Section2 - Agricultural Producion

In addition to food and beverage manufacturing, agricultural production is the other core industry within the

AFB clustern 2012, just over 24,000 farms in the fourteen county &EBy area produced $3.4 billion in

sales and accounted for 30,000 ki 2 &8 SS & @ ¢CKS NBIA2yQa I ANRKROdzZ (dzNI £ |
and animal products to be used either as inputs to other vadeéed food products or sold to intermediate

distributers for eventual consumer purchase at retail outlets. Howdaems also produce a relatively small,

but growing amount of food that is sold directly to consumers. To better understand this sizeable industry, the
F2ft26Ay3 20SNBASE 2F (G(KS NBIA2y Qa | ANR Odzt (aendd f LINI
production, and other characteristics that could inform the development of the AFB cluster.

Agricultural poducersinclude both crop productioand animal produgdn. Enterprises in the crop

production subsectofNAICS 11lihcludedfarms, orchads, groves, greenhouses, and nurseries that grow

crops, plants, vines, or trees and their seeds. Specific categories of crop production are grouped by likeness of
production activity, including biological and physiological characteristics; economiceemguits; growing

seasons; crop rotations; input specialization; labor requirements, and capital derd&nds.

As described by the Census Bureau, establishments in the animal productioguaalibiure subsectofNAICS
112)draise or fatten animals for thsale of animals or animal producésd/or raise aquatic plants and

animals in controlled or selected aquatic environments for the sale of aquatic plants, animals, or their
products. The subsector includes establishments, such as ranches, farms, dotsfpacharily engaged in
keeping, grazing, breeding, or feeding animals. These animals are kept for the products they produce or for
eventual sale. The animals are generally raiseasgortedenvironmentsyaryingfrom total confinement to
feeding on aropen range pastureé.

Em ponment Figu_re2.1c Far_m Employmenby County in the Madison
Region and Driftless Regidq2013)
| | |
In 2013, farms accounted for 17,400 employees in g;r;ﬁ I | | 3,17l3’926
the Madison Region and 12,600 employees inthe  vernon ! ! 2588
Driftless Region. The combined farm employment Dodge : : 2,353
in these two regions is responsible for a third of all Monroe : : 2,302
farm employees in thet&te of Wisconsin. While Sauk | 2,127
every county in the study area has more than HEHErSon | 1,916
1,300 farm employees, Dane County and Grant lowa | 1,904
Green 1,738
County have the greatest employment levels Rock | 1,737
(Figure 2.1). The total number of farm employees| columbia ! 1,726
in Dane County may surprise those who often Lafayette : 1,611
assaiate the area with employment in Richland : 1,566
government, education, health care or Crawford ! 1,356
knowledgebased industry sectors. 0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000
Total Employment

SourceBureau of Economic Analysis

2 |Industry descriptions are based on IS definitions from the U.S. Census Bureau
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When comparing farm employees to employment in other industry sectors, it is important to recognize some
distinct differences in how farm employmeistreported and recorded. In this AFB cluster abstract, employees
reported in nonfarm industries are mostly restricted to wage and salary employment. More specifically,
employment figures for other sectors do not include business proprietors or owteintrast, farm

SYLX 28YSyd FA3dzNB awodkdrSeRgadesiNie dBeft@raddidiibf agiicultural
commoditieswhether as a sole proprietor, partner, or hired laba®rThat is, farm employment figures

include both wage and salary emgkesandfarm owners.
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products produced, and the number of operators involved. Overall, a relatively low share of farms in the
United Stateseported having hired labor in 2012 (2&rcentof all farms). In the AFRBudy areathe percent

of farms with hired labor varied between 338rcentin Lafayette County to just 20g&rcentin Crawford
County (Figure 2.2). By nature of the industry, a large share ofdampioyment also tends to be seasonal or
part-time. In the United &tes just over onghird (36.5percen) of hired laborers work 150 days or more at
the same operation per year. In the AgtBdy areathe greatest share of hired laborers working 150 days or
more at the same farm is found in Jefferson County (4@818en). Again, the lowest share occurs in Crawford
County (25.percend. The regional distribution of hired laborers working 150 days or more partially reflects
the relative presence or absence of large farmartjpularly farms with animal operations) within study area
counties.

