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A.

MICHIGAN AGRICULTURE

by
K. T. Wright, Department of Agricultural Economics

Introduction

Purposes, Sources of Data, etfc.

. Purpose

The major purpose of this publication is the presentation of physical and economic information on
the areas of concentration of production and rate of change in the agriculture of Michigan. State maps
presenting the data by counties are the principal method used. These are supplemented by tables giving
district data, along with other relevant information. The objective back of all this is better informed
farmers, farm leaders and others concerned about Michigan agriculture.

More specifically, data are presented on the acreage of major crops and the number of |ivestock:
(a) in the state for the last five census years (to glve a 20-year view), (b) in each of the 9 districts
in the state for 1964 and 1969, and (c) in all the individual counties for 1964 and |969.

Major emphasls has been placed on presenting county information, indicating areas of concentration
of production of crops and |ivestock in 1969 and areas of significant change from 1964 to 1969; crop
and livestock recelpts for 1969 by major groups: followed by data on the number of farms by size and
Income; average farm [ncome and expenses; the percent of the farmers working off the farm and farm
population,

2, Sources of Data

Data for most of the maps and tables presented are either shown in the 1964 and 1969 Census of
Agriculture reports for Michigan, published by the U. S. Department of Commerce, or calculated from
those reports. Unless otherwise noted, the above Is the source. Sometimes annual data are presented,
which were obtained from elther "Michigan Agricultural Statistics," published by the Michigan Crop
Reporting Service, or some publication of the U.S.D.A., such as the "National and State Livestock-Feed
Relationships" by the Economic Research Service, U.S.D.A. for the animal units of |ivestock. Data also
were obtained from the Population Census reports for use in the population section of the bulletin.

Long-Term State Trends

Even though the major focus of this publication [s on county data relative to the location of
agricultural production in 1969 and the changes of 1964 to 1969, 1t is thought that information on
longer term trends In agriculture for the state as a whole, carryling up to 1973, would help put the
data on the shorter perlod In proper perspective. To thls end, general Information Is presented on
state trends In crop acreages and production, |ivestock numbers and production, farm prices and Income
and In the number and size of farms.

Crops - The land In farms in Michigan reached a peak of 18.5 milllon acres In 1935, according to
Census reports, and was stilT 8.4 million in 1945. |+ has been decreasing steadily since. To indicate

more accurately agricultural trends for the past decade, averages of data in "Michigan Agricultural
Statistics" have been computed for 1961-63 and 1971-73 (along with a three year average for |966-68)

and are presented in Table |. This shows that the land in farms in the state decreased from 14.8 to
12,4 milllon acres, or |6 percent In this 10 years. There was a similar decrease of 16 percent in the
preceding decade (17.5 to 14,8 million acres).

Cropland harvested In the state declined from 6.8 to0 5.9 million acres (|3 percent) during the
10 years 1961-63 to 1971-73, and |5 percent, or .2 million acres, in the preceding decade. Thus, the

land In farms and the acreage of cropland harvested in the state, have both been declining at about
I5 percent In 10 years for the past two decades.

The harvested acreage of the major feed and feed-grain crops, and food crops annually since 1959
are shown In Fig. |. (Slnce census data are used in the county analysis in this publication, the census
years of 1959, 1964 and 1969 are indicated in this graph.  The fotal acreage of the crops shown in the
graph was 98 percent of the total for all crops each of the census years.)

It Is obvious that there have been significant changes In the acreages of many of the major crops
in this |4 years. Among the feed and feed-graln crops, corn acreadge decreased from 1959 until 1969,
but since then has Increased nearly 500,000 acres. Hay acreage decreased sharply until 1969, but has
remained about the same since. The acreage of oats and barley decreased throughout the entire period.
Soybean acreage, on the other hand, increased from 236,000 acres in 1959 to 693,000 in 1973, Wheat,
the major food crop, was grown in 1973 on about one-half the acreage In 1959, Summarizing, the 1971-73

acreage of feed and feed-grain crops was 93 percent of 1961-63, while food-crops was only 77 percent as
much (wheat decrease) and all crops, 87 percent, or a decline of |3 percent (Table 1).




Fig. I - Harvested Acreage of Selected Crops, Michigan, 1959-73--Source:
"Michigan Agricultural Statistics"
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Fig. 2 - Animal Units of Livestock, Michigan, 1959-73--Source: "National
and State Livestock-Feed Relationships"
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Yields per acre of the nine major field crops (excluding fruits and vegetables), as combined into an
index, Tncreased 25 percent in the decade from 1948-50 to |958-60. In the 10 years of 1961-63 to 1971-73,
yields of these crops rose only 10 percent (Table |). I+ should be pointed out that many yields were low in

. 1973.

The total production of major crops indicates very striking changes in the past decade (Table I). The
tacrease in the production of corn and soybeans in 1971-73, over 1961-63 of 42 percent and 85 percent respect-
ively, is particularly outstanding. This change was nationwide. On the other hand, there was a sharp decline

- In oats and wheat production, and a 20 percent drop in field bean production, while the production of hay and
' fruit during '71-'73 was only slightly below 10 years earlier. Of course, the above comment on yields in 1973
affected the total production discussed here.

The index of total crop production during 1971-73 lacked | percent of being as much as in 1961-63. That is
to say, the increase in yields In this decade was not sufficient to offset the decrease in acres of crops. Shift=-
Ing our attention to the situation In 1964 and 1969, used in the major portion of this publication,
total overall crop production was practically the same both years.

i»

Livestock - The number of I|ivestock of the various kinds on hand January | over recent years has shown some
marked trends, For instance, back in the 1940s, Michigan had over | million milk cows, but now has 420,000. On
the other hand, the number of beef cowshave increased from approximately 30,000 in the early '40s to 200,000
now. Likewise, the number of beef cattle put In the feedlot for fattening have increased from about 90,000 in
1949 to 250,000 now. The number of hogs has shown cyclical fluctuations with quite high numbers in recent years.
The number of hens and pullets reached a peak in the early '40s, declining rather sharply to the early 1960s
and remaining between 6 and 7 milllon since.

[t is obviously Impossible to add the number of head of the different kinds of |ivestock +o measure the overal |
trend and the relative importance of the varlious kinds of |ivestock., The U.S5.D.A. calculates and publishes
figures on animal units, based on feed consumption. An average milk cow's feed consumption Is considered one
unit. The grain- and roughage-consuming (total feed) units by major |ivestock kinds in Michigan from 1959 to

1975 are shown in Figure 2. One is immediately struck by the sharp decrease in animal units of dalry cattle

from approximately | million In 1959 to 563,000 in 1973, Animal units of beef cattle Increased about 220,000
from 1959 to 1973, compared with a 470,000 unit decrease in dalry cattle., Relatively small changes took place
In the other |lvestock, although all the changes are decreases. Thus, total units of livestock declined from
approximately 1,800,000 In the early'60s to 1,427,000 In 1969 and have remained at about the same number since.

To put the changes in clearer focus and confine our consideration to the last decade, let's turn to
Table | again, where averages for 1961-63 and 1971-73 are presented. During 1961-63, total animal units
.averaged 1,798,000, with dairy cattle making up 55 percent of that total. Beef cattle accounted for 19 per-
4 cent with livestock comprising 26 percent.

During 1971-73, the fotal units of livestock were |19 percent less than 10 years earlier (acres of crop-
o land harvested declined |3 percent). Of the total for these last 3 years, dalry cattle made up 39 percent,
and beef cattle 34 percent with other |ivestock 27 percent. Looking at the changes during the 10 years by
kinds of |ivestock, the average units for 1971-73 of beef cattlewere 44 percent more than 1961-63, but all the

rest showed decreases--hogs || percent, poultry |3 percent, sheep 35 percent, and dairy cattle 44 percent. For
the years used In county comparisons, there were |7 percent fewer animal units In the state in 1969 than in 1964.

