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Summary

This booklet provides information from numerousrses which are listed in the
reference section to support the following conduasi

1. It is Minnesota State Policy enacted into la2@94, to promote
environmental protection including soil erosion tohand water quality
improvement by increasing livestock production.

2. The Minnesota Senate passed a resolution (S§) b21May 21 , 2005
on a 57 to 1 vote asking for the residents of Mauta to end the feedlot wars and
begin a new era for Minnesota’s livestock produeerd rural residents that is
characterized by peace, love, harmony, and acosptrMinnesota’s diverse
systems of livestock production. It calls for kteck farmers to be good
neighbors and to carefully follow all the rules.also calls for rural residents to be
good neighbors and accept and support livestoalkyataon in their area.

3. Farms that produce livestock stimulate the esgndirectly through on-
farm employment and the processing of livestockthed products, but also
indirectly through thousands of agribusiness jdlag support this industry. The
livestock business is a very large and importantmanent of Minnesota’s
economy providing at least 177,000 jobs and $Jibhiln economic activity.

4. Each dairy cow produces about $14,000 of econawctivity. The dairy
industry ranks 4th in employment among Minnesotaésufacturing industries.

5. American’s spend only 9.2% of their income oodre-the lowest in the
world.

6. To make a living producing Minnesota’s major coadities and make a
net profit of $50,000 per year requires at lea$t0$300 of annual gross farm
revenue. For most farmers this means the farm bssimust grow. Currently
only 12% of Minnesota’s 79,300 farms have gross eamual sales of over
$250,000. Let’s promote farm business growth, r@imavestment, and especially
livestock production so there can be more prosperitthe farm.

7. Livestock producers have a tremendous oppoyttmitontribute a
multitude of net environmental benefits to Minn@s®water and soil resources,
when they use properly designed facilities, follexisting federal and state
regulations, and implement Best Management Practitevestock production is
good for the environment because there will be dedswater, and phosphorus
runoff, less nitrogen leaching, better soil fetyilibetter control of disease, weeds



and insects, more diversity in the cropping sysiess urban sprawl, better water
guality, more open space, agricultural land presdrand wildlife habitat
protected.

8. Tremendous improvements have been made in otdmot. Thanks to
research, government regulation, and technologgrachs, modern day livestock
farms are good neighbors. Look at the facts amdt ébe driven by emotion.

9. Parts of the industrialized world are comparé&t WMinnesota. The
locations selected have five to twenty-four timesenpeople per square mile than
Minnesota. In all cases they have many times ringstock than Minnesota.

This shows high livestock and high human populatican peacefully coexist.
Minnesota should try to be more accepting of liwektproduction, even in areas
of higher population density.

10. Minnesotans should try to set this “Not in nackyard!” argument
aside. If everyone succeeded in stopping variooggts it would shut our
country down economically, socially and environnadigt Let’s not be selfish,
let's do what's good for society as a whole.

11. Most of the growth is from family farmers growitheir livestock
enterprise so they can continue making a livinghenfarm, or so they can bring
the next generation into the farm business.

12. We should all strive to be farmer friendly reagrs and neighbor
friendly farmers.

13. Livestock is good for the economy and goodHerenvironment. The
time has come for Minnesotans to step out of tiik slaadows of fighting against
livestock farmers that are growing their businessaoise of a false premise that
livestock is bad for the economy and bad for thérenment. Instead,
Minnesotans should step forthrightly into the btighnshine of enthusiastically
supporting livestock farmers that are growing theisiness because livestock is
good for the economy and good for the environmafihnesota needs more
livestock.



State of Minnesota Livestock
Production Policy

Minnesota Statutes 2006,

17.844 LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION POLICY.

(a) The policy of the state is to promote livestpeduction on
family farms under a broad range of managemenesysthat are
environmentally sound and meet all legal requireshenall
jurisdictions, including federal, state, countyymo city, and
watershed district requirements.

(b) In order to promote livestock production on fignfarms, state
agencies when appropriate shall, to the extentvalioby law:

(1) Promote the establishment of livestock entsgsrion family
farms;

(2) promote environmental protection and water iggal
improvement through increased livestock productiat results in
controlling runoff through increased acreage of, lp@asture, and small
grains; and

(3) Promote more farms to use agronomically appiediure to
increase the water holding capacity of the soil @matrol erosion.

HIST: 2004 c 254 s 2

Please note: It is Minnesota State Policy to prometenvironmental
protection including soil erosion control and waterquality
improvement by increasina livestock productior




Senate File 1218 Senate Resolution on Livestock Eation
Chief Author:Senator Steve DillgR-Dassel), Lead Republican Senate Agriculture
Committee
Co-Authors: Senator Jim Vickerman (DFL Committee Chairman Senate
Agriculture Committee
Senator Dick Day(R-Owatonna), Senate Minority Leader
Senator Dean Johnsor{DFL-Willmar), Senate Majority Leader
Senator Becky Lourey(DFL-Kerrick), member, Senate Agriculture
Committee

Passed the Minnesota Senate on May 21, 2005 otea#/67-1
S.F. No. 1218, 2nd Engrossment. 84th Legislative Siess(2005-2006) Posted on May 23, 2005

1.1 A memorial resolution

1.2 asking the residents of Minnesota for tolerance of
1.3 different views on animal agriculture production

1.4 practices; making 2005 the year the Minnesota feedlot
1.5 war ended, and marks of the beginning of a new era
1.6 for Minnesota livestock farmers characterized by

1.7 peace, love, harmony and acceptance of diversity

1.8 WHEREAS, Minnesota has a diverse livestock productio
1.9 system; and

1.10 WHEREAS, Minnesota livestock farmers and related

1.11 agricultural processing benefits the state’s econgmy b
1.12 employing over 200,000 people and generating ove
1.13 $28,000,000,000 in economic value to the state; and

1.14 WHEREAS, the “Minnesota feedlot wars” started ard98b
1.15 and have continued for approximately 20 years; and
1.16 WHEREAS, some have expended time, energy, andcesou

1.17 during the last 20 years that has been channeled into

1.18 criticizing and tearing down someone else’s preferredotheth

1.19 livestock production; and

1.20 WHEREAS, Minnesota has many opportunities fodeass to
1.21 learn about the economic and environmental benefitesfock

1.22 produced on a broad range of diverse systemsngafingm

1.23 pasture to confinement; and

1.24 WHEREAS, high livestock and human populatiozecefully
1.25 coexist in close proximity to each other in mucthefworld,

1.26 such as the United Kingdom, Denmark, the Netherlamdis,

2.1 Lancaster County, Pennsylvania; NOW, THEREFORE,

2.2 BE IT RESOLVED, that 2005 be known as the yeartkieat

2.3 Minnesota feedlot wars ended and that 2005 marksetiiening

2.4 of a new era that is characterized by peace, harmony, lave, an

25 acceptance of diversity with regard to livestock farrimers

2.6 Minnesota.

2.7 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, all Minnesotans shouldgtch

2.8. respectful, encouraging, and appreciative attitude tbwar

2.9 Minnesota livestock farmers.

2.10 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, livestock farmers slibrenew and

2.11 intensify their efforts to be good neighbors amadgstewards

2.12 of our environment by carefully following all federstate,

2.13 and local regulations.

2.14 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, rural residents shaeldew and
2.15 intensify their efforts to be good neighbors, acckpt,

2.16 encourage, and support the livestock farmers inahesr.

2.17 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that time, energy, agsburces
2.18 could be more productively channeled into promotipgraon’s

2.19 preferred method of livestock production rather theected

2.20 toward criticizing another person’s preferred metio

2.21 livestock production.
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LIVESTOCK IS GOOD FOR
MINNESOTA'S ECONOMY

In 2004 Minnesota farms sold $4.9 billion woofHivestock
and livestock products. The direct and indireceetfion the
economy is estimated at $27 billion annually and,@@0

production and processing jobs

Minnesota livestock consumes 25% of Minnesota and
soybean crops.

In 2005 Minnesota ranked 1st in the natiorumkey
production, 3rd in hogs and 6th in dairy cows, iithotal red
meat production, and"dn total livestock production (2005 MN

Agricultural Statistics.)

Ethanol production is very good for Minneso@®nomy.
Livestock production is synergistic with ethanabguction
because of high protein animal feed bi-productsipced by
ethanol plants. Minnesota currently has 14 ethplaolts
providing 2,600 jobs and adding $600 million to ds®nomy.



Dairy Cows are Rural Economic
Development Engines

Joe Conlin, Professor Emeritus, University of Misoka, Quality Dairy Management Services
4850 Lakeview Drive, Shoreview, MN 55126

More dairy cows on the Minnesota landscape wilbhrelitalize Minnesota’'s
rural communities A recent University of Wisconsin study showsheaow
generates $13,737 of economic activifyhis estimate is supported by a
Minnesota Study in 1993 estimating the impact af oow to be $ 11,671. This
money ripples through the community in the fornjotfs, goods and services
created by a cow. Each cow paid $604 in state @ral taxesn the Minnesota
study and $512 in the Wisconsin study. These estgrare in close agreement in
that 10 years separated the time of the two studies

Minnesota has lost more than 73,000 cows fromaitg$cape since 199ahis

has impacted the state’s economic industrial ouipiict a loss of more than a
billion dollars. The net reduction in state anddloax revenue from the Minnesota
dairy industry over the last 5 year period has beere than $37,000,000. A
modest 1% growth would have added more than $ 0500 in state and local

tax revenue.

