1152 4 GKchien 2L (Aaaphei Methyl) PT 3.t 1 2 760

1247 4 Vydjte C-LV (3.77l>() 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 136

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 1X79

6 OTHER COSTS

t03 6 ScMRBRCoao AC too

7120 6 Tenaclor, Super X Gimulir. 12.5% LB M2 1 20 2140

9031 6 Pix (.35L) PT 12.6175 1 1 IZ69

9049 6 DBF 6 PT 4.6675 1 3 1400

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.15 1 9.46 SSJZ

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC l4Mi

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S9B9

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

<10 7 Qutaai Aerial OtCDieal AppliCMica AC 5 ;i6.ob'

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL .109

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES ZlllZ

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES iSTM
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Table A-21. (Continued)

Btaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Veteh Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -ConventionaJ

CROP DATE MACHINE vlACHINI

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTTLEZBR chemical OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS A.L/VIC NAME RATE

CoReivLn 3 2S DRY PQtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Uauum 1000

3 30 CWSaPLDWGTISFT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TAMDStI DISK RSC0E19Fr 0.12 0.13

4 $ TANDEM DISK RBC CEiyPT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 0.12 0.00 'ftcnn MTF. 4EC CTriTMIff 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULT!-MULCH ROLLER Oei (FT 0.07 0.08

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 0.11 0.14 ConvMcd aoo

4 25 CISM APPL ATTTO MPL O.Il 0.00 T««fclSO(AUkM) LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 Tin6det.SI9« X Omilw. 12Xa 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 Co(eniv4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 3444) <r 'AaOKfll 298.504

5 5 DRY PERT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20.30 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR CBSFT 0.14 0.14

5 30 CHS4 APPL SM Sa-P-PROP 0.07 0.08 MSMA.4PIM* 1 PT 030 SvuhtCoat 4.00

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SB^PRC» 0.00 0.00 8l6«B4L(CmzM) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISFT a 14 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL OSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 OnUcn 3L (AttvtMi MtOQl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW cultivator OEISFT 0.14 0.14

15 OEM APPL GSOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Pli(XSL) 03 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 VydMC-LVp.77ht)tC(] 8 OZ 025

9 15 CUSTOM ABRUL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 ^6 13 PT 0.45 Qaica AMI OsaKd > 3.00

10 5 COrrON PICKER SELP^PROP 0.34 0.40

10 5 COTTONTRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 25 COTTON PlCKBt SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

11 25 COTTON TRAlLBt 0.09 0.10

It 2t ROTARYMOWER 0.34 0.40

11 2t KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Hury Vtttfi Cow 11 30 TANDEM DISK RBC CBIPPT 0.12 0.13

12 1 FINISHING HARROW OEISFT 0.01 0.09

12 4 DRILUPUDLOISCCRAIN GTU 0.17 0.19 HMry Vvdi Seed 8.00

3 25 ROTARY MOWS! 0.34 0.40

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

CMteaLR 3 2S DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Ubmom 1000

3 30 CtBSB-PLOWGTtSFT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBC CE19FT a 12 0.13

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBC CEI9FT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.12 0.00 1>«0n MTF. 40; {T>tftan2ir9 13 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROUER OEIIPT 0.07 0.08

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR < ROW 0.11 0.14 OencMMd 12.00

4 25 OEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TimkTSG(A14lart) 33 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TOIMPL 0.00 0.00 Tcmdtr.5i9vXasiiIif.12X* 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 C««m, 4L 13 PT 0.75

3 5 DRY FStT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 344M>«r'AaM4 298.504

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.30-30 300

S 15 ROW CULTTVATOR OEISFT 0.14 0.16

5 30 CHB4 APPL SM SEIF-PROP 0.07 0.08 MSMA.4P1»* 1 PT 030 Soavlit Cotfi 4.00

5 30 CH04 APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Blcdn 4L (Cyvwdnc) 13 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.14 0.14

6 15 CHQ4 APPL OSOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 OiMon 2L (AMphM McOq^ 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.14 0.14

7 IS CHEM APPL OBOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.0S Ph (XSL) OX PT 0X2

7 30 CHEM APPL OESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 O.DS VyVM C-LV (3.77ta) 1 Ocl 8 OB OXS

9 IS CUSTOM ABUAL CHB<tCAL APPU< 0.00 0.00 MF6 IX PT OAS CMca AvM Owaicd / 3.00

to S COTTON PICKBI SELF-PROP 0J4 0.40

to i COTTON TRAIia 0X9 0.T0

ti 2S COTTON PICKaiSa.F-PROP 0X6 0.40

II 2S COTTONTRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 24 ROTARY MOWBt 0X6 0.40
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Table A"21« (Continued)

11 20 Kaj.CODE 0.00 0.00

Hairy WldiCow 11 M TANDEM DISK REO 0E19FT 0.12 0.13

12 1 PINlSnNQ HARROWOeiSPT OM 0.09

12 4 DiUUJ>LA[N.DiSCCKAIN CT14 0.17 0.19 Ktiry Vetch Seed too

3 13 ftOTARYMOWBl 0J« 0.40

3 13 lULLCODE 0.00 0.00

Com. Grain 3 10 DRY FB(T 5?(U>R TfUILER MTD 0.10 0.11 UnaMne 1000

3 20 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.00 0.10

I 10 TANDEM DISK RS5 CEIOPT 0.12 0.13

4 IS CULTI-MULCH ROLLER <S1 OPT 0.07 OOO

4 20 PLANTER REOULAR 0 ROW 0.11 0.14 ComSee^ Hytrld 23.00

4 20 DRY PERT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.11 OM 34.04 or'Annenl 373.137513

4 20 DRY PBirr 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0A3AS 111.1

s IS CHOf APPL LTWPT TRACT MTD 0.11 0.12 AAni.4L 2 PT 1.00

5 13 CHEM APPL LT30PT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 OualtE(t4ei4ladiior) 1.2S PT 1.23

10 10 COMBINERDWHDSP 2WD 0.20 0.22

to 10 TRUCK SCLA2CL&GAS2T0N(5P) OJO 0.22

10 to RILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Wheat Cow Crop 10 12 TANDS4 DISK REG CE19Fr 0.12 0.13

10 12 PIN15HINO HARROW 0E1 SPY 0.01 0.09

10 13 DRlLL.PLAlN.DiSCGRAIN CT14 0.17 0.19 WheaSeadWew 1.30

3 23 ROTARY MOWBl 0J« 0.40

3 23 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-21. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoD*Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotatira -CMiveDtional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE F.C V.C

DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.59 0.82 0.44

CHISEL PLOW CTISFT 9.84 4.94 0 0.27 2.69 1.35

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.95 12.69 3.82

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.3S 3.37 0 0.46 L90 tM

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER CEUFT 10.18 Z05 0 0.22 2.26 0.45

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.33 6.70 189

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.29 10.63 2.52

ROW cultivator GE15FT 4.72 L37 0 0.85 3.99 100

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4.24 1J6 0 0.26 1.10 0.40

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

cotton PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.44 77.71 36.50

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.37 10.45 4.32

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.80 6.49 161

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINlSmNG HARROW GEISFT 7.54 3.89 0 0^3 1.77 0.91

DR2LL,PLAINJ)ISCGRAIN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.52 6.37 169

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 2.48 0.91 0 0.11 0.27 0.10

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD #9.23 44.29 SP 0.20 18.07 8.97

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.20 3.45 0.99

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.72 I3J1 17.81

TRACTOR 2WD ItiO HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 4.67 44.56 59.16

149^1

ANNUAL LABOR RBQUIREMKNTS

MONTH L\BOR (bn/ae) MONTH L\BOR <hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.50

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY ojn

3 MARCH 0.60 6 JUNE 0.13

FIRST (^ARTER atio SECOND QUARTER 4K90

7 JULY 0.17 10 OCTOBER 0.62

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.68

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.18

THIRD (BARTER iAt
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Table A-22. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional Tillag<

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

COMMOOmr l: BtCoaon

COMMODITY 2: Cevg

COMMODrry 3; BiCeSon

COMMODtTY 4: VMttCevcf

COMMODITY 3: Com

COMMODmr«: Who* Cow

YBUIS OF ROTATION: 3

RBGIONTr^ WMwd

RBSIONLD^ Boaver Oooic WatBMd

PARMStZE Ury

TILLAGE Convonuawl

ALT. NITTRIENT: RESlDUAL(lgyo»p«r4nnUD

DUUCATION; Dry

SOIL TYPE 0

BXINDBL 0

PRODUCnON PRACTICES Bmdlnt ofQankato

Nagknl Mmmoo***

USDA PRODUCTION REGION AppiiiWm

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTTTY :!:ANNUAX: '

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVENUE

2180 8 Bt CoilM. Liu LB 0.647 1 725 460.08

2«02 8 Hairy Veidi Cover Crop TON 0 1 2.4 0.00

2180 8 Be CotiMS. Liu LB 0.647 I 725 469.01

2602 8 Hary Vctefa Cover 0«p TON 0 1 2,4

2053 8 Con, GraiB BU L4909 1 120 298.91

2601 8 Wbeat Cover Crop BU 0 1 42

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE AltM

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2661 1 BtCogcnaeed LB 0.84 1 24 2ai6

2704 1 Bt Genoa Seed Royalty Fee AC 35 1 2 7aoo

2703 1 Hairy Vettta Seed LB 0.7 1 16

2655 1 Cora Seed, Hybrid 1,000kuneb 1 1 23 2XOO

2701 1 Wbeit Seed. Winter BU 7.41 1 1.5 11.12

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 6S.16

2 FERTILIZER A LIME

501 2 Linraone LB 0.0078 1 3000 23^

101 2 34-0-0 or 'ABiDOotvB Nitrate (335% N) LB 0.1188 1 970.1462687 115.25

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 600 5370

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 1 111.1 IM9

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70.7$

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 'DeOu MTF, 4EC CTrinurala) FT 4.125 1 3 12.9«

4176 3 Cotertt,4L PT 4.755 I 3

4144 3 MSMA. 4 Plus PT 2.18 1 2 4.36

4022 3 Blades 4L (CyaaaziDe} PT 3.78 1 3 ILM

4006 3 AAUexAL PT L0925 1 2 4.19

4051 3 Dual 8E (MetolaciUor) PT 8.6125 1 1J15 10.77

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 19.10

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 T«tBatl5G<Aldicart>) LB 3.2 1 7 22.40

1152 4 OutlucB 2L (Aainpboa MellQrl) PT 3.8 1 2 ; 7.60

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77ft>s) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 V:^ ;^-8.38:

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL T2.79

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 ScouiDR Coats AC 8.00

7120 6 Toracior, SaperX Granalv, 12,5% LB 1.42 1 20 28.40

9038 6 Pa <.3SL) PT 12.6875 1 1 12.69

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14.00

UB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 9.46 55.32

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 149.47

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 09.29

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Cliaoia Aerial CBqaical ApplicMioa AC 5 6.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 2D0

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES l7iM
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Table A-2Z (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

6479010S.C22

CROP DATE MACHINE VlACHINI

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS A.L/aae NAME RATE

RCmocwLM 3 21 DRY PERT TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Li next ant 1000

3 30 CnSELPLOWGTISPT 0.09 0.10

4 1 TANOEM DISK RES GEISFT 0.12 0.13

4 5 TANDBrf DISK REC GE19FT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM ARPL ATTTO tMPL 0.12 0.00 IMfln MTF. 463 (TrinxiEiO 1.5 FT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLatCBIIFT 0.07 0.03

4 25 PLAmXR REGULAR t ROW 0.11 0.14 BtCea«fwee« 12.00

4 25 CHEM AIVL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 T(BfctSC(AMtarb] 3.5 LB 0.50 Bt CMianSeM Reytlty A 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPLATT TO tMPL 0.00 0.00 T«mclor.S«^ X Gnndw. Iisa 10 LB 1.00

30 CHEM APPL SM SQ^-PROP 0.07 0.03 CM«nn. 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILSl MTO 0.10 0.11 3444 cr 'Amneni 293J04

5 DRY FBtT SPRDR TRAILS! MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20-20 300

5 IS ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.14 0.14

S 30 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.03 MSMA.4Pha* 1 PT 0.50 SMXftBCMU 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 BUOa 4L (Cyntatoe) 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.14

4 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GOhlM 2L (A2«9hM MeOiyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.14

7 15 CHBil APPL GQOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 PR (.SSL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL ̂ OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 VyOBeC-LV (3.77a*) IGii 3 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM ABUAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEF6 1.5 PT 0.45 Ct>B«CD AeUl ChtBtcil > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PtCKS! SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

10 5 COTTON TRAILS! 0.09 0.10

11 25 COTTON PTCKH! SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

11 25 COTTON TRAILS! 0.09 0.10

11 23 ROTARY MOWS! 0.34 0.40

11 23 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

tUry Vetch c«v«t 11 30 TANDEM DISK RSC GB19Fr 0.12 0.13

12 1 FINISHING HARROW GEISFT 0.03 0.09

12 4 DRILUPLAIN^lSCGRAlN GT14 0.17 0.19 Htfey VctdtSMd 3.00

3 25 ROTARYMOWB! 0.34 0.40

3 25 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

BtOottockLM 3 23 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Ubmucw 1000

3 30 CnSELPLOWCTISFT ao9 0.10

4 1 TANDEM DISK RBS Gei9Fr 0.12 0.13

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBO GBI9Fr 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.12 0.00 TMIte MTF. 4EC (TrtnnUiO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER CE13FT 0.07 0.O3

4 25 PLANTER R80ULAR < ROW o.n 0.14 BtCeaenaed 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TcBklSC(AMMre) 3.5 LB 0.50 6i CettsnSee* Raytlty F 35.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Temeler.Sl^XGmtlv. IISR 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHBtC APPL SM 5EXF-PR(»> 0.07 0.08 Ceionn.4L IJ PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 )444«r-Amaanii 298.504

S 5 DRY FS!T SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0.20-20 300

s IS ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.14

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.03 MSMA.4PhK* 1 PT 0.50 S«anttvCwt* 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 SMet 4L(Cym2tK) 1.5 PT 3.00

4 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.14 0.14

4 15 CKB4 APPL OESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GoOUm 2L (Attphot McOiyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.14

7 IS CHS4 APPL GBOFT TRLR MTD 04W 0.0S Pti(.3SL) 05 PT 042

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD OUM 0.03 VyMMC-LV (3.7^1*) IGtt < OZ 04S

9 15 CUSTOM AERULCHBidCAL APPLK OJM 0.00 DeF« 15 FT OAS Cusoa Achal Qwued A 3.00

10 i COTTON PICKS! sa.F-PROP 0J6 0.40

10 5 COTTONTRAILER 0419 o.so

n 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP OM 0.40

11 25 COTTONTRAILER 0.09 0.S0

n 24 ROTARY MOWS! 0.56 0.40
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Table A-22. (Continued)

11 23 KILL CODE ODO aoo

HkttyVctetiCmr 11 30 TANDEM DISK RBS CEl^PT 0.12 0.13

12 i PtNlSHlNG HARRDWQEISFT 0.03 0.09

12 4 DIULUIIAIN.DISCCRAIN CT14 0.17 0.19 Htlry ValdiSMd 340

3 19 ROTARY MOWER 0J6 0.40

3 19 KILL CODE 0.00 ODO

CenvCnln 3 18 DRY FEXT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 an Unuune 1000

3 30 CaSQ,PL0WGT19Fr 0.09 0.10

4 10 TAND0>4 DISK RBO GEKFT 0.13 ai3

♦ 19 CULTI-M lAXH ROLLER <Pr 0.07 0.08

4 30 PLANTER REGULAR 3 ROW 0.11 0.14 Corn SmO. HyMd 2340

30 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.11 0.00 3444 «r'AmKont 373.137313

4 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 04949 m.i

i 19 CKEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.11 0.12 AAM.4L 3 PT 140

i IS CHE3>( APPL LT30Pr TRACT MTD 0.00 aoo Oiu]8E(M«<»lMnier) 1.2S pr 1.29

10 10 COMEINSRDWHOSP 3WD 0.20 0.22

to 10 TRUCK SOL AXL&CA5 2T0N(SP) OJO 0.22

10 10 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

WiMlCmrOep 10 12 TANDEM DISK RBS OEIOFT 0.12 0.13

10 13 FINISHING HARRCWCEISFT OM 0.09

10 19 DRILUPLAtKDlSCGRAIN GTI4 0.17 0.19 WhtttSMAWncr 140

3 29 ROTARY MOWBt 0J« 0.40

3 29 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-22* (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -Conventional

MACHXNGRY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C.

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.59 0.82 0.44

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9.U 4.94 0 0.27 2.69 1.35

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.95 1L69 3.82

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.46 L90 1.54

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GBltPT 10.11 L05 0 0.22 2.26 0.45

PLANTER REGULAR i ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.33 6.70 2.89

CKEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.29 10.63 2.52

ROW CULTIVATOR GElSFT 4.72 L37 0 0.85 3.99 2.00

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4J6 1.56 0 0.26 1.10 0.40

CUSTOM AERIAL OIEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.44 77.71 36.50

COTTON TRAILER 2«.12 11.64 0 0.37 10.45 4.32

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.80 6.49 2.61

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

FINISHING HARROW GE15FT 7.54 3.89 0 0.23 1.77 0.91

DRILL.PLAlNJ>iSCGRAlN GT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.52 6.37 X69

CHEM APPL LTSOFT TRACT MTD 2.48 0.91 0 0.11 027 0.10

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.20 18.07 8.97

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.20 3.45 0.99

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 1.72 1321 17.81

TRACTOR 2WD 1«0 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 4.67 44.56 59.16

226.13

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREVIENTS

MONTH LABOR (hrt/ae) MONTH LABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 030

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 027

3 MARCH 0.60 6 JUNE 0.13

ii|PiKCT'<?jARTBJt 0.60 SECOND <2UARISR O.90

7 JULY 0.17 10 OCTOBER 0.62

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.68

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.18

irnDQUAR;^ 017 " ;• " / FOURTH QUARTER U8
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Table A-23. Cotton-V^ch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

Beaver Creek Watershed

CoUon-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Covcr-Corn-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

CCMitKAmr l: Conon RSCIONTYPE W«0U»d SOIL TYPE 0

COMMODITY :: Vct« C»v«r RBSION LD.: Bmvo CMc WmmM ELINDBC 0

COMMCDITY 3: Cooon FARM SIZE: Ur PRODUCTION PRACnCBS Buidta of Cfaealetk

COMMODITY 4; V«t«Cev« TILLAGE No-TD Niahen Mnuowt

COMMODITY S; CWn ALT. Nl/nuorr: RESIDUAt(UyMrp«r«cMa]) NA.