Figure 2.2 Farms with Hired Labor (2012)

Percent of Farms with Hired Labor Percent of Hired Labor
_ Working 150 days or More
Lafayette | ; ; ; 33.5% Jefferson | ; ; 48.5%
Grant | | | 0 32.1% Green i | | 43.2%
Green | : | 28.0% Grant | I ! 43.2%
Dane | : | 27.2% Columbia | I | 42.6%
State of Wisconsin| | : 27.1% State of Wisconsin| : : 42.3%
United States | : | 26.9% Lafayette | | I 42.2%
Dodge | I I 26.3% lowa | I I 41.7%
lowa | | I 26.1% Dodge | : . 40.3%
Rock | : I 25.9% Dane | I 38.5%
Vernon | | I 24.9% Sauk | : 38.5%
Monroe | I I 24.6% United States | | 36.5%
Sauk | : : 23.4% Rock | : 34.9%
Richland | : : 23.2% Monroe | : 33.1%
Jefferson | : | 22.2% Richland | I 32.5%
Columbia | : : 21.9% Vernon | : 30.2%
Crawford : : 20.2% Crawford : 25.70/?
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0%

SourcelUSDA 2012 Census of Agriculture andz(i K 2 N & / F £ Odzf  GA2y &

As noted in Section 1, national employment levels in food manufagurave remainedmsnewhat consistent
acrosgshe past 20 years. However, it is not surprising that farm employment has declinegravattecades.
Improved chemicals, new machinery, and the adoption of innovative technologies have greatly improved
agricutural yields. Consequentlyincreases in agricultural productivity through the use of #aor inputs

13 Definition from the Bureau of Economic Analysis
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resultsin a need for fewer farm employeesocally, &arm employment in the Madison Region has declined by
approximately 4(ercentsince 1970, largely mirdR y3 G KS {41 GS 2F 2 A(BRY aAY QA&
2.3). Similarly, farm employment in the Driftless Region dropped by almopeBentbetween 1970 and

2013. Despite these loigrm declines, farm employment levels in the Madison Region and the Dsiftles

Region have stabilized somewhat in the past decade.

Figure2.3 ¢ PercentChange in Farm Employment 1970 to 2013
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Location Quotlents Figure 24 - Farm Emfoyment Location Quotientdy County

in the Madison Region and Driftless Regi013)

Location quotients provide another means of . , , ,
analyzirg farm employment in the region. As noted L?Z’:ﬁ:s . | | 12 2'6 15.64
|[1 Section 1, a location quotleﬂtQ)|§calcuIatec1 by | Richland | I I 10.68
OZ2YLI NAY3I FIN)Y¥ SYLX 2e Y lowa | | 8.26 - f
employmeni (2 GKS Ay Rdza i NE Clcranford | ! - 86
national employment. Againhe critical value for a Grant | ! 772
locationquotient is 1.0. An LQ of 1.0 meansarea Monroe : 5.91
has thesameproportion offarm employmentas Green | ., 534
that of the nation. An L@reaterthan 1.0 denotes |Columbia | 3.81
0Kl G | shard ofidint e@ploymentis above Dodge | 3.35
the national share. Comvsely, an L@essthan 1.0 Sauk | 3.23
L ) Jefferson 2.72
indicatesan ared2 f@&rm employment is below the Rock e 153
national percentage. Due to accuracy issues with Dane | o.eé
employment data, location quotients between 0.75 '
: 0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00  20.00
and 1.25 are generally considered not to be _ _
Location Quotient

ignificantly differenfrom 1. - p 3
SIg ca tyd erentro Q SourceBureau of Economic Analysisy R ! dzi K2 NRa /[ I £ Od
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With the exception of Dane County, eyazounty in the AFBtudy areghas a location quotient above 1.0
(Figure 2.4). A farm employment location quotient of just 0.68 in Dane County may seem counterintuitive
given its large number of farm employees. However, the figure reflects the fact #rat ODounty is also the
largest employment center in the region and farm employment simply comprises a lower share of total
employment than in other study area counties. The location quotients in Figure 2.4 are important as they
show the relative concenttan of agriculture in the region. The figures also reiterate the expaged nature
of agricultural production in the region, which brings external dollars into local communities.

Farm employment location quotients are particularly large in Driftleggidd counties. Lafayette, Vernon,
Richland, Crawford, Grant and Monroe counties all have LQs of at least 5.9 and show the intensity of
agricultural production employment in Southwest Wisconsin. Certainly other counties across the nation have
large locaton quotients as well, particularly across the Great Plains states (Figure 2.5). However, comparing
the map of farm employment location quotients to the map of food manufacturing location quotients in
Section 1 (Figure 1.4) does suggest one potentialratdge for the AFB study area. Compared to many areas
with high farm employment location quotients, the AgtiBdy areahas a concentration of high location

guotients inboth farm employment and food manufacturing. That is, producers and processors amtipty
within close geographic proximity of each other that could generate greater opportunities for networks and
efficiencies.