Many people in the community benefit from this tgpnpact. These studies
estimated the economic impact from the farm taiéiide, production, processing
the farm production sector, the processing seatat,the indirect impact of the
goods and services created by employees of thessdetors. They include the
farm family from milk and animal sales, with thepiders of input goods and
services purchased by the farm, and the dairy-geneg sector which are major
employers and add large value to milk products s€hw/o dairy sectors create
added business activity in the community. Somdneftiusinesses benefiting from
the cow include retail and wholesale trade, resiatlivar, personal services,
medical services, banking, insurance, electricalises, housing and real estate.

The total number of jobs supported by the Minnesdaiay industry surpasses the
combined employment of 3-M, Target, and Northweslifes. Cows generate
jobs. A 1999 Minnesota study showed the Minnesateydndustry supported
53,595 jobsThe industry employed 44,529 people in dairy pobide,

processing, marketing and supply sectors. Thigetdeanother 9,347 jobs through
local spending. It ranks fourth for employment imkksota’s manufacturing
industries (Minnesota Trade and Economic Development, 199@@ry nine cows
supported one job in the recent Wisconsin study.




The dairy industry adds $600 million in value torésota’s crops each year.
Minnesota cows convert about 60 million bushelsarh, 5.5 million tons of corn
silage, 2.4 million tons of hay, and 400,000 tohkigh-protein feed to the higher
value product of milk. In times of normal pricelsetadded value benefit of each
$1 of feed converts to $3.69 in value of milk. Madue of each $2.60 bushels of
corn contributes $9.57 to the economic base otdmemunity when marketed as
milk.

Every 1,000 dairy cows within a community contrisiapproximately $2.7
million in farm income, employs 12 people, and ub@24 acres of corn and 621
acres of hay. Raising replacements in the commuvould increase this
contribution by $1 million. The purchased servifmsl,000 animals would add
$65,550 in veterinary and breeding, $167,232 ierggt, $63,835 in supplies, and
$58,650 in utilities, $57,600 and insurance, andlPH335 in wages.

Cows encourage diversity in cropping systems thinduay or cover forage crops
and sustainable crop rotations. Among domestimalsi, cows are the most
efficient converters of these crops to high qudlityd products. Hay crops
provide protection to easily eroded soils thatfatend in many areas of the state.
Good manure and nutrient management programs userenas a crop nutrient
resource to minimize pollution risks and sustaithfeetility and structure, thus
reducing dependence on commercial fertilizers. ddiey industry is based on use
of renewable resources and therefore is one dftdte’s most sustainable
economic engines.

1/17/03



The American Food System

American’s spend only 8.7% of their income in tharketplace for food. This is the
lowest percentage in the wordd calculated by the United Nations and the WBddk.

By comparison, spending for food in other majorrdoes as a percentage of income are
as follows: United Kingdom — 12%, Sweden — 14%,ne@— 16%, Germany —

18%, Norway — 20%, Ireland — 21%, Mexico — 34%, Blas— 3 8%, India — 5 1%,
Philippines — 55%, and Tanzania-71%.

We also spend a little bit more for our food thrbuhe taxes we pay to fund the federal
farm program. This amounts to less than an additid/2% of our income that is
directly paid to farmers. So the cost on averadghe 8.7% we spend in the marketplace
plus the 2% we pay through our taxes for a tot&l.2¥o--still the lowest in the world.

In 2003 the federal Farm Program paid MinnesotanEes an average of $32.60/acre.
The amount varies from year to year, based on catitynprices. When prices are high,
the payment is less. When prices are low the payméigher. For this, taxpayers not
only made another small payment for their foody thiso paid the farmer for some
important environmental protection that benefitergene. For example, farmers
enrolled in the Federal Farm Program must pressetiands and control soil erosion.

If they have highly erodible land, they may be fiegghto put in grassed waterways,

buffer strips, terraces, use contour strips, ptaoite hay or pasture, use a no till system or
other management practices to adequately contii@dmsion. In some cases land is
taken out of production and enrolled in the Conaon Reserve Program.

In most of the industrialized world, the taxpayaiso make payments to farmers. For
example, European Union taxpayers pay their farmeraverage $320/acre—ten times
the amount paid to Minnesota farmers. In Japarait’ unbelievable $4000/acre.

The American food production, processing and diigtion system is among the best in
the world. It provides an abundance of food thatigh quality, safe, and offered to
consumers at affordable prices.



Farm size necessary to make $50,000 net profit

Information in this section is from the farm managat records for West Central
and Central Minnesota. These records are colleatelyzed, and provided by the
Farm Business Management Program through the Mita&tate College and
University system located at Ridgewater Collegd|iér. Each year about 500
Minnesota family farms are enrolled in this program

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
503 505 505 451 489 500 500
Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms
Average | $306,000| $323,000 $344,000 $327,000 $380,000 $209$458,535
Gross
Income
Average | $62,000 | $56,000 | $38,0000 $50,000 $73,000 $76,000 ,5688
Net
Income
% of 20% 14% 11% 15% 19% 19% 19%
Gross
that's
Net

To net $50,000, you would need at least $300,0@0axds farm revenue.

In 2004, 139 out of 500 farms kept detailed recami$iousehold expenses. On
average they spent $41,000 for total family livexgpenses, including $7,300 for
health care. They also have to pay income an@lkssecurity taxes out of net

profits. The U.S. Census Bureau reports the 2084nhMedian household income
was $56,000.

$50,000 is barely enough to meet all expensesufdgnot have off-farm income.

In order for most farmers to make a decent livexpansion and growth are
necessary, especially if a son or daughter joiadtisiness.
The following seven pages show the average praasluctyst, gross revenue, and
net profit by enterprise, including the averageprefit for the past 10 years for

the 500 farmers in this farm management prograroh page provides
information on a major crop. Look at the bottomeath page for the summary.
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OWNED RENTED
Corn -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 204 55 65 473 87 84
Acres 120.77 78.97 148.29 203.83 166.83 316.25
Yield per Acre 174.97 137.08 189.35 173.2 151.95 186.24
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit $1.99 $1.90 $2.08 $2.01 $1.88 $2.10
Crop Product Return per Acre $348.13 $260.93 $393.67 $348.99 $286.05 $391.67
Miscellaneous Income per Acre $52.27 $38.64 $68.15 $47.81 $20.30 $68.77
Gross Return per Acre $400.40 $299.57 $461.82 $396.79 $306.35 $460.44
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 48.29 46.79 47.99 48.34 49.25 47.63
Fertilizer 62.51 59.68 58.41 64.75 63.67 61.62
Chemicals 22.62 26.83 17.89 21.82 28.35 19.56
Crop Insurance 9.82 13.37 8.94 9.97 11.50 8.11
Drying Fuel 16.07 9.69 14.47 15.55 15.14 16.81
Fuel and Oil 20.05 21.26 19.16 20.00 21.56 20.15
Repairs 24.81 31.29 22.86 22.45 26.62 22.30
Custom Hire 4.59 4.10 2.64 4.11 5.73 2.85
Land Rent - - - 81.98 81.59 79.21
Hauling and Trucking - - - 0.60 0.44 0.14
Marketing 0.74 3.73 0.35 - - -
Operating Interest 5.88 5.49 5.93 7.37 8.76 5.30
Miscellaneous 1.50 1.29 0.78 1.43 2.68 0.95
Total Direct Expense $218.02 $230.40 $199.43 $298.79 $315.91 $284.64
Return over Direct Expense $182.38 $69.17 $262.39 $98.01 ($9.56) 175.80
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.03 1.42 0.57 1.20 0.91 0.42
Hired Labor 7.09 9.45 6.65 7.27 8.64 8.67
Machinery & Building Leases 2.72 3.89 3.70 4.43 4.41 4.43
Real Estate Taxes 9.30 7.80 9.93 - - -
Farm Insurance 5.40 4.92 5.08 4.94 5.77 5.42
Utilities 3.76 3.54 3.53 3.44 3.84 3.87
Dues & Professional Fees 1.62 0.66 1.66 151 1.08 2.02
Interest: Interm/Lg Term Debt 39.87 39.09 39.44 5.69 6.41 5.92
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 26.09 25.90 24.25 22.54 22.04 22.54
Miscellaneous 5.10 5.25 5.66 4.83 5.28 4.03
Total Overhead Expenses $102.00 $101.92 $100.49 $56.15 $59.63 $57.35
Total Expenses $320.02 $332.32 $299.92 $354.94 $375.53 $341.99
Net Return per Acre $80.38 ($32.75) $161.90 $41.86 ($69.19) $118.45
Direct Expense per unit 1.25 1.68 1.05 1.73 2.08 1.53
Total Expense per Unit 1.83 2.42 1.58 2.05 2.47 1.84
Net Return per Unit 0.46 (0.24) 0.86 0.24 0.46 0.64
Break Even Yield per Acre 160.81 174.91 144.19 176.59 199.75 162.85
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 2.88 4.01 2.14 2.36 3.15 1.79
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 27.23 35.41 22.52 25.76 30.64 20.80
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 87.09 (40.41) 176.61 54.25 (64.06) 140.18
Government Payments 33.94 27.75 37.23 38.15 35.77 42.53
Net Return with Government Payments 114.32 (5.00) 199.13 80.01 | (33.42) | 160.98
Net Return Per Acre (owned) Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr. Return T. Costs Net
1996 $271 $245 $26 $100
1997 $299 $257 $42 10 year average net $80
1998 $276 $259 $17 return/acre of corn: $60 -
1999 $278 $260 $18 $28 + $25 government $40 _
o m @ || payment=ssvlacre || [ 1
2002 $342 $273 ($71) Acres required to net $0 b 1 |:| =200 A AL
© N~ 0 O N ™ S W
= < D D D D O o O o O
2003 $325 $279 $46 $50,000 = 94 acres 018 & § & 8 é 88 88
2004  $326 $304  $23 (%40)1
2005 $400 $320 $80 ($60)