Production per head of |lvestock, of course, has a very important impact on total |ivestock output and
consequently on livestock income., Milk production per cow increased from an average of 8,663 pounds during
1961-63 to |1,287 pounds in 1971-73 (even though 1973 was less than 1972), an increase of 30 percent, or about
260 pounds per year. Egg production per layer Increased from 216 to 230, or about 6 percent. Plgs weaned per
sow averaged 7.4 in both 71-73 and |0 years earlier. |f one computes an Index of both the animal units of
I ivestock and total |ivestock output in the two periods, and divides the latter by the former, he will get an
index of |jvestock production per animal. This index Increased from 88 during 1961-63 (1967=100) to a prelimin-
ary 105 for 1971-73, or a |19 percent increase In the past decade, due malnly to higher milk production per cow.

Total livestock production, expressed in million pounds of milk, cattle and calves and hogs, and number of
eggs, is shown in Table T. There was 12 percent less milk produced during 1971-73 than |10 years earlier, but
6 or 7 percent more cattle, hogs and eggs. The Index of total |lvestock output, with the relative importance

of dalry, declined from (09 during 1961-63 (again 1967=100) to 05 for 1971-73, or a decline of 4 percent.

Thus, 1o recapitulate for the decade, even though there were |3 percent fewer harvested acres of crops in
1971=73 than in 1961-63, total crop production was only | percent less; and although |7 percent fewer animal

units of Ilvestock, |ivestock output during 1971-73 is estimated to be down only 4 percent from |0 years previous.
This means that total agricultural output during the past 3 years was about 2-3 percent less than 10 years ago.
(If state sales of crops and |ivestock are converted to 1967 prices, thus putting the sales at constant prices,
the volume of products sold during 1971-73 was | percent less than during 1961-63, closely checking the previous
calculation of total output. See Fig. 3A)

The 1971-73 agricultural output was produced by 26 percent fewer farmers than |0 'years earlier. Thus, out-
put per farm was approximately one-fourth greater than 10 years ago (Fig. 3c). Labor input per farm during the
past 3 years is estimated fo have been 25-30 percent less than during 1961-63, so labor efficlency in the 10
years increased around 50 percent, largely as a result of higher crop and |ivestock yields and capital input in

.he form of greater mechanization, plus more usage of purchased Inputs and services.

Farm Prices and Income - As anyone knows who has observed farm product prices In 1973, they can fluctuate

widely. This has not been so true In the past, in fact, average farm prices in 1964 were practically the same
as five years earller. There has been, however, an upward trend in recent years. Average prices recelved by
Michligan farmers rose from an index of 84 for 1961-63 (1967=100) to 100 for 1966-68 and 132 for 1971-73, or an
increase of 57 percent in the decade (Table ). The 1971-73 average covers drastic changes in 1973, when prices




TABLE |. SOME MAJOR TRENDS IN MICHIGAN AGRICULTURE, 1961-63 to [1971-73

Averages for Selected Years g '71-73 .
[ tem Unit 1961-63 | 966-68 1971-73 of '61-'63
Land in farms Mil. A. 14.8 156 12.4 84
Cropland harvested iy
Feed and Feed-grains Th. A. 4,747 4,295 4,400 93
Food crops " |,968 |,878 Ji Bl 77
All crops u 6,838 6,268 5,911 87
Crop yield index ('67=100)] Index 98 104 108 110
Crop production
Corn Mil.Bu. 92.9 94.0 131.9 142
Oats 1 38.5 27.4 17.9 46
Wheat i 5659 3347 19.7 54
Hay Mil. T. 3.26 2:08 3.05 93
Field beans Mil.Cwt. dwhS 657 WA 80
Soybeans Mil.Bu. 1.+28 11.00 13.50 185
Fruit (1966-68=100) I ndex |24 [00 |16 94
All crops (1966-68=100) i 109 100 108 99
Livestock Animal Units
Dairy cattle Thous. 996 754 562 56
Beef cattle " 345 324 ' 495 144
Hogs " 249 199 222 89
Poultry N 145 145 126 87
Sheep it 37 27 24 65
Horses o 26 25 ' 24 92 ‘ 3
Total 1,798 1,474 1,453 81 4
Index of Units (67=100) 123 10l 99 80
Production Per Head R
Mi | k/cow Lbs. 8,663 9,490 1,287 130
All livestock products/
Animal Unit '67 Index 88 101 104 119
Livestock Production
Milk Mil.Lbs 5,497 4,787 4,816 88
Cattle & Calves U 463 469 493 |06
Hogs I 263 219 279 106
Eggs Millions 1,380 1,574 |,483 |07
Prices Received by Farmers '67 Index
Crops o 85 98 131 |54
Livestock L _84 101 133 158
All products " 84 100 132 ki
Farm Income (current prices) Mil. $
Crops " 345 391 544 158
Livestock o 401 464 598 149
Total t 746 855 |,142 153
Farm Income at 1967 priceg #
Crops i 405 399 418 103
Livestock 4 476 460 450 95
Total " 881 859 868 99
No. Farms* Thous. 110 92 81 74
Av. Size of Farms Acres {39 148 .55 113 .

*As reported by the Michigan Crop Reporting Service.
Sources: ""Michigan Agricultural Statistics," except for animal units (U.S.D.A.)
and index numbers, computed by author.




rose from an index of 135 in January to 205 in December, and the rise In crop prices was st!l| greater.

With the rise in prices received, cash income from marketings of farm products rose from an average of
‘6 million during 1961-63 to $1,142 million for 1971-73, or 53 percent, and to $1,414 million for 1973

g. 3A). If income from farm marketings Is computed at 1967 prices for these years, eliminating price varia-
tions, the income from crops at constant prices increased from $405 to $418 million from 1961-63 to 1971-73,
or 3 percent, while livestock income decreased from $476 to $450 million, or 5 percent (Table |). Total income

at constant prices, or volume of agricultural marketings, declined | percent from 1961-63 to 1971-73 (Fig. 3A),
This graph shows that the peak output, as measured this way, was reached In 1964, Thls was when |ivestock pro-
duction was the highest (Flg. 3B). Crops have become more Important in agricultural marketings, based on sales
at 1967 prices. Back in 1949, crop Income accounted for 38 percent of the total. By 1959 this had Increased to
46 percent, the same as it was for 1961-63. By 1969, crop income at 1967 prices slightly exceeded |ivestock in-
come, but livestock volume increased after that, so that crop marketings slipped back to 48 percent of the total
for 1971=73.

Number of Farms and Income Per Farm - According to the Michigan Crop Reporting Service, the number of farms
in the state declined from 110,000 for 1961-63 to 81,000 for 1971-73, for a decrease of 26 percent. The number
of farms with gross farm incomes of less than $10,000, except for the part-time farmers whose numbers have de-
clined slowly, have decreased quite rapidly. At the same time the number with $20,000 or more gross income, has
increased substantially.

Income per farm, at current prices, and as an average for all farms, was $6780 for 1961-63, rising to
$14,100 for 1971-73 and $17,675 for 1973 alone (Fig. 3C). |f, however, the income Is figured at constant prices
in an attempt to measure volume of output per farm, it rose from $8050 for 1961-63 to $10,700 for 1971-73, for
an increase of over 30 percent. This compares with a |3 percent increase in average acreage (135 to [53), with
the remaining |7 percent due to higher crop and |ivestock yields.,

Farms are becoming more speclalized. The total acreage of the |0 major crops in 1959 and 1969 divided by
the number of farmers growing those crops, shows that a) there were almost 50% fewer growing the crops, and
b) the average acreage of the Individual crops belng grown per farm was 45% greater in 1969 than In 1959. The
number of farmers keeping the five major kinds of |lvestock declined about 65 percent and the average number of
the kind kept per farm was about double that In 1959,

C. Short-Term State Trends

‘The preceding djscussion has provided a general, overall background of longer-term state trends, generally
for the decade 1961-63 fto 1971-73, extending on both sides of the short-term 1964 to 1969 flve~year perlod of
changes covered In the state, district and county data and discussion, which constitute the bulk of this publi-
cation.