Figure 2.5 National Distribution of Farm Employment Location Quotients by County (2013)

Farm Employment Concentrations
(County Location Quotients based on 2013 Employment Levels)

Location Quotients by County (2013 Employment) ‘

LQ of 0.00 (No Employment) | LQof1.00to 1.24
LQ Less than 0.50 I LQ of 1.25t0 4.99
LQ of 0.50 to 0.74 B LQ of 5.00 t0 9.99
LQof 0.75 to 0.99 I LQ of 10.00 or More**

uw
Exrension Source: U.S. Gensus Bureau County Business Pattems

*Due to disclosure requirements, some employment values were estimated. AL Production by University of Wisconsin-Extension

Cooperative Extension Center for Community and Ecenomic Development

**Maximum Location Quotient is 32.72
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Farm employment location quoti¢s measured across the past four decades also provide additional context

on employment change. Overall, the farm employment location quotient for the Madison Region has declined
a2YSoKIG airyoOoS mprnod b2y SiKSTt S aeaehtly fiokh3.58NA2HD & . T8a
in 2013. Within the Driftless Region, the farm employment location quotient increased from 6.40 in 1970 to
8.78 in 2013. The increasing LQ in the Driftless Region is partly a function of farm employment declining at a
lesser rate in the region relative to the national rate of decline. The increasing location quotient also reflects
non-farm employment in the Driftless Region growing at a slower rate tharfaion employment nationally.
Regardless, the location quotieMtE Y R Ay (KS S5NATFTOf Saa wS3IA2y aKz2ga
importance on farm employment relative to the state and national economy.

Figure 2.6 Farm Employment Location Quotient Trend 1970 to 2013
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Farms and Value of Agricultural Products Sold

According to figures from the 2012 Censdig\griculture the Madison Region is hao almost 13,900 farms.
Furthermore, he DriftlessRegion contains approximately 10@2farms. Reflecting the farm employment

figures in Figure 2.1, the six counties with the greatest number of farms are also those with the largest number
of farm employees (Figure 2.7). Not surprisingly, these counties are also among the largest counties in the AFB
study area in terms of their total land area. Nonetheless, every county in the Madison Region and Driftless
Region had at least 1,100 total farms in 2012.

When considering thi&arge number of farms in the study arghis importanttodzy RS NAR G | y R

definition of a farm.A farm is currently defineds any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural goods
2N f AgSaiaz2010
National Agricultural Statistice&ice (NASS) also includes government payments as sales. In other words, a

farm is defined as any place with any combination of sales, potential sales, and government payments totaling
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contribute to agricultural production, even if they did not have $1,000 in sales. These farms are included as any
given operation could experience an adverse event, such as a drought, flood or disease that destroys the

F I NM@uction:* The inclusion of all operations is particularly important as Southern Wisconsin experienced
a severe drought in 2012 which undoubtedly affects the figures reported in this abstract.

Figure 2.7 Total Number of Farms and Average Sales parm in 2012

Total Farms by County Average Sales per Farm
; | | . -
Dane ] | 2,749 Lafayette | ; : $229,493
Grant 2,436 Jefferson | : ~ $209,024
Vernon | | 2’228 United States_ | $187,097
Dodge | | | 2,012 Dodge | | $185,612
. [ T Rock $181,858
Monroe 1,926 . [
_ | . Dane | : $171,553
Sauk i I 1‘6,65 Wisconsin | : $168,370
lowa ] | 1,58§ Grant | : $166,171
Columbia 1,564 Columbia_ | $137,020
Green | | 1,545I Green | | $129,669
Rock | [ 1509 Sauk | | $124,356
1 ’ lowa 123,008
Richland | 1,260 1 $
J | Monroe | $104,903
Lafayette | | 1,252 Vernon ] $99,359
Jefferson | | 1,225 Richland $91,627
Crawford : 1,105 Crawford $67,782
0 1,000 2,000 3,000 $- $100,000 $200,000 $300,000
Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricukuyfeR | dzi K2 NDR& /| £ Odzt F A2y a
* Some commodities also require a long production cycle before sales are realized.
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low total values of agricultural products sold. WithiretMadison Region, 41percentof farms reported less

than $5,000 in sales of agricultural products (Figure 2.8). A slightly smaller percentage of farms in the Driftless
Region (39.@ercen) reported values below $5,000. In contrast, both the Madison Region aridriftkess

Region have higher shares of farms with agricultural sales above $25,000 than the national share.

Despite the large share of farms with agricultural sales under $100,000 dellarage sales per farm aoser
$100,000 in all but three AFRBudy areacounties (Figure 2.7). These seemingly contradictory figures are
explained by a disproportionately large share of total agricultural sales produced by farms having sales of
$100,000 or more. In 2012, Dercentof farms in the Madison Region had sale$b90,000 or more.

However, these farms also accoedfor 92percentof all agicultural sales value in the Madison Region. In
fact, farms with sales of $500,000 or more accounpéitentof all sales.Similarly, the 22.percentof farms

in the Driftless Region with sale§$100,000 or more accounted for @@rcentof total sales.