OWNED RENTED
Soybean -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 261 49 45 473 72 95
Acres 128.26 101.04 153.64 203.37 159.16 199.86
Yield per Acre 44.35 30.47 51.5 44.13 33.95 49.27
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit 5.68 5.55 5.82 5.70 5.61 5.85
Crop Product Return per Acre 251.87 168.98 299.89 251.55 190.62 288.31
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 5.13 22.94 2.74 3.81 11.64 4.95
Gross Return per Acre 257.00 191.92 302.63 255.37 202.26 293.26
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 30.26 33.72 25.60 30.24 31.72 28.12
Fertilizer 5.04 6.09 2.59 5.07 10.38 5.31
Chemicals 20.56 22.04 19.50 19.71 23.58 17.39
Crop Insurance 9.33 10.98 9.08 9.40 11.95 8.55
Fuel and Oil 16.18 18.14 14.72 15.81 16.85 15.85
Repairs 19.86 21.31 18.27 17.95 22.00 15.60
Custom Hire 4.23 4.96 2.46 3.56 7.57 2.04
Hired Labor 1.38 7.54 0.29 0.52 1.85 0.02
Land Rent - - - 79.64 73.35 73.52
Hauling and Trucking 0.47 0.73 - - - -
Operating Interest 4.24 4.66 3.25 5.69 7.13 451
Miscellaneous 1.10 2.52 0.70 1.22 1.93 0.71
Total Direct Expense 112.65 132.69 96.46 188.81 208.31 171.63
Return over Direct Expense 144.35 59.23 206.17 66.55 (6.05) 121.63
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.00 2.61 0.53 0.81 1.06 0.64
Hired Labor 4.44 3.71 4.24 5.10 4.83 5.89
Machinery & Building Leases 2.20 3.96 1.77 4.10 3.72 4.41
Real Estate Taxes 8.45 9.24 8.77 - - -
Farm Insurance 4.44 4.02 4.86 3.99 3.65 4.20
Utilities 3.05 2.58 3.07 2.84 2.71 3.42
Dues & Professional Fees 1.40 0.72 1.55 1.24 1.80 1.67
Interest: 36.73 41.08 36.19 4.29 4.80 3.57
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 20.11 17.71 18.34 17.39 19.45 16.30
Miscellaneous 3.92 4.86 4.03 3.87 4.59 3.66
Total Overhead Expenses 85.74 90.48 83.36 43.63 46.62 43.76
Total Expenses 198.39 223.17 179.81 232.44 254.93 215.39
Net Return per Acre 58.61 (31.25) 122.82 22.93 (52.67) 77.87
Direct Expense per unit 2.54 4.36 1.87 4.28 6.13 3.48
Total Expense per unit 4.47 7.33 3.49 5.27 7.51 4.37
Net Return per unit 1.32 (1.03) 2.38 0.52 (1.55) 1.58
Break Even Yield per Acre 34.93 40.21 30.90 40.78 45.44 36.82
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 2.26 2.77 1.87 1.91 2.48 1.74
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 21.17 21.01 19.97 20.18 24.20 18.27
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 64.34 (23.48) 126.60 31.20 (45.22) 88.96
Government Payments per Acre 26.90 28.78 23.75 28.45 31.65 29.36
Net Return with Government Payments 85.51 (2.47) 146.57 51.38 | (21.02) | 107.23
Net Return Per Acre (owned)
Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr. Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $227 $177 $50 $80
1997  $255 $187  $68 10 year average net £70 _
1998  $221 $188  $33 return/acre of soybeans $60 M _
1999 $222 $173  $49 $47 + $22 government $50 - —
2000  $212 $178  $34 payment = $69/acre $40 - i
2001 $208 $183  $25 Acres required to net $30 1 i
2002 $230 $168 $62 $50,000 = 725 acres $20 1 i
10 A
2003 $236 $182 $54 $$O
2004 216 180 36
X X X LSS S S
2005 $257 $198 $59 A I S 2N O R ¢
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. OWNED RENTED
Sp”ng Wheat -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 63 11 13 147 29 39
Acres 78.15 109.53 60.93 93.73 109.26 77.90
Yield per Acre 44.87 37.30 51.73 47.75 41.23 53.09
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit 3.67 3.46 3.83 3.66 3.48 3.79
Crop Product Return per Acre 164.66 129.09 198.31 174.67 143.41 201.16
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 13.88 31.80 19.74 6.49 5.97 12.91
Gross Return per Acre 178.54 160.89 218.05 181.16 149.37 214.07
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 15.55 18.53 12.39 13.61 16.14 11.49
Fertilizer 40.26 41.64 38.07 40.79 42.51 38.40
Chemicals 10.95 11.54 9.57 13.26 14.30 11.34
Crop Insurance 7.26 10.93 6.11 5.42 5.95 5.69
Fuel and Ol 12.47 10.30 9.42 11.78 13.27 12.29
Repairs 15.93 13.19 14.23 13.32 14.41 12.86
Custom Hire 3.23 4.50 3.44 4.22 6.24 4.01
Hired Labor 4.50 18.38 0.00 0.58 1.74 0.00
Hauling and Trucking 0.36 0.07 1.21 0.16 0.00 0.65
Land Rent - - - 65.44 69.04 59.95
Operating Interest 4.19 3.00 5.11 3.57 4.46 2.68
Miscellaneous 0.86 1.18 0.25 0.38 0.71 0.58
Total Direct Expense 115.57 133.27 99.80 172.53 188.78 159.95
Return over Direct Expense 62.97 27.62 118.25 8.63 (39.41) 54.12
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.37 0.01 3.83 0.97 0.80 151
Hired Labor 1.67 0.36 2.15 2.79 3.59 2.77
Machinery & Building Leases 1.68 3.48 1.73 2.70 3.05 3.34
Real Estate Taxes 8.19 7.48 7.76 - - -
Farm Insurance 3.71 2.87 2.38 2.65 3.03 3.01
Utilities 1.88 1.86 142 171 1.56 197
Dues & Professional Fees 0.81 1.12 0.65 1.09 0.89 0.77
Interest: 28.24 33.32 21.84 3.24 3.54 5.19
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 13.45 8.26 1151 11.19 7.15 17.06
Miscellaneous 3.59 2.35 2.14 2.25 3.44 2.18
Total Overhead Expenses 64.59 61.12 55.40 28.59 27.03 37.81
Total Expenses 180.17 194.39 155.19 201.12 215.81 197.77
Net Return per Acre (1.63) (33.50) 62.86 (19.96) (66.44) 16.31
Direct Expense per unit 2.58 3.57 1.93 3.61 4.58 3.01
Total Expense per unit 4.02 5.21 3.00 4.21 5.23 3.72
Net Return per unit (0.04) (0.90) 1.22 (0.42) (1.61) 0.31
Break Even Yield per Acre 49.09 46.18 40.52 54.95 62.01 52.18
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 1.84 1.60 1.78 1.58 1.70 1.67
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 17.19 14.38 12.57 15.62 17.33 14.71
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 6.55 (23.09) 75.98 (9.68) (60.60) 30.92
Government Payments per Acre 25.37 24.79 25.69 25.90 23.17 29.32
Net Return with Government Payments 23.74 (8.71) 88.55 5.94 | 43.27) | 45.63
Net Return Per Acre (owned) Net Per Acre (owned)
Year Gr. Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $229 $152 $77 10 year average net $100
1997 $149 $152  (%3) return/acre of wheat: $80 | _ N
1098 S8 me2 - ($19) $21 + $22 government
1999  $137 $150  ($13) payment = $43/acre $60 1
2000 $112 $125  (813) Acres required to net $40 -
2001 $176 $163 $13 —
2002 $164 $140 $24 $50,000=1163 Acres $20 1 —’“
2003 $228 $145 $84 $0 = @ E' ‘ 5 I:I e
© N~ O 4 N o™ o]
2004  $221 $160  $61 20 133 S g8 8 g 8
2005 $179 $180 ($1)
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OWNED RENTED