A brief discussion of some of the major differences between the 1964 to 1969 5-year changes and the |0~
year changes is in order. The decrease in land in farms from 1964 to 1969 was proportionately faster than for
1961-63 to 1971-73; the same was true of acreage of cropland harvested, which was due in large part to the rapid
increase In corn acreage after 1969, Most of the other major crops showed about the same general trend during
the 5-year period as for the |0 years. |In the case of livestock -- the decrease In the number of milk cows
from 1964 to 1969 was much more rapid than for the |10 years, as most of the decrease took place inthat 5 years;
the increase in beef cattle was at about the same rate as for the decade; the decrease in hogs was twice as
fast, due mainly to the large number in [961-63; while the poultry decrease during the 5 years was at the same
rate as for the longer period; and total animal units decreased 300,000 in the 1964 to 1969 period vs. 345,000
for the 10 years. The number of farms decreased somewhat faster during the 5-year period, according to the
Census, than the |0-year rate shown by the Michigan Crop Reporting Service.

D. District and County Changes

The state averages, which have been presented, do not necessarily apply uniformly to all districts and
counties. Since the Michigan Crop Reporting Service has delineated 9 districts and published much data on that
basis, we have computed sub-totals and averages for the same districts (Fig. 4). These are presented along with

the appropriate crop and |ivestock maps. The data on change in land in farms illustrate the variation over the
state. While the state average decrease was 12.5 percent, the rate ranged from 23 percent in the Upper Penin-
sula and the Northeast district to approximately 7 percent in two southern and one central districts. In

practically every comparison there was a wide variation among districts.

Not only were there variations among the district averages, but there were also wide variations among the
counties within the district. This Is shown by the acreage of the various crops and numbers of |ivestock in
19 as well as in the amount of change from 1964 to 1969. There was wide variation in the average size of
fa?in the different counties and equally wide variation In Income per farm. Thus, we have generally presented

long=term trends for the state, but placed major emphasis on: a) the areas of concentration in production in
1969, and b) the areas of most rapid change from 1964 to 1969 for the districts of the state and for all the
counties.
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FIG., 4 - CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS

LucE

MACKINAC

OTSEGO

ANTRIM

2

MONTMOR.IALPENA

NALKASKA

ICRAWF D

OSCODA |ALCONA

3

MANIS. |WEXFORD |M/SSAUNEE]

ROSCOM.

OGEMAW |/0SCO

MASON |LAKE

OSCEOLA |CLARE

GLADWIN

ARENAC

OCEANA |NEWAYGO WMECOSTA |ISABELLA

£

5

MIDLAND

SANILAC

MUSKE

MONTCALM

OTTAWA

EN

GRATIOT

INAW

10NIA

CLINTON

ALLEGAN

7

BARRY EATO

8

N |[INGHAM  BLIVINGSTN|

VAN BUREN

WALAMA Y CALHOUN

JACKSON 'ASHTENAW |WAYNE

g
S
& |cass

STJOSEPN|BRANCH

HILLSDAL

*As delineated by the Crop Reporting Service.

LENAWEE MONROE




FIG, 5 - LAND IN FARMS (THous. A.)
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There were about 12 million acres of land in farms in the state in 1969, according to the agricultfural census.
The top 10 counties were located in the Thumb, Saginaw Valley, and in the central and southern parts of the state
(Fig. 5A). These counties had from 279 to 461 thousand acres, and the 10 had 29 percent of the state's fotal.

From 1964 to 1969 +here was a decrease of |.7 million acres, or 12 percent. This was faster than in the thy
previous 5-year periods. The decrease in the various state districts* ranged from 8 percent in 6, 7 and 8 fo
23 percent in | and 3 (See Fig. 4 map and "district data" above). Six of the 10 counties showing the greatest
acreage decrease were In the Detroit fringe area; three in central Michigan, and Menominee in the U. P. (Fig. 58).
On a percentage basis, the following counties had 5 percent or less decrease: Allegan, Branch, Cass, Gratiot,
Huron, lonia, Jackson, Lenawee, Monroe and St. Joseph.

¥The same as used by the Michigan Crop Reporting Service.




FIG. 6 - CROPLAND HARVESTED (THous. A.)

\‘ Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties
A . Huron 274 11. Allegan 133
2. Sanilac 263 |12, Bay 128
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* 5. Saginaw 238 15. Montcalm 121
6. Gratiot 192 16. Calhoun 120
7. Monroe 163 17. Branch 120
. 8. Clinton 146 18. St. Joseph 14
9. Shiawassee 142 9. Berrien 12
10. lonia 139  20. Kent I
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Of the 11.9 million acres of land in farms reported in the 1969 census, only 8.6 million was cropland. Out
of that, crops were harvested from 5.5 million acres, |.| million was pastured and 2.0 million was in such
uses as soil bank, soil improvement crops, crop failure, cultivated summer fallow and idle. The top 10 counties

acreage of cropland harvested In 1969 were largely the same as with land In farms (Fig. 6A). These 10 counties
37 percent of the state total.

From 1964 to 1969, cropland harvested acreage declined |8 percent, or nearly three times as fast as in the
previous three 5-year periods. The decrease in the different districts of the state ranged from || to 27 per-
cent, with one-fourth of the total acreage decrease in district 9 (southeast Michigan). Individual counties with
large acreage decreases were located over a wider area. Some counties had small percentage decreases, such as
Bay (4 percent), Saginaw (6 percent),and Tuscola (9 percent).




FIG, 7 - CORN (tHous. A.)

Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties
|. Lenawee 89.7 1l. Washtenaw 44.6
2. Sanilac 69.7 12. Ingham 44.2
3. Huron 64.3 13. Monroe 42.8 g
4. Allegan 55.7 14, Tuscola 42.6
5. lonia 52.2 15. St. Joseph 42.4
6. Hillsdale 50.9 16. Jackson 40.6 .
7. Calhoun 50.1 17. Cass 40. 1|
8. Branch 49.9 18. Isabella 37.0
9. Clintfon 48.2 19. Kent 6.7
10. Gratiot 46.1 20. Eaton 36.7
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Corn is a major crop in Michigan, accounting for 28 percent, or over .5 million acres, of total harvested
cropland in 1969, It is widely grown with the top |0 counties, which are widely scattered over the southern
half of the state, having only 38 percent of the total acreage that year (Fig. 7A). From 1964 to 1969, state
acreage decreased 357,000 acres, or |9 percent. Districts 5, 8 and 9 showed decreases of 2| to 26 percent, bu
only 9 percent in#2, 6 and7. Large decrease counties were mainly in central and southern Michigan (where There
were marked increases in soybeans), while Allegan, Kent, and Oftawa counties became relatively more important

(Fig. 7B). Since 1969, corn acreage has increased, with 1973 being about 500,000 acres above 1969, or to
approximately 2 million.
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Data were avallable from the 1969 census on the acreage of oats on only economic class |-V farms, which ex-
cludes farms with sales of less than $2500--some 53,753 of Michigan's 77,946 farms, although these farms may not
ve grown many oats. Oats occupied 8 percent of the harvested cropland of these farms in 1969. The top 10
Qmﬁes having oat acreages ranging from about 9 to 30 thousand were widely scattered over southern Michigan.
eir total acreage made up only 38 percent of the state total.

Oat acreage has been decreasing rapidly (See data below Fig. 8A), declining 3| percent from 1964 to |969.
and 19 percent for the U.P. to 44 percent in dis-
and southeast and south central Michigan
declined another 28 percent.

Decreases by districts ranged from 10 percent in district 5
trict 9.
(Fig. 8B).

The 10 most acreage decrease counties were in the Thumb,
From 1969 to 1973, the harvested state acreage of oats




FIG, 9 - WHEAT (THous. A.)
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Wheat was grown on |0 percent of the state's harvested cropland in 1969. The top |0 counties were scattered
over the southern half of the state with a concentration in fthe Thumb, Saginaw Valley, central and southern
Michigan. Acreage of wheat in these counties ranged from I8 to 32 thousand, with the total amounting to 45
percent of the state's 541,000 (Fig. 9A).

Wheat acreage declined some from 1959 to 1964, but decreased 42 percent, or 389,000 acres, from 1964 to 196
Acreage losses for that period were particularly large in districts 8, 6, and 9, amounting to over 80,000 in
each (see "district data" above). Fig. 9B shows that Huron, Gratiot, and Saginaw counties each lost 20,000

acres or more. Other high loss counties were in that general part of the state, plus Lenawee and Monroe counties.
The 1973 state acreage of wheat was about the same as in 1969, but fall plantings in 1973 were about 300,000 acres
above a year earlier.