COMMODITY S: WhtKCom OtRIGA-nOR Dry • NA.

YEARS OF ROTATION 3 USOA PRODUCTION RSOION tppilffalin

64790106.N01

IT^ CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QOANTiry ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REYESVE

2055 g Conm, Liu LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2602 g HaJo' Vetch Cover Crop TON 0 1 34 0.00

2055 g CanDo.LiH LB 0.647 1 ns 469.08

2602 g Hahy Vetdi Cover Oop TON 0 1 34 aoo

2053 g Com, Grain BU L4909 1 120 298.91

2601 g Whea Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 o.oo

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVENUE 41398

VAKIABUS EXFENSES

1 •BKiPn

2660 1 CoOoesMd LB 0.76 1 24 1834

2703 1 Hairy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16 1120

2655 1 Cera Seed, Hybrid LOOOkerneb 1 t 23 3300

2701 1 Wheat Seed, Winter BU 7,41 1 1,5

AffNVAL SUBTOTAL 2319

2 FERTIL121ER & LIME

501 2 LinaefMe LB 0.007t 1 3000 2340

101 2 34-0-0 or 'Ammonirai Nitrate (3L5« N) LB 0.11tt 1 970.1462687 115,2^

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0t95 1 600 S370

403 2 0-45-i5 LB 0.17905 1 llLLi 19.89

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

4093 3 Roundup 4L (Gtyptaoaaie) QT 79 7< 1 2 44,50

4314 3 Graaoxone Extra. 2,5L (Paraqua) PT 4,225 1 3.5 14.79

4360 3 howl 33 EC QT 10,725 1 3 3311

4176 3 Cotoru,4L PT 4,755 1 6 38.53

4144 3 MSMA,4PIih* PT Lit 1 8 17A4

4022 3 Bladcx 4L (Cyanaxine) PT 371 1 3 1L34

4006 3 AAiiex,4L PT 2.0925 1 33125 <84

4051 3 Dual SE{Meiolachtor) PT 8.6125 1 135 : • 10.77

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 54.79

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Tcmikl5G (AMicait) LB 3L I 7 2340

1152 4 Gtiihion 2L (Aao^Mc Methyl) PT 38 I 2 • ■■7,60

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77lbf) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 I 16 338

ANSUAL SUBTOTAL 1379

6 OTHER COSTS

«03 6 ScotRng Cotis AC 300

7120 6 Teoaclor. Super X CrauUr. 12,5% LB 1,42 1 20 2340

903t 6 Pr (.35 L) PT 12.6875 1 1 1369

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 3 14,00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 6.90 40.34

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 11354

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7364

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 7 Qutom Aerial Chemicil AppUcation AC 5 300

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 300

ANNDAL TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES
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Table A-23> (Continued)

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES
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Table A-23» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

CROP DME MACHINE ECHINI

ITME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS A-L/aoe NAME RATE

c«RMvL.n 4 13 DRY FCRT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UaMUne 1000

4 15 CHEM APPLSM SBJ'-PROP 0.07 0.07 Rwndi^ 4L (dyptwMK) 1 QT

4 15 CHEM Am, SM SELP-PROP 0.00 0.00 Gnmosone Ekn. UL (PmqoK) 1 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TtLL 4 ROW 0.20 0J25 Cott«niM4 1X00

4 25 CHEMAmATTTOIMPL 0.20 0.00 T«BfclSG(AMiarb) 3.5 LB 020

4 25 CHEM Am ATT TO MR. 0.00 0.00 Tkmelor.StvcrXQmilv. t2-3a 10 LB 1.00

5 5 CHEM Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 32 EC 1.5 QT 1.25

5 5 CREM AmSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Coc«nn.4L 1.5 PT 0.75

S 15 CHEM Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CMonft4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM APPL SM Saj'-PRCV 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4PIV- 2 PT 1.00 SmsBgCaOi 4.00

S 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Bltdei 4L (Cymznt) 1.5 PT 120

$ 25 CHBrf APPL SM SOF-PROP 0.00 0.00 M5MA.4PIW- 2 PT 1.00

30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.09 0.10 34-04 or 'AomiU 298.504

5 30 DRY PStT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

4 15 CHEMAmCSOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OaMon 2L (Atkvhos McOtyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 15 CHEM Am GBOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 S(23L) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CH04 Am GEWFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vy««cC-LV(3.77l»)lGil 8 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DS6 1.5 PT 0.45 CoBtB Aitritl OmbIcM > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKS SELF-PR(» a33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILS 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKS SELF.re<» 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILS 0.08 0.09

11 2S ROTARY MOWS 0.33 0.34

11 2S KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

HUiy VcttfiCom 11 30 PLANTS NO-TILL « ROW 0.20 0.22 Hatty V«t«S«*d 8.00

4 12 ROTARY MOWS 0.33 0.34

4 12 KOXCODE 0.00 0.00

CMuaLM 4 13 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.09 0.10 Uniaenr 1000

4 15 CHEM Am SM SBF-PROP 0.07 0.07 RokMb 4L (ClyptMUfe) 1 QT

4 15 CHEM Am SM SELF-SOP 0.00 0.00 Onmozom Etoh 22L (PwaqoN) 1 PT

4 25 PLANTS NO-TTLL « ROW 0.20 0.25 CaWawaea 1X00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.20 0.00 T«Bfcl3G(AtdkwP) 32 LB 020

4 25 CHB4 Am ATT TO MPL 0.00 0.00 Tinodec. Si^or X QwmIb, 122a 10 U 1.00

S 5 CHa4 APPL SM SELF-SOP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 32 EC 12 QT 1.25

S 5 CHQ4 APPL SM SELF-SOP 0.00 0.00 Cotonn.4L 12 PT 0.75

s IS Cia4 Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Coi«rtn.4L 12 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM AmSM SELF-SOP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4P1III* 2 PT 1.00 SMatisCsau 4.00

5 25 CHEM Am SM saF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Blodex 4L (QrmzlM) 12 PT 120

5 25 CHEM ASL SM SBF-SOP 0.00 0.00 M5MA.4Plas- 2 PT 1.00

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.09 0.10 34-0-0 or 'Aanonl 298.504

s 30 DRY PST SPRDR TRAILS MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

4 15 CHEM APPL OeOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OuOilan 2L (AUnofto* MeOiyl) 1 PT 0.25

7 15 CHEM Am CDOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 S (23L) 02 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL CBOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VyOBe CLV (3.77^4) t Cil 8 OZ 0.25

9 IS CUSTOM ASIALCHEMICAL ASLK 0.00 0.00 DEF< 12 PT 0.45 OaXMB Aarial Owalal > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKS SSP-SOP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILS 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON nCKSSQ-F-SCV 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILS 0.08 0.09

11 2< ROTARYMOWS 0.33 0.34

n 28 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Bury V«id) Cow 11 30 PLANTS NO-TILL 6 ROW 0.20 022 Hatty VetdiSaaO 8.00

4 1$ ROTARYMOWS 0J3 026

4 13 KILL CODE OUW 0.00

CofnCrtln ♦ 18 DRY PST SSDR TRAILS MTD 0.09 o.to UbuMk 1000

♦ 20 PLANTS NaTO-L 6 ROW 0.20 022 Com Sa44, Hyttria 2320

4 23 CHEM APPL LTSOFT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 Granosone B(ff A13L (PwoquM) 12 PT 0.47

5 3 CHSI Am LT30Fr TRACT MTD 0.10 0.12 AAKX.4L 23125 PT 1.16
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Table A-23. (Continued)

S 3 CHEM AWL LTMFT TRACT MTO 0^ 0.00 DQiteB(MMl6d>lar) 1J3 IT 1.2S

5 20 DRY FBtT 5PRM TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 3644 «r 'Aamenn 373.137313

3 20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAtLBl MTO 0.00 OM 0A3.4i 111.1

10 10 COMBtNEROWHDSP 2WD 0.11 OJO

10 to TRUCK5CLAXL&GA5 2T0N (SP) 0.11 OJO

10 10 KILL CODE 0.00 OJM

WheKCmrCnp 10 12 DtULU NC.TOX. MIN-TILU 20* 0.16 0.10 Wh(«SM4.W»wr 1.30

« 12 ROTARY MOWER 0.3) 0.36

4 12 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-23« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Vetch Cover-Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

MACHPaaiY COSTS

<479010«J401

MACHINE NAMB COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C

DRY PERTSPRDR-nUILERMTD 1.39 0.74 0 0J3 0.74 a40

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.52 19.33 4.58

PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16A5 9,76 0 1.00 16.45 9.76

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.3S 3.37 0 0.40 2-54 1.35

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 2».12 11.64 0 0.34 9J0 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 L37

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD L4S 0.91 0 0.20 0.48 0.18

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

DRILL. NO-TILL, MIN-TILL, 20* 27.34 12.11 0 0.16 4.48 1.98

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HPOIESEL 7.67 1034 5 2.06 15.77 21.26

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1Z68 6 1.62 15.48 20.55

TRACTOR 2WD 100 HP DIESEL 6.95 7.89 4 0.33 2-27 2.58

184.17 11U4

ANNUAL LABOR REOUIREMENXS

MONTH LABOR <hn/K) MONTH LABOR (bn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRB. 0.78

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.25

3 MARCH 0.00 6 JUNE 0.03

FIRST QUARTER 000 SECOND QUARTER 1J06

7 JULY 0.06 10 OCTOBER OJO

« AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.69

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 006 FOURTH QUARTER 1.19
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Table A-24. Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-TiU

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

coMMcomr i. nctson

COMMODmr 1 VMACow

COMM€»mr 3: HCMtn

COMMODmr 4: V«t(t)Cov«r

COMMODmr 5; Com

COMMWrrr ^VhwCcvar

YE4ICS OP ROTATION: 3

REGION Types

RB:i«4 id.:

pARMsna IMP!

TILLAGB No-Tffl

ALT. NlTTRIQ^r: R

IRRIGATION: D

•: RESlP

SOIL TYPE £

EllNDBC: 0

PRODOemON PRACTICES SwdXflfOwmlwIi

UAL(Uty«rp«f«nnliI)

USDA PRODUCTION REGION Appilwftlw

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTmr ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDSI AMOUNT

REVENUE

21S0 t Bl CotM, LiK LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2602 S Htky Vetch Cover Oop TON 0 1 ^4 000

21t0 t BtCanoB.UK LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2602 t Hxiry Vetch Cover Oop TON 0 1 2.4 aoo

20S3 t CcTB, GniD BU 2.4909 1 120 29t91

2601 t Whe« Cover Crop BU 0 1 42 0.00

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE 4I2B8

VARUBLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2661 1 Bt CottoBmd LB O.M 1 24 .20.16

2704 1 Bt ConoB Seed Royeky Fee AC 35 I 2 70.00

2703 1 Hiiy Vetch Seed LB 0.7 1 16 IL20

26SS 1 Cora Seed, Hybrid LOOOkerveia 1 1 23 23O0

2701 1 Whea Seed. Water BU 7A! 1 1.5 IL12

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 4s;.t«

2 FOnUIZEll & LIME

501 2 Liiitwlnnr LB 0.007t 1 3000 23A0

101 2 34-04) or 'AflucoiiiB Minie (33.5% N) LB o.nti 1 970.1462687 115^

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0t95 1 600 59i.7&

403 2 0-45-45 LB 0.17905 1 111.1 tfl.89

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 70.75

4093 3 RoBDdup 4L (GlyphotMe) QT rwoe 1 2

4314 3 Graaoxoee Extra, 2.5L (Paaqua) PT 4.225 1 3.5 14.79

4360 3 htnirl 3.3 EC QT 10.725 I 3 32.18

4176 3 Caionn,4L PT 4.755 1 6 28.53

4144 3 MSMA, 4 Phu PT 2.18 1 8 17^

4022 3 Bladot 4L (CyaaaaM) PT 3.71 1 3 IL34

4006 3 AAticxAL PT 2.092S 1 L312S A84

4051 3 Dual 8E (Metolachlor) PT 8.6125 1 1.25

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 5A79

4 INSECnCIDES

1124 4 TeaklSG (Aldicait) LB 3.2 1 7 ii>:;;!;;|;2i4b
1152 4 Guthioa 2L (Aaapboa Methyl) PT 3.8 1 2 7.60

1247 4 Vydaie C-LV (3.77%*) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 1 16 ' '8.M

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL

6 OTTER COSTS

t03 4 ScouinR Coets AC too

7120 t Tenaclor, Super X GraouUr, 12.5% LB 1.42 1 20 -:':2t40

903S 6 Pr(.35L) PT 12.6875 1 1 12.69

9049 6 DEPb PT A6675 1 3 lAOO

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 6.90 40M

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC nU4

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7L66

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 7 Cnsom Aerui OioDical Appkicatkn AC 5 6.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL £.00
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Table A-24. (Continued)

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE BCPBNSES ZS7AS

ANNUAL RgrURNS ABOVE VARIABLE 135:20
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Table A-24» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Bt Cotton-Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-Till

CROP DATE MACHINE vuanNi

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS ^L/acn NAME RATE

BtCeS«(wLR 4 n DitY FStr SPKDR TIUILQl MTD 0.09 0.10 UiBBMeni 1000

4 15 CHB4 Am. SM SELF-mOP 0.07 0.07 RounOce 4L (ayptMUM) 1 QT

4 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 GnnoxoM L$L (Pnomi) 1 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-XaL 4 ROW 020 0.25 BtCoaoftfeed 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 020 0.00 T«mklSC(Atdie«t>) 3.5 LB 0.50 Bl CMwn SeeO Reyalty R 35.00

4 25 CKS4 APPL AIT TO (MPL 0.00 0.00 Tcmdor.StverXOmlF. 12.$W 10 LB 1.00

CHEM AmSM SELF-PROP 0,07 0.07 Pr«wl 32 ac 1.5 or 1.25

5 CHEM APPL SM SQF'-PROP 0-00 0.00 Coconn. 4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CMonn,4L 12 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM Am SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4PIIB* 2 PT 1.00 SrastitCMU 4.00

5 25 CHS4 Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 B1*<la4L(CynBta] 12 PT 120

5 25 CHS4 AmSM SO^-PROP 0-00 0.00 MSMA.4PIW- 2 PT 1.00

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34-02 «r'AaBOH 299.504

5 30 DRY l^T SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-2020 300

6 15 CHB4 AmcXlOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OiAl«o 2L (Xavbu McavD 1 PT OiS

7 15 CHEM Am GDOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Ptt (2SL) 02 PT 0.02

7 20 CHQ4 Am I^OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vy4aeC.LVp,77li«}1Cil 9 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AEIUAL CHaXICALAmK 0.00 0.00 DEF4 12 PT 0.65 QtSca Aerlil / 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

10 5 COITONTRAILER 0.09 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTONTRAIL® 0-09 0.09

11 29 ROTARY MOWS! 0.33 0.36

11 29 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Hury v«idi C9*« 11 30 PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 020 022 HiltyVMttSMd 9.00

4 12 ROTARYMOWBl 0.33 0.36

4 12 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

BtCosaaLM 4 13 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 UbmWm 1000

4 15 CHEM Am SM SaF'-PROP 0.07 0.07 Rotnk^ 4L (QyphtcMt) 1 QT

4 15 CHB4 Am SM SSF'-PROP 0.00 0.00 OtUDQXonr Ben. 22L (PnoaK) 1 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TILL « ROW 020 025 BiCe8tRHe4 12.00

4 25 CHEM AmAlT TO IMPL 020 0.00 T«nftl3G(AMk«rt) 32 LB 020 (R Cotton S4«4Rey«lty R 35.00

4 25 CHEM Am ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tcmelor,SeverXOnnilv. ILSW 10 LB 1.00

5 5 CHB4 Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 3.3 EC 12 QT 1.25

5 5 CHEM Am SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 CKonfk4L 12 PT 0.75

5 15 CHSrf AmSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Co(«m4L 12 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4PIIS- 2 PT 1.00 Scoik^Coou 4.00

S 25 CHQil Am SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 BlMn 4L(Cy«iiZk«) 12 PT 1.50

5 25 CHEM APPL SM SBF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4P1IM- 2 PT 1.00

S 30 DRY FBtT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 34224r-AnBeni 299.504

5 30 DRY PERT sm>R TRAILSI MTD 0.00 0.00 0-2020 300

6 15 CHStl APPL OETOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OoMon 2L (AttviM* Meoql) 1 PT 0.25

7 15 CHSil AmCOOPTTRLRMrO 0.04 0.04 Ph (.3$L) 02 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM Am ̂OFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VydM C-LV 0.77R4) 1 9 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AOUAL CHBrflCAL AmK 0.00 0.00 DEF4 12 PT 0.65 Oi«o« AerW Owtaicti > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.09

11 25 COTTON PtCKaSH-F-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.09

11 29 ROTARY MOWai 0.33 0.36

11 3t KOJ-CODE 0.00 0.00

Hufy Vttcti C»««r 11 30 PLANTS! NO-TILL 4 ROW 0.30 022 H*lfyVot<ttSo«4 1.00

* IS ROTARY MOWS! 0J3 C2«

i IS KILL CODE 0.00 020

CcnvGnln 4 U DRY parr sprdr trails! mtd 0J>9 0.10 1000

4 30 PLANTER NO-TILL t ROW 020 022 Com $»«4 Hybrid 2320

4 23 CHEM Am LTaOFT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 a«m«i«ra aoi. 25L (PnooM) 12 PT 0.47

S CHB4 APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.12 AAra.4L 22125 FT l.t<
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Table A-24. (Contmued)

} 3 CHEM Am. LTMFT TRACT MTO (LOO 0.00 DiidlE(MttoMilor) 1J3 PT 1JS

i 30 DRY PERT 5PRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 34-04 er'AaKMCtf 373.137313

5 20 DRY PERT OTRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.00 0.00 043A3 111.1

to 10 COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD 0.11 OJO

10 10 TRUCK SGLAXLECAS2T0NCSP) 0.11 0.20

10 10 KILL CODE OJW 0.00

Wto« Cover Oop 10 12 MULU NO-TILL. MIN-TILU 20- 0.16 0.1< WhMS>»4WMer 140

4 12 ROTARYMOWBt 0J3 0.36

4 12 KLLCODE OJM 0.00
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Table A'24. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton^Vctch Cover-Bt Cotton^Vetch Cover-Com-Wheat Cover Rotation -No-TIII

MACHZNIKY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C, V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C.