Figure 2.& Distribution of Farms by Total Value of Agricultural Products Sold and Government Payments

Distribution of Farms by Total Value of Agricultural Products Sold
and Government Payments (2012)
50.0%
45.0% m Madison Region | |
40.0% |— Driftless Region | |
35 0% m State of Wisconsin
. 0 — | -
30.0% United States
. 0 —
25.0% —
20.0% |— |
15.0% — -
10.0% — -
5.0% — — — |- |- T |
0.0%
Less than $5,000 to $10,000 to $25,000 to $50,000 to $100,000 or
$5,000 $9,999 $24,999 $49,999 $99,999 more

Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricultugeR ! dzii K2 ND& / Ff OdzZf | GA2Y &

Between 2007 and 2012hé¢ number of farms declined across the Madison Region, the Driftless Region, the
State of Wisconsin, and the United States (Table 2.1). These declines occurred across almost all sizes of farms.
The exceptions being increases in the number of farms obb@dore acres in the Driftless Region (4.9

percen) and the State of Wisconsin ((p&rcen). Compared to the national rate, overall farm numbers

decreased at higher rates across Wiscondit.( perceni, the Madison Region§.6 perceni, and the

Driftless Region12.8percen)). Thesdigher rates of decline partially reflect a mild winter and a severe

drought that occurred across Southern Wisconsin in 208gain the drought conditions during012will

impact many of the farm production figures and characteristics in this abstfée.drought conditions also

preclude a detailed analysis of changes ogngrbetween 2012 and prié€@ensus of Agricultungears.
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Consequently, this analysis of agricultural production should be viewed as a snaiisbs¢. interested in

longer term chages to farm production characteristics in Wisconsin should refer t&theus of Wisconsin
Agriculturereports produced annually by U4/ RA a2y Qa /2t fS3S 2F | ANR Odzf (i dzNE
University of Wisconstixtension. These reports are avhitaat: www.aae.wisc.edu/pubs/status/

Table 2.1¢ Change in the Number of Farng2007 and 2012

Sizeof Farm Madison Region Driftless Region State of Wisconsin United States

by Acres 2007 2012 Change 2007 2012 Change 2007 2012 Change 2007 2012 Change

All Farms 15,155 13,857 -8.6% 11,707 10,207 -12.8% 78,463 69,754 -11.1% 2,204,792 2,109,303 -4.3%

;;feg 1272 1,185 -6.8% 627 521 -169% 4,861 4,603 -53% 232,849 223,634  -4.0%
10 to 49
oros 4307 4,049 -6.0% 2750 2,284 -16.9% 19,895 17,825 -10.4% 620,283 589,549  -5.0%
50 to 179
> cros 5238 4,615 -11.9% 4,738 4,113 -13.2% 29,765 25502 -14.3% 660,530 634,047  -4.0%
180 to 499
ores 3,101 2,800 -9.7% 2,834 2494 -12.0% 17,837 15688 -12.0% 368,368 346,038  -6.1%
g??nifées 1237 1,208 -23% 758 795 4.9% 6,105 6,136 05% 322,762 316,035 -2.1%

Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricutufeR | dzi K2 NDR& /| £ Odzt F GA2Yy a

In the Madison Region, the loss in farms between 2007 and 2012 translatedecline of 102,000 acres in
farmland (a change e8.5percen). The total land in farms declined by 69,600 acres in the Driftless Region
(-3.2percend. The greatest percentage losses occurred in Richland and Crawford counties, while acreage in
Lafayette County anBock County actually increased (Table 2.2). Again, it is unknown what levels of decline
can be attributed to drought conditions relative to other factors.

Table2.2¢ Land in Farms (Change betwe@007 and 201p

Area Acreage in Acreage in Numeric Percent
2012 2007 Change Change

Columbia County 307,973 316,193 -8,220 -2.6%
Dane County 504,420 535,756 -31,336 -5.8%
Dodge County 402,041 412,949 -10,908 -2.6%
Green County 302,295 306,859 -4,564 -1.5%
lowa County 350,813 364,970 -14,157 -3.9%
Jefferson County 227,901 244,238 -16,337 -6.7%
Rock County 353,793 344,361 9,432 2.7%
Sauk County 332,649 358,919 -26,270 -7.3%
Madison Region Tota 2,781,885 2,884,245 -102,360 -3.5%
Crawford County 216,584 238,225 -21,641 -9.1%
Grant County 587,587 610,914 -23,327 -3.8%
Lafayette County 368,501 342,617 25,884 7.6%
Monroe County 337,895 351,306 -13,411 -3.8%
Richland County 227,833 253,776 -25,943 -10.2%
Vernon County 345,892 357,090 -11,198 -3.1%
Driftless Region Total 2,084,292 2,153,928 -69,636 -3.2%

Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricukufeR | dzi K2 NDR& /| £ Odzt F A2y a
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Farmsby Industry Classification and CommodiBroduction

Farm dversity in the Madison Region and the Driftless Region is an advantage for the AFB cluster. While some
large agricultural producing regions of the United States are rooted in a handful of commodities, farms in the
AFBstudy aregproduce a wide variety afrop and animal products. Production also occurs across an

assortment of scales. To better understand the scale and scope of agricultural products producestidyhe

arex (KS FT2ft2¢6Ay3a Fylftedara LINRPOJARSZdbyindudt#falST 2 GSNIIA S
classification and by commodity type.