FIG. 10 - HAY (THous, A.)
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Hay was produced on one-fourth of Michigan's harvested cropland, the acreage being exceeded in 1969 only
that in corn. Its production was the most widespread of any crop, being produced in all counties--with the
al acreage In the fop 10 constituting only 29 percent of the state's total hay acreage, the lowest
percentage of any crop. Sanilac county easily led in acreage, with the balance of the top 10 counties in the
Thumb, west central and southern Michigan. In general, the top 20 counties were high also in milk cows (Fig. 10A).

From 1964 to 1969, the total acreage of hay declined 25 percent, probably due to the decrease in the number
of milk cows. Percentage decreases ranged from 15 percent in district 4 to 30 percent in no. 9 and 26 percent
in district 8, with nearly one-half the total acreage decrease in these last two districts. The total acreage
of hay in 1973 was practically the same as in 1969, discontinuing the rapid decrease of the previous 5 years,




FIG, 11 - FIELD BEANS (THous. A)
(Cass 1-V Farms)
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FIG, 12 - CASH-GRAIN FARMS*
(Crass I-V FARMS)
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Jash-grains Inctude sales of corn, small grains, soybeans,
and fleld beans. Such sales had to exceed 50%
of the total.

Field beans occupied over || percent of the total cropland on Class |-V farms in 1969, exceeding fhe
acreage of eifher wheat or cats. Michigan produces about 90 percent of the U. S. navy bean crop. The tfop 10
counties were largely in the Thumh, Saginaw Valley, and to the west. They had 88 percent of the fotal acreage
in the state (Fig. IlA). The percentage of the cropland in field beans in selected counties was Gratiot 38 per-
36 percent, Saginaw 33 percent, and Huron 32 percent. The state acreage of field beans in 1969

cent, Tuscola
The state's 1973 acreage was about |0 percent less than in 1969, accordi

was practically the same as in 1964.
to the Crop Reporting Service.

The cash-grain farms, as defined above, numbering 10,843, were second only to dalry farms. The top 10
countlies in number of such farms contained 60 percent of the total (Fig. 12). These farms averaged 210 acres

in size (ranking third), but their average sales in 1969 were the smallest of the 9 types at about $10,000.
However, 65 percent of these men worked off the farm versus 52 percent of all |-V class farms, and 40 percent
worked 200+ days (3| percent av.).




Top 10 Counties

. Lenawee 78,3
2. Monroe 70,2
3, Saginaw 41.9
4, Shiawassee 37.6
5. Branch .9
6. St. Joseph 25.6
7. Hillsdale 21.7
8. Gratiot 2135
9. Clinton 20.9
10. Berrien 14.7

FIG, 13

Next 10 Counties
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|. Lenawee 2550 N : ——
2. St. Joseph 14.4 MONTCALN,  (eRATIOT [ | 0 0 0 0
3. Branch 14.4 wewr—] 1.0 | 6. 2 il 3 + .2 -
4., Shiawassee 12.3  Xeoam!|  am—toes 3 .2 .4 + .2 -
2. lonroe 12.0 4 N N 0 0
6. Sagina | 1 5 9.3 8. 4 2 7
¥ oo iteh ! BARRY | EAT INOHAM [ LIVINGSTN| 5 19. 28.4 + N 9.1 4 /
2.4 o 6 33.6| 59.1 +25.5 76
| 7 2 9 |22 5%
‘”f”,mw' !mmr 8 +66.2 76
(2= [l 9 +42.9 | 28
State |315.9 [472.2 +156.3 50
STATE INCREASE 56 THOUS. A.
Soybeans have become one of Michigan's important cash crops, occupying 472,000 acres, or nearly 9 percent
of the harvested crop acreage in 1969, As can be seen from Fig. 12A, there are two general areas of concentra-
tion--the southernmost tier of counties and the counties of Saginaw, Shiawassee, Gratiot, and Clinton. The top

wo counties in the southeast corner of the state had over 70,000 acres,

he state total.

Soybean acreage in 1969 was 156
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basis, except that district 9 was low because
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fact, Lenawee county showed a greater soybean acreage increase than any other (Fig.
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Michigan ranked seventh among the states in the production of sugar beets in 1969, even though we had only
89,000 acres, occupying less than 2 percent of our cropland. (This was on Class |-V farms only as county data
were available only on this basis.) The acreage of sugar beets has varied within relatively narrow limits for
the past 20 years, and was practically the same in 1973 as in 1969. The production of sugar beets is concen-
trated largely In the Saginaw Valley and the Thumb area, and there was |ittle change in the 1969 acreages by
counties from 1964. The top 10 counties had 96 percent of the fotal acreage in the stafe in 1969,

1969.
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F16. 14 - SUGAR BEETS (THous. A.)
(CLASS I—V FARMS) AANIS WEXPORD |MISSAUREE| ROSCOM. |OGEMAN

IMASON |LAKE OSCEOLA |CLARE owin [ARENEE. )

OCEANA WEWAYGO |MECOSTA |ISABELLA

.4
MUSKE MONTCALM
Top |10 Counties WENT LAPEER J
DTTAWA ToHACLINTON SNAWA . srcLam
I. Saginaw 18.8 " a2 13 1.6
2 : . BANLAND  |WAC
§ " gu sco l ? ll ; ‘g ALLECAN BAARY LATON INOHAM | LIVINGETH|
. ay .
4., Huron 13,1 .
5 Sanilac 6.4 VAN BUREN |RALAMA |CALNOUN  |JACKSON wwrmunPunu
6. Gratiot 5.4 4 .
7. Monroe Bis [§ (G55 [sriosemm|sranch [HiLLSaaLe N~ 452,
8. Lenawee 2l ae 189
9. Midland 2.0 1
10. Arenac 2:0 STATE 20-YEAR TRENDS (THOUS. A.)
1949 = N.A. 1964 - 80.2
1954 = N. A. 1969 - 89,2
1959 = 76.7
Receipts from Crop Marketings - Cash recelpts from crop marketings from all farms for 1969 totaled
$350 million, according to the census. This total for all farms Is not reported by counties == only the

total for Class |-V farms, which was $330 million (Table 2). Also, only in this case is the major component
parts of the crop marketings reported (see Pages 20 and 21).

According fto these data, cash receipts from marketings of grains (corn, wheat, barley, oats, soybeans,
and fleld beans) accounted for 40 percent of the crop fotal in 1969. Fruits were next with 2 percent, fthen
vegetables with |2 percent, nursery and greenhouse products || percent, other field crops (potatoes, sugar
beets, mint, and popcorn) || percent, and field seeds and hay 5 percent.

ed for rather similar groups of crops, as indicated by price Indexes, were quite close to

Prices receiv
ips. The index for cash field crops was 95, feed crops 94, fruit crops 95, and vegetables 92

1967 relationsh
(1967=100) .

The relative importance of crop marketings in total marketings in the different districts also varied.
In the three districts where fruit was retfatively important, numbers 2, 4, and 7, crop sales were around
50 percent of total marketings, according to census data. District 6, with its cash field crops was equally
high. On the other hand, crops only accounted for |7 percent of the total in the U. P. and 20 percent In
district 3 (Table 2).

There also was a wide variation in the relative importance of crops in various counties. For instance,
in Wayne County crops accounted for 84 percent of total cash marketings, and In most of the fruit counties,
the percentage ranged from 60 to 82, and Bay County was high with 84 percent. There were other counties, ~
however, where crops were not very important in cash marketings, such as some U. P. and northern Michigan

counties. . /

Average crop sales per farm and per acre cropland were $747| and $48, respectively for the state in

1969. There were wide variations among The districts, ranging from $2076 and $13 for the U. P. to a high

of $10,863 per farm, and $90 per acre for the Southwest district (#7) where there [s a heavy concentration
of fruit and vegetables. The West Central district (#4) also with much fruit was a close runner-up. High
counties in average crop sales per farm were Manistee (at $19,386), followed by Wayne ($16,577), then Berrien
($16,283). Bear in mind that these figures are averages for all farms in the county.