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 1.39 0.74 0 0.53 0.74 0.40

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.52 19.33 4.58

PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 1.00 16.45 9.76

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.40 2.54 1.35

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MID 4.26 1J6 0 0.23 1.00 0.37

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUCADON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 1.31 70.65 33.18

COTTON TRAILER 2S.12 11.64 0 0.34 9.50 3.93

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 1.64 5.90 2.37

KOXCODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 2At 0.91 0 0.20 0.48 0.18

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD S9.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

DRILL. NO-TILL, MIN-TILL. 20 27.34 ILll 0 0.16 4.48 1.98

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 2.06 15.77 2126

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 1.62 15.48 20.55

TRACTOR 2WD 100 HP DIESEL 6.95 7.89 4 0.33 2.27 2.58

1(4.17 1IU4

ANNUAL LABOR REQUIREMEZ<nrS

MONTH LABOR (hfi/«:) MONTH LABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.78

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 025

3 MARCH 0.00 6 JUNE 0.03

FIRST QUARTER 0.00 SECOr© QUARTER :l.06

7 JULY 0.06 10 OCTOBER 0.50

1 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.69

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

TURD QUARTER 004 FOURTH QUARTER 1 to
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Table A'25. CottoH'Swltchgrass Rotation ■Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Switchgrass RotatioD -Conventional

COMMODITY v. Cocun

COMMWriY tSWWgiM

COMMODITY 3;
COMMODITY *
COMMODmr 5;

COMMODITT ti

YEARS OF ROTATION: 4

RS3I0N TYPB WMBtfKd

RfiClON LD.: Bmw CrwH WagtfiH

PARMSEZE Lyy
TILLAGE Con*«nUcnt]

ALT. NUTRIOff: NONE

RRKSATION: Dry

SOIL TYPE

EXINDSC: 0

PRODUCTION PRACnCES 8«d>»4fQ>mk>lt

NA.

USDA PRODUCTION REGION Ap^Mcftlt

64790108.C01

rr^ CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTITV :''ANNUAL. ■

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVEUVe

2055 8 Conoa, LiM LB 0.447 1 725 449.08

2145 8 SwRcbgras TON 44.44 1 IQS 487,42

SUBTOTAL OP ANNUAL REVB4UE »9,17

VAtUABLE EXPENSES

1 seed

2660 1 CoBooaeed LB 0.74 1 12 9,12

2702 1 SwiKl^nss Seed LB 4.71 1 5 2JJ$

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL tA-f

2 FERTELIZBl 4c LIME

501 2 Linenone LB 0.0078 1 1000 7.80

109 2 Uiea (44%-44« N) LB 0.27 1 222.22 40.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 300 24.85

432 2 40-14-25 LB 0.107412458 1 250 24.85

3 HERBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL ytM

4110 3 HeflMt MTF, 4EC (Trilknlin) PT 4.125 1 1.5 i.19

4174 3 Cotoraa, 4L PT 4.755 1 1.5 7,13

4144 3 MSMA.4PIUS'* PT L18 1 1 X18

4022 3 BUdex 4L (Cyuusiie) PT 3.78 1 1.5 5,47

4004 3 AAtiex4L P 2.0925 1 5 10.44

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7;91;

4 INSBCnClDBS

1124 4 TemRlSG (Aldkait) LB 3.2 1 3.5

1152 4 GuUuoa 2L (Aziopboc Methyl) PT 3.8 I 1

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77l>s) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234375 I 8 4.19

1054 4 Fdradan 4F P 8.85425 1 4 35A3

ANNILU. SUBTOTAL 1&.»

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 Seotfing Coels AC 4.00

7120 « Tmaclor, Super X Gratubr, 12.5% LB 1.42 1 10 14X0

9038 4 Pix (.35L) PT 1X4875 I 0.5 4.34

9049 4 DEF4 PT 4.4475 1 1.5 700

LAB 4 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 10.41 40A9

MVC 4 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC 127!x1:
ANNUAL SUBTOTAL $*si

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Cuftom Aerial Chemical Applkaion AC 5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 0,75

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE BCTENSES

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

ijs.rr

123JI1
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Table A'25, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton^Switchgrass Rotation -Conventi<maI
6479010t.C01

CROP DATE MACHINE VIACHINE LABOR FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER iNPirrs

MON DAY NAME miE TIME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS KL/icn NAME RATE

Ceiion.LM 3

3

4

4

2S

30

1

5

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD

cHisa.PLowaTispr

TANDEM DISK REG CEI^FT

TANDB>< DISK ROC OEIPPT

0.09

0.08

0.11

0.11

0.10

0.09

0.12

0.13

UaMtem 1000

4 5 CREM APPL ATTTOIMPL 0.11 0.00 THta MTF. 4EX: (Trtflanttt 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTt-MULCB ROLLER^tPT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 ai3 c»nw—a 1200

4 25 CBB4 APPL ATT TO MPL 0.10 0.00 T*Kkl5G(AldKarb] 3J LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM AK^ AIT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tcmelet.Si9«X Onml*. llSft 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHB4 APPL SM SELP-PROP ao7 0.07 CM«nn. 4L IS PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRMt TRAILBIMTD 0.09 0.10 Um(44«A*«N) 222.22

5 5 DRY PQIT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20.20 300

S 15 ROW CULTTVaTOR 0B15FT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CH^ APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4P)«a* 1 PT 0.50 SeuncCas* 4.00

5 30 CHS4 APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.00 0.00 BIMk 4L (Cyman) 1.5 PT 3.00

« 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CKEM APPL GSOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 OaM«n2L (AsOvhMMcoiyl) 1 PT 025

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GB15FT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CISM APPL OESOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Ptt(Dsg OS PT 0.02

7 20 CBEM APPL OaOPTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 y)r4aiC-LV(177»t}1Cil 8 OZ 025

9 15 CUSTOM AERUL CKEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 D?( 1.5 PT a45 A«rW QwnNM > 3.00

10 5 COTTON PiCKSt SQ.P>PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 28 ROTARYMOWER 0.33 0.34

11 28 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00

Swlttgw 4 10 dfiSa-PLOWLElSFT 0.18 020

4 15 OFPSET DISAOHTDUTY LEI3FT 0.18 020

4 20 FIELD CULTIVATOR LTI5FT 0.15 0.14

4 30 PLANTER REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 Swtdi(r»aSM4 5.00

4 30 CKEM APPL LT30PT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.00 AAra.4L 5 200

4 30 CHEM APPL LTMFT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Rn«n4p 4 pi 200

6 5 DRY FB(T SPRDR TRAOER MTD 0.09 0.10 40.14.3S 50

10 25 MOWER COND.PTO 0.19 021

10 30 BALER, pro LARGE 1.00 1.10

4 15 DRY PERT SPRM TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 40-1445 50

6 1 MOWER COND.PTO 0.19 0.21

6 5 BALER, pro LARGE 1.00 1.10

6 30 DRY FB(T SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 40.14-25 50

10 1 MOWBl COND.PTO 0.19 021

10 5 BALER. FTO LARGE 1.00 1.10

4 15 DRY FERT SPROR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 40-14.2S 50

4 1 MOWER COND.PTO 0.19 021

« 5 BALER, pro LARGE 1.00 1.10

4 30 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 40.1445 50

10 1 MOWER COND.PTO 0.19 021

10 5 BALER. PTO LARGE 1.00 1.10

10 5 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-25. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

CottoDoSwitchgrass Rotation •Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C. F.C V.C.

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 1.39 0.74 0 0.61 0.85 0.45

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GE19PT 13.42 4.04 0 0X1 X88 0.87

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.lt 2.05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR i ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.20 4.06 1.75

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 1.14

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.18

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 1.18 0.47

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

CHISEL PLOW LE15FT 6.77 3.40 0 0.18 1X2 0.61

OFFSET DIS/LGHTDUTY LE13FT 4.11 1.24 0 0.18 0.74 0X2

HELD CULTIVATOR LT15FT 3.42 1.37 0 0.15 0.50 0.20

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 2.48 0.91 0 0.10 0X5 0.09

MOWER COND, pro 9.90 4.26 0 0.95 9.45 4.07

BALER. PTO LARGE 10.77 4.40 SP 5.00 53.84 21.98

TRACTOR 2WD t3S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9JS 1X68 6 1.02 9.73 1X91

TRACTOR 2WD S5 HP DIESEL 5.44 7.84 3 1.04 5.68 8.18

TRACTOR 2WD 100 HP DIESEL 6.95 7.89 4 5.95 41.38 46.96

186>53

ANNUAL LABOR REQ UIREMENTS

MONTH LABOR (hn/ac) MONTH LABOR (hn/K)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.35

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.08

3 MARCH 0.05 6 JUNE 0.77

FIRST QUARTER aos SBTOMD QtlARm IXO

7 WLY 0.06 10 OCTOBER 1.10

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0X0

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

. THIRD QUARTER 0.06 : FOURTH QUARTER IXO
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Table A-26. Bt Cotton-Switchgrass Rotation -Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Switchgrass Rotation -Conventional

C(»4M00mr l: BtCoaen

coMMoomr a; swtaipm

COMMOOmr 3:

RBOION TYPB 2

RBSION ID.: SetverCmIt WwwJwd

PARMSgS Urtt

SOIL TYPE Ji

e.1 INDSb 0

C0MM0D[Ty4 TILLAGE Coimnatni] BtCOBon

coMMOomr i ALT. NUTtUENT; NONE NA.

COMMODITY « aUUOATtON; Dry NA.

YEARS OP ROTATION 4 U5DA PRODUCTION REGION AppilMhlst

64790108.C02

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANTTTY ANNUAL

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX AMOUNT

REVESVE

2180 8 Bt Cotton, Liot LB 0.647 1 725 469.08

2143 8 SwiKhgTRtS TON 46.44 1 10.5 487.62

SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL REVENUE »9.17

VARIABLE EXFEffSES

1 SKE3D

2fr61 1 fitCottooseed LB 0.84 1 12 10.08

2704 1 Bt Cotton Seed Roytlty Fee AC 35 1 1

2702 1 SwiKligrtft Seed LB 4.71 1 5 23J5

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL JTJ6

2 FERTILIZER & UME

SOl 2 1 LB 0.0078 I 1000

109 2 Uru <44»-44« N) LB 0.27 1 777,22 oaoQ

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 300 26.8$

432 2 40-14-25 LB 0.107412658 1 250: 26.85

3 HQIBICIDES

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 30J8

4110 3 T^eflMi MTF,4EC (Triflunlin) PT 4.125 1 1,5 6.19

4t76 3 Caiortt.4L PT 4.755 1 1.5 7,13

4144 3 MS MA 4 Pint - PT Z18 1 1 2.18

4022 3 Blada 4L (Cyanaane) PT 3.78 1 1.5 5.67

40O6 3 AAtiexAL P( 2.0925 1 5 tOM

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 7S1

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Tenacl5G (AMicart) LB 3.2 1 3.5 1L20

1152 4 GiRhioo 2L (AzinplMa Meckyl) PT 3.8 1 1 . 3.80

1247 4 Vydate C-LV (3.77ibt) 1 GaJ 02 0.5234375 1 8 4.19

1054 4 Puradan4F Pt 8.85625 1 4 35.43

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL i3.a

6 OTHER COSTS

803 6 Scouting Coats AC

7120 € Tetraelor, Super X GrauUr, 12.5% LB 1.42 1 10 1A20

9038 6 Ptx (.35L) PT 12.6875 1 0.5 634

9049 6 DEF6 PT A6675 1 1.5 7.00

LAB 6 LABOR COST HR 5.85 1 10.41 60,89

MVC 6 MACHINE VARIABLE COST AC :UT.2i'

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL S4S1

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Custcen Aerial Qicmical Applicatiao AC 5 3.00

ANNUAL SUBTOTAL 0,75

ANNUAL TOTAL VARIABLE ULfENShS

ANNUAL RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE BOPENSES

U4.7S

lt«42
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Table A-26» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cottoii->Switchgrass Rotation -Conventional

6479010S.C02

CROP DATE MACHINE

NAME

SUCHINI

TIME

LABOR

TIME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MON DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AL/acre NAME RATE

BiCeowwLn 3 2t DRY PERT SPRIHI TRAILER MTO ao9 0.10 Unutm 1000

3 30 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.08 0.09

4 1 TANDSrf DISK RBC CE19FT 0.11 0.12

4 5 TANDEM DISK RBC CSI^FT 0.11 0.13

4 $ CHB4 APPLATTTO IMPL 0.11 0.00 Tr«na) MTP. 4EC cmfknUiO 1.5 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI*MULCH ROLLER CEKPT 0.07 0.07

25 PLANTSl REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 BtCOBMUMd 12.00

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TcBkl5G(AUicar6) 3.5 LB 0.50 B( Cotton S«e4 Roy tlty F 35.00

4 25 CKBM APPL ATT TO QrfPL 0.00 0.00 Temdor.Siv* X Oranulv. 12J« 10 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM Am. SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 CM«(«n.4L 1.5 PT 0.75

5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILSl MTD 0.09 0.10 Unt N) 727.22

5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 0.00 0.00 0.20.20 300

15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHBi< APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA.4P1US- 1 PT 0.50 SoaxtiRCoas 4.00

5 30 CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 BlMcx 4L^»>utic] 1.5 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR OBISPT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL CESOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GuPUtn 2L (Azfev)M4 M«6iyl) 1 PT 0.25

10 ROW CULTIVATOR OEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHB4 APPL ODOPT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pk pSL) 0.5 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL OESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VydiM C-LV (3.77a() 1 CM 8 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AQUAL CHEMICAL APPLK 0.00 0.00 DEP« 1.5 PT 0.65 QBtoa Aerial Otnucit J 3.00

10 5 COTTON PICKHl SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

to 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKBl SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILHI 0.08 0.09

11 2S RCTARY MOWER 0.33 0.36

11 2i Ka.LCOO£ 0.00 0.00

SwKJwmu 4 10 CHISB. PLOW LB13FT 0.18 0.20

4 15 OPRBT DISAXSHTDUTY LElJPT 0.18 0.20

4 20 Fia.D CULTIVATOR LTIJPT 0.15 0.16

4 30 PLANTS^ REGULAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 swittmuscea 5.00

4 30 CHEM APPL LTMFT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.00 AAnx.4L 5 P 2.00

4 30 CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Rnd«i4F 4 P 2.00

6 5 DRY PERT SPR^ TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 40-14-25 50

10 25 MOWBICOND.PTO 0.19 0.21

10 30 BALER. PTO URGE 1.00 1.10

4 15 DRY PBtT SPRDR TRAlLBt MTD 0.09 0.10 40-14-25 50

6 1 MOWai COND. PTO 0.19 0.21

6 5 BALQL PTO LARGE 1.00 1.10

6 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 0.09 0.10 40-14-25 50

10 I MOWER COND. pro 0.19 0.21

10 5 BALER, pro LARGE 1.00 1.10

4 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILBl MTD 0.09 0.10 40-14-25 50

« 1 MOWER COND. PTO 0.19 0.21

« 5 BALER. PTO LARGE 1.00 1.10

« 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 O.IO 40-14-25 50

10 1 MOWBICOND.PTO 0.19 0.21

10 5 BALBL pro URGE 1.00 1.10

10 5 KILL CODE 0.00 0.00
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Table A-26, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Switchgrass Rotation •Conventional

MACmNERY COSTS

MACHINE NAM£ COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.61 0.85 0.45

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.08 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13AZ 4.04 0 Oil 0.87

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 Oil 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLW GEWFT lO.IS 2.05 0 0.07 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 *.76 0 010 1.75

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 1.14

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.38 0.91

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.18

CUSTOM AERIAL OlEMICAL APPLICATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2«.12 11.64 0 0.17 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 0.47

KILL CODE 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00

CHISEL PLOW LEISFT 6.77 3A0 0 0.18 0.61

OFFSET DIS/LGHTOUTY LEISFT 4.11 114 0 0.18 0.22

FIELD CULTIVATOR LTISFT 3.42 1.37 0 0.15 0.50 010

CHEM APPL LT30FTTRACTMTD 2.4t 0.91 0 0.10 015 0.09

MOWER COND, PTO 9.90 416 0 0.95 9.45 4.07

BALER. PTO LARGE 10.77 4.40 SP 5.00 53.84 21.98

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 1.02 9.73 12.91

TRACTOR 2WD «5 HP DIESEL 5.44 7.84 3 1.04 5.68 8.18

TRACTOR 2WD 100 HP DIESEL 6.95 7.89 4 5.95 41.38 46.96

186^3

ANNUAL LABOR REQOlREMPm

MONTH LABOR (hn/ae) MONTH LABOR (hn/ac)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.35

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.08

3 MARCH 0.05 6 JUNE 0.77

FIRST QUARTER 005 110

7 JULY 0.06 10 OCTOBER 1.10

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.20

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTCR 0.06 FOURTH QUARTBR 110
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Table A-27, Corn-Conventional Tillage

B«aver Creek Watershed

Com-Conventional

CCWMODITY: Cwn TILLAGE: ConvenUoml

PREVIOUS CROP: Com FARM SIZE iMtt IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE; WM>A>d PRACTICES: N>. son. TYPE 0

REGION LD.; &e«*er CrwK WMrdKd NA. EL INDEX; o

PRODUCTION REGION: AppolKtUm NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Nor*

647901D0.C01

TTEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVESVE

2053 8 Cora. Graio BU 2.4909 1 120.00 298.91

VARUBLBEXEBNSES

1 SEED

2<55 1 Com Seed. Hybrid 1.000 keraeb 1.0000 1 23.00 23.00

SUBTOTAL 23.00

2 FERTnjZOl 4c LIME

109 2 Uiei <44«^« N) LB 0.2700 1 277.78 TSiOO

403 2 (M5-45 • LB 0.1791 1 111.10 19.89

501 2 Liaeaone LB 0.0078 1 1000.00 7.80

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL mM

400« 3 AAtiexAL PT 10925 1 2.00 4.19

4051 3 Dual8E(MeioUcblor) PT 8.6125 1 1.25 10.77

5i7BrorxL 14.95

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB i Labor Con HR 5.8500 1 1.02 5.95