Alfalfa Hay — 2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 107 23 22 87 15 16
Acres 48.42 35.75 52.01 49.86 45.83 48.56
Yield per Acre (ton) 4.06 2.53 5.37 4.05 2.77 5.35
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Ton 92.15 79.12 103.15 85.86 63.77 98.14
Crop Product Return per Acre 374.10 200.08 553.84 347.56 176.80 525.32
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 0.74 2.66 1.45 0.79 0.00 0.00
Gross Return per Acre 374.84 202.73 555.29 348.35 176.80 525.32
Direct Expense per Acre

Fertilizer 21.71 24.10 24.15 27.41 14.59 30.22

Chemicals 2.82 0.11 4.18 3.06 1.30 4.68

Crop Insurance 2.01 2.38 1.25 1.58 0.50 0.90

Fuel and Ol 27.12 30.34 28.49 24.33 26.26 24.03

Repairs 35.24 43.70 31.59 30.08 26.29 25.76

Custom Hire 11.27 8.72 8.65 5.65 11.75 2.62

Hired Labor - - - 0.87 0.18 0.00

Land Rent - - - 70.30 62.98 76.91

Machinery Leases - - - 0.66 0.22 0.00

Operating Interest 3.75 457 3.11 5.53 13.12 1.97

Miscellaneous 3.09 2.32 0.66 4.81 0.29 1.23
Total Direct Expense 107.01 116.25 102.09 174.27 157.49 168.32
Return over Direct Expense 267.83 86.49 453.20 174.08 19.31 357.01
Overhead Costs per Acre

Custom Hire 5.75 0.45 22.95 1.98 1.75 1.74

Hired Labor 15.52 12.53 22.48 10.93 5.58 12.93

Machinery Leases 3.28 8.90 2.40 3.87 5.25 0.94

Building Leases 0.35 0.69 0.88 1.31 0.00 2.13

Real Estate Taxes 7.13 7.72 6.90 - - -

Farm Insurance 5.66 6.51 4.73 4.39 4.13 2.94

Utilities 4.18 3.66 3.08 291 2.46 2.64

Dues & Professional Fees 1.36 0.83 3.11 2.33 4.57 0.82

Interest 41.85 39.53 44.10 6.11 5.74 8.16

Mach & Bldg Depreciation 41.15 56.63 38.72 29.31 18.11 38.92

Miscellaneous 4.98 3.88 4.61 4.21 5.05 2.62
Total Overhead Expenses 131.20 141.33 153.95 67.35 52.63 73.84
Total Expenses 238.20 257.57 256.04 241.62 210.12 242.15
Net Return per Acre 136.64 (54.84) 299.25 106.73 (33.32) 283.17
Direct Expense per ton 26.36 45.97 19.01 43.05 56.80 31.45
Total Expense per ton 58.68 101.85 47.69 59.69 75.78 4524
Net Return per ton 33.66 (21.68) 55.73 26.35 (12.03) 52.93
Break Even Yield per Acre 2.58 3.26 2.48 2.81 3.29 2.47
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 4.72 4.66 4.35 4.45 2.89 5.49
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 31.14 33.69 26.26 32.12 27.77 27.19
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 133.40 (61.48) 305.39 108.17 (19.66) 283.63
Government Payments per Acre 27.90 27.05 32.40 33.56 41.43 27.65
Net Return with Government Payments 164.54 (27.79) 331.65 140.29 | 8.11 | 310.82

Net Return Per Acre (owned)
Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr.Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $255 $176 $79 10 year average net $200 -
1997 $316 $192 $124 i $180
return/acre of alfalfa: $160 —

1998 $324 $203 $121 $119+$15 rmment $140 4

1999 $311 $211 $100 gove e $120 A

2000 $285 $201  $84 payment = $134/acre $100

2001 $285 $207 $78 Acres requwed to net $80 1 —

2002 $357 $194  $163 $50,000 = 373 acre :28 |

2003 $314 $200 $114 $20 A

2004 $410 $221  $189 $0 2 & B ] ‘ 5 e - "o

2005 $375 $238  $137 s 33 3 8238 88 &

13




Dairy Cow Enterprise -2005 .
MN AVG—Per Cow 560 Farms Average| 112 Farms Low 112 Farms High
Quantity Per Cow Quantity Per Cow Quantity Per Cow
Milk Sold 20582.90 3231.67 16889.05 2595.22 23387.7 3699.33
Milk Used in the Home 7.82 1.44 11.30 2.18 7.08 70.9
Milk fed to animals 61.30 8.50 89.76 10.66 34.85 944.
Dairy Calves Sold 0.22 53.93 0.12 21.01 0.29 82.40
Transferred Out 0.66 123.00 0.61 85.96 0.69 137.54
Cull Sales 0.26 156.47 0.25 144.56 0.27 173.88
Butchered 0.01 3.11 0.01 4.96 0.00 1.46
Less Livestock Purchased (0.07) (118.08) (0.14) 0P (0.04) (67.20)
Less Livestock Transferred In (0.31) (406.53) (9.28 (345.10) (0.35) (419.04)
Inventory Change 0.05 112.98 0.05 107.40 0.04 B19.9
Total Production 3166.51 2406.65 3734.20
Other Income 4.07 3.90 7.12
Total Return 3170.57 2410.55 3741.32
Direct Costs
Corn (Ib.) 71.94 136.70 69.31 136.23 75.29 141.48
Corn Silage (Ib.) 14982.86 141.57 15144.84 146.33 5620.32 138.18
Hay, Alfalfa (Ib.) 3228.16 139.68 4892.48 175.62 5239 104.93
Haylage, Alfalfa (Ib.) 5214.30 111.05 4579.99 98.84 6307.38 134.63
Complete Ration (Ib.) 1515.19 155.96 1300.50 147.28 2456.71 213.72
Protein Vit Minerals (Ib.) 2929.63 386.71 2085.69 0635 2966.13 357.17
Other feed stuffs 60.38 72.68 57.16
Total Feed 1132.05 1083.73 1147.27
Breeding fees 36.03 28.94 39.49
Veterinary 107.20 94.50 116.79
BST 29.33 15.74 38.62
Livestock Supplies 114.02 128.26 95.52
DHIA 15.27 12.81 16.03
Contract production exp. 5.12 29.59 0.66
Fuel & Oil 60.54 51.85 66.84
Repairs 118.73 104.99 134.13
Custom Hire 22.62 31.33 22.57
Hauling and Trucking 37.64 38.80 41.92
Marketing 39.85 48.91 39.25
Bedding 42.79 32.47 46.82
Operating interest 15.92 24.90 11.38
Total Direct Costs 1793.69 1850.01 1817.31
Return to Direct Costs 1376.89 560.54 1924.01
Overhead Costs
Custom Hire 20.77 7.45 26.10
Hired Labor 258.68 200.86 334.07
Machinery & Bldg. Leases 38.62 21.04 43.99
Farm Insurance 34.72 29.53 37.27
Utilities 66.01 66.58 66.52
Interest 109.06 109.46 102.84
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 132.75 92.27 147.14
Miscellaneous 52.38 51.77 54.85
Total Overhead Costs 696.38 455.79 812.77
Total Costs 2490.07 2305.79 2630.08
Net Return 680.51 104.75 1111.24
Est. Labor Hours per Unit 40.53 38.92 42.20
Labor & Management Charge 203.57 197.98 206.77
Net Return over Lbr. & Mgt 476.94 (93.23) 904.47
Enterprise Net Net Return Per Cow
History Return
Year T.Return T.Costs Per Cow $1,000 —
1996 $2,440 s1720  s70| 10 year average net 3900 |
1997 $2,220 $1,956 $264 income/cowl/year: $700 | _
1998 $2,691 $1,990 $701 $600 —
1999 $2,645 $1,999 $646 $552/COW $500
2000 $2,341 $2,001 $340 Number of cows $400 1 ali
2001 $2,780 $2,190 $590| required to net $50,000 = oo ] mli
2002 $2,470 $2,208 $26R 91 cows $100 | H H
2003 $2,617 $2,249 $369 $0 ‘
2004 $3,404 $2,456 $948 858888 ¢%
2005 $3,171 $2,490 $681 oo 0 g § § % % é
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Hogs, Farrow — Finish-2005 _
Number of Farms 37 ’ 8
Quantity Value Quantity Value Quantity Value
Raised Hog Sales 106.01 53.36 108.94 52.05 106.13 6.035
Transferred Out 0.26 0.20 1.22 0.73 0.05 0.02
Cull Sales 0.02 0.00 - - - -
Butchered 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.01 - -
Less Livestock Purchased (6.55) (15.78) (6.80) 040. (6.83) (15.34)
Less Livestock Transferred In (0.46) (1.16) (0.15) (0.36) (0.08) (0.08)
Inventory Change 0.68 (0.13) (3.24) (0.73) 0.74 30.0
Total Production 100.00 36.55 100.00 31.64 100.00 0.63
Other Income 0.12 0.10 -
Total Return 36.67 31.74 40.65
Direct Costs
Corn (bushel) 2.22 4.10 1.49 2.71 1.91 3.63
Complete Ration 124.33 8.79 185.03 12.24 129.19 20 9.
Protein Vit Minerals (Ibs.) 36.73 4.90 26.14 4.13 7.5 4.15
Other feedstuffs 0.06 0.09 0.08
Total Feed 17.85 19.17 17.06
Veterinary 0.71 0.60 0.81
Livestock Supplies 0.62 0.24 1.20
Contract production exp. 1.26 5.21 -
Fuel & Oil 0.60 0.24 0.59
Repairs 0.69 0.40 0.82
Custom Hire 0.33 0.29 0.34
Hired Labor 0.28 0.23 0.78
Livestock Leases 0.04 0.21 -
Hauling and Trucking 0.31 0.84 0.09
Marketing 0.42 0.37 0.12
Operating Interest 0.27 0.34 0.13
Total Direct Costs 23.39 28.14 21.95
Return to Direct Costs 13.28 3.61 18.70
Overhead Costs
Hired Labor 0.99 0.88 0.81
Machinery Leases 0.34 0.09 0.70
Building Leases 2.12 0.35 2.89
Farm Insurance 0.31 0.13 0.36
Utilities 0.43 0.42 0.47
Interest 0.53 0.84 0.20
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 0.92 0.52 0.92
Miscellaneous 0.49 0.30 0.64
Total Overhead Costs 6.13 3.53 6.98
Total Costs 29.51 31.66 28.94
Net Return 7.16 0.08 11.71
Est. Labor Hours per Unit 0.13 0.13 0.13
Labor & Management Charge 1.28 1.20 1.07
Net Return over Lbr. & Mgt 5.88 (1.12) 10.65
Enterprise History Net Return
Net Return Per CWT
Year T.Return T.Costs PerCWT 10 year average
1996* $55.72  $46.83 $8.8D net/CWT of pork $10.00
1997 $48.90  $44.06 sag4| Produced: $4.67/CWT 48.00 |
1998 $31.70 $36.08  ($4.39)| 20 pigs/sows X 250 $6.00 |
1999 $38.50  $34.21 $4.2 Ibs./market pig X 5100 |
2000 $42.30  $36.17 $6.13 $4.67/CWT = '
2001 $44.02  $37.46 $6.56 $233/net/sow $2.00 1
2002 $36.40  $37.49 $1.09)| Number of sows to net e I L Sl L
O
2003 $42.67  $38.04 $463|  $50,000 — 215 sows ®2012 & 88 8§88 88 8
2004 $40.52  $31.53 $8.99| producing 4,300 market ($4.00)
2005 $34.30 $26.46 $7.84 hogs per year ($6.00)
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Livestock Information - 2005