FIG. 15 - POTATOES (THous, A.)
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While a few potatoes are produced in many counties, the total acreage in 1969 amounted to only 44,000,
or less than | percent of the total cropland, although Michigan ranked |lth in production. However, the in-
come in that year from potatoes amounted to about §12 million for the 1700 growers. Montcalm county topped
the list of 5 high counties, with 9,100 acres. The other top counties were widely scattered over the state,
with the acreage of the top 5 being 54 percent of the state total.

Potato acreage in Michigan declined rapidly in the 40's and 50's, but during the 60's has remained
relatively stable at 40 to 50 thousand. However, the acreage in Montcalm and Mecosta increased sharply
due to location of a processing plant there. The average acreage per grower has increased sharply in the

past 5~10 years, with much more efficient production. Acreage in potatoes in 1973 was about the same as
in 1969.




FIG, 16 - FRUIT ORCHARDS (tHous. A.)
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Fruit orchards occupy only 3.5 percent of Michigan's cropland, but they usually provide around 9 percent
of the state's total agricultural income, or $75 to $85 million. The state ranks relatively high in several
fruits, as for instance--first in tart cherry production in 1969; fourth in grape and pear production; fifth in
prunes; sixth in peaches; and the leading producer of apples among central states. The top 10 counties are along
Lake Michigan (Fig. I5A), with Berrien topping the list with 38,200 acres and Benzie |0th with 5,100 acres.
Some 80 percent of the state's fruit acreage was in these 10 counties. .

Fruit acreage has remained relatively constant in fthe state for the past |5 years, with 1969 being 4 per-
cent less than 1964, although there was a 35 percent decline in the number of growers. Two counties showed
over 1000 A.increase and two similar decreases (Fig. I5B). While total fruit acreage has varied |ittle over

the years, production has varied widely--for instance, in 1973 total production was down 38 percent from the
previous year.




FIG. 17 - VEGETABLES (THous., A)
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Vegetables were grown on only [.8 percent of Michigan's cropland in 1969, but according to census data,
provided about $70 million of sales, or nearly 5 percent of our total agricultural sales of about $800 million
that year (Table 2). The leading vegetables making up the approximately 100,000 acres are general |y cucumbers,

Qspar‘agus, sweet corn, snap beans and onions. These five usual ly account for about two-thirds of the vegetable
creage.

The top 10 counties are widely scattered, with five being on the west side of the state and five on the
east (Fig. 16A). Van Buren County led with 9,000 acres. The top |0 contained 5| percent of the state's
total acreage In 1969. Vegetable acreage has remained relatively constant in recent years, and was almost
exactly the same in 1969 as 1964, although a few counties showed some change (Fig. 16B8). Vegetable acreage
in the state since 1969 has varied |ittle from that year.
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FIG, 18 - DAIRY FARMS
(CLass I-V)
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Dairy farming is fthe leading type of farming in Michigan from more than one point of view; thus discussion
of dairying starts the |ivestock section of this publication. For instance, cash receipts from the sale of
dairy products in recent years usually ran from 27 to 29 % of the total from all products, and if income from ‘
the sale of cull cows and veal calves is added, dairy's share of the total would be around one-third. As a
share of the |ivestock income, dairying provides over 60%. On the basis of grain- and roughage-consuming
units of |ivestock, dairy cattle accounted for 42% of the state total In 1969 (39% in 1973). No definitive
data are available on the share of the total labor input to operate Michigan's agriculture that is spent on
the dairy enterprises, but it is estimated by the author that It must be around 25-28%. Finally, on the basis
of number of farms classified as dalry farms (having at least 50% of the income from dairy products and dairy
cattle) the 12,586 commercial dairy farms (with over $2500 recelpts) in Michigan in 1969 were more than in
any other type, and made up 28% of the 44,175 farms In the state classified as commercial (i.e., economic
classes |-V).

In regard to changes from 1964 fo 1969, the number of farms in the state having milk cows declined
nearly 50% (33,176 to 17,082), although the number of cows decreased only 28%, and total milk production about
20%4. The decrease in number of farms classified as dairy farms was about 38% and was concentrafted mainly in
the small herds (see table below). About two-thirds of the decrease was in herds of less than 20 cows. The
average size of herd on these farms increased from 25 to 3| cows, and milk production per farm from about
232,000 pounds to an estimated 318,000 pounds.

Number of Dairy Farms, Michigan, 1964 and |969
Change '64 to '69

Size of herd 1964 | 969 No. of %
herds
<10 cows 25955 877 -1658 -65
|0-19 cows 6,397 3,018 -3379 -53
20-29 cows 25 115 3,063 -2052 -40
30-49 cows 4,445 3,488 - 957 -22
50-99 cows 1,319 l.; D52 + 213 +16
| 00+ cows 135 255 + |20 +89 .
Total 19,946 12,233 =7713 -39

As to location of these herds, Sanilac county had the most, wiTh Huron, Lapeer, and St. Clair in fhat
area being in the top 10 counties, with the balance in the area west and south from Montcalm and Clinton counties
(Fig. 18). These 10 counties had 36% of all dalry farms in the state. The fop |0 counties in 1969 were
almost the same as in 1964, Although there were some changes in rank, the only changes in counties included
were Clinton came in and Hillsdale went out.




FIG., 19 - MILK COWS (THous.)
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About every county in the state has some milk cows, although the number varies widely (Fig. I9A). Sanilac
County was an easy first with 32,000 milk cows in 1969. The top 10 counties were rather widely scattered over
the lower one-half of the state. These 10 counties had 37 percent of the state's total milk cows, and the top

0 had 60 percent of the total.

The number of milk cows in the state in 1969 was about one-half that 20 years ago. From 1969 to date,
however, the decline has been only about 5 percent. From 1964 +o 1969 the number dropped 28 percent. Fig. |19B,
showing the decrease by counties indicates a rapid decline in the Thumb and in Washtenaw, Hillsdale, and Ingham.
Only small decreases took place in Allegan, Kent, and some other counties in southwest Michigan. Milk pro-
duction in the state peaked in 1964 at 5,758 million pounds, declined to 4,592 million in 1969, increased to
4,966 in 1972 and back to 4,686 in 1973. Production per cow increased none from 1964 to 1967, but has in-
creased through 1972.




FIG, 20 - BEEF COWS (tHous.)
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There were 160,000 beef cows in the state at the end of 1969, making up about 23 percent of the total
animal units. Like dairy, every county had some beef cows. The leading 10 counties were all in the southern
half of +the lower peninsula (Fig. 20A). These 10 counties had 28 percent of the fotal, indicating wider
distribution over the state than dairy cows. -

The number of beef cows increased 2| percent from 1964 to 969, with a further increase of about 56,000‘
from then fo 1973. Huron County showed the most increase from 1964 to 1969, followed by Jackson and Tuscola
(Fig. 20B). District 6 showed the highest percentage increase and 8 the largest In number increase in this
period. According to "Michigan County Statistics--Livestock, Poultry and Dairy, 1965-73," the following
counties have had increases of 700-900 in beef cow numbers from [970 to 1973: Huron, Jackson, Sanilac,

Eaton, lonia, and Calhoun.
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FIG, 21 - FED CATTLE SOLD (THous.)
(CLass I-V Farms)
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Some 275,000 head of cattle were fattened on grain and concentrates by 6,832 Class |-V farmers in the

state in 1969, making up 7 percent of the total animal units.
ollowed by Huron with 21,000 (Fig. 2IA).

B
.of the lower peninsula.

tion than either beef or dairy cows.

from the 20 counties.

Lenawee County topped the |ist with about 28,000,

The top 10 counties were widely scattered over the southern half
Nearl|y one-half the fed cattle were fattened in these 10 counties, or more concentra-
If one includes the next 10 counties, 72 percent of the total fed were

The census showed slightly fewer cattle fed in 1969 than in 1964 with Lenawee and Washtenaw Counties
having the most decrease and Genesee and Jackson the most increase.
stock numbers January | shows the number January |,

A U.S.D.A. publication, showing |ive-
1974, being nearly 20 percent above that of 1969,




FIG, 22 - HOGS AND PIGS (THous.)
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There were nearly 700,000 hogs and pigs on 10,965 farms in Michigan on December 31, 1969. This was
slightly less than 5 years earlier, but the number of farmers reporting was 40% less, so the average number :
per farm was 64 head vs. 39. Cass county was an easy leader with 10% of the state total (Fig. 22A). Most .
of the top 10 counties were in southwest and central-southern Michigan. Slightly over one-half fhe state's
hogs were in these counties, and if the next 10 are included, then 77% of the total. |In 1969, hogs made up
about 15% of the state's animal units.