An individual farm may producevariety ofagricultural products. Howevemany farms will have a primary
commodity type that generates the majority of sales. Grouping farms by their primagyofygroduction
provides one means of understanding farm diversity inghely area Specifically e G&nsus of Agriculture
classifiesagricultural production establishments accordiloghe North American IndustriaClassification
System (NAIC®).Agiicultural production NAICStegories include®

1 dOilseed and grain farming (NAICS 1}1tpmprises establishmengsimarily engaged in (1) growing
oilseed and/or grain crops and/or (2) producioitseed and grain seeds. These crops have an afifeual
cycle and are typically grown in open fieldhis category inclugs corn silage and grain silage;

1 Vegetable and melon farming (NAICS 111Zlgmprise®stablishments primarily engaged in one or more
of the following: (1) growing vegetables and/or melonops, (2) producing vegetable and melon seeds,
and(3) growing vegetale and/or melon bedding plants;

1 Fruit and tree nut farming (NAIQ%13)- Comprise®stablishments primarily engaged in growing fruit
and/or tree nut crops. These crops are generallygrotvn from seedsnd have a perennial life cycle;

1 Greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture production (NAICS 1Cbfyprises establishments primarily
engagedn growing crops of any kind under coverand®NR g Ay 3 ydzZNESNE ai201 YR
O 2 @8 yenedxnlly defined as greenhouses, cold fraroksh houses, and lath houses. Crops grown are
removed at various stages of maturity and harsmual and perennial life cycles. The categogjudes
short rotation woody crops and Christmises that havea growing and harvesting cycle of yi®ars or
less;

1 Other crop farming (NAICS 111@omprise®stablishments primarily engaged in (1) gromangps such

as tobacco, cotton, sugarcane, haugarbeets, peanuts, agave, herbs and spices, andrthgrasseeds,

or (2) growing a combination of the valid crops with no one crop or family of crops accounting-fealbne

2F 0KS SadlrofAaKYSydQa | INAOdzZ;GdzNT f LINRPRdAzOUGAZY 0O
1 Beef cattle ranching and farmin§lAIC3.12111) Comprises estaldhments primarily engaged in raising

cattle (including cattle for dairy herd replacements). Pasturelanky farms, those with only 100 or more

FONBa&a 2F LI addz2NBtlFyRZI gSNB Of I afMAPRN ;SR Fa a! ff 20K
1 Cattle feedlotsNAIC312112)- Establishmentgprimarily engagedh feeding cattle for fattening;

15 As mentioned in Section NAICS is thiorth AmericanindustrialQassificaon 2 & § S Y @ la y2GSR 0@ GKS ! o{ o / Sy
standard used by Federal statistical agencies in classifying business establishments for the purpose of collecting, am&iyabighing
statistical data related to the U.S. business ed6@o® £ C 2 NJ Y 2 NBittpXwwhv 2adas. gbWedsyivwa/Sais sy

® These descriptions are cited frattme 2012 Census of Agricultuséppendix B. General Explanation and Census of Agriculture Report
USDANational Agricultural Statistics Service
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9 Dairy cdtle and milk productionNAICS1212)- Thisindustry comprises establishments primarily engaged
in milking dairy cattle;

1 Poultry and egg productioN@AIC3.123)- This indistry group comprises establishments primarily engaged
in breeding, hatching, and raising poultry for meatgg production;

1 Sheep and goat farmingNAIC3.124)- This industry groupomprises establishmenfgimarily engaged in
raising sheep, lambs, ampbats, or feeing lambs for fattening;

1 Animal aquacultureNAICS3.125)- Comprisegstablishments primarily engaged in the farm raisihg
finfish, shellfish, or any other kind of aninsuaculture. These establishments use some form of
intervention in tre rearing process to enhanpeoduction, such as holding in captivity, regudtmcking,
feeding and protecting from predators;

9 Other animal productionNAIC2.129)- Comprises establishments primarily engaged in raising animals and
insects (except cattlehogs and pigs, poultry, sheep and goats, and aquaculture) for sale or product
production. These establishments are primarily engaged in one of the following: bees, horsghemnd
equine, rabbits and other fdbearing animalsetc.,and producing produs such as honey and other bee
products.Establishments primarily engaged in raising a combination of animals with no one animal or
family of animals accountingforodel t ¥ 2F GKS Sadl ot AakKYSyidQa | INRKOd

z

industrygrouge CIF N & gAGK 2yt& wmnn FONBa 2NJ Y2NB 27F LI ai

In comparing the distribution of farms by NAICS categories, farms in the Madison Region and Driftless Region
are much more likely to be classified as oilseed and grain fdramsthe national distribution (Table 2.3).

Large shares of farms are also classified as other crop farming (NAICS 1119) which patrtially reflects farms
where less than half of their sales comes from one crop. Not surprisingly, farms in the MadisondRelgtioe
Driftless Region are also distinguished by the high share classified under dairy cattle and milk production
(NAICS 11212). When compared to the Madison Region and the State of Wisconsin, a high share of farms in
the Driftless Region also are sified as beef cattle ranching and farming (NAICS 112111).