Dairy Replacement Heifers Net. Ret Net Return Per Head
Year T. Return T. Costs Per Head
1996* $347.67 $417.09  ($69.42) $20.00
1997 $349.00 $414.00 ($65.00) $10.00 D
1998 $378.00 $418.00  ($40.00) $0.00 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
1999 $534.00 $546.00 ($12.00) (510.00) 4 @—@—%3 3 ﬁ@
2000 $521.00  $535.00  ($14.00) gigggi 1
2001 $465.32  $450.64  $14.68 ©40.00) |
2002 $404.00  $456.00  ($52.00) ©50.00) |
2003 $409.00 $470.18  ($61.18) ($60.00) 1 ||
2004 $453.29  $490.80  ($37.51) ($70.00)
2005 $870.75 884.69  ($13.94) ($80.00)
*Regional data used prior to 1997
Dairy Steers Net. Ret. Net Return Per CWT
Year T.Return  T.Costs Percwr
1996* $59.29 $71.25  ($11.96) $20.00
1997 $63.73 $66.14 ($2.41) $15.00 -
1998 $46.65  $56.07  ($9.42) $10.00
1999 $64.54 $53.81 $10.73
2000 $59.30 $53.37 $5.93 $5.00 4 H I:l H
2001 $51.67 $55.50 ($3.83) $0.00 ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
2002 $52.35  $53.91  ($1.56) ©5.00) :E P Bl g g B FE o8B
2003 $77.18 $63.29 $13.89 L]
2004 $73.16  $63.26 $9.90 ($10.00) 1
2005 $73.89 $59.17 $14.72 ($15.00)
*Regional Data used prior to 1997
Beef Finishing — All Net. Ret
Year T.Return T.Costs PerCwt Net Return Per CWT
1996* $59.58  $74.15 ($14.57) $25.00
1997 $55.54  $59.15  ($3.61) $20.00 |
1998 $47.61 $54.60 ($6.99) $15.00
1999 $54.83 $50.26 $4.57 $10.00
2000 $50.00 $49.28 $0.72 $5.00
2001 $52.24  $5021  $2.08 $0.00 I i B [
2002 $45.49  $50.21  ($4.72) wsoo 18| & B18 B H P B B B
2003 $74.65 $56.15 $18.50 ($10.00) —
2004 $71.19 $55.61 $15.58 ($15.00) 1
2005 $63.09 $58.72 $4.37 ($20.00)
*Regional Data used prior to 1997
Beef Cow-Calf Net. Ret Net Return Per Cow
Year T. Return T. Costs Per Cow
1996* $245.56 $478.49 ($232.98) $200.00
1997 $421.11  $450.64  ($29.58) $150.00
1998 $374.89 $429.39 ($54.50) $100.00
1999 $479.57  $403.77  $75.80 $90.00 1 [] |:| o [] T
2000 $459.58 $373.17 $86.41 : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ & ‘ ‘
2001 $430.77  $404.72  $26.05 roooo ] 7B g HEHERE
2002 $420.22  $413.88 $6.34 ©150.00) |
2003 $492.24  $41651  $75.13 (©200.00)
2004 $566.70 $450.59 $116.11 ($250.00)
2005 $622.81 $453.92 $168.89 ($300.00)

*Regional Data used prior to 1997
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Minnesota’s 79,300 Farmers And
Their Gross Annual Revenue

NUMBER OF FARMS, LAND IN FARMS, AND
AVERAGE SIZE: Minnesota, 1993-2006 1/

Year Number of Land in Farms Avg. Size of

Farms Farm

Number 1,000 Acres Acres
1993 86,000 29,700 345
1994 84,500 29,500 349
1995 83,000 29,400 354
1996 82,000 29,200 356
1997 81,000 29,100 359
1998 80,000 28,600 358
1999 81,000 28,200 348
2000 81,000 27,900 344
2001 81,000 27,800 343
2002 80,900 27,800 344
2003 80,000 27,700 346
2004 79,600 27,600 347
2005 79,600 27,500 345
2006 79,300 27,400 346
1/ A farm is any establishment from which $1,000 or nudragricultural
products were sold or would normally be sold duringyfr.

NUMBER OF FARMS: By Economic Sales Class Minnesotd,999-2004

Year $1,000- $10,000- $100,000- $250,000- | $500,000 & Total
$9,999 $99,999 $249,999 $499,999 Over
Number
1999 30,500 29,500 12,400 5,500 3,100 81,000
2000 32,100 28,400 11,600 5,500 3,400 81,000
2001 33,900 27,100 10,900 5,400 3,700 81,000
2002 35,400 26,200 10,000 5,400 3,900 80,900
2003 35,200 25,500 10,000 5,400 3,900 80,000
2004 34,800 25,500 9,900 5,400 4,000 79,800
2005 34,800 25,400 9,900 5,500 4,000 79,600
2006 34,500 25,200 9,900 5,600 4,100 79,300
42% 33% 13% 7% 5% 100%

Please Note the following:

1. During a thirteen year period from 1993-2006 MN 1906 farms and 2.3 million acres of farmland.
The farmland loss may not be as great as shown in the ataplelgecause U.S.D.A. statistics show that
MN lost 2 million acres of farmland since 1978. Thisd represents 1/15 of all MN farmland. Experts
believe most of this loss is due to urbanization as weltteesr land-use changes.

2. Forty-two percent of MN farms produce less than $1000@@les per year. Seventy-five percent (42% +

33%) produce less than $100,000 in sales.

3. Only seven percent, or 5400 farms, produce betweenGRZband $499,999 in sales, which is enough
support one or two families.

4. Only five percent, or 3900 farms, produce over $3Iif sales, which is enough to support two or
more families.

Source: 2006 Minnesota Agricultural Statistics, publishddtam2006
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645.445 SMALL BUSINESS; DEFINITIONS.