MVC i MaefaiDeVviableCMB AC

SUBTOTAL 23^

TOTAL VARIABLE KXFENSEb'

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

iC4^
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Table A'27. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-Conventioiial

OPERATION SCSEDVLE

DATE MACHINE MACMNl LABOft FERTILEEER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUn

MOKTH DAY NAME TMC TMC NAME LfiS. NAME RATE UNITS axa« NAME RATE

3 20 CHISEL PLOWGTISFT O.Ot 0.09

4 10 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 0.11 o.u

4 IS CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEKPT 0.07 0.07

4 20 PLANTER REGULAR 1 ROW 0.10 0.13 ConiSecd, Hybrid 23.000

4 20 DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 Ufca (44«-46« 277.71

4 »> DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45-4$ 111.1

5 IS CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAtrcxAL 2.00 PT 1.00

S IS CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 DutI tE (MetotecUor) 1.25 rr 1.25

10 10 COMBINE ROW KD SP 2WD 0.1S 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.11 0.20

10 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MID 0.09 0.10 Liinfsionf 1000
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Table A-27. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Corn-Conventional

6<700tlX).C01

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHZNBNAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTALHOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C RC V.C

CHISEL PLOWCnSFT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT IM2 4.04 0 O.tl 1.44 0.43

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEIIFT 10.18 105 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.90 8.76 0 0.10 103 0.88

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTO 1.99 0.74 0 0.19 0.26 0.14

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 2.48 0.91 0 0.10 0.24 0.09

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.11 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.0$ 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.3$ 1168 6 0.34 3.18 6.88

3053 1103

LABOR SCmo^i" a

MONTH LABOR An/aoe) MONTH LABOR (bs/KK>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.32

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 3 MAY 0.11

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 009 iSECOND: QUARTER; 042

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.30

1 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

mRD QUARTER 0.00 FQimrfi QUARTER . 0-30 •
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Table A-2S. Com-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-Conventional

COMMODITY: Cot TILLAGE: OwiwaigMl

PREVIOUS CROP; Com PARMSQX; Lo|« IRRIGATION: Drv

REGION TYPE: PRACTICES: BroMButdTmoM SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION LD.: Boovcr Owk Wvcrmo NA. EJ. INDEX; o

PRODUCTION REGION; Appiiocniw NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS; N»ne

M790lDO.cn

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTV AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KEVSNVE

2053 1 Com. Grain 6U 2.4909 1 120.00 291.91

VARIABLE EXfBSSES

1 S^>

2«55 1 Cora Seed, Hybrid 1,000 kcriKls 1.0000 1 23.00 23.00

SUBTOTAL 23i>0

2 FERTILIZER Si LIME

109 2 Uiea (44%^« N> LB 0.2700 1 277.73 75.00

403 2 0-45-45 • LB 0.1791 1 111.10 19.99

501 2 Liwiarmf LB 0.007S 1 1000.00 7.90

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 502,49

4006 3 AAtrexAL PT 2.0925 1 ZOO 4.19

4051 3 DnallE(Met»lachlcr) PT t.6125 1 1.25 10.77

SUBTOTAL H.PS

6 OTHER COSTS

t06 6 Broad Baae Tenaees AC 10.4355 10.44

LAB 6 Labor Cost HR 5.«500 1 1.02 ssi

MVC 6 Madine V«iable Con AC itBi

SUBTOTAL MAI

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES J75A4

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 123A5
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Table A'28. (Continued)

B«aver Crctk Watershed

Com-CoDventioiial

647901D0.C11

OFBRATIONSCBEDVLB

DATE MACHINE MACMMB UBOit FERTILEER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME TMC TMS NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AXAcre NAME RATE

20 cmsEL PLOwcnnsFT 0.08 0.09

4 10 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.11 0.12

4 IS CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 0.07 0.07

4 20 PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 0.10 0.13 Cora S««d. Hybrid 23.000

4 20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 Utet (44%^% m.it

4 20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45-45 111.1

5 15 CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 AAirexAL 100 PT 1.00

5 15 CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Duil8E(htetoUaUar) 125 PT 1.25

10 10 COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 0.18 0.20

10 10 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP> 0.18 0.20

10 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Linenone 1000
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Table A-28. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Corn-Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. v.c. F.C V.C.

CHISEL PLOW CTI5FT 9.U 4.94 0 o.ot 0.t2 a4i

TANDEM DISK KEG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEUFT IO.lt ^05 0 0.0? 0.69 0.14

PLANTS^ REGULAR 1 ROW 20.30 1.76 0 0.10 103 o.ts

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.19 0.26 0.14

CHEM APPL LTJOFTTRACrMTD ^4t 0.91 0 0.10 014 0.09

COMBINEROWHDSP 2WD t9.23 44.29 SP 0.1t 16.43 t.l6

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.03 4.91 0 0.1t 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.«t 6 0.54 5.11 6.tt

3013 1!M>3

LABOR SCWirntng

MONTH LABOR (tn/tcM) MONTH LABOR (tn/aut)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.32

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.11

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER SECOND QUARTER Ml

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.50

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 0.00 FOURTH QUARTER 0.50
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Table A'29. Corn-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com*Conventional

COMMC»mr: Cem TILLAGE Cenvetncna]

PREVIOUS CROP: Com FARM SIZE Lars IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE: Wmhmo PRACTICES: Corwortf son. TYPE 0

REGION LD.: BcovcrCmk WMcram NA. EJ. INDBC: 0

PR0DUC7IC»M REGION: Appobdum NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: N«r»

647901D0.CI3

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTrrV AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVBNVe

2053 S Com. Gran BU 2.4909 1 120.00 298.91

VARIABLE EXPENSES

) S^Q>

2655 1 Com Seed, Hytrid 1,000 kenKla 1.0000 1 23.00 23.00

SUBrOTAL 23,00

2 FERTILIZER A LIME

109 2 UfM (44*-46* N) LB 0.2700 I 277.78 75.00

403 2 0-45-45 • LB 0.1791 1 111.10 19.89

SOl 2 LineflDoe LB 0.0078 1 1000.00 7.80

SUBTOTAL 102,49

3 HERBICIDES

4004 3 AAtKxAL FT L0925 1 ZOO 4.19

4051 3 Daai8e<Me(oUchlar) PT 8.4125 1 1Z5 io.t;

SUBTOTAL 1495

4 OIUEK COSTS

LAB 4 Labor Com HR 5.8500 1 1.12 *^s

MVC 4 MacRioe VariMieCoM AC 1943

SUBTOTAL 24 JT

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

|C7a2

mM

202



Table A-29» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cora-Conventional

OntiATION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE t44CHHB lAKX FHITILEZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME TMC TMB NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AlAcn NAME RATE

3 20 CHISEL PLOW CTTISFT 0.09 0.10

4 10 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 0.12 0.13

4 IS CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 0.07 0.0t

4 20 PLANTER RBGUIAR S ROW 0.11 0.14 Cora SMd. Hytrid 23.000

4 20 DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER M7D 0.11 0.00 Uie<(44W^« 277.71

4 20 DRY PERT SnU)R TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45-45 111.1

S 15 CHEM APPL LT30Fr TRACT MTD 0.1! 0.12 AAlrexAL ioo PT 1.00

5 15 CHEM APPL LT30Fr TRACT MTD 0.00 0.00 Dull te (Meiobchlor) 1.25 PT 1.25

10 10 COMBINE ROW HD 5P 2WD 0.20 0.22

10 10 TRUCK SGL AXLE-OAS 2 TON (SP) 0.20 0.22

10 IS DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 O.ll LinetioiK 1000
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Table A'29. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-CoDventi<Mial

647901D0.CI3

MACHINERV COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c F.C V.C

CHISEL PLOW CTISFT 9.64 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.12 1.59 0.46

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEttFT 10.1t ^05 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTBt REGULAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.11 2.23 0.96

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MID 1.39 0.74 0 0.21 0.29 0.15

CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD Z4t 0.91 0 0.11 0.27 0.10

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD <9.23 44.29 SP 0.20 16.07 6.97

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.20 3.45 0.99

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.61 6 0.60 5.70 7.57

3K25 1943

LABOR SCWgnuLE

MONTH LABOR An/«»e> MONTH LABOR <ln/acfel

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.35

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.12

3 MARCH 0.10 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 0.10 SECOND QUART»:; 047

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 045

6 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

IBIRD QUARTER 0.00 FOURTSQUARTER 045
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Table A.30. Com-No-Till

Beaver Creek Watershed

Corn-No-Till

COMMODITY: Com TILLAGE: N».Ta

PREVriOUS CROP; FARM SEE:

REaON TYPE: PRACTICES: NA.

REGION LD.: BawcrCwtt WwrJad

PRODUCTION REGION: Apt.»^w

IRRIGATION: Dry

SOIL TYPE: ̂

EJ. INDSC: 0

ALT. NUTRIENTS: N»t»

»<7901DO.N01

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QOANTtry AMOUNT ;

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENVE

2053 S Com. Grain BU 2.4909 1 120.00 291.91

VAfUABLE BXEESSES

t SEED

26SS 1 Con Scod. Hytrid 1,000 kemelf 1.0000 1 23.00 23.00

SUBTOTAL 25,00

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

109 2 Urea (44»^« N) LB 0.2700 1 277.78 75.00

403 2 0-4S-45 • LB 0.1791 1 111.10 19.19

501 2 Uaoaoae LB 0.007t 1 1000.00 7.00

SUBTOTAL i<KU»

3 HERBICIDES

4314 3 GnaoioBC Extra. 2.5L (P«aquji) PT 4,2250 1 1,50 «.34

400« 3 AAtrexAL PT L0025 1 i31 4.U

4051 3 CMallE(Me«>lacUor) PT S.612S 1 1.25 10.77

SUBTOTAL »B4

« OTHER COSTS

LAB 4 Labor CoMa HR 5.t500 1 0.95 ' .. sst

MVC 4 Macbine Variable Costi AC iTAS

SUBTOTAL 23U>1

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPEJiSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 12Sj:<
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Table A'30» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-No-TIU

OFFKATION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE UACMME U80K FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER iNPirn

MOKTH DAY NAME TMC TMB NAME LBS. NAME RATE UMTS AlAet NAME RATE

4 20 PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 020 022 Con Seed. Hybrid 23.000

4 25 CHEM APPL LTSOFT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.11 Gfaaoxcae Bnn.2.^L (Paraqt 130 PT 0.47

5 5 CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTD 0.10 0.12 AAtrexAL 231 PT 1.14

5 5 CHEM APPL LT30FT TRACT MTO 0.00 aoo Dual SEI^tetolaclOar) 125 FT 125

5 20 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.00 Urea (44«-4«« 2T7.7S

S 20 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-45-4S lll.l

10 10 COMBINE ROW HD5P 2WD O.lt 020

10 10 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) O.lt 020

10 IS DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Limenooe 1000
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Table A-30. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Com-No-Till

647901D0.N01

MACHPJBRY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.a V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C

PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 0.20 3.29 1.95

CHEM APPL LT30FTTRACTMTD 2.4t 0.91 0 0.20 0.48 0.18

DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER KfTD 1.59 0.74 0 0.18 0.26 0.14

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD t9.23 44.29 SP O.lt 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2 TON <SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.61 6 0.48 4.61 6.12

21.21 ITAJ

LABOR 5dIIi3>fTl.E

MONTH LABOR itn/acie) MONTH LABOR (ln/<cre>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.33

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.12

$ MARCH 0.00 6 njNE 0.00

FJRST QUARTER $ECONDqUARTEIl <M5

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.50

1 AUGUST 0.00 1! NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

IHIRt) QUARTER 0.00 FOURTH QUARTER O30
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Table A-31. Cotton-Conventional TOIage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventi<HBal

COMMODITY: Cotien TILLAGE: CenvenUovU

PREVIOUS CROP: Cotton FARM SEE: Lrt» IRRIGATION: Dor

REGION TYPE' WanM PRACTICES: BstdraofChe'*'^^' son. TYPE: 0

REGION UD.:: Beivff Creek WaerMd NA. EJ. INDBC: 0

PRODUCnCM'l REGION: Apptl»«u»i NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: None

b4790lE0.C01

ITBVf CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL D4DEX

REVENUE

2055 8 ConoB. Lim LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.08

VARIABLE EXFENSES

1 SES)

2M0 1 CoQonjeed LB 0.7600 1 12.00 ^

SUBTOTAL 902

2 FERTILIZER & UME

109 2 Urea (44«^% N) LB 0.2700 1 222.22 60;00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 I 300.00 26.85

SOl 2 1 LB 0.0078 1 1000.00 HSO

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 94A5

4110 3 Itefin MTF, 4EC {Trinuralin) PT 4.1250 1 1.50 6.19

4176 3 CiMoran.4L PT 4.7550 1 1.50

4144 3 MSMA,4Pliu- PT Z1800 1 1.00

4022 3 Blado 4L (Cyauziw) PT 3.7800 1 1.50 5.67

SUBTOTAL 2147

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Teaikl5G (Aldicart) LB 3.2000 1 3.50 11.20

1152 4 Guthko 2L (Azu^boc Mctbyl) PT 3.8000 1 1.00 380

1247 4 Vydaie C-LV (3.77a») 1 GaJ OZ 0.5234 1 8.00^ 4.19

SUBTOTAL 1949

6 OTHBl COSTS

7120 6 Toraclor, Super X Graulir, 12^% LB 1.4200 1 10.00 14.20

903« 6 Pix (.35L) PT 116875 1 0.50 6.34

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 1.50 7.00

803 6 ScooiiBg Coctt AC . . 4.00

LAB « Labor Coats HR 5.8500 1 2.70 15.7T

MVC 6 Machine Variable Coats AC 43.70

SU^OTAL

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Casiom Aoial ApplicaiioD Con AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 3410

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 23844

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 230.95
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Table A-31. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventiooal

OFEKA. TION SCBED VLE

DATE MACHINE M4CMME USOl FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME TMS TME NAME LBS. NAME JUTE UNITS AXMra NAME RATE

3

4

30

1

CHISEL PLOW cmSFT

TANDEM DISK REG GEIOPT

0.08

0.11

0.09

0.12

4 S TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 Heftai MTF. 4EC (Trifluralin) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 10 CUL-n-MULCH ROLLER GEUFT 0.07 0.07

4 2$ PLANTBl REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.13 Cooonseed 12.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 Teaikl5G (Aklicait) 3.50 LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM APPL ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Terraclor. Super X GraouUf, V. 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP O.07 ao7 CotortB,4L 1.50 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 O.IO Urea (44«-44« i-n-n

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA. 4 Plus - 1.00 PT 0.50 ScouiaiECosa 4.000

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELRPROP 0.00 0.00 Blades 4L (CyanaaDe) 1.50 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

a 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Gwhicn 2L (AaiepiMt MetkyI) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 ai4

7 15 CHEM APPL GB30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pix (.35L) 0.50 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 V)««eC-LV (3.77 Rh) 1 Gal 8.00 OZ 0.25

15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DEF4 IJO PT 0.45 Qucon Aerial ApplicatiOB O 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 S COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 LimewoBt 1000
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Table A-31. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Convention a]

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C.

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 9M 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GElOPT 13.42 4.04 0 0.21 188 0.87

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.3$ 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.18 2.0$ 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER RBGUIAR t ROW 20.30 8.76 0 O.IO 103 0.88

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 1.14

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 OJA 0.13

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 l.$6 0 0.12 030 0.18

CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP $3.9$ 2S.34 SP 0.6$ 3S.32 1639

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.17 4.7$ 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.4$ 0 0.33 1.18 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.SS 12.68 6 1.02 9.73 1191

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.7$ 6.40

43.70

LABOR SCHEDOLE

LABOR (bra/tere) LABOR (tn/tat!)

JANUARY

URSTQUAKTER

APRIL

MAY

JUNE

0J2

0.}!

0.1t

SECOND QUAKTER

0.23

aoo

0.00

OCTOBER

NOVEMBER

0.4$

0.tl

0.10

TORD QUARTER : FOURTH QUARTER
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Table A-32« Bt Cotton'Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Conventioaal

COMMODITY; Bi Cosm TTLIAGE: CeRrcmcnel

PREVIOUS CROP: BtCMttn FARM SIZE: Ln* IRRIGATION: Drv

REGION TYPE Wmftcd PRACTICES: Bwen^ofChtBlala SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION I.D.; Beiver Cnek WMerAed BtCoOen El. INDBC: 0

PRODUCTION REGION: ApeilMMm NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Noe»

44790ieO.C02

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTITY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KSVESVE

2180 S Bt Cotton, LiK LB 0.6470 1 725.00 449.08

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2<>«l 1 Be CotWBtoed LB 0.8360 1 1100 10.03

2704 1 Bt Ccnoo Seed Royalty Pee AC 35.0000 1 1.00 35.00

SUBTOTAL 45B3

2 FERTILIZER Sc LIME

109 2 Una (44«<44% N) LB 05700 1 22252 40.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 300.00 2i4.S5

501 2 Linemae LB 0.0078 1 1000.00 •7.80

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 94.4S

4110 3 DvOa) MrF,4BC (TiiftaraliB) PT 4.1250 1 1.50 4.19

4174 3 Cocoraa.4L Ft 4.7550 1 130 7.13

4144 3 MS MA. 4 Phi* PT 11800 1 1.00 118

4022 3 Bladei 4L <CyaBB2iw) PT 3.7800 1 1.50 5.47

SUBTOTAL 2137

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 Tank ISO (AMkait) LB 35000 1 330 1150

1152 4 Godtian 2L (Aaapine Mec^I) PT 3.8000 1 1.00 3.80

1247 4 VydateC-LV(3.77i4s)lGal OZ 0.5234 1 8.00 4.19

SUBTOTAL tSJS

« OTHER COSTS

7120 6 Ten-acler. Super X G»ulir, 12,5% LB 1.4200 1 10.00 1450

9038 4 Pet (.3SL) PT 114r5 1 030 4.34

9049 4 DEF4 PT 4.4475 1 130 7.00

803 4 ScoWBsCoetx AC 4.00

LAB 4 Labor CosB HR 5.8500 1 170 15-77

MVC 4 MaefaiK Variable Con AC 43.70

SUBTOTAL 9131

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 Oiaom Aerial Applicjiioa Ceei AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 3B0

TOTAL VAMABLE KXyENSIS

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE DEFENSES

tT4M

S9SJn
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Table A'32» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CottoD-Conventional

OPEtiATION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE MACMNE UABM FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOKTH OAT NAME TMB TME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS AO/tcre NAME RATE

3

4

30

1

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT

o.ot

0.11

0.09

0.12

4 TANDEM DISK REG 0EI9FT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 Treflat MTF, 4EC (Triflunls) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEUFT 0.07 0.07

4 2S PLANTBt REGCLAR < ROW 0.10 0.13 B( Cowosiead IZOOO

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TemiklSG (Aldturb) 3.50 LB 0.50 Bt CoitM) Seed Royally Fee 35.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tetractor, Super X GmuUr. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Ca(oran.4L 1.50 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Urea<44«-46« 222,2?

s 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA. 4 PUlt * 1.00 PT 0.50 Scouting Coeta 4.000

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Blades 4L (CyaatsiDe) 1.50 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

4 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GothioB 2L (Azaupbec Mettayl) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR CE15IT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pis (.35L) 0.50 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vydae C-LV (3.77b() 1 Gal t.00 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPLIC 0.00 0.00 DEF6 ISO PT a65 OiMOD AehaJ Appbcaton O 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.0t 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.01 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.36

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 O.IO Limeflone 1000
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Table A'32. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C.