While there was relatively little change in the state fotal from 1964 to 1969, fhere were rather
important changes among counties. Allegan and other counties in that area showed sharp increases, while
some central counties showed decreases (Fig. 22B). This county variation is further illustrated by the
wide differences in districts (see "district data").
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I+ was thought that the number of hogs and pigs sold in the year migt
number @n hand at a particular time, so this set of maps
head of hogs and pigs were sold for nearly $50 million, some 6.

TATE

INCREASH 1.7 thcus. head (1.1%)

is included (Fig. 23).

3% of total

In

Wt give a better
1969,
farm sales and

picture than the
over a million
about 11% of total

@ | ivestock income. From the standpoint of the top 10 counties, the fop 5 were the same as with hogs on hand,
but in the remaining 5, Washtenaw and lonia did not appear, and Ottawa and Hillsdale came into the top "sales"
group.

The number sold in 1969 was essentially the same as in 1964, but the number sold in four southwestern
counties was much greater than 1969 (Fig. 23B). On the other hand, four scattered counties in central
Michigan had sharp decreases from 5 years carlier. Total sales of hogs and pigs over time,while showing
some cyclical variations,has not shown any definite long-term trend. But total sales since 1969 have been
relatively high, according to the Crop Reporting

Service, with little county variation from 1969.
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Washtenaw county had three times as many sheep
were In South-central Michigan,
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The number of sheep and lambs have been decreas

FIG. 24 - SHEEP AND LAMBS (THous.)
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FIG, 25 - LIVESTNCK FARMS (THous.)
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3, Clinton 351 106 {185 | 66 [°°

4. lonia 350

5. Washtenaw 350

6. Calhoun 332

7. Huron 314

8. Hillsdale 298

9, Cass 297

10. Sanilac 288

STATE TOTAL - 9,922

Receipts from Marketing of Livestock and Livestock Products - Prices received index for |ivestock and
| ivesTock products during 1969 averaged |13 (1967=100), or about 40 percent higher than the index of 81 for
1964, based upon Michigan Crop Reporting Service data. The price index for the various |ivestock products
in 1969 ranged from 106 for dairy products to 124 for poultry and eggs. (By December 1973 the overall live=
stock index had risen to [75)

Cash marketings of |ivestock and |ivestock products from all farms totaled $475 million for 1969, or
19 percent higher than for 1964. (They were $705 million for 1973.) Livestock marketings for economic class
|-V farms for 1969 totaled $462 million (Table 3). Marketings of six groups of |ivestock products, by counties,
state districts and for the entire state are shown in this table. (The percentages shown are of fotal crop and
| ivestock sales.) Of the state |ivestock ftotal for 1969, about 47 percent came from the sale of dairy products,
7 percent from dairy cattle and 54 percent from the dairy enterprise. Sales of beef cattle and calves
accounted for about 23 percent, hogs and sheep || percent, poultry and poultry products 10 percent, and

about 2 percent from other |ivestock products.

District shares of the state total varied widely--from a high of $120 million from district #8, $86 million
from #9, and $80 million from #7 (or 62 percent of the +otal in these three southern districts, see Fig. 4,
page 7), to $14 to $17 million in districts #1, #2, and #3. The |ivestock marketings by districts varied be-
cause of differences in soils and climate, crops that can be grown, whether feed crops or cash crops, markets
available and marketing costs, as well as the size of the district.
marketings ranged from 82 percent of the

The relative importance of |ivestock marketings of the fotal
low of 47 percent in

total in the U.P., 79 percent in the Northeast district, and 72 percent in #8 to a
district 4 (West Central) and 49 percent in #7 (Southwest

The importance of the different kinds of |ivestock also varied from district to district. Income from
dairy products and cattle made up 59 percent of Tofal marketings in the U.P. and 47 percent in district 54
__ but only 18 percent in #7. Beef caffle accounted for 26 percent in district 3, 18 percent in #5 and #9,
. but only 8 percent in #7. Hogs and sheep showed the highest percentage (11 percent) in district 8 (Southern),
but less than | percent in the U.P. Poultry were responsible for |l percent in #7. Individual counties, of
course, showed much wider variations than fhese district averages.

with the state average

$7471) and $67 per acre cropland (crops $48). Livestock income averages
This range of about

Another interesting aspect is the livestock income per farm and per acre cropland,
for 1969 being $10,466 per farm (crops
per farm ranged from $12,450 for district 8 to around $9,000 for districts 2, 4, and 6.
$3,500 compares with over $8,000 range in crop
various counties ranged from $185 in Ottawa to $17 in Bay.

sales per farm. Livestock income per acre cropland among the




Livestock farms, as grouped in the census, include those producing or fattening beef cattle and calves,
hogs and pigs, and sheep and lambs (dairy cattle and poultry are not included) and over 50% of their i ncome
must come from one of more of these kinds of livestock. Thus, this group of farms is quite diverse, with many
farms having beef cows or fattening operations, quite a few with hogs, some with sheep, or combinations of

such. This discussion is intended to summarize, at least to a certain extent, the presentation on these three .
kinds of |ivestock.

Commercial |ivestock farms, with livestock as defined above and having sales of at least $2,500, pro-
duced 20 percent of total farm receipts in the state in 1969 ($158 million). Of this total, 57 percent came
from sales of beef cattle, 25 percent from hogs and sheep, 9 percent from grains and about 5 percent dairy.
Total sales per farm in 1969 for these farms averaged $15,900 (compared with $21,800 for dairy farms). This
was 47 percent more than In 1964, while the dairy income per farm was 67 percent greater in 1969, Since the
index of dairy product prices and livestock and |ivestock product prices in 1969 were both 40 percent higher
than in 1964, the physical volume sold per farm increased faster for dairy farms than |ivestock farms, although
there were quite a few large |ivestock farms.

There were 9,922 commercial |ivestock farms in Michigan in 1969, making this type rank third in the state,
following dairy (12,586) and cash-grain (10,843)., Livestock farms made up 22 percent of all commercial farms
that year. The number of |ivestock farms in 1969 was about 2,600 greater than in 1964. This is in contrast to
the sharp drop In number of dairy farms, where drastic declines occurred in the number in economic classes
[1l, 1V, and V, which was not true with the |ivestock farms.

The top 10 counties in number of |ivestock farms were scattered over the southern half of the lower
peninsula, from Huron to Lenawee to Allegan (Fig. 25). Lenawee had the most livestock farms. The top 10
counties had 34 percent of the state's total |ivestock farms (37 percent for dairy). Sales of |ivestock from
these counties in 1969 accounted for 38 percent of the state total. Direct comparisons of top |ivestock coun-
tles in 1969 cannot be made from the data available, but it appears that 8 of the top 10 in 1969 also were
in the top 10 in 1964. With the high livestock prices of 1973 (at |east 40 percent above |1969) the income of
Iivestock farms should show a sizeable increase and the number classified as such farms probably has increased.




FIG. 26 - CHICKENS (THous.)