Subdivision 1Scope.Wherever the term "small business"” is used in M#wta Statutes or
in any rule or program established thereunderd#imitions contained in this section shall apply
unless the context clearly indicates that a differeeaning is intended or required.

Subd. 2Small business.'Small business" means a business entity orgarfiargotofit,
including but not limited to any individual, partsip, corporation, joint venture, association or
cooperative, which entity:

(a) Is not an affiliate or subsidiary of a busindesinant in its field of operation; and

(b) Has 20 or fewer full-time employees; or

(c) In the preceding fiscal year has not had mioae the equivalent of $1,000,000 in
annual gross revenues; or

(d) If the business is a technical or professi@eaVice, shall not have had more than the
equivalent of $2,500,000 in annual gross revenudisd preceding fiscal year.

Subd. 3Dominant in field of operation. "Dominant in its field of operation” means
having more than 20 full-time employees and moaa th1,000,000 in annual gross revenues or
$2,500,000 in annual gross revenues if a techoicptofessional service.

Subd. 4Affiliate or subsidiary of business dominant in fiéd of operation. "Affiliate or
subsidiary of a business dominant in its field pé@ation" means a business which is at least 20
percent owned by a business dominant in its figloperation, or by partners, officers, directors,
majority stockholders, or their equivalent, of asimess dominant in that field of operation.

Subd. 5.[Repealed, 1990 c 541 s 31]

History: 1980 ¢ 361 s 3; 1984 ¢ 544 s 87; 1985 ¢ 296 s 8719365 s 21,22; 1987 c 401 s
31; 1988 c 644 s 2; 1988 c 689 art 2 s 268; 198%2 s 21,25; 1990 c 541 s 29

According to this definition,

Almost all of Minnesota’s biggest farms are
still small businesses
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Conclusion

If a full time family farmer expects to make a hyj
($50,000 net/year) on the farm producing Minnesota’
major commodities, the farmer must plan on produyicin
enough to have annual cash farm income (gross ueyeri
at least $300,000.

To generate $300,000 of cash farm income a farnier w
need 944 acres of corn or 725 acres of soybeandd,6&
acres of wheat, or 373 acres of alfalfa, or 91ydeaws, or
215 sows producing 4300 market hogs per year,maeso
combination of these enterprises.

If two families are involved these numbers woul@adéo
almost double.

Only 12% of Minnesota’s 79,300 farms produce over
$250,000 of the annual cash farm income. Let’'s not
promote poverty on the farm by fighting againstfars
that want to grow their business. Instead, lettpote
prosperity on the farm, and enthusiastically agcept
encourage, support, respect and appreciate fatirars
invest, reinvest, and grow their business.

* Farms producing for a niche market, using lowungystems, organic producers, those

producing specialty crops, or using on-farm proicgs® add value, may be able to
achieve a higher net profit as a percent of grask operating income.
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Livestock Production
Helps Protect the Environment

1. Cattle, sheep, and horse production reqinags pasture, and small grain
production. This rotation controls erosion and rundf much better than the typical
corn-soybean rotation, and also has significantigdavater quality benefits.

2. Fields fertilized with manure that have beerpprty managed, have increased
water holding capacity. Peer reviewed research foross the U.S. showsgnoff is
reduced 2-62%, and soil loss is reduced 15-6586 compared to control sites that
were not fertilized with manure. (Gilley and Ris2800)

3. University of Minnesota research at Morris shoa@sreased phosphorus runoff
at sites fertilized with manure that is properlymaged. (Ginty and others, 1998)

4. A Minnesota Pollution Control Agency study coetpld in 2004 found thainly
1% of the phosphorus entering our surface water isoming from feedlots In
contrast, non-agricultural rural runoff contribue3% of the total phosphorus and
septic systems another 3 .7%. (Barr Engineering420

5. Nitrogen leaching losses on fields fertilized witlmanure applied at agronomic
rates are comparable and sometimes less than fieldsing commercial fertilizer.
Manure has the advantage of slowly releasing reinagyer a two year period.

6. Acreage of perennial forages, such as alfalfa andbwer, are increased with
dairy and beef operations. These crops are excelleat reducing nitrate leaching
losses which are 30 to 50 times less than a corngsean rotation. (Randall and
others, 1997)

7. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources reBearSE Minnesota over a 30
year period shows thatreams in pastures that were rotational grazed hadetter
water quality than the same streams in areas that &re not grazed. This is

partially due to trees growing up in non-grazedaaye€ausing the grass to die,
resulting in more stream

bank erosion. Where the cattle grazed, the treesdtigrow, but the grass grew, right
down to the edge of the stream providing exceleasion control. Today trout are
more.

numerous in the grazed portion of the stream. (De\I®98, Sovell and others, 2000)

8. Farmers that produce livestock are more likelgnake a living on the farm and
will continue to farm in the futur&Successful farms ensure that open space and
agricultural land is preserved, wildlife habitat is protected, selling off lots for

non farm development is less likely to occurThis helps address one of the major
concerns of many environmental organizations aatighcontrolling urban sprawl.
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Estimated Total Phosphorus Contributions to

MN Surface Water

1. Crop land and pasture runoff 26.4%
2. Atmospheric deposition 13.1%
3. Commercial/Industrial water use 12%
4. Stream bank erosion 11.1%
5. Municipal sewage treatment plants 10.9%
6. Nonagricultural rural run-off 5.7%

7. Urban run-off 4.8%

8. Waste food/garbage disposal waste 4.2%
9. Septic Tanks 3.7%
10. Automatic dishwasher detergent 2.8%
11. Agriculture tile drainage 1.8%
12. Roadway and sidewalk de-icing chemicals 1.1%
13. **FEEDLOTS*** 1.0%

14. Raw and finished water supply .8%
15. Toothpaste, mouthwashes, etc. .3%
16. Non-contact cooling water 2%
17. Ground water intrusion into sewage systems thess . 1%

Please Note:

1. Feedlots are in ¥3lace and contribute only 1% of the phosphorusréery the surface

waters of the state.

2. Non agricultural rural runoff is in"Bplace and contributes 5.7% of the total phosphorus
New DNR Shoreland Recommended Rules require lakdddhave no more than 15%
impervious surfaces. Research shows if 10-15%deeaxled, lake water quality is negative

affected. Very few existing lake homes meet tleie/ proposed standa

Source: “Detailed Assessment of Phosphorus Sotwdé® Watersheds,” prepared by
the Barr Engineering Company, February, 2004,HerNIN Pollution Control Agency.
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Dairy Cows are Good Land Stewards

Joe Conlin, Professor Emeritus, University of Misoig, Quality Dairy Management Services
4850 Lakeview Drive, Shoreview, MN 55126

The dairy industry is based on use of renewablauregs and therefore is one of
the state’s most sustainable environmental andagnmnengines.Cropping
systems have been changing as dairy cows leaWitirteesota landscape.
Minnesota had one dairy cow for every 54 acreswhfland in 2001, compared to
one for every 19 acres in 1945. Hay and pasturerooops are being replaced
with less sustainable continuous row crops. Téasés our valuable soll
resources vulnerable to water and wind erosionraddces our ability to control
weeds and crop diseases through cultural praciicgsatural crop diversity.

There is little use for pasture or hay crops withmaws. Therefore, as the cows
leave, our cropping systems have become dependerdrdinuous row crops,
corn and beans as cash crops.

Cows help keep the nutrient cycle in balance. Rebes balanced sustainable
systems will use the nutrients more than once. cbne plant produces nitrogen
in the form of protein, phosphorus, and potassinthessential nutrients for the
cow. These nutrients are also supplemented friwer gources to produce milk.
The cow excretes what she doesn’t use for milklmoay maintenance in the
manure._The manure from each cow contains enotigitgen and phosphorus
potash fertilizer equivalents to grow 1 to 1.5 aasécorn, producing 150 bushels
per acre when recycled back to the land to be asedfertilizer. Without the cow
in the equation, all of the crop nutrients will dge be purchased through
commercial fertilizer. Thus a cash crop systemb®en compared to mining the
soil of crop nutrients.

Manure is a valuable plant soil resource that redulbe need for commercial
fertilizers. It is also a potential pollution rigkhen not controlled and handled
properly as are commercial fertilizers. Both apéeptial pollutants with improper
handling and application.

Present day acceptable manure management systemsieln different than those
of the past. Modern dairy technology has made guteiaes in controlling and
conserving the manure nutrients to be more availabthe crops and reduce the
potential hazard to the environment. These systgmade storage for the
manure nutrients for 365 days to control and pr&seutrients for crop
production. Manure can now be applied strategidaihed to make the best use
for crop production, injected into the soil to nmmze runoff and volatilization
loss. Soil injection also controls most of the odbspreading.
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Minnesota has very strict standards for the conostm of storage basins. These
standards are science based taking into accousbthigypes, topography and
other factors related to the proposed site. Ptelgnmanure management plans
insure application rates of manure nutrients ap kebalance with crop needs to
prevent potential pollution.