Table 2.3¢ Farms byNAICS Classification

NAICDescription andClassification Mg(:;g:] DFrzlzlgeiii Wrsst:"::)tﬁs(i)rf] USrt]:Iat?eds
Total farms 13,857 10,207 69,754  2,109,3(3
Oilseed and grain farming (1111) 32.4% 24.6% 28.3% 17.5%
Vegetable and melon farming (1112) 1.9% 1.2% 1.9% 2.0%
Fruit and tree nut farming (1113) 1.2% 1.8% 1.8% 4.4%
Greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture production (1114) 2.1% 1.0% 2.5% 2.5%
Other crop farming (1119) 24.2% 23.6% 22.5% 23.6%
Beef cattle ranching and farming (112111) 12.0% 21.0% 14.7% 29.4%
Cattle feedlots (112112) 1.6% 1.7% 1.3% 0.7%
Dairy cattle and milk production (11212) 11.0% 15.9% 14.9% 2.2%
Hog and pig farming (1122) 1.0% 0.5% 0.7% 1.0%
Poultry and egg production (1123) 2.7% 1.4% 2.3% 2.5%
Sheep and goat farming (1124) 2.4% 2.3% 2.2% 3.5%
Animal aquaculture &ther animal production (1125,1129 7.5% 4.9% 6.9% 10.8%

SourcelUSDA 2012 Census of Agriculture andz(i K 2 N & / F £ Odzf  GA 2y &
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Agricultural enterprisesilso can be classified according to the individual commodities farms produce. Every
farm recorded in the Census of Agriculture reports whether orthetestablishment prodces ay given type

of crop or animal production; not just by the primary type of commodity it produces. The following tables
summarize the production of selected commodities in the AfaHy area The tables include the number of
farms producing a spdai agricultural product; the total value of sales for the product; and average sales per
farm. Again, this information should be viewed as a shapshot of conditions in 2012. As with total average
sales per farm reported in Figure 2.7, average sales dorem agricultural commodity also may be biased by
the sizes of farm operations in an area.

Given the high share of farms classified as oilseed and grain farming operations in Table 2.2, the large number
of study aredarms producing corn, wheat and s@dns is expected (Table 2.4). Over 10,000 farms in the AFB
study aregporoduced corn in 2012. These farms combined for a total sales value of $844 million. Not
surprisingly, the highest average sales per farm were found in Rock County ($159,974 pefdamo}her

study area counties (Columbia, Dane, Dodge and Lafayette) also had average sales over $100,000 per farm.
While allstudy areacounties had average corn sales per farm below the national average, the national value is
skewed somewhat by extneely large operations in Corn Belt states.

In addition to corn, over 1,700 farms in teudy aregoroduced $37.3 million in wheat sales. Furthermore,

6,120 farms had soybean sales of $321.3 million. As with corn, most counties had average sales per fa
below the national average for these commodities. Again, the national averages are influenced by large scale
producers in the Midwest and Great Plains states.

Table 2.4¢c Corn, Wheat and Soybeans in 201Earms and Sales

Corn Wheat Soybeans
Commoty Numboro 0o SIE0E Numborof O SIS umborot YA Aot

($1000s) Farm ($1000s) Farm ($1000s) Farm
Columbia 731 $88,010 $120,397 172 $4,23 $24,593 410 $19,562 $47,712
Dane 1,069 $113,307 $105,993 290 $7,198 $24,821 759 $41,078 $54,121
Dodge 1,025 $106,335 $103,741 376 $7,865 $20,918 756 $39,496 $52,243
Green 616 $41,541 $67,437 152 $3,532 $23,237 399 $20,298 $50,872
lowa 571 $31,591 $55,326 62 $1,394 $22,484 313 $15,245 $48,706
Jefferson 569 $52,643 $92,518 198 $3,024 $15,273 497 $29,026 $58,402
Rock 619 $99,024  $159,974 157 $4,521 $28,796 530 $45,383 $85,628
Sauk 730 $43,924 $60,170 105 $2,194 $20,895 455 $16,052 $35,279
Crawford 416 $21,730 $52,236 16 $402 $25,125 183 $7,447 $40,694
Grant 1,150 $86,664 $75,360 57 $1,222 $21,439 633 $30,846 $48,730
Lafayette 566 $64,542 $114,032 42 $956 $22,762 339 $26,888 $79,316
Monroe 850 $31,700 $37,294 16 $205 $12,813 324 $9,273 $28,620
RicHand 415 $20,442 $49,258 19 $221 $11,632 186 $6,409 $34,457
Vernon 990 $42,647 $43,078 59 $415 $7,034 336 $14,325 $42,634
Wisconsin 28,802 $2,345,697 $81,442 5,127  $124,468 $24,277 17,106  $879,153 $51,394

UnitedStates 361,744 $67,250,12C  $185,905 147,@2 $15,761,54t  $107,205 301,343 $38,745,11€  $128,575

Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricultufeR | dzi K2 NR& / | f Odz F GA 2y a
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Over800 farms produced vegetables, melons, potatoes or sweet potatoes in 2012 (Table 2.5). While sales
values are suppressed for Cand County and lowa County, the 12 counties with figures reported in Table 2.5
generated $33.7 million in total sales. The types of vegetables grown may vary by year, but farms in the region
produced a wide variety of products in 2012 (Appendix B). Alsnmumber of farms produce either fruits

and tree nuts (206 farms) or berries (291 farms). However, every county in thetuslyBareahad at least

four farms engaged in growing these products.