CHUEL PL0WGT15FT 9.M 4.94 0 0.0t 0.12 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG CE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0X1 Xtt 0.t7

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0X1 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 10.lt ^05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.10 X03 o.st

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 t.79 SP 0.13 4.t3 1.14

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0X4 0.13

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 X37 0 0.31 1.11 0.91

CHEM APPL GBXtFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 O.lt

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 Lit 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9J5 1X61 6 1.02 9.73 1X91

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

70.SS 43.70

laborschepule

MONTH LABOR (In/tcre^ MONTH LABOR (hn/*ci«l

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.52

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.3!

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.1t

FIRST QUARTER m : SECOND QUARTER

7 JULY 0X3 10 OCTOBER 0.45

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.tl

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.10

THIRD QUARTER , 0X3:'V'^L:SiPi' FOURTH QUARTER 1X6

213



  

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 ��

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

Table A-33. Cotton-Conventional THlage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventional

CCMktMODrrY: CcRon TILLAGE: ConrtrMgal

PREVIOUS CROP: CMten FARM SIZE: Imk IRRIGATION; Drv

REGION TYPE: WMnrnd PRACTICES: EMndntotOnmicals SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION 1.0.: Btiver Cnck WMMd &rotd BkwdTetraeea EXINDDC: 0

PRODUCTION REGION: NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Nsw

647901B>.C1I

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OOANTITY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KEVESVE

2055 8 Conoo. Lux LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.08

V/iUABLS EXPENSES

1 SEED

2*60 1 CoOOBMed LB 0.7600 1 12.00 9.12

SUBTOTAL 9JL2

2 FERTILIZER a UME

109 2 Uiea (44%^% N) LB 0.2700 1 222.22 60:00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 I 300.00 26.85

501 2 LiiMMoiw LB 0.0078 1 1000.00 7.80

SUBTOTAL 94AS

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 TVefla MTF, 4BC (TrifkiraliD) PT 4.1250 1 1.50

4176 3 C(XonB,4L PT 4.7550 1 1.50 7.TJ

4144 3 M$MA.4P1hs- PT ZISOO 1 1.00 2.18

4022 3 BUdex 4L (CyiBuiDe) PT 3.7100 I 1.50 S.67

SUBTOTAL . ■nor

4 INSECnODSS

1124 4 T«macl5G(Ai(licait>) LB 3.2000 1 3.50 11.20

1152 4 Gothioo 2L (AzufrfM* Mtll^l) PT 3.1000 I 1.00 3.80

1247 4 VydKc C-LV (3.77R>t) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234 1 8.00 4.W

SUBTOTAL IBJB

6 OTHER COSTS

7120 6 Tcnacior, Super X Gnoulv. 12.5% LB 1.4200 1 10.00 14.20

9031 6 Pix (.35L) PT lZ6t75 1 0.50 6.34

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 1.50 7;oo

t03 6 ScMBg Cose AC 4.00

t06 6 Broad B«k Tenaoea AC 10A355 10.44

LAB 6 Labor CofS HR 5.t500 1 170 I5.T7

MVC 6 Machine Vviable Con AC 43.70

SUBTOTAL J«45

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 1 Quwm Aerial Application Com AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 3.00

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIA RLE DCPENSES 220S0
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Table A-33» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton^ConventioDal

t47901EO.Cll

OPEKATIONSCHZDVLE

DATE MACHIKE MACMr«B lABOK FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOKfTH DAY NAME TMC TMS NAME LBS. NAME RATE UWTS ALAcr* NAME RATE

3

4

30

1

CHISEL PLOWGTISFT

TANDBkl DISK REG GElOrT

0.08

0.11

0.09

0.12

4 S TANDEM DISK REG GBIOFT 0.11 0.13

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 Tlefla MTF. 4BC (Thrhmls) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 0.10 0.13 CotMUMd 12.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 TeaielSG (Aldiciit>) 3.50 LB 030

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO &4PL 0.00 0.00 Taraclor, Super X Gruulir. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Cotortn,4L 1.50 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Urn (44SM6« 222,22.

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTtVATDR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA. 4 Plus 1.00 PT 0.50 ScouiiDg CocB 4.000

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Bl«la4L(CyiaitBe) 130 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

4 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD ao4 0.04 Guduoa 2L (Aziopbo* Med^l) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR CEISFT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD ao4 0.04 Pb (.35L) 030 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD ao4 0.04 Vyd«eC-LV (3.77 b>) 1 Gal 8.00 OZ 0.25

15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DBF 6 130 PT 0.65 Qutaa Aoial Applktfioa O 3.000

to 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-4>R0P 0.33 0.36

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.36

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.36

12 IS DRY I^T SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Linenooe 1000
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Table A-33. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-CoDventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C F.C V.C.

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.01 0.t2 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.21 2.tt 0.37

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GBltPT 10.lt 2.05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 t.76 0 0.10 Z03 0.33

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 t.79 SP 0.13 4.33 1.14

DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.30 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13

ROW CULTIVATOR GElSFT 4.72 L37 0 0.3t l.tl 0.91

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.13

CUSTOM AERUL OffiMlCAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON nCKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 M5 0 0.33 1.11 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 tZ6t 6 1.02 9.73 12.91

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

7045 43.70

LABOR SCge^Tnv

MONTH LABOR ftn/acfcl MONTH LABOR An/Kie>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 042

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.09 6 TUNE 0.13

FQtSTQUART^; 0.09 SBCpKD QUARTER tj02

7 JULY 043 10 OCTOBER OAS

3 AUGUST 0.00 It NOVEMBER 0.31

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.10

.THIRD QUARTER 0.23 FOURTH QUARTER 146
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Table A-34. Bt Cotton-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Conventional

CC»4M(X)ITY: BtCaecn

PREVIOUS CROP: BCoKon

TILLAGE: Canwnuan*!

FARM SEE: Lyi» IRRIGATION: Dtv

REGION TYPE: Wanr»4 PRACTICES: h«t4ti|orc}«Biicab SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION U>.: B«a*0 QmK WMtrdM BtCMsn EX INDEX: 0

PRODUCTION REGION: APMlKhlvi Brotd Btied Ttnoti ALT. NUTRIENTS: Now

647901 E0.C12

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTrrV AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2180 8 Bi Cotton, Lini LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.08

VARIABLE EXFENSES

1 SEZ3D

2M1 1 Bt Coacoteed LB 0.8360 1 12.00 10.03

2704 1 Bt Cotton Soed Royiky Pee AC 35.0000 1 1.00 3s;oo

SUBTOTAL 4543

2 PERTTUZER A LIME

109 2 Uew (44»-46% N) LB 0.2700 1 222,22 60.00

401 2 0.20-20 LB O.OtOS 1 300.00 26.85

501 2 Immnnr LB 0,007t 1 1000.00 7.80

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL M45

4110 3 ItreflB MTF.4EC (Tnnurilii) PT 4.12S0 1 130 4.19

4176 3 Cc(0fan,4L PT 4.7550 1 130 7.13

4144 3 MSMA.4P)u>* PT 2.1800 1 1.00 . 2.18

4022 3 Bladot 4L (CyeniziDe) PT 3.7800 1 130 5.67

SUBTOTAL nat

4 INSECnCEDES

1124 4 TemRlSG (AMicait>) LB 3.2000 1 330 11.20

1IS2 4 GuUiion 2L {Axiqtbas Methyl) PT 3.8000 1 1.00 3.10

1247 4 Vy(UceC4.V (3.77ns) I Gel OZ 03234 1 8.00 4.19

SUBTOTAL 19 J9

6 OTHER COfiTTS

7120 6 Tesraelor, Super X Graiabr, 12,5% LB 1.4200 1 10.00 14.20

903« 6 Pix (.35L) PT 12.6875 1 030 6.34

9049 6 DEFe PT 4.6675 1 130 7.00

803 6 Seotning Costs AC 4.00

806 6 Bioed Bese Torsees AC 10.4355 10.44

LAB 6 LeborCon HR 5.8500 1 X70 I5.T7

MVC 6 MecbioeVeruble Costs AC 43.70

SUBTOTAL 10145

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

810 7 CUnom Aeriel Applicesioo Cost AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 340

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 20449

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 1S439
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Table A-34. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CoUoo^ConveDtional

OnHA. TION SCSEDVLE

DATE MACHINE MACMME lAMX FBITTLIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

Mom-H DAY NAME TMC TME NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS KlMS* NAME RATE

i

4

30

1

CHISEL PL0WGT15FT

TANDEM DISK KEG GE19FT

0.08

0.11

0.09

0.12

4 S TANDEM DISK REG GaOFT 0.11 0.13

4 S CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 0.11 0.00 T>efUa MrF.4BC (Triflur«liB) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEWFT 0.07 0.07

4 25 PLANTBt REGULAR 8 ROW 0.10 0.13 BtCeaoBfeeO 12.000

4 25 CHEM APPL AIT TO IMPL 0.10 0.00 T«micl5G (Aldicut) 3.50 LB 0.50 Bt CotM Seed RoyiRy Fee 35.000

4 25 CHEM APPL AIT TO atPL 0.00 0.00 Toraclor. Super X Graaulir. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Cocoran,4L 1.50 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.10 Um (444M4a •>r? r>

5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

S 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GElSPf 0.13 0.14

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 MSMA,4Phit* 1.00 PT 0.50 $coatB(CoM 4.000

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Blidflc 4L (CytnaiiM) 1.50 PT 3.00

6 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

6 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 G«<lueD 2L (Azinpliac M«itayl) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

7 15 CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pix <.35L) 0.50 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL OE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 VydJtt C4,V {3.77RU) 1 Gil 8.00 OZ 0.25

15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DEF4 1.50 PT 0.45 OiBOBi Aoiil Applicatioa Ct 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.08 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 LiaesMte 1000
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Table A-34, (O ed)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-Conventional

647901E0.C12

MACHINERV COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.21 188 0.87

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.21 1.32 0.70

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER CEltFT 10.18 105 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 6.76 0 0.10 103 0.88

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.13 4.83 1.14

DRY PERTSPRDRTRAILERMTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 014 0.13

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.38 1.81 0.91

CHEM APPL GEaOFT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.18

CUSTOM AERIAL OlEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16J9

COTTON TRAILER 2112 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 1.18 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9J5 1168 6 1.02 9.73 1191

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

7015 : 43.70

LABORSCHEDULE

MONTH Labor On/aerel MONTH LABOR On/Krel

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 052

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.18

siSISli FIRST QUARTER / second'quart®:; 7

7 JULY 0.23 10 OCTOBER 0.45

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.81

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.10

1 THIRD QUARTER ::PpUR:tH!5U^ 
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Table A-35. Cotton-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventional

CCMMCaJITY: C«cton TILLAGE' CoRvertlerttl

PREVIOUS CROP:0»Ren FARM SIZE Lvft IRRlGA-nON: Dry

REaONTYPE: W«eaM PRACTICES: BrnttifgofCheBkala SOIL TYPE 0

REGION LD.: Beiver Q«ek WMrtf»4 Csfcearlw ELINDS(:0

PRODUCTION REGION: AOMllAiKI NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS; None

647901B0.ai

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE ouAivmry AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

RSVENUE

2055 4 Coiton. Lim LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.04

VAKJABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2M0 I CoaontMd LB 0.7600 1 12.00 9.12

SUBTOTAL 9J2

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

100 2 Uri (44«-46« N) LB 0.2700 1 222J2 60.00

401 2 0.20-20 LB 0.0495 1 300.00 26.45

501 2 t LB 0.0074 1 1000.00 7.40

SUBTOTAL MAS

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 Defln MTF, 4EC (TriflurtliB) PT 4.1250 1 1.50 <;i9

4176 3 Cc(oraB.4L PT 4.7550 1 1.50 7.1 J

4144 3 MSMA,4Phu* PT 2.1400 1 1.00 Zit

4022 3 Blada 4L (Cyuusne) PT 3.7400 1 1.50 5.47

SUBTOTAL 2147

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 T«nacl5G (Aldicub) LB 3.2000 1 3.50 11.20

1152 4 GflChioB 2L (Ajinpbot Metbyi) PT 3.4000 1 1.00 3.40

1247 4 Vydae C-LV (3.77»i) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234 1 4.00 4.19

SUBTOTAL 1949

6 OTHER COSTS

7120 6 Teirielor, Super X Graulir. 12.5% LB 1.4200 I 10.00 1440

903< 6 Ps (.35 L) PT 12.6475 1 0.50 6.34

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6«75 1 1.50 7.00

403 6 Seouling Coett AC 6.00

LAB 6 Labor Cote HR 5.4500 1 2.97 1745

MVC 6 Macfaioe Vviable Ooie AC 44.07

SUBTOTAL HSt

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

410 7 Ctttcn Aerial Application Coat AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 3D0

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 24449

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 224.99

220



Table A«35» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventional

»<790IE0.C21

OFEIUTIOS scaiIDVLE

DATE MACHZKB MACMME lASoe FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTfflR INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME TMB TMS NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNPTS ALAv* NAME RATE

3

4

30

1

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT

TANDEM DISK REG GE19IT

0.09

0.12

0.10

0.13

4 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPLATTTOIMPL 0.12 0.00 Treflv MTF, 4EC (TnGunlia) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEItFT 0.07 0.08

4 2S PLANTER REGULAR < ROW o.n 0.14 Cooanseal 12.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 T«micl5G (AldicaiO) 3.50 LB 0.50

4 25 CHEM APPLATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tefractor, Super X GmuUr. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 Caoran, 4L 1.50 PT 0.75

S 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD O.IO 0.11 Uiea <44«-46« 222.22

5 5 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.16

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 MSMA.4 Plus* 1.00 PT 0.50 Scouting Ccsts 4.000

S 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Bladex 4L (CyaauiM) 1.50 PT 3.00

« 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GB15FT 0.14 0.16

6 15 CHEM APPL GB30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 GiSOkn 2L {Aaiapbot Men^l) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.14 0.16

7 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Pix (.35L) QM PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 VyO«e C-LV <3.77»») 1 Gal 8.00 OZ 025

15 CUSTOM AERUL CHEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DEF6 ISO PT 0.65 CusnxD Aerial Appltcaioo O 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.3« 0.40

5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

U 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.34 0.40

25 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

n 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.36 0.40

12 15 DRY FERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Lineaooe 1000
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Table A'35. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-Conventional

647901E0.C21

MACmNERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C. F.C V.C.