Many of the manure management practices of thesp@st as daily hauling and
surface spreading year round, open lots lackinopdge diversion from water
sources, applying manure to the handiest areabyemrd stacking on in areas
without runoff containment are discouraged. Mahthese practices ended up
insulting our present environmental values anddseds for the environment. The
goal is to make our environment safe for this aridre generations. The bottom
line is that our environmental values have chanlygdnesota has strict standards
to reflect these new values, and great strides haga made with new technology
to protect our environment. Perceptions basedhempast don’t hold. New
science, technology, and standards have brougbtaisew era of protecting our
environment._Animal agriculture is an essentiat pasustaining our
environment for future generations. Dairy cows@ued land stewards.

1/17/03
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Odor Control

Livestock producers have made tremendous improveniemecent years in controlling
odor. This is due to a very large investment in scfentesearch, field studies, better
building and manure storage design, improved manageand the hard work of
livestock farmers, and the many businesses anéssinals that are part of this
industry. Examples of these improvements are l&sifs:

1. Odor control plans are usually requifednew and expanding farms.

2. New open pit lagoons for swine have been babgédte legislature In the past they
generated the most complaints.

3. New swine barns usually store manure in deeprets pits located directly under the
barn where the wind cannot blow across the suidadecarry odor away from the site.

4. Some swine barns have bio-filters to cleanialeaving the barmnd manure storage
areas. These filters are relatively inexpensige,wood chips or other biomass and can
remove over 90-95% of the odor.

5. In new improved production facilities, storaggacity is large enough to hold 12
months of manure production. With the services cbamercial manure applicator,
these storage areas can be quickly pumped outghralong hose attached to tillage
equipment pulled by a large tractor and injecteddlly into the soil which prevents
nutrient loss and controls odogoil and manure nutrient tests results are used t
calculate the agronomic application rate so marsun@t over applied. All this can be
accomplished in a very short period of time in faléor early spring when temperatures
are cooler, further minimizing the production ofesfsive odor.

6. Best management practices and many conditi@eparmits require surface applied
manure to be incorporated with tillage equipmeithin four to twenty-four hours of
application to preserve nutrients and control odor.

7. Ration changes, pit additives, better sanitatioist control, tree windbreaks and other
improvements have enhanced odor control.

8. With funding from the MN Legislature, the Unigéy of Minnesota, Department of
Bioscience and Agricultural Engineering has devetbthe Offset system which predicts
the percentage of time at different distancesatlezage person will be able to smell a
livestock production facility. The kind of livestk, the number of animal units, the type
of facility and odor control technologies used altgart of the formula._Some modem
facilities using the best odor control technologyn @chieve 99% of the time odor free at
a distance of a quarter mil&his is calculated for the warm season monttkefear,

on level ground with no obstructions. So if treesiills are part of the landscape this
further improves odor control.

Some rural counties have considered setting a atdridat requires the farm to be free of
odor 93% of the time at a distance of ¥4 mile.

9. Methane digesters have been added to someféargs. This is excellent odor control
technology The methane is harvested from the manure, bumprbduce electricity for
use on the farm or sold to a local power compariye remaining manure is odor free
and is then used as fertilizer.
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Ralph Lenz with his cow
calf herd.

Lenz Farm west of Lake
City, MN. This section
of the creek has been
rotationally grazed for
30 years. No trees grow
here but the grass does
right down to the edge
of the stream providing
for excellent erosion
control.

Lenz Farm creek that has
not been grazed for 30
years. The trees grew, but
the grass died and
significant streambank
erosion returned.
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A properly sited and engineered livestock farm
which is properly managed, follows the new 7020
MN State feedlot rules and implements Best
Management Practices is good for the
environment because:

. Less soll erosion

. Less water runoff

. Less phosphorus runoff

Less nitrogen leaching

Better soil fertility

Better water quality

Less urban sprawl

Fewer vehicles on the road commuting to digtzra
More diversity in cropping systems

. More pasture land

. Fewer row crops on marginal land

. More open space is preserved

. More agricultural land is preserved

. More wildlife habitat is protected

. Better control of plant disease, weed and insgres
. Better odor control
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Human and Animal Population Density

Comparison of 4 MN Counties with Lancaster CountyPA

Lancaster Meeker McLeod Wright Carver
County, PA | County, MN County, MN | County, MN | County, MN
Area in sq. 949 644 503 716 357
miles
Population| 470,658 22,644 34,898 89,986 75,620
2002
People per 496 35 69 126 212
sg. mi.
All Cattle 255,700 29,500 32,500 47,500 35,000
2003
Cattle per 269 46 65 66 98
sq. mi.
Milk Cows | 107,600 8,100 9,100 12,100 12,800
2003
Milk Cows 113 13 12 17 36
per sq. mi
Hogs 2003 386,800 61,000 38,000 21,000 25,000
Hogs per 408 95 76 29 70
sg. mi.
All Sheep 6,100 1,700 700 1,100 600
and Lambs
2003
All 13,000,000, 1,562,000 NA NA NA
Chickens
2003
Turkeys NA 2,000,000 NA NA NA
2003
Please note:

Lancaster County has almost 500 people per squiteeand Meeker County has only 35 peoplg
per square mile; however Lancaster County hasweimeous livestock population. They have 9

times more cattle, 13 times more milk cows, 6 tirnege hogs, and almost 9 times more chickens
than Meeker County.

Lancaster County animal statistics are from 200 counties are 2003. Information
compiled from various state and county web siteS, Bureau of Statistics, MN Dept. of
Agriculture, and USDA.
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Comparison of Livestock and Human Populations in

Minnesota, the United Kingdom (England, Scotland, Vdles,

Northern Ireland), Netherlands, Denmark, and ltaly

Minnesota United | Netherlands Denmark Italy
Kingdom
Areain 84,000 94,000 16,000 16,000 116,000
Square
Miles
Human 5 million 60 million | 16 million | 5.4 million| 57 milbn
Population
2000
People per 59 638 1231 338 512
square mile
Cattle 2.6 million 11.3 3.8 million NA 7 million
million
Cattle per 31 120 292 NA 127
square mile
Sheep 170,000 42 million NA NA 11 million
Sheep per 2 447 NA NA 200
square mile
Hogs 6 million NA 11 million | 13 million 9 million
Hogs per 71 NA 846 813 164
square mile
Poultry 78 million | 44 million | 100 million NA NA
(includes
46 million
turkeys)
Poultry per 929 468 7692 NA NA
square mile
Please note:

Minnesota only has 59 people per square mile whitke listed European countries
have 312 to 1231 people per square mile. In spiséthe large human population in
every category they have more livestock than Minnega. For example, Minnesota
has 59 people, 31 cattle, 71 hogs, and 929 poulfrgr square mile. The Netherlands

has 1231 people, 292 cattle, 846 hogs, and 7692Ipgwper square mile.

Information compiled from various state and coumgpb sites, U.S. Bureau of

Statistics, MN Dept. of Agriculture, and USDA. Bpean information taken from

Www.epp.eurostat.cec.eu.int.
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Conclusions and
Recommendations

High livestock and human populations
peacefully coexist in much of the world.
Minnesotans should strive to be more like
citizens of the United Kingdom, Denmark,
the Netherlands, or Lancaster County, PA
who live in close proximity to farmers that
use diverse production systems ranging from
small pastures to large modern confinement
barns. They live together in the same
neighborhood in peace and harmony.

30



The “Not in My Backyard” Problem

There are many things America needs to make ougtgogork. Some of those
needs are met by physical structures near whiclympaaple do not wish to live.
However these structures need to be placed somewher

For the benefit of society as a whole, | believis dur duty as Americans to be
willing to accept living in neighborhoods we mayt fiad completely ideal. For
example, we all need electricity. Someone musttigxt to the power plants,
transmission lines, nuclear storage sites, coagsiail wells, and pipelines to
make electricity available to all of us.

We all need automobiles, trucks, trains and aiggarSomeone must live next to
the iron mines, automobile manufacturing facilities refineries, ethanol plants,
gas stations, major highways, railroads, airp@nayel pits, asphalt and concrete
plants to make our transportation system work.

We all need building materials. Someone mustriert to the saw mills, brick
factories, shingle factories, retail outlets, etc.

Society needs landfills, jails, prisons, mentalgiads, halfway houses, and homes
for the handicapped. Someone must live next tmthe

We also need food, fiber, and fuel to feed, cl@hd provide energy for this
hungry and cold world. Somebody has to live nearfarmers that produce these
essential products.

If everyone was successful stopping a projecteair theighborhood because of the
“Not in my backyard” problem, it would shut our ctdty down economically,
socially, and environmentally. We would not evendble to turn on the lights,
put fuel in our car, or have a place to disposeurfgarbage.

For the good of society as a whole, let's do ody dund accept some structures in
our neighborhood which we do not like. After albmeone else is living in
neighborhoods next to essential structures theymoalike, but we receive a
benefit from these structures, as does societwdsée.
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Growth of Minnesota
Livestock Farms

Most of the growth is from family farmers growirfggir livestock enterprise so
they can continue making a living on the farm, @tteey can bring the next
generation into the farm business.