Relative to the national average, fruit and tree nut dwiry operations tend to have much smaller sales per
farm. However, berry operations in Monroe County had average sales well above the national value. The
average sales figure in Monroe County reflects the large number of cranberry producers in the area
Furthermore, average sales per farm for fruit and tree nut farms in Richland County were much higher than
other study areacounties. The higher values in Richland County likely reflect larger apple growing operations
in the area.

Table 2.5¢ Vegetabks, Fruits and Tree Nuts, and Berries in 20Earms and Sales

Vegetables, melons, potatoes, and

sweet potatoes Fruits and tree nus Berries

OIS mpor o T VAE T ASI08 umporo O AE RS Numporor 0 At

($1000s) Farm ($1000s) Farm ($1000s) Farm
Columbia 98 $2,609 $26,622 13 $142 $10,923 23 $85 $3,696
Dane 143 $4,138 $28,937 33 $822 $24,909 45 $225 $5,000
Dodge 135 $8,101  $60,007 10 $230 $23,000 10 (D) (D)
Green 20 $1,999  $99,950 7 $77 $11,000 5 (D) (D)
lowa 22 (D) (D) 7 $82 $11,714 6 $23 $3,833
Jefferson 33 $2,880 $87,273 11 (D) (D) 4 (D) (D)
Rock 62 $5,110 $82,419 12 $134 $11,167 10 $129 $12,900
Sauk 43 $1,974  $45,907 6 (D) (D) 18 (D) (D)
Crawford 17 (D) (D) 21 (D) (D) 10 $50 $5,000
Grant 28 $311 $11,107 9 $126 $14,000 8 $54 $6,750
Lafayette 13 $268 $20,615 5| $42 $8,400 7 (D) (D)
Monroe 49 $754 $15,388 14 $270 $19,286 78 $44,565  $571,346
Richland 27 $548 $20,296 9 $923  $102,556 8 $9 $1,125
Vernon 146 $5,056 $34,630 49 $563 $11,490 59 (D) (D)
Wisconsin 2,880 $555,432  $192,858 713 $20,981 $29,426 903 $198,290  $219,590

United States 72,267 $16,851,23t  $233,180 86,675 $22,427,43¢  $258,753 24553 $3,442,264  $140,197

Source: USD2012 Census of Agricultufey R | dzii K2 N & / | Wit {o avai@diséosing data for individual farmso 5 0

When considering vegetable farm figures in Table 2i§,iihportant to note that there is a distinct difference
between vegetales produced for the fresh market and those produced for processitegietables produced

for the fresh market tend to require higher levels of quality and appearance. Consequently, fresh market
vegetables typically involve additional production costs als®d command higher prices. A portion of these
higher production costs are attributed to greater labor costs as many vegetables for the fresh market are
harvested using manual labolm comparison, many vegetables grown fwocessing do not require theame
aesthetic qualities, allowing them to be harvested using mechanical means and transported in bulk to
processors. As vegetables for processing have lower costs, they are often grown under contracts that reduce
production costs. The need for lowerstemay also requireregetables for processing to be grown at larger
scales.

44 Section 2



Accordingly, several of the counties with high vegetable sales totals have a large number of acres devoted to
vegetables harvested for processing. In 2012, over 8,400 acreseattwbzp for processing were harvested in

Dodge County. Several other study area counties also had notable acreages devoted to vegetables grown for
processing including: Columbia (1,806 acres), Dane (1,509 acres), Green (969 acres), Rock (4,732 acres) and
Sauk (1,835 acres). Most of the vegetables grown for processing are peas, sweet corn, lima beans and shap
beans.¢ KS&S FIFNya O2yiNRo6dziS G2 2Aa02yaiyQa LkRaidAizy |
processing purposedore information on vegebles harvested for processing (as well as those intended for

the fresh market) is available in Appendix B.