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9.84 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GEI9Pr 13.42 4.04 0 0.24 3.17 0.95

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 013 1.45 0.77

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 10.18 105 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 1.76 0 0.11 123 0.96

CHEM APPLSM SELF-PROP 37.13 8.79 SP 0.14 5.32 1.26

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 019 0.27 0.14

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.42 1.99 1.00

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.13 0J5 010

CUSTOM AERIAL OlEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.72 38.86 18.25

COTTON TRAILER 28.12 11.64 0 0.19 512 116

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.36 1.30 0.52

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 1.12 10.70 1410

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.68 512 7.04

77.93 48.07

LABOR SCHEPULE

MONTH LABOR Oin/ftew> MONTH LABOR (tn/tCK)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 018

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.34

3 MARCH 0.10 6 niNE 010

PIRSTQUARTCR 0.10 SBCOND QUARTER: 1.12

7 JULY 015 10 OCTOBER 0.50

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.89

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.11

TBIRD QUARTER FOURTH QUARTER : ■■:l;SO '
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Table A-36. Bt Cotton-Conventional TUlage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Be CottoD-Conventional

COMMODITY: RCoSon ULLAGE: Cenratlmil

PREVIOUS CROP: BiCaaw FARM SIZE- m IRRIGATION: Dry

RECaONTYPE: wwmm PRACTICES: Bnda^»fO«^eas son. TYPE: 0

REGION ID.: Btflvcr Oetk W«r«K4 BICMton EL INDEX: o

PRODUCTION REGION; An>alidU«\ Conetrty ALT. NUTRIENTS: Nane

M7901EO.C22

HEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY ::::AB«OUNT V

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KBVESVE

21«0 8 BtCoHoa. Liw LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.08

VARUBLEEXFESSES

1 SEED

2661 1 BtCooonieed LB 0.8360 1 12.00 10.03

2704 1 Bi ConoB Seed Royaky F«e AC 35.0000 1 1.00 35.00

SOBTOTAL 45B3

2 FERTIUZER it LIMB

109 2 Urea <44«-46« N) LB 0.2700 I 77777 60.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0895 1 300.00 26.15

SOl 2 t mmMmx LB aoo7s 1 1000.00 7.80

SUBTOTAL 94.65

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 Defln MTF,4EC (Triiluralin) PT 4.1250 1 1.50 6.19

4176 3 Cen9raB,4L PT 4.7550 1 1.50 743

4144 3 MSMA.4Plat* PT 2.1800 1 1.00 XII

4023 3 Biadec 4L (Cyaoaziw) FT 3.7800 1 1.50 5.67

SUBTOTAL 2U7

4 INSECnODES

1124 4 Temicl3G (Aldicait) LB 3.2000 1 3.50 11.20

11S2 4 Gtahiaa 2L (Aziaptooa Meifeyi) PT 3.8000 1 1.00 >80

1247 4 Vydae C-LV (3.77a() 1 Gal OZ 0.5234 1 8.00 4.19

SUBTOTAL 194.9

6 OTHER COSTS

7120 6 Teiraclor. Super X GraDuUr. 12^% LB 1.4200 1 10.00 1440

903t 6 Pix (.3SL) PT 1X6875 1 0.50 "6.34

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 ISO 7.00

t03 6 ScOUIBg CoiB AC 4.00

LAB 6 Labor Costa HR 5.8500 1 X97 1745

MVC 6 Machine Vviable Coas AC 4»4>7

SUBTOTAL 9646

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 7 Qinom Aerial Appbcatm Coct AC 5.0000 xoo

SOBTOTAL 340

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES 28040

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 38948
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Table A«36. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CoUon-Conventional

<4790IE0.C22

OPESA TIOS SCHBDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MACMHE

TMB

U>0«

TMC

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOKTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME iUTE UNITS AJ^we NAME RATE

3 30 CHISEL PLOWCnSFT 0.09 0.10

4 I TANDEM DISK REG GBI9FT 0.12 0.13

4 S TANDEM DISK REG GB9FT 0.12 0.15

4 5 CHEM APPL ATT TO WPL 0.12 0.00 Treflio MTF, 4EC (Trinurala) IJO PT 0.75

4 10 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 0.07 0.08

4 25 PLANTER REGULAR % ROW 0.11 0.14 B( Coetcateed 12.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 TemiklSG (AMicail)) 3.S0 LB 0.50 Bt Cotton Seed Royalty Fee 35.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tetraclor. Super X Gmulir. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

4 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 Catorui.4L 1.50 PT 0.75

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 Urea (444M6a 222.22

5 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MID 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

5 15 ROW CUL1TVAT0R GEISFT 0.14 0.16

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.08 MSMA.4Ptut- 1.00 PT OJO Scot!at Coat* 4.000

5 30 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Blada 4L (CyasaaDe) 1.S0 PT 3.00

4 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.16

4 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.0S GuChieo 2L (AaBpboa Methyl) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.16

7 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.0S Pd (.3SL) OJO PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.0S VyOaw C-LV (3.771m) 1 Gal 8.00 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL OlEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DBF 6 1.50 PT 0.65 QiBtn Aerial ApplieatiOB O 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.36 0.40

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.36 0.40

11 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.09 0.10

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.36 0.40

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.10 0.11 LiBKnooe 1000
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Table A'36. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-CoDventional

647901B0.C22

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

FX. V.C. F.C. V.C.

CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.M 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 1M2 4.04 0 0.24 3.17 0.95

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0i3 1.45 0.77

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT lO.U ^05 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTER REGULAR S ROW 20.30 ».76 0 0.11 2.23 0.96

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 t.79 SP 0.14 5.32 1.26

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.19 0.27 0.14

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 2.37 0 0.42 1.99 1.00

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 4.26 136 0 0.13 035 030

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 aoo SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.72 3S.86 1835

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.19 532 2.16

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.36 1.30 0.52

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 935 lX6t 6 1.12 10.70 1430

TRACTOR 2WD 13S HP DIESEL 7.67 ia34 5 aet 532 7.04

7733 48.07

LABOR SCPvnTTfg

MONTH

1

1 MONTH LABOR On/aete)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRD. 038

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.34

3 MARCH 0.10 6 JUNE 030

: ;l|IRST QUARTER; 0.10 SECOHp quarter M2

7 JULY 035 10 OCTOBER 030

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.89

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.11

TSXRD QUARTER 0.35 FOURTH quarter : • -130'.' '
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Table A-37. Cotton-No-Till

B«aver Creek Watershed

Cottoo-No-TiU

COMMOPrTY; Cactoo TILLAGE: No-Tffl

PREVIOUS CROP: Cetton FARM SIZE Urw

REQON TYPE Wanted PRACnCES: BtdWafChtaUeilt

REGION IJ).: Btw Ctedc Wit<»d

PRODUCTION REGION: AE£ilsdwn

IRRIGATION: Dry

son. TYPE .0

EL INDEX: 0

ALT. NUTRIENTS: Nmb

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UMTS PRICE QUANTTTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KEVESVE

% Cotton. LiiK LB 0.6470 1 725.00 460.08

VARIABLE BXEESSES

I SEED

2M« I Cottooieed LB 0.7600 1 IZOO 9.12

SVBTOTAL *02

2 FERTILIZER A UME

109 2 Urea (44«<4«% N) LB 0.2700 1 222.22 60.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0S95 1 300.00 26.85

501 2 LimeitoiK LB 0.007J I 1000.00 7.80

SVBTOTAL 94M

HQtBIdDES

4092 3 Roundup 4L <GlyptoMae) QT 2X2500 1 1.00 2225

4314 3 Gmoxooe Extra, 2.5L (Paraquat) PT 4.2250 1 1.00 *25

4360 3 Prowl 3.3 EC QT 10.7250 1 IJO ^09

4176 3 Catoran.4L PT 4.7550 1 3.00 14.27

4144 3 MSMA.4PlHt" PT ZltOO 1 4.00

4022 3 Blada 4L (Cyanaise) PT 3.7<00 t 1.50 5:67

SUBTOTAL 7102

4 INSECTICIDES

1124 4 TeMact5G<Ald»cait) LB 3.2000 1 L50 itoo

1152 4 Guihiea 2L (Aaaopboa Methyl) PT 3.SOOO 1 1.00 2.80

1247 4 Vydaie C-LV (3.77 Rm) 1 Gal OZ 0.5234 1 1.00 AlO

SUBTOTAL 190^

6 OTHER COSTS

7120 6 Toraelar. Super X Grroubr, 12.Sa> LB 1.4200 1 10.00 1400

903t 6 Pa (.35L) PT 116r5 1 0.50 4.34

9049 6 DBF 6 PT 4.6675 1 J.50 7.00

t03 6 Scoutins Coat* AC >
4.00

LAB 6 Labor Goto KR 5.1500 1 2.12 U.42

MVC 6 Macbiiw Variable Cons AC 350S

SUBTOTAL 79 JO

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

110 7 CtaMn Aehai Application Co« AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL 3JM

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

VJiM

xnM
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Table A-37. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-No-Till

OPESATIOS scaiU>VLE

DATE MACHINE MkCHNC UBOt FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOKTK DAY NAME TME TME NAM£ L&5. NAME RATe UMTS AJAcn NAME RATE

4 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF^PROP 0.07 0.07 RouBdnp 4L (Gfyptesate) 1.00 QT

4 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 CmoMoe Bsra, 2.5L (Paraqi 1.00 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TEJ. 4 ROW 0.20 0.25 ConaoiMd aooo

4 25 CHEM APPL ATI TO IMPL 0.20 0.00 T<aftL5G(Aklicaie) 350 U 050

4 25 CHEM APPL ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Tenaclor. Super X Gmula. 12 10.00 LB 1.00

5 5 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 33 EC 150 QT 1Z5

5 5 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Coioran.4L 150 PT 0.75

5 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Cotora0,4L 1.50 PT 0.75

5 IS CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 M5MA,4Piua* ZOO PT 1.00 Scowing Coctt 4.000

S 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Bladax 4L (Cyauzjae) 150 PT 150

5 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA.4Plas* ZOO PT 1.00

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Urea (44«-44« 222.22

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

4 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Otthioa 2L (Aziupboa MctbyD 1.00 PT 0.25

7 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pr (.35L) 050 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30PTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vydare C-LV (377t>s) 1 Gai t.00 OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHD^CAL APPLIC 0.00 0.00 DBF 4 150 PT 0.45 Qjgcm Aerial Appbcatioa O 3.000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

iO 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.0t 0.09

11 25 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

11 25 COTTON TKAILER o.ot 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0,10 LiOKOOIK 1000
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Table A-37. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Cotton-No-Till

MAOnNTOY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C F.C V.C.

CHEM APPL SM SELP-PROP 37.13 t.79 SP 0.26 9.67 2.29

PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 0.20 3.29 1.95

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 a20 1.27 0.67

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13

CHEM APPL GEMFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 0.50 0.16

CUSTOM AERUL OffiMICAL APPUCATION 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 16.59

COTTONTRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 l.lt 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 Iff DIES EL 9.55 1^64 6 0.37 3J2 4.66

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

64.49 35.33

labor SO^V^ULE

MONTH LABOR ftn/acie) MONTH

I

i

] JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.32

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.00 6 JUNE 0.04

FIRST QUARTER 0.00 . SECOND QUARTER <W6

7 JULY 0.09 10 OCTOBER 0.45

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.61

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.10

tBIRDQUAiaSR 0.00 FOURTH QUARTER
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Table A-38. Bt Cotton-No-TiD

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-No-Till

COMMODITY: BiCtStn

PREVIOUS CROP: BOXlen

TTLUVGE No-TP

FARM SIZE-lw_

REGION TYPE WwSwd PRACTICES: tundtn

REGION LD.: BwwQBttWMggKa

PRODUCTION REGION: AppiHtfriw)

IRRIGATION:

SOETYPE 0

EL INDEX: j

ALT. WimUENTS: Nont

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE QUANtrry AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

JtEVENUE

21S0 t BiConoa. Lim LB 0.6470 1 725.00 469.0S

VAtUABLE EXFESSES

1 SEQ>

2661 1 Bt CoticDsecd LB 0.<360 1 1200 10.03

2704 1 Bt Cotton Seed Royalty Fee AC 35.0000 1 1.00 35.00

SUBTOTAL 4533

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

109 2 Ure4 (44«-46« N) LB 0.2700 1 mn 60.00

401 2 0-20-20 LB 0.0t9S 1 300.00 26.S5

301 2 Limewrme LB a007t 1 1000.00 7.<0

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 94M

4093 3 Rouaaip 4L (G^rpboaete) QT 22.2500 1 1.00 njis

4314 3 Gnaoxoae Extra. 2.SL (ParaquM) PT 4.22S0 1 1.00 423

4360 3 Prowl 3.3 EC QT 10.7250 1 1.50 14.09

4176 3 Cotoran,4L PT 4.7550 I 3.00 14.27

4144 3 MSMA.4Plut* PT 2.1100 1 4.00 t.T2

4022 3 Biadoc 4L {Cyanaane) PT 3.7SOO 1 1.50 5.67

SUBTOTAL Tt22

4 INSECmCIDES

1124 4 TeofctSG (Aldicaft) LB 3.2000 1 330 1120

1152 4 Guthkn 2L (Axinpboe Mettyl) PT 3.t000 1 1.00 3.<0

1247 4 Vydae C-LV (3.77l») 1 Gal OZ 0.5234 1 <.00 4.19

SUBTOTAL 1329

6 OTHER COSTS

7120 Tctraclor, Super X GrrouUr, 12J5b LB 1.4200 1 10.00 1420

903> 6 Pix (.35L} PT 12.6n5 1 030 4.34

9049 6 DEF6 PT 4.6675 1 130 7.00

t03 6 ScootBgCoatt AC 4.00

LAB 6 Labc» Coftt HR 5.S500 1 212 12i42

MVC 6 Madtae Variable Cooa AC 3533

SUBTOTAL T930

7 VARIABLE HARVEST COSTS

tio 7 Qistoa Aerial Appbcaaioii Coat AC 5.0000 3.00

SUBTOTAL SM

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

312JP
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Table A-38» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt Cotton-No-Till

OPERATtON SCaEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAM£

MAOiHC

TMB

USOK

TME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJAse NAME RATE

4 15 CHEM APPL SM SELP-PROP 0.07 0.07 Roundup 4L (Glypbotjte) 1.00 OT

4 15 CHBvl APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Granoxooe Extra. 2JL (Pvaqu 1.00 PT

4 25 PLANTER NO-TILL « ROW 0.20 0.25 Bt Coooaaeed 11000

4 25 CHEM APPL AIT TO IMPL 0.20 0.00 Teaikl5G (AldiCM9) 3.50 LB 030 Bi Coimo Seed Royally Fee 35.000

4 25 CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.00 0.00 Teirtcior. Super X GrmuUr, 12 10.00 LB 1.00

s 5 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Prowl 23 EC 1.50 QT 1.25

s 5 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 Co(onB,4L 1.50 PT 0.75

s 15 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Cotortn, 4L 1.50 PT 0.75

5 15 CtffiM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA. 4 Pluf * 2.00 PT 1.00 SeouclDg Coats 4.000

5 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.07 0.07 Bl«lex 4L (Cyuuzane) 1.50 PT 1.50

5 25 CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 0.00 0.00 MSMA. 4 Plus • 2.00 PT 1.00

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Ui«a(44W-44« y?7 7?

5 30 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 0-20-20 300

6 15 CHEM APPL GEaOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 GuducB 2L (Aaapbo* MeOQri) 1.00 PT 0.25

7 15 CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Pix (.3SL) 0.50 PT 0.02

7 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Vydae C-LV (3.77 »s) 1 Gal t.OO OZ 0.25

9 15 CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUC 0.00 0.00 DEP6 130 PT 0.45 Cbsiom Aerial ApplicatioB O 2000

10 5 COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

10 5 COTTON TRAILER 0.0< 0.09

11 25 COTTON nCKER SELF-PROP 0.33 0.34

1! 25 COTTON TRAILER 0.01 0.09

11 30 ROTARY MOWER 0.33 0.34

12 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Limestone 1000
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Table A"38. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Bt CottoB«No-TiD

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOim POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. F.C. V.C.

CHEM APPL SM SELF-PROP 37.13 «.79 SP 0.26 9.67 Z29

PLANTER NO-TTLL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 0.20 3.29 1.95

CHEM APPL AIT TO !MPL 6.3$ 3.37 0 0.20 1.27 0.67

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.17 0.24 0.13

CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.12 030 O.IS

CUSTOM AERIAL CHEMICAL APPUCAHON 0.00 0.00 SP 0.00 0.00 0.00

COTTON PICKER SELF-PROP 53.95 25.34 SP 0.65 35.32 1639

COTTON TRAILER 2t.l2 11.64 0 0.17 4.75 1.96

ROTARY MOWER 3.60 1.45 0 0.33 MS 0.47

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.61 6 0.37 332 4.6S

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.62 4.75 6.40

64.49 35.33

LAB0RSCWV"ULE

MONTH LABOR (In/acre) MONTH LABOR

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.32

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 031

3 MARCH 0.00 6 JUNE 0.04

FIRST QUARTER 0,00 SSCOMD QUARTER CM

7 JULY 0.09 10 OCTOBER CM

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.ti

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.10

THIRD QUARTER 0.09 FOURTH QUARTER

231



 

 

 

�  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A-39. Grain Sorghum-Conventiona] Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

CMIMOTITY: GnlnSorSMm TILLAGE: Conrcraicntl

PREVIOUS CROP: CnlnS«r|nam FARM SIZE: Lvr IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE: wmh^<i PRACTICES: NA. son. TYPE: 0

REGION 1^.: Betve Ctedc V/acrstcd NA. Ei. INDEX: o

PRODUCTION REGION: NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Na«

647901M0.CO1

riEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTry AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENVE

2102 t SonSium, Griin BU 2.3220 1 88.00 204.34

VAJUABLE BXfESSES

1 SEED

2MS 1 Griin Scr^uo Seed, Hybrid LB 0.7230 1 8.00 5.78

SUBTOTAL ' i'f*

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

101 2 34-04>or'AmiBoaiimNimie(33.5«N) LB 0.1188 1 29.85 SS5

434 2 40-20-20 • LB 0.1165 1 200.00 23.30

501 2 LineflMte LB 0.0071 1 800.00 6J24

SUBTOTAL 33.M

3 HBIBICIDES

4051 3 Dual 8E(MetoUctalar) PT 8.6125 1 2.00 17.23

SUBTOTAL 17

4 INSECT!CXDBS

1069 4 Lortban 4E (Cl>toq>yrifo() 4f/j:al EC PT 6.0500 1 1.25 7,S6

SUBTOTAL .■■7.S6

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB 6 Labor Cosa HR 5.8500 1 1.14 6.66

MVC 6 Mackine Variable Cbn AC 19.91

SUBTOTAL US7

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARUBLE EXPENSES

9002

JNOI
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Table A-39. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

647901M0.C01

<7P£Jt4 nos SCBBDVLE

DATE MACHINE

MAMS

MkCMMB

TME

UAMft

TMB

FERTTI17FR CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UMTS AlAcr* NAME RATE

3 30 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.0< 0.09

4 IS TANDEM DISK REC GE19FT 0.11 0.13

4 IS PERTA PPL ATT TOIMPL 0.11 0.00 344>-0or'Am 29.IS

4 IS PERT A PPL ATT TO D4PL 0.00 0.00 40-20-20 200

S 25 CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GBilPT 0.07 0.07

5 30 PLANTS^ REGULAR t ROW 0.10 O.II Grain SttRhun Send. Hytrid S.OOO

6 S CHEM APPL 0E30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Dual IE (MeioUehlcr) ZOO PT ZOO

6 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Lortbin 4E (Ostoipyhfoc) 4#/2 1.25 PT 0.63

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

10 30 COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD O.IS 0.20

10 30 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON <SP) O.lt 0.20

11 IS DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 O.IO Lunettooe SOO
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Table A-39. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

»t790iMO.C01

MA CmNTOY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C.