Minnesota has an anti-corporate farm law that presviarge corporations from
entering the business of production agricultureti-Animal production activists
often use the words “factory farm” and “corporadent” in a condescending and
inflammatory way that does not convey accuratermégion. All farms are
factories; some are small factories and some agerdactories. Both large and
small may use confinement systems or pasture, &m i systems.

In 2005 Minnesota had 3034 entities registered wtigecorporate farm law.
2269, or 75% of them are family farm partnershigsjily farm corporations, or
other family farm entities. They often choose tgasize their farm business this
way to make it easier to pass the farm on to thxé geeneration.

Unfortunately many family farmers who once drearogdoing into a farm
business partnership with a son or daughter hadé¢headream destroyed by a
hostile social and political climate that existgdese of a misunderstanding of the
economic and environmental benefits of livestoasdpiction.
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“We should
strive to be

farmer-friendly

neighbors and
neighbor-
friendly
farmers.”

Gyles Randall
October 2005
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This is a family owned and operated dairy
farm. They milk 200 cows. The labor and
management is provided my Mom, Dad, a
teenage son and a teenage daughter. This is a
well-run operation located on a small creek.
Most of the manure is stored in a clay-lined
manure storage basin constructed under
modern engineering specification and
inspected during and after construction by the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

Usually once a year in the cool days of late
fall, the manure is pumped out of the basin
through a long hose and is injected into the
soil by a tillage tool pulled by a tractor. A
long hose is dragged back and forth across
the field. Manure is injected immediately

into the soil which minimized nitrogen loss
the air and control odor. This farmer is a
“neighbor-friendly farmer.”

A diversified family farm producing corn,
soybeans, and hogs. This is a well-run, neat,
and orderly farrow to finish hog farm with
excellent management. Before spreading
manure, the owner carefully considers the
weather forecast, wind direction, and the day
of the week, and checks with his neighbors to
see if special events are planned and other
factors. Incorporation of the manure into the
soil with a disk or other tillage implement is
important soon after application to minimize
nitrogen loss and control odor. This farme

a “neighbor-friendly farmer.”

Alfalfa field with round bales left on the

field. Alfalfa is produced only for livestock.
It's excellent for soil erosion control. A
corn/soybean rotation leaches 30 to 50 times
more nitrogen per year than alfalfa.
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CONCLUSION

Livestock

Is Good For TheEconomy
And
Good For TheEnvironment

The time has come for Minnesotans to step out of ¢hdark
shadows of fighting against livestock farmers thaare growing
their business because of a false premise that Isteck is bad
for the economy and bad for the environment. Instad,
Minnesotans should step forthrightly into the bright sunshine
of enthusiastically supporting livestock farmers tlat are
growing their business because livestock is good fine
economy and good for the environment.

Minnesota
Needs more
Livestock

37



Bibliography

Barr Engineering Company . Detailed Assessmenhosphorus Sources to MN Watersheds.
February, 2004. Prepared for the MN Pollution @argency.

Bowles, G. AICP. Environmental indicator fact shé&&tnter for Land Use Education,
UW Stevens Point.

Danish Pig Population. Available fromwvw.danskeslagterier.dk
DeVore, B. November/December 1998. The Stream Té&amMinnesota Voluntegei0-19.

Farm Business Management 2003, 2004, 2005, and RM6al Report, Central and West
Central Minnesota.  Minnesota State Colleges and Universitieglgewater College.

Gilley, J. E., Risse, L. M. Runoff and Soil LossAdfected by the Application of Manure. 2000
American Society of Agricultural Engineers.

Ginting, D., Moncrief, J. F., Gupta, S. D., and BsaS. D. (1998). Interaction between Manure
and Tillage System on Phosphorus Uptake and RlwesfesJournal of Environmental
Quality, 27(6).

Ginting, D.,Moncrief, J. F., Gupta, S. D., EvanspS(1998). Corn yield, runoff, and sediment
losses from manure and tillage systedasirnal of Environmental Quality27(6).

Impacts of impervious cover on aquatic systemdg20Center for Watershed Protection.
8391 Main St., Ellicott, MD 21043.

Lancaster County Extension Service. (20@gricultural Statistics — Lancaster County.

Available from
http://lancaster.extension.psu.edu/Agriculture/ZRingramiLancasterCoDairyProgram.htm

Markham, Lynn. Rain and snow fact sheet. CenteL&ord Use Educations. UW-Stevens Point.

Minnesota Agricultural Statistic8003. Minnesota Department of Agriculture and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, National Agriculturaladistics Service.

Minnesota Agricultural Statistic8004. Minnesota Department of Agriculture and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, National Agriculturaladistics Service.

Minnesota Agricultural StatisticB005. Minnesota Department of Agriculture and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, National Agriculturaladistics Service.

Minnesota Agricultural Statistics 20084innesota Department of Agriculture and U.S.
Department of Agriculture, National Agriculturaladistics Service.

Minnesota’s Animal Agriculture Industry Repalune 2004. Governor Tim Pawlenty’s Advisory
Task Force.

Minnesota Ethanol Statistics. (1990,2002). Avaiadthttp://www.eere.energy.gov/

Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitioiWhy Does Animal Agriculture Matter in Minnes@ta
MN Livestock MattersMarch 2005: Issue 1

Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitiofEggs: An Important Contributor to Minnesota
Agriculture” MN Livestock MattersMay 2005: Issue 2

Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitiofProtecting the Environment While Growing
Minnesota’s Livestock Industry.” MN Livestock Mats May 2005: Issue 3

38



Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitiofMinnesota’s Dairy Industry is at a Crossroads.”
MN Livestock MattersMay 2005: Issue 4

Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitiofLivestock Lessons from Other States”
MN Livestock MattersJuly 2005: Issue 5

Minnesota Farm and Food CoalitioB005 Report on Minnesota Livestock Crossroads
Discussions.

National Agricultural Statistics Service. 2002ited States Department of Agriculture
Available fromhttp://www.usda.gov

Randall, G. W., Huggins, D. R., Russelle, M. P¢ligy D. J., Nelson, W. W., and
Anderson, J. L. (1997). Nitrate Losses throughsBuiace Tile Drainage in Conservation
Reserve Program, Alfalfa, and Row Crop Systems.
Journal of Environmental Qualif26(5).

Radomski, P. Shoreland rule update.

Randall, G. W. Present-day agriculture in soutiMimnesota---Is it sustainable? University of
Minnesota, Waseca, MN.

Schueler, T. (1994). The importance of imperviogsi@atershed Protection Technigues
Vol. 3,No.3.

Selected Minnesota Statutes. 2004

Sovell, L. A., Vondracek, B., Frost, J. A., Mumfoid. G. (2000). Impacts of rotational grazing
and riparian buffers on physicochemical and bimalgcharacteristics of southeastern
Minnesota, USA, streamEnvironmental Management

39



What do the experts say about Sen. Steve Dillgerte
Entitled “Livestock is Good for the Economy and @oo
For the Environment™?

“Without question this document is based on a @birgerpretation of fact.”
Dr. George Rehm, University of Minnesota Departnur&oil, Water and
Climate. Soil Nutrient Management Specialist

“Cattle, grass, and streams can exist togethersastainable ecosystem with proper
management. Controlled grazing reduces the anaiws®diment entering a stream,
improves water quality and enhances fish habitat.”

Ralph Lenz, Agriculture teacher, farmer and graziegearcher, Lake City, MN

“I commend Senator Steve Dille for presenting enaethat ‘Livestock is good for the
Economy and Good for the Environment.” After reviieg his summary of Minnesota
State Colleges and Universities Farm Business Mamagt Database Reports, | find that
he has done an accurate and logical interpretafitms information. As a lifetime
citizen of Minnesota, a former livestock produaerd agriculture educator for the past
twenty five years, | support Senator Dille’s corsttuns and recommendations supporting
the livestock industry in Minnesota. | stronglycearage the citizens and leadership of
Minnesota to give full consideration to his assertihat ‘Minnesota Needs More
Livestock’.”
James Molenaar, Regional Dean of Farm Business gamnt Education
Minnesota State Colleges and Universities, Ridgem@ollege, Willmar MN

“It is an excellent product.”
Daryn McBeth, MN Agri-Growth Council, St. Paul, MN

“Your document is very comprehensive and clearlgds out many factors that need to
be considered as policy is developed for animataljure.”
Dr. Gyles Randall, Soil Scientist and Professorivé@rsity of Minnesota,
Southern Research and Outreach Center, Waseca, MN

“Animal agriculture is an essential part of sustagnour environment for future
generations. Dairy cows are good land stewards.”
Dr. Joe Conlin, Professor Emeritus, University ahkkesota, Quality Dairy
Management Services

“Livestock producers have a tremendous opportuoitgontribute a multitude of net

environmental benefits to Minnesota’s water antlresiources.”
Bruce Montgomery, Soil Scientist, Minnesota Deparniof Agriculture
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