Top |10 Countfies Next |10 Counties
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Most |ncrease Cos. Most Decrease Cos. i ! Dist. No. Head (thous.) .
Huron 209 |. Monroe -93 15he 1969 | Change |Change
Ottawa 197 2. Eaton -92 | 196 148 _ 48 _n9

. Tuscola 118 3. Montcalm -82 - i h 2 455 435 e fO “;
Kalamazoc 90 4. Saginaw -6l o 1umm~”_i§§a”"'\ L 3 o llé g - _35
Lenawee 66 5. Livingston -60 = | o NN _c -28 -40 3 = il A

¢ 7 | € =49 9 _l 1 / 4 270 297 b Zit +10
Shiawassee 45 6. Allegan -52 . NN s ki =y 04 P 3E
Kalkaska 33 7. Gratiot -5l ey R i AT _4%] 2 1236 | 1354 I‘ﬁ?j 10
8. Sanilac 5| 16 | =82} -18 =60 | -29 | i -
ey @ 7 2224 2444 +220 +10
9. |sabella =51 %umaw JACKSON iwuﬂl!(lu WATNE 8 1427 1222 -205 -14
—4¢ =3¢ | =12 | =17 9 | 249 988 =261 =21
N7 T0SEm BAARCH TR LS OALE AR MR
-1l [=37 ) =93
State |7773 | 7311 -462 -6
STATE DECREASE - 462 Thousand (6.0%)

There were approximately 7.3 million chickens 2 months old or older on 9,477 farms in Michigan at the
end of 1969. Poultry made up 10 percent of the total animal units, and poultry income in I|9€9 amounted to
bout $48 million, about 6 percent of all farm product sales, and around 10 percent of fotal livestock
income. The top 10 counties in number of chickens not only were scattered widely over the southern half of
the lower peninsula, but varied greatly in actual number (Fig. 26A). Some 54 percent of the state's chickens
were in these |0 counties.

While the change in number of chickens from 1964 to 1969 for the state was not great (-6 percent), There
were significant changes among certain counties (Fig. 26B). Of greater importance has been the reduction by
60 percent in the number of farmers keeping chickens, with a doubling of the average number per farm.
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FIG. 27 - TOTAL NUMBER OF FARMS

1969, .

"/ SCHOOLCRT
Top 10 Counti X i bicis
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i

|
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RALKASKA |CRAWF D |0SCODA | ALCONA 1949 - |55,589 1964 - 93,504
1954 - 138,922 1969 - 77,946
-28 [N.A.[-78 |-114_ [ 1959 = 111,817

(W75saus )Msctw |ocemaw |1oico /{
99 | * |-#40 |-24 4
ﬁ.;u-m Ammu

T [OSCEOLA [CLARE

Most Decrease Counties

I'l. Lapeer

12. Eaton

13. Van Buren
14, Shiawassee
15. lsabella
6. Bay

|

2

3. Saginaw
4. Kent

5. Sanilac
€. Berrien
7
8

. Tuscola I7. Hillsdale
. Genesee 18. Midland
9. Ottawa 19. Mason
10. Wayne 20. Monroe B |
[-25 | [-366/
| 0
2 m‘fﬂ WEE
[-279 -172
TN NN

The total numbe ate was were three
of the and had f : n de-
dily: 19 54 € 1954-5G9~~ f [964-69-~|7 percent.
iTh the 1al numbers the 5, OF were
opolitan g with the mc
g fo pproximately hal fotal decr era
Low individual counties were Jackson,

of a farm-~"Places res were ted as far Kl
3qrigu1Turnl for the year [ly would amount, to at |e $25
more ac farms if es of agricultural prod f

or normal |y




FIG. 28 - NUMBER FARMS RY SIZE, 1968

Less 50 Acres.

than

Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties

|. Berrien 1247 11. Clinton 380

2. Ottawa 654 12. Bay 378 & d}
3. Allegan 653 13, Oakland 373 .

4, Van Buren 633 14, Gratiot 368 %

5. Monroe 621 15. Macomb 362

6. Saginaw 565 16. Washtenaw 361
7. Lenawee 527 17. Hillsdale 359 3— 14 A
8. Kent 478 18, Tuscola 552 \ ot OTSEGO| MONTMOR | ALFENA
9. Genesee 447 19. Eaton 551 8 4 |53
10. Lapeer 394 20. Huron 329 CRAWF D

*

27
[MISSAUREE| ROSCOM. |OGEMAW |/0SCO
40 47
LAKI OSCEOLA |CLARE momuluﬂ«c

54 | 4l o

(MECOSTA |/SABELLA

*| ess than 50 farms

*

B. 50 - 99 Acres.

[

I STATE 20-YEAR TREND
- HMI
Top |0 Counties Next 10 Counties I s

1949 - 44,584 1964 - 20,412
1954 - 39,077 1969 - 16,285
1959 - 26,768

|. Allegan 828 11. Huron 538
2. Saginaw 711 12, Tuscola 522
3, Lenawee 696 13. Shiawassee 519
4. Sanlilac 650 14, S Clale 512
5. Hillsdale 635 15. Clinton 501 4 of All Farms by Districts
6. Berrien 600 16. Gratiot 486 Farms Farms
7. Van Buren 591 17. Eaton 482 Dist. | <50 A. | 50-99 A.
8. Kent 586 18. Lapeer 456 [y il
9. Ottawa 579 19. Branch 455 TOWiA ; ’ | 6.5 |42
0. Monroe 548  20. Bay 453 385 S - 15,3 21.s7
BARRY THATON — | INONAM 3 8.6 17.1
s | as2 | 303 4 19.2 27.3
CALNOUN JACKION Z :;} F/) /7):7'?
L
i 7 32,7 28.8
" 8 17.9 26.7
¥Less than 50 farms [600] 316 [294 [45 696} 9 27.3 26.3
STATE 20-YEAR TREND State 20.9 254
1949 - 42,896 1964 - 23,486 -

1954 - 36,236 1969 - 19,811
1959 - 29,007

A. Number Farms Under 50 A.--Nearly 2| percent of all farms in Michigan were under 50 acres In size in
1969, ranging from 6 fo 32 percent by districts. Some were intensive crop or |ivestock operations The 10
l“coun*ries with the most farms under 50 A. were generally those with or near sizable cities, or with an intensive

ype of farming (Fig. 28A). These 10 had 38 percent of all farms of this size. While the number of farms under
0 A. decreased 20 percent during 1964-69 and 24 percent during [1959-64, there were |0 counties in 1969 with more

than in 1964, although in 7 the increase was under 10 farms, but Huron had 43 more, Clinton 35, and Gratiot 8.
B. Number Farms 50-99 A.--Slightly over 25 percent of all farms were of this size in 1969, so 46 percent

were <100 A. The counties with the highest number were general ly those having many of <50 A. (Fig. 28B).
Allegan county topped the [ist and the high 10 had 32 percent of all in the state. The number of this size

decreased at an average of |8 percent every 5 years for the past 20 years, decreasing 16 percent from 1964 to
1969.




FIG. 28 - NUMBER FARMS BY SIZE, 1969 (Con’T)

o 100 - 179 Acres. .

Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties
I. Sanilac 879 Il. lonia 4€]

2. Tuscola 607 12. St. Clair 46

3. Allegan 593 I3, Jackson 453 Qi:b
4. Lenawee 586 14, Calhoun 451

5. Clinton 547 |15. Kent 439

6. Hillsdale 537 6. Branch 435

7. Montcalm €9 |7. Van Buren 430

8. Gratiot 48 18. Lapeer 429

9. Eaton 484 19, Monroe 409

10. Washtenaw 463 20. Huron 408

119

OSCEOLA [CLARE

218
MECOSTA

2z
25

7

60708 7 9}

STATE 20-YEAR TREND

1949 - 42,227 1964 - 24,298
1954 - 36,529 1969 - 20,065
1959 - 29,948

Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties

I. Sanilac 490 I'l. Gratiot
2. Huron 408 12. Allegan % of All Farms by Districts
3, Tuscola 343 13, Washtenaw = “Farms Farms
4. Lenawee 313 14, St. Clair Dist. 100-179 180-259
5. Clinton 302 5. Shiawassee Acres Acres
6. Hillsdale 258 |6. Calhoun e
7. Saginaw 246 I7. Jackson 20.
8. lonia 251 18. Branch 2 14.9
9. Montcalm 242 19. Lapeer 3 18.9
10. Eaton 251 20. lIsabella 4 [:2.5
5 14.4
£ 14,2
7 B
3.0
9 10.9
¥Less than 50 farms State 25 12.7
1949 - |5,564 1964~ 12,39 —
1954 - |5,393 1969~ 9,873
1959 - 3,856

C. Number Farms [00-179 A.--Farms of this size in 1969 made
percentage of this size in the various distric ranged only from 22 for although the actual
number varied widely among counties (Fig. 28C). The top 10 counties had

oy
26

tate's total. The

’
f ‘ 2l farms of this size.
Farms of this size have been decreasing at an average of |7 percent every 5 years for the past 20 years, de-
creasing |7 percent from 1964 to |969.