When compared to operations growing vegetables for processingy aredarms producing vegetables for

the fresh market tend to be small inade. Dodge County had the greatest number acres of vegetables

harvested for the fresh market, as well as the largest average acres harvested per farm (Figure 2.9).
b2aySiKSfSaasx 52R3IS /2dzydieQa I FSNI IS GSHBIW 6fS | ONB:
2 Aa02yaryQa 20SNIft @GSN IS C dzNJi K Ssiibyzamdsountiegs K S | @S|
are well below the values found in those states producing a large amount of fresh market vegetables. As an
example, California accounted f82percent2 ¥ G KS ! yAGSR {1 G4SaQ FTNBaK YI NJ
California farms growinfresh marketvegetables harvested an average of 142 acesnsequently, the scale

of fresh market operations in the ABRidy areds significantly different

While the scale of fresh market vegetable productiostindy areacounties is smaller, the difference also
suggests a high value of products grown. For instance, Vernon County farms producing fresh market
vegetables harvested an average of just@cBes and reported no acres harvested for processing.
Nonetheless, Vernon County still produced average vegetable sales per farm well above masyuotharea
counties. Some of these figures may be skewed by the 2012 drought, but the Driftless ieepwiors home
to many small farms producing high quality, high value produce. Cluster development opportunities and
challenges related to the scale of vegetable production are considered later in this abstract.

Figure 2.9 Total Acres of Vegetables Harsted for Fresh Market and Average Harvested Acres per Farm (2012)

Total Acres Harvested for Fresh Market Average Harvested Acres per Farm
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Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricultuyeR ! dziil K2 N & / | Wit fo dvai@ disdosing data for individual farmso 5 0
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In 2012, almost 8,806tudy aredarms raised attle and calves, with a total sales value of $522 million

(excluding Crawford County). Over 2,100 of these farms were found in either Grant County or Vernon County
(Table 2.6). As with other comparisons in these tables, average sales per farnstindyrareavere lower

than the national average (with the exception of Lafayette County). While a smaller number of farms
produced milk from cows (3,420 farms), these farms reported significant total sales of $1.31 billion (excluding
Crawford County). Avege milk sales per farm varied from $173,249 in Vernon County to $700,217 in Dane
County.

Table 2.6c Cattle and Calves and Milk from Cows in 201Rarms and Sales

Cattle and Calves Milk from Cows

Commodity Number of Total Value of Sale Average Sales pe Number of Total Value of Sale Average Sales pe

Farms ($10M@s) Farm Farms ($1000s) Farm
Columbia 423 $27,396 $64,766 130 $61,878 $475,985
Dane 745 $59,977 $80,506 293 $205193 $700,317
Dodge 647 $40,924 $63,252 305 $149,157 $489,039
Green 557 $26,070 $46,804 276 $98,822 $358,051
lowa 652 $53,153 $81,523 216 $77,590 $359,213
Jefferson 300 $25,557 $85,190 110 $57,828 $525,709
Rock 366 $27,595 $75,396 101 $70,638 $699,386
Sauk 604 $29,566 $48,950 222 $93,119 $419,455
Crawford 473 (D) (D) 121 (D) (D)
Grant 1,180 $89,209 $75,601 449 $164,759 $366,947
Lafayette 627 $66,603 $106,225 262 $113,240 $432,214
Monroe 764 $21,355 $27,952 352 $87,090 $247,415
Richland 500 $24,143 $48,286 150 $53,909 $359,393
Vernon 1,041 $30,306 $29,112 433 $75,017 $173,249
Wiscasin 25,614 $1,416,881 $55,317 11,295 $4,952,039 $438,428
United States 740,978 $76,380,152 $103,080 50,556 $35,512,12C $702,431

Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricultufeR ! dzii K2 ND & /(D)Wihiat fo avai@ disdosing data for individual farms.

The sales per farmalues in Table 2 largely reflect average dairy herd sizes throughstutly areacounties.

That is, those counties with the largest average sales per farm (Dane, Roakpdeffodge, Lafayette, Sauk

and Columbia) also have the largest average dairy herd sizes (Figure 2.10). However, average herd sizes do not
reflect the diversity of farms with large and small dairy herds (Figure 2.11). In general, counties in the Madison
Region tend to have a greater share of dairy farms with larger herds than Driftless Region counties. Some of
this difference may reflect organic producers concentrated in the Driftless Region. For instance, Organic Valley
has over 500 member farmwith two-thirds of them located in the southwestern part of the Wisconsin that
encompasses theriftless Region. Theserganic dairy producers who partner with Organic Valley have an

average herd size of 65, smaller than the overall state average of 11QcdaisgJesse and Mitchell 2014)

From a cluster development perspective, the diversity of large and small dairyifaffigure 2.15hould be
GASG6SR a | LRGSYGALIT FTROFIYyGF3aSo la y20SR o0& WSaa!
to anexpanding milk soply forprocessors, encouraging investment and innovation in that sector. In turn, this
AONBYIAGKSYya YIENLISGa F2N aYFfft SN REANASaD® {YIff FIF N
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based on both number of customeand volume of milk. Large numbers of smaller dairy farms help sustain

their local rural communities, benefiting both themselves and the owners and employees of larger dairies.

Fnally, smaller operations pair well with the smaller artisan cheese plaatshtave played a big role in
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Figure 2.1G Total Milk Cows and Average Dairy Herd Size (2012)

Total Milk Cows Average Dairy Herd Size
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Figure 2.11¢ ®Percentage of Farms of Daifarms by Herd Size (2012)
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Source: USDA 2012 Census of AgricultufeR
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