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

FERTAPPLATTTOIMPL 4.34 130 0 0.11 0.47 0.25

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER GE18FT 10.18 105 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTQ( REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 103 0.88

CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.08 0.33 0.12

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.13 0.60 0.30

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.09 0.12 0.06

TRACTOR 2WD IW HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 0.65 6.22 8.26

3129 19,91

LABOR SC°V"mJe

MONTH LABOR (in/tue) MONTH LABOR On/acre)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.13

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.18

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.09

FIRST QUARTER 0.09 <X40

7 JULY 0.14 10 OCTOBER 0.41

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.10

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 0.14 FOURTH QUARTER OJO
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Table A"40» Grain Sorghum'Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

CMdMCDmr; GrunSorgtun TILLAGE; ComcnUena]

PREVIOUS CROP: CninSorfiaun FARM SIZE t»ae IRRIGATION: Drv

REGION TYPE PRACTICES: BieedBiacdTcnecea SOtt. TYPE 0

REGION 1^.; BtivKCwfl; WWrsMd NA. El. INDBC; o

PRODUCTION REGION; Af>{>iMU» NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: N«ne

647901M0.CU

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUAJOTTY AMOQNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KEVESVE

2102 t Sorcbuin. Grain BU 2.3220 1 88.00 ■/ ■:204.34

VARIABLE EXPENSES

1 sgrm

2««5 1 Grain Sorgbum Seed. Hytrid LB 0.7230 1 8.00 5.78

SUBTOTAL 5.78

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

!0I 2 34-04>or'AnuBoiuunNioate(33k5%N) LB o.nst 1 29.85 3.55

434 2 40-20-20 • LB 0.1165 1 200.00 23.30

501 2 LisMone LB 0.0078 1 800.00 6Z4

SUBTOTAL SSM

3 HERBICIDES

¥iS\ 3 DualSECMetolactilcr) PT 8.6125 1 ZOO nz3

SUBTOTAL

4 INSECTICIDES

1069 4 Lorsban 4E (ChlorpyrifoK) 4#/gBl EC PT 6.0500 I 1.25 '• : i7;S6

SUBTOTAL . ISi

« OTHER COSTS

106 6 Broad BtaeTefraeet AC 10.4355 :-;ji;::J0.44i
LAB 6 Labor Coas HR 5.8500 1 1.14

MVC 6 Machine Variable Coat AC IMI

SUBTOTAL 37.00

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RBTURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES
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Table A-40. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sor^um-Conventional

orntA TION SCBBDVLE

DATE MACHINE MACHME USOIl FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAMB TME TftfS NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNTTS A-lAcn NAME RATE

3 30 CHISEL PL0WGT15FT O.OS 0.09

4 15 TANDEM DISK REG GEI9FT 0.11 0.13

4 15 PERT APPL ATT TO IMPL 0.11 0.00 344>-0 or 'AouD 29.85

4 15 PERT APPL ATTTOEMPL 0.00 0.00 40-20-20 200

5 25 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEUFT 0.07 0.07

5 30 PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.11 Gnia Sorgbum Seed, Hybrid 8.000

4) 5 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Dual 8 E (MetolacUor) ZOO PT ZOO

20 CHEM APPL GE30PTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Lorsbtf 4E (Oilofpyrifoc) 4«/g 1.25 PT 0.63

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.13 0.14

iO 30 COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD O.IS OOO

10 30 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.18 0.20

11 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Limenone 800
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Table A-40. (Contiiiued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

_247901M0£n,

MACHINBRY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C F.C V.C

CHISEL PLOW GT15Fr 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GB19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

PERT A PPL ATT TO IMPL 4.34 2.30 0 0.11 0.47 0.25

CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEISFT 10.18 105 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 2.03 0.88

CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.08 0.33 0.12

ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 4.72 137 0 0.13 0.60 0.30

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 4419 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.09 0.12 0.06

TRACTOR 2WD 160 Iff DIESEL 9J5 1168 6 0.65 612 8.26

; 3129 19,91

LABOR SCHKDPlJg

LABCTt (Iw/acre^ LABOR Qn/aae)

0.00

0.00

0.09

APRIL

MAY

lUNE

0.13

0.lt

0.09

■■:SEco^©^!Q^JARTeR;.::;::i:au iiiiiiliai;;!

0.00

0.00

OCTOBER

NOVEMBER

OAl

0.10

0.00

ISIRD QUARTER FOURTH QUARTER
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Table A'41» Grain Sorghum-Conventional TiBage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghum-Conventional

COMMODITY: GcunSofSwn TILLAGE: ConvmUtftt]

PREVIOUS CROP: Or«lnSor|tua FARM SIZE; Un IRRIGATION: Dry

REQCNTYPE Waeiahe4 PRACTICES: Cenuorki^ son. TYPE 0

REGION 1^.: Beivcr 0«rt Wttrxnrd NA. Ei. INDK: 0

PRODUCnON REGION: Appitooum NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Nor*

647901MO.C13

TTEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE OUATCnTY AMOVJfT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2102 S SorchuiD. Gran BU 13220 1 88.00 204.34

K4JUiBL£ EXPENSES

1 SEED

2665 1 Gnia Scrsbom Seed. Hybrid LB 0.7230 1 8.00 ^ ■::S.78

SUBTOTAL ■ ■ s.n

2 FERTILIZER & UME

101 2 34-0-0 Of 'AmiBoniaBi Nitrtte (33.55fe N) IB 0.1 US 1 29.85 3.55

434 2 40-20-20 • LB 0.1165 1 200.00 :23.30

501 2 Liotenooe LB 0.007 S 1 800.00

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 3SM

4051 3 Da*ltE(Metoliclilor) PT 8.6125 1 100 . 17.23

SUBTOTAL 1723

4 INSECTICIDES

1069 4 U>rsbas 4E (Chtoipynfoc) 4#/g«l EC PT 6.0500 1 125

SUBTOTAL 7.S6

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB 6 Labor Con HR 5.8500 1 125 7.32

MVC 6 Macbioe Vviabie Cbn AC 21.30

SUBTOTAL 2»2}

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

SZM

tilA*
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Table A-41. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain Sorghuni-Conventi<»ial

OFEfUTION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAMB

MACHWC

TME

LAME

TME

PERTIUZER CHEIkflCAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LOS. NAME RATE UNITS A-LAoe NAME RATE

3 30 CHISEL PLOW CT15FT 0.09 0.10

4 15 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 0.12 0.15

4 15 FERTAPPL ATTTOIMPL 0.12 0.00 344>-0 or 'AnuB 29.tS

4 15 FERTAPPL ATTTO IMPL 0.00 0.00 40-20-20 200

5 25 CULTl-MULCH ROLLER GEltFT 0.07 0.08

5 30 PLANTS^ REGULAR t ROW 0.11 0.12 Grta Sorsbum Seed, Hybrid 8.000

6 5 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Duil<E(Mett>laclilor) 2.00 PT 2.00

< 20 CHEM APPL GESOFTTRLR AflD 0.04 0.05 Lonbsk 4E (OikMpynfot) 4#/g 1.25 PT 0.63

7 10 ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 0.14 0A6

10 30 COMBINE ROW KD SP 2WD 0.20 0.22

10 30 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.20 0.22

11 15 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD O.IO O.Il Limestone 800
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Table A-41. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Grain $orghum>Conventlonal

MACHINKRY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C. F.C. V.C

CHISEL PLOWGTJSFT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GElPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.12 1.59 0.48

PERT A PPL ATT TO IMPL 4.34 2.30 0 0.12 0.51 0.27

CUm-MULCH ROLLER 0E18FT 10.18 2.05 0 0.07 0.75 0.15

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.11 123 0.96

CHEM APPL GB30IT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.09 0.37 0.13

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.14 0.66 0.33

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 010 18.07 8.97

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.20 3.45 0.99

DRYFERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.10 0.13 0.07

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 0.72 6.84 9.08

3SJ2 • ' 2L90

LABOR SCtnnntnv

MONTH LAB<»(lnyKi«> MONTH LABOR On/aerel

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.15

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 010

3 MARCH 0.10 6 JUNE 0.09

: ; :IF«ST QUARTER SECOND QUARTER

. ' ,

o.«

7 JULY 0.16 10 OCTOBER 0.45

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.11

9 SEPTEMBER

lanU) QUARTER

0.00

0.16

12 DECEMBER

;JFQURTH QUARTS

0.00
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Table A'42. Soybean-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

SoybeaD-C<mveiitional

COMMODmr: S«ybe» TILLAGE: CcovenUcntl

PREVIOUS CROP; Soybm FARM SIZE: Lvae IRRIGATION: Dry

REQONTYPE: Wwnhed PRACTICES; NA. son. TYPE 0

REGION I.D.: BctverCnckWMcrjhMI NA. El. INDEX; 0

PRODUCnON REGION: AfpiKdiitn NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS; N«n»

647901N0.C01

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTmr AMOUNT.

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

g£VESVE

2107 8 Soybean. Grain BU 5.8082 1 35.00 203.29

VAUABLE EXPENSES

1 SFBTI

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.8000 1 0.67 ■9.20

SUBTOTAL 9J0

2 FERTILIZBl & UME

402 2 0-20^0 LB 0.0997 1 100.00 9i97

SOl 2 Liiwfaoof LB 0.0078 1 1500.00 11.70

} HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL nJT

4110 3 "DeAan NfTF, 4BC ^TnflunliD) PT 4.1250 1 1.50 «.»

4019 3 Bau{xan.4L(Benua>D) PT 8.4813 1 1.00 8.48

4146 3 Blazer 2L PT 7.3875 1 0.25 1.85

SUBTOTAL 16.52

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB 6 Labor Con HR 5.8500 1 1.44 S.41

MVC 6 MacbineVariabkCon AC ZSS7

SUBTOTAL SXSB

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES msx
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Table A"42. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soy b ean-Conven tion al

647901N0.C01

OFERATrOff SCHEDULE

DATE MACHNE

NAME

MACKMB

TWE

UBOR

TME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS NAME RATE

3 15 CmSEL PLOW GT15FT O.OS 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 0.11 0.12

4 15 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.11 0.13

4 15 CKEM APPL A7TT0IMPL 0.11 0.00 TVefUn M1T.4EC (Trifhinln) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 20 LANDALL. DO-ALL O.lt 0.20

4 25 PLANTBl REGULAR t ROW 0.10 0.11 Soytiean S««4 0.447

5 5 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Biugra.4L (Beottsw) 1.00 PT 0.S0

S 5 CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 BUaer2L 0.25 PT 0.13

5 15 ROW CULTIVATOR GEISFT 0.13 0.14

5 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.00 0.10 0-20-40 100

10 25 COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD o.lt 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.1t 0.20

n 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 LimeMone 1500
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Table A«42. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybeao-Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COSTP3RACRE

F.C V.C. CODE PER ACRE F.C. V.C.

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9,84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG CE19FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.21 2.88 0.87

CHEM APPL ATTTOIMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.1! 0.68 0.36

LANDALL, DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.18 2.09 0.65

PLANTER REGULAR 8 ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 2.03 0.88

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.04 0.17 0.06

ROW CULTIVATOR GE15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.13 0.60 0.30

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.81 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 0.08

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44J29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 at8 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD HP DIESEL 9.55 1Z68 6 0.75 7.16 9.50

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.17 1.34 1.81

37.48 23.97

LABOR SCHEDULE

MONTH LABOR On/acre) MONTH LABOR nvs/acfc)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.28

3 MARCH 0J21 6 JUNE 0.00

■; :JTOST QUART® ,,V. ■j:: ; i ; : SECOND QUARTER ft73

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.41

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.10

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD quarter 0.j» FpURTSQUARTER O;50
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Table A-43. Sovbean-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Conventional

CC»tlMODrTY: 5«rbem TILLAGE ConrettKnal

PREVIOUS CROP: Soybem FARM SIZE IRRIGATION; Dry

REGION TYPE; WwRt«4 PRACTICES; B(os4BasedT«fn>ccs SOIL TYPE 0

REGIONIJD.; Befv«rCn«kWMerihe4 NA. EL INDEX; o

PRODUCTION REGION; NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS; Nci*

647901N0.C11

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2107 8 Soybean. Grain BU 5.8082 1 35.00 203,29

VARLiBLB EXPENSES

f SFTO

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.8000 1 0.67 9.20

SUBTOTAL 9M

2 FERTILIZER A UME

402 2 0-20-40 * LB 0.0997 1 100.00 9.97

501 2 Umestoae LB 0.0078 1 1500.00 Jl;70

SUBTOTAL 21.67

3 HERBICIDES

4110 3 Tleflao NfTF,4ECn'n0u'alin) PT 4.1250 I 140 6.19

4019 3 Baugrn. 4L (Benunoa) PT 8.4813 1 1.00 :8.48

4146 3 Blaaer2L PT 7.3875 1 0.25 1.85

SUBTOTAL 1642

6 OTHEK COSTS

<06 6 Broad BaieToracea AC 10.4355

LAB 6 Labor Costs HR 5.8500 1 1.44

MVC 6 Madbine Variable Costs AC 2347

SUBTOTAL -4242

TOTAL VARIABLE KXTENSia

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES

9000
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Table A-43« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Conventional

Of ERA TIOS SCBEDVLB

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MMMMB

TMB

lASOt

TMS

FERTILEER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AAJtat NAME RATE

3 15 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.08 0.09

3 25 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOPT 0.11 0.12

4 15 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.11 0.13

4 15 CHEM APPL ATT TOIMPL 0.11 0.00 llefliD MTP, 4EC (TrilkinJio) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 20 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.18 0.20

4 25 PLANTER RBGUIAR 8 ROW 0.10 0.11 Soybean Seed 0.447

S 5 CHEM APPL GE30Fr TRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Baufsr*n. 4L (Bcduzm) 1.00 PT 0.50

5 CHEM APPL GEaOFTTRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 Blazer 2L 0.25 PT 0.13

5 15 ROW CULTTVATOR GB15FT 0.13 0.14

S 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0-20-40 100

10 25 COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 0.18 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.18 0.20

11 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 LimettoBe 1500
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Table A-43. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Conventional

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C CODE PER ACRE F.C V.C.

CHISEL PLOW GT15Fr 9.S4 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG CEldFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.21 X88 0.87

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.11 0.68 0.36

LANDALL. DO-ALL n.34 3.55 0 0.18 2.09 0.65

PLANTER REGULAR t ROW 20.30 8.76 0 0.10 L03 0.88

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.04 0.17 0.06

ROW CULTIVATOR GB15FT 4.72 2.37 0 0.13 0.60 0.30

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.81 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 0.08

COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP> 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.S5 12.68 6 0.75 7.16 9.50

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.17 1.34 1.81

■■:-37.4* '231.97

labor «'-wa-iiTTT V

MONTH LABOR (bn/tcn) MONTH LABOR On/tcie>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.45

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0J8

3 MARCH 0.21 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 0 21 3BC0ND QUARTER <L73

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.41

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER aio

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

TmDQUARTCR 0.00 FOURTH QUARTER 0.50
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Table A-44. Soybean-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-Conventi<Mial

COMMODITY: Soybw TILLAGE: Cenvcntianal

PREVIOUS CROP; S«v(>e«i FARM SIZE: Lvfc IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE: WMted PRACTICES; Cenwvlrf SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION I.D.; Beavtf Crack WaersiKd NA. EJ. INDDC: 0

PRODUCTION REGION: Appalcoust NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: Now

647901N0.C13

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUANTTTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2107 t Sovbrin, Gram BU 5.8082 1 35.00 203.29

VARJABLE EXPENSES

1 SEED

2690 1 SoybetB S«cd BU 13.8000 1 0.67 9.20

SUBTOTAL 900

2 FERTILIZER a LIMB

402 2 0-20-40 • LB 0.0997 1 100.00 9:97

501 2 LimesioDe LB 0.0078 1 1500.00 11-70

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL 21.67

4110 3 TrtflnMTF.4EC0'nOuraln> PT 4.1250 1 1.50 6.19

4019 3 Etugrcn. 4L (Beouaoo) PT 8.4813 1 1.00 8.48

4146 3 BUKr2L PT 7.3875 1 0.25 i.tS

suannAL l<J2

6 UTUEK COSTS

LAB 6 Labor Coca BR 5.8500 1 1.58 905

MVC 6 MadiiDe Variable Coat AC ■-■:;:;26.i3T

SUBTOTAL 35.62

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES 120^
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Table A-44» (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-ConveDtional

<>47901N0.C13

OPERATION SCffEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MAO) MS

TME

UBOK

TMB

PERTIUZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH OAT NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJJtcn NAME RATE

3 IS CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 0.09 0.10

3 25 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOFT 0.12 0.13

4 15 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.12 0.15

4 15 CHEM APPL AIT TO IMPL 0.12 0.00 "DeflMi MTF, 4EC (Triflttnlin) 1.50 PT 0.75

4 20 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.20 0J2

4 25 PLANTER RECUIAR t ROW 0.11 0.12 Soybean SMd 0.667

S 5 CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 0.04 0.05 Biugrin, 4L (Beousm) 1.00 PT 050

5 5 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 BtA2er2L 0.25 PT 0.13

S 15 ROW CULTTVATOR GEISFT 0.14 0.16

S 20 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.10 0.11 0-20-40 too

10 25 COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 0.20 0.22

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 0.20 0.22

11 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.10 0.11 UneaMK 1500
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Table A-44. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-C<MiveDtional

M7901N0.C13

MACBINEftY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. F.C. V.C

CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 9.t4 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GEIPFT 13.42 4.04 0 0.24 3.17 0.95

CHEM APPL ATT TO IMPL 6.35 3.37 0 0.12 0.75 0.40

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.20 2.30 0.72

PLANTER REGULAR « ROW 20.30 176 0 0.11 2.23 0.96

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.04 0.18 0.07

ROW CULTTVATOR GE15FT 4.72 137 0 0.14 0.66 0.33

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.tl 0.43 0 0.19 0.16 0.08

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 19.23 44.29 SP 0.20 11.07 8.97

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.20 3.45 0.99

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.6t 6 0.»2 7.87 10.45

TRACTOR 2WD135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.19 1.47 1.99

4121 26.37

LABOR sCWPftnT.r

MONTH Labor On/acnl MONTH

1

3

,
JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.49

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.31

3 MARCH 0.23 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 023 SECOND QUARTER. ....'■■^0

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.45

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.11

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECQtilBER aoo

TBZRDQUARTER .J8.00 FOURTH QUARTER OiW
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Table A'45. Soybean-No'Till

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-No-TiU

COMMOOnrY: Soybem TILLAGE No-TO

PREVIOUS CROP: S«yt««> FARM SIZE Lne IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE: WMnhed PRACTICES; NA. SOIL TYPE 0

RBGIONLD.; BcimCMt Woierjted NA. El INDEX; o

PR0DU(rnC»4 REGION: ApoaMUv NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: None

64790 INO.NOl

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE OUAXnTY AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVENUE

2107 t Soybean. Grain BU $.8062 ! 39.00 203.29

VA JUiSLe EXPENSES

1 SEED

2690 1 Soybean Seed BU 13.8000 1 0.67 9.20

SUBTOTAL

2 FERTILIZER & LIME

402 2 0-20-40 ' LB 0.0997 1 100.00 9.97

SO! 2 Umffw LB 0.0078 1 1900.00 11.70

3 HERBICIDES

SUBTOTAL

4314 3 Granoxooe Extra, 2.5L (Paraquat) PT 4.2290 1 1.50 A34

4360 3 Prowl 33 EC OT 10.7250 1 1.00 10.73

4019 3 Bau^'an, 4L (BenUBw) PT 8.4813 1 1.00 8.48

4146 3 BUsr2L PT 7.3879 1 0.29 1.85

SUBTOTAL , 27JI9

6 OTHER COSTS

LAB 6 Labor Costs HR 9.8500 1 0.90 SJB

MVC 6 Macbiae Variable Coss AC UM

SUBTOTAL njs

TOTAL VALUABLE EXFENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARUBLE EXPENSES jaM
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Table A-45. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybeaii*No-TiU

»*7901N0J<01

OfEttATION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MACK ME

TME

LAWR

TMC

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS >LLAer« NAME RATE

5 PLANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 0^0 0.22 Soyteao Seed 0.M7

5 15 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Cr«MMne Ean. 2.5L (Paraqu 1.50 PT 0.47

5 15 CHEM APPL GE30n"ntLR MTD 0.00 0.00 Prowl 3w3 EC 1.00 <3T o.to

6 5 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 BuigiM. 4L (BcDiaaDB) 1.00 PT 0.50

6 5 CHEM APPL GETOFT TRLR MTD 0.00 0.00 BiocfZL 0.25 PT 0.13

6 10 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 0-20-40 100

10 25 COMBINE ROW HDSP 2WD O.lt 0.20

10 25 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) O.lt 0.20

11 15 DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD 0.09 0.10 lineitoM 1500
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Table A-45, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soybean-No-TiU

647901N0JW1

MACmNBKY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C. v.c CODE PER ACRE F.C. v.c

PIANTER NO-TILL 6 ROW 16.45 9.76 0 0.20 309 1.95

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 O.OS 0.33 0.12

DRY PERT APPL TRACTOR MTD o.ei 0.43 0 0.17 0.14 0.08

COMBINE ROW KD SP 2WD t9.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SCL AXLE-GAS 2TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0.90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9J5 12.6S 6 008 2.66 3.53

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.17 1.34 1.81

2703 16-54

LABOR SCHEDULE

MONTH LABOR (hn/«cie> MONTH LABOR On/MK)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.00

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 006

3 MARCH 0.00 6 JUNE 0.14

FIRST QUARTER SBCONDioVARTEk 0^

7 JULY 0.00 to OCTOBER 041

t AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.10

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 U DECEMBER 0.00

TSIRD QUARTER ROO FOURTH QUARTER wo
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Table A-46. Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

COMMODITY: TILLAGE; CawmUuul

PREVIOUS CROP. MttedWWttWw* FARM SEE Lyte IRRIGATION: On

REGION TYPE WMB*»a PRACTICES: NA.

REGION I.D.: BeiwCw** WwrJwa

PRODUCTION REGION: AH>il»aii»^

EJ. INDEX: 0

ALT. NUTRIENTS: Now

M7901Z0.CQ1

ITEM

CODE

CATEGORY

CODE

QUANTTTY AMOUNT

REVESVE

2139 8 WbcK. Soft Rod Winter BU 3.3400 I 4L00 141.12

VARMBUE BXBENSES

I SEED

2701 1 Whe« Seed, Winter BU 7.5000 1 LOO 15.00

SUBTOTAL ISM

2 FERTILIZER a LIME

102 2 Aatiydroiu AmiDonu LB 0.2900 1 80.00 23.20

200 2 P205 • LB 0.2400 1 40.00 10.40

300 2 K20 - LB 0.1200 1 20.00 2.40

3 HERBICIDBS

SUBTOTAL MLOO

4139 3 Hnaony Extrt (DF) OZ 13.1500 1 OSO <38

SUBTOTAL 4S$

6 OTHER COSTS

7074 6 Tik (3.4EC) OZ 14200 1 4.00 10.48

LAB 4 Lebor Goto HR 5.8500 1 1.08 <31

MVC 4 MKliiMVeri*leC»tt AC i*.n

SUBTOTAL 3337

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES nos

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES ■-■B9ST
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Table A-46. (Contjiiued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

OPEIUTION SCHl'J)VUS

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MACMtlE

TME

1A60K

TME

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MOhTTK DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS ALAcr* NAME RATE

10 1 CHISEL PLOW GT15FT O.OS 0.09

10 10 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT O.tl 0.13

10 10 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.11 0.00

10 20 DRILL^LAINJJISCGRAIN 0X14 0.16 0.17 WbeaSeed.^ater 2.000

3 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 Tik <3.6EC) 4.00 OZ 0.00

3 30 CHai APPL GESOFT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 Hraoay Esri (DP) 0.50 OZ 0.37

4 15 LOUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.07 0.07 AabyeiDiu Am <0

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P205 40

4 IS LQUD PERT APW. TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

7 5 COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 0.24 0.26

7 TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP> 0.24 0.26
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Table A"46. (Continued)

Beaver Creek "Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

MACtgNBRY COSTS

MACHENENAME COST PER HOUR POWER TOTAL HOURS COST PER ACRE

F.C v.c. CODE PER ACRE F.C v.c

CHISEL PLOW GTl5FT 9.84 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GEI9FT 13.42 4.04 0 O.ll 1.44 0.43

LANDALL E>0-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.11 1.22 0.38

DRILUPLA1N4>ISCGRAIN GTI4 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.82

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD 148 0.91 0 0.08 0.19 0.07

LQUD FERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.07 0.28 0.10

COMBINE SELF-PROP2WD 11112 31.62 SP 0.24 26.64 7JI

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.24 4.05 1.17

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1168 6 0.35 3.32 4.41

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIES EL 7.67 10.34 s 0.14 1.10 1.48

40^ lt78

LABOR SCsnmin v

MONTH LABOR tesyacn) MONTH Labor <iiR/«cre)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.07

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 s MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.00

PIRSTQUARTER ^ e.0» SECpWC^ARTER <K07

7 JULY 0.52 10 OCTOBER 0.40

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 0.52 FOURTH QUARTER <L40
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Table A-47. Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventiona] Tillage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

C^MODITY: TILLAGE: Ceci*«si«niJ

PREVIOUS CROP; SoftKedWnerWlM FARM SIZE- L»|r IRRIGATION: Dry

REGION TYPE: Wsmhed PRACTICES: (netdbaaedTRneex SOIL TYPE: 0

REGION I.D.: B«tvrr CfMk WMRjhed NA. Ei. INDEX: 0

PRODUCTION REGION: ApptlMTllVl N.A. ALT NUTRIENTS: Nei»

M790120.cn

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE OUANTTTY AMOONT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

KEVESUE

2139 % Wbe«. Soft Rod Wnier BU 3.3400 I 4L00 141.12

VAUABLEEXEESSES

1 SEO)

2701 \ Wben Seed, Winter BU 7.5000 1 2.00 15.00

SVaTOTAL I5B0

2 FERTILIZER a UME

102 2 Ankydrous Ammeau LB 0.2900 1 t0.00 23^

200 2 P205 LB 0.2600 I 40.00 vaM

300 2 K20 LB 0.1200 1 20.00 140

SUBTOTAL 3L00

3 BERBICIDBS

4139 3 Hmaony Extra (DP) OZ 13.1500 1 0.50 6.51

SUBTOTAL 6Bt

4 OTHER COSTS

7074 6 T»lt(3.«EC) oz 16200 1 4.00 uut

to« 6 Broad Baae Terraoes AC 10.4355 l<U4

LAB « Labor Com HR 5.t500 1 l.Ot 631

MVC 4 Macbiae V«iabfe Com AC 16.7S

SUBTOTAL 44J01

TOTAL VARUBLE EXTEMSES 1013*

RETURNS ABOVE VARUBLE EXPENSES 3934
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Table A-47, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

^790120.011

OPERA TICS SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MACMME

TME

LABOK

TVHE

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTOER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJAOC NAME RATE

10 1 CHISEL PL0WGT15FT 0.08 0.09

to 10 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.11 0.13

10 10 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.11 0.00

10 20 DR1LL.PLA1ND1SCGRAIN GT14 0.16 0.17 Wbeat Seed. Wiaier ZOOO

3 15 CHEM APPL GESOFTTRACTMTD 0.04 0.04 Tih (36BC) 4.00 OZ 0.00

3 30 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.04 Hmnoay Extra (DP) 0.50 oz 0.37

4 IS LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.07 0.07 Aobydtous Am 80

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P205 40

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

7 5 COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 0.24 0.26

7 5 TRUCK SOL AXLE-GAS 2 TON fSP> 0.24 0.26
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Table A-47. (Continued)

B«av«r Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

ft4790l20.Cll

MACHINHtY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C F.C V.C.

CHISEL PLOW CnSFT 9.M 4.94 0 O.OS 0.t2 0.41

TANDEM DISK REC GEI9FT 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

LANDALU DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.11 1.22 0.3>

0R1LL,PLA1NJ)1SCGRA1N CT14 12.29 5.19 0 0.16 1.93 0.S2

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD ^4t 0.91 0 o.ot 0.19 0.07

LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 139 0 0.07 0.2t 0.10

COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 112.12 31.62 SP 0J4 26.64 731

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON {SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.24 4.05 1.17

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 1Z6S 6 0.35 3.32 4.4]

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.14 1.10 Ml

40.99

Labor

MONTH

1

i

MONTH LABOR (teiJacrel

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.07

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.09 6 JUNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 0.09 SECOND QUARTER M7

7 JULY 0.52 10 OCTOBER 0.40

1 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARia ^ 0.52 : FtOURTHQUARTER 0-40
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Table A-48» Soft Red Winter Wheat'Conventional TiDage

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

C(Bh4M<WrrY: 5«n KM Wmr TILLAGE' CMnrendml

PR^OUS CROP: Sort KM WMer TAm FARM SIZE LMtt IRRIGAHON: Dry

REGION TYPE: Wwnned PRACTICES: Cor<evrt)| SOtTYPE 0

REGION I.D.; Bctver Creek WaerJhM NA. EJ. INDBC: 0

PR0DUCnC»4 REGION: A}>pklKhi«< NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS: None

447901Z0.C13

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNTTS PRICE OUAKirrY AMOGNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDEX

REVESVE

2129 8 Wbeac. Set Red Wnier BU 3.3400 1 4L00 141.12

VARIABLE EXFENSBS

1 SEED

2701 1 WheM Seed, Winier BU 7.5000 1 LOO 15.00

SUBTOTAL ISM

2 FERTILIZER A LIME

102 2 Aahydrout Aamoau LB 0.2900 1 10.00 2120

200 2 P20S LB 0L400 1 40.00 10.40

300 2 K20 * LB 0.1200 1 20.00 • •■•2.40

3 herbicides

SUBTOTAL 34.00

4139 3 Hinnoay Extra (DF) OZ 13.1500 1 0.50 4.58

SUBTOTAL 4.5*

« OTHER COSTS

7074 6 Tik (3.4EC} OZ L4200 1 AOO lOAl

LAB 4 Labor Costi HR 5.8500 1 1.19 4.94

MVC 4 MacaioeVariibkCofli AC IS.44

SUBTOTAL BSM

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES nM

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES ... JBtM
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Table A'48. (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

OPERATION SCBEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MAai»«

hme

LAMR

TfrfC

FERTILIZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS AJjKtt NAME RATE

10 1 CHISEL PLOW GT15FT 0.09 0.10

10 10 TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 0.12 0.15

10 10 LANDALL. DO-ALL 0.12 0.00

10 20 DIULL.PLAINJ>1SCGRA1N CTM 0.17 0.19 Wheat S«ed. Wnier ZOOO

3 15 CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD 0.04 0.05 Tib (3.6eC) 4.00 oz 0.00

3 30 CHEM APPL GE30rr TRACT MTD 0.04 0.05 Himony Ears (DP) 0.50 oz 0.37

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.07 o.ot Anbydrout Am <0

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 P205 40

4 15 LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 K20 20

7 5 COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 0.26 0.29

7 5 TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON fSPl 0.26 0.29
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Table A-48, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-Conventional

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C V.C. F.C V.C

CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 9M 4.94 0 0.09 0.90 0.45

TANDEM DISK REG GE19FT 1S.42 4.04 0 0.12 1.59 0.48

LANDALL. DO-ALL 11.34 3.55 0 0.12 1.34 0.42

DR1LUPIA1NJ>1SCGRAIN GT14 1^29 5.19 0 0.17 112 0.90

CHEM APPL GE30FT TRACT MTD Z4I 0.91 0 0.09 a2i 0.08

LQUD PERT APPL TRAILER MTD 4.34 1.59 0 0.07 0.31 0.11

COMBINE SELF-PROP 2WD 112.12 31.62 SP 0.26 29.30 816

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP> 17.05 4.91 0 0.26 4.46 118

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9JS 12.6t 6 0.3t 3.65 4.85

TRACTOR 2WD ISS HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 S 0.16 111 1.63

45.09 ' 1U6

LABOR SCPV"'"g

MONTH LABOR Oin/tcre> MONTH LABOR On/acie)

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRIL 0.08

2 FEBRUARY 0.00 5 MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.09 6 njNE 0.00

FIRST QUARTER 0,09 SECOND; QUARTER Mt

7 JULY 0.58 10 OCTOBER 0.44

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBER 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

THIRD QUARTER 0.51 FOURTH QUARTER 0,44
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Table A-49. Soft Red Winter Wheat-No-Till

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheal-No-Till

COMMODITY; S«n RM wner «heK TILLAGE N»-Tai

PREVIOUS CROP; 5«n Red wner wttex FARM SIZE iMf IRRIGATION; Dry

RECSONTYPE Wamhed PRACTICES: NA. SOU-TTPE 0

REGION LD.; Betver Creek Wamhed NA. EJ. INDEX: 0

PRODUCTION REGION; Aputtoduv NA. ALT. NUTRIENTS; None

647901Z0.N01

ITEM CATEGORY NAME UNITS PRICE ooAmrrv AMOUNT

CODE CODE NATIONAL INDE3C

REVESVE

2139 8  Whea. SoA Red Wbicr BU 3.3600 1  42.00 I4l.t2

VARIABUS BXfBNSBS

1 SEED

2701 1  Wbea Seed. Wnter BU 7.5000 1  1.50 11.25

SUBTOTAL nos

2 FE3tTTL£SSl & LIME

102 2  AabydiDUs Anusoaii LB 0.2900 1  10.00 2^20

431 2  10-30-30 • LB 0.1960 1  100.00 19.60

SUBTOTAL 4tM

3 HERBIC1DB5

4139 3  Hanooy Extri <DF) OZ 13.1500 1  030 6.58

SUBTOTAL 43S

6 OTHER COSTS

707S 6  TiR(3.6EC) OZ 2.6200 1  4.00 :  n • ^ JO,48

LAB 6  Libor Cosd HR 5.S500 1  1.05 6dS

MVC i  MkchiM V«iat»le Com AC 1927

SUBTOTAL SSB9

TOTAL VARIABLE EXPENSES

RETURNS ABOVE VARIABLE EXPENSES
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Table A-49« (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

Soft Red Winter Wheat-No-TIU

(47901ZO.N01

OPEM. TION SCSEDVLE

DATE MACHINE

NAME

MACN(N8

TME

lABOR

TME

PERTTUZER CHEMICAL OTHER INPUTS

MONTH DAY NAME LBS. NAME RATE UNITS ALAsc NAME RATE

10 15 CHISEL PLOW GTISFT 0.08 0.09

10 20 TANDEM DISK REG GEIOIT O.tl 0.12

10 25 CULH-MULCH ROLLER GBISFT 0.07 0.07

10 30 DRILL NO-TILL MIN-Tia. 20" 0.16 0.18 Whea Seed, Winter 1.500

2 5 DRY PERT SPRDR TRAILER MTD 0.09 0.10 Anhydrous Am 80

2 5 DRY PERT SMIDR TRAILER MTD 0.00 0.00 10-30-30 100

3 20 CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Tik(36EC) 4.00 OZ 0.00

4 IS CHEM APPL GE30FTTRLR MTD 0.04 0.04 Himoay Extra (DP) 0.50 OZ 0.37

6 15 COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 0.18 0.20

6 IS TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON rSPl 0.18 0.20
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Table A'49, (Continued)

Beaver Creek Watershed

S<tft Red Winter Wbeat-No-Till

MACHINERY COSTS

MACHINE NAME COST PER HOUR POWER

CODE

TOTAL HOURS

PER ACRE

COST PER ACRE

F.C. V.C. F.C. V.C.

CHISEL PLOW CTl5FT 9.M 4.94 0 0.08 0.82 0.41

TANDEM DISK REG GE19Fr 13.42 4.04 0 0.11 1.44 0.43

CULTI-MULCH ROLLER 0E18FT 10.18 i05 0 0.07 0.69 0.14

DRILL. NO-TILL. MIN-TILL. 20- 27.34 12.11 0 0.16 4.48 1.98

DRY FERTSPRDR TRAILER MTD 1.39 0.74 0 0.09 0.12 0.06

CHEM APPL GESOFT TRLR MTD 4.26 1.56 0 0.08 0.33 0.12

COMBINE ROW HD SP 2WD 89.23 44.29 SP 0.18 16.43 8.16

TRUCK SGL AXLE-GAS 2 TON (SP) 17.05 4.91 0 0.18 3.14 0,90

TRACTOR 2WD 160 HP DIESEL 9.55 12.68 6 0.42 4.03 5.34

TRACTOR 2WD 135 HP DIESEL 7.67 10.34 5 0.17 1.27 1.71

'v'-^:32^4 19;27

LABOR SCHEDULE

MONTH LABC^ (bn/tett) MONTH LABOR Oin/«ife>

1 JANUARY 0.00 4 APRS. 0.04

2 FEBRUARY 0.10 5 MAY 0.00

3 MARCH 0.04 6 JUNE 0.41

ITOST QUARTER; B.14 SECOND QUARTER <M5

7 JULY 0.00 10 OCTOBER 0.46

8 AUGUST 0.00 11 NOVEMBBl 0.00

9 SEPTEMBER 0.00 12 DECEMBER 0.00

TERD QUARTER e.oo M6
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