9 were of this size. The percentage
basis, the top 10

51 percent of all

varied from | per=-

se per 5 years,

O. Number Farms 180-259 A.--About |3 percent of Michi farms in 196
by distric¥s varied from 8 percent for #7 to 20 percent for
counties were in the southern half of the lower penins
farms of this size. The decrease in the number of farms
cent for 1949-54 to 20 percent for 1964-69, with a 20-year

On an actual number
D). These ounties had
I periods he




Top |0 Counties
I. Sanilac 8/3
2. Huron 372
3. Lenawee 330
4, Tuscola 328
5. Gratiot 31
€. Saginaw 256
7. lonia 244
8. Calhoun 243
9. Washtenaw 22|
10. Branch 218

FIG, 28 - NUMBER FARMS BY SIZE, 1962 (Con'T)

Next 10 Counties

|l. Shiawassee 216
12. Clinton 204
I3, Lapeer 200
14. Hillsdale 198
|5. Monroe 195
|16, lsabella 192
|7. Montcalm 189
18. Jackson 187
|9. Eaton 183
20. Kent 181

Top |10 Counties Next |0 Counties
|. Lenawee 106 I'l. Kalamazoc 62
2. St. Joseph 90 2. Montcalm 61
3. Calhoun 82 |13. Gratiot 57
4., Huron 78 |4, Menominee 56
5. Sanilac 76 5. Tuscola 56
6. Saginaw 76 |6. Monroe 55
7. lonia 66 |7. Shiawassee 52
8. Cass 66 18. Washtenaw 52
9. Jackson 63 19. Eaton 51
10. Branch 63 20. Clinton 47

*Less than 50 farms

Es

Number Farms 260-499 A.--Twelve percent of our farms

_districts ranged from 7 for #7 to 25 for the U.P. The acfual
gac-ct in the southern part of the lower peninsula, with Sanilac ag
unties had 3| percent of all farms of this size.

1949-54, 3
Fu

percent the next 5 years, 2 percent during 1959-64 and decreased

by districts ranged from

Again all of the top 10 were i
The number of these large farms has

those counties.

2 in #7 to 9

More than

260

- 499 Acres.

in the U.P.

Ang
%’#{(
CNARLE JOTSEGO| MONTMOR. ALPENA
54_ ANTINM
52 39 40 78
[ TRASKA |CRAWFD |0SCODA | ALCONA
%L ess +han 5 Wit ea0 Ay
Less than 50 farms #27 51 26 * 24 50
MANIS. |WEXPORD ROSCOM. |OGEMAW |108CO
At | 5 104 * 69 58
500 Acres. (MASON |LAKE  |OSCEOLA [CLARE  [GLADWIN | ARENAC
70 | 30 | 133] 57 |83 [
LBAY
[OCEANA NEWAYSO |MECOSTA |1 t? LH/DLAND
87 (100 140 | 192 | 58 L
\MUSKE -
36 ~1189 by’
ENESEE
OTTAWM /T e STCLAIR
28
72 |18} 204 |216 | 1281200 | 129
QAALA
BARRY - (INONAM | LIVINGETN) 48
149 | 183 | 173 | 157 60
[KAL, N 28 WAYNE
138 187 29
ST J03EPW| o oL ~
181 198 195
* STATE 20-YEAR TREND
XEE| ROSCOM. 1949 - 8,795 1964 - 10,565
* 13 |is 1954 - 10,031 1969 - 9,336
1959 - 10,338
LaNe |oscroiA |cLame D W
llI'IIE!IlI!IIiiiI
i " . L
et LA [ioLAND 4 of All Farms by Districts
4] 17 R4 Farms Farms
7 Dist. 260-499 500+
Acres Acres
| 25.0 9.0
2 151 4,3
5 19.0 5.4
4 10.0 5 /0
5 14.6 5.6
6 12.8 2.7
7 7+0 Zs |
8 [ 2.l 2.5
41 100 9 10.3 2.9
STATE 20-YEAR TREND ;
! ) State [2.0 3
1949 - |,453 1964-2,352
1954 - |,656 |1969-2,576 -
1959 - 1.898
were of this acreage in 1969. The percentage by
number of farms of this size were again the high-
ain having the -most (Fig. 28E). The Top 10
The number of farms of this size increased |4 percent from

Lenawee county

fol lowing percentage increases |4, 15, 24, and 10, respectively.

Number Farms 500 A. or more--Farms of this size constituted 3.3 percent of all farms.
had the most farms of this
n the southern part of the state, with 30 percent of all farms
increased each of the four past 5-year periods,

|2 percent from 964 to

size (F

of

This

| ¢
|

)69,

The percenfage

28F )+
size in
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FIG. 29 - AVERAGE SIZE OF FARMS
(CLass I-V)

Total Acres/Farm, 1969. .

Top Ten Counties Next Ten Counties
1. Cheboygan 400 I'l. Ogemaw 514
2. losco 354 12. Alger 512
3. lron 345 I2. Ontonagon 512
4, Mackinac 343 4. Oscoda
5. Chippewa 328 I5. Clare
6. Otsego 324 6. Charlevoix 317 400 M -
ickins 399 Presque Isle
7. Dickinson 322 7. Presque lIsle 286-, 281
8. Emmet ST 8. Montmorency 272 v HiPE
9. Menominee 316 19. Osceola 271 oM
10. Delta 315 20. Mecosta 265 o) 255 32 272 204
182~ RALRASKA [CRAWF D ALCONA
.l,.zlf- D TRAY
ace: dhkan BA A ikEs — 2201 159 | * IN.A.[305 |251
¥Less than 50 Class |-V farms. TR Tt T e
245| 2351259 | » |314 |354
masoN TLane A CLARE "= TeLaomn JARENAC _ 224
B. Acres Cropland/Farm, 1969. 200(265 (271 |297 | 242 R oM
OCEANA WEWAYGO [MECESTA | 1SABELLA [WIDLAND 205
195( 201 2651219 198 (156 TUSCOLA|SANILAC
MUSKE WONTEAIM TeRATIoT TTAGINAW 207 206
229 (202 |187
69 e ‘ (GENESEE J‘-;'—""
OTTAWA 1OMIA |CLINTON |SNIAWA STCLAIR
117 | 166 | 218 |198 |213 | 203|213 |185
QAXLAND arac

ALLEGAN BARRY EATON INGNAM | LIVINGSTN|

143 214 | 216|226 | 240 192 A8

A

VAN BUREN |KALAMA. [CALwOUN JACNSON |WASHTENAW | WAYNE
';0 *] 152 | 224 250 ] 246 214 127
|6 ) CASS  (STJOSEPH|BRANCH  [NILLSDALE|LENAWEE | MONROE
162~ 154 leJ 240 [ 248 | 236 | 195 213 |85
CHARLE JOTSEGO| MONTMOR]ALPE
ANTRIA
|u'u- 150 144 169 | 130 STATE AVERAGE - 207
ILEASKA |CRAWP D =1 ALCOMA
“ﬂl 0 MY
- o7 [105 |165 | * | 175 ] 164 1
o - MANIS. 0 (OSCOM.
Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties
o e 147 1134 |170 [I104
Chippewa 240 I'l. Shiawassee 178 ASON [LAXE |ascrouLA [cLaRE of iy P IT
Schoolcraft 205 |2, Tuscola 178 143 153 |i66 | 155 | 159 [1 oo ~
Cheboygan 196 3. Sanilac 178 OCEARA WEWATSO (RECRATA |ISABELLA [WIDLAND 177
St. Joseph 196 4. Branch 178 125 138 | 177 | 171 | 154 |y36\y/~nawcaca -
Mackinac 190 5. Huron (77 T rTITr e i 178 | 178
Calhoun 189 16. Ingham 177 - )
Ogemaw 186 7. Mecosta 177 17 170 | 171 | 161 copgggy-tasecs
losco 83  18. Oscoda 175 eredmt R LT [ -
- s - 164 5 3
Cass 182 19. Kalamazoo |75 89 [128 170 | 161 | 178 | '®% 1162 1153
Lenawee 182 20. Jackson 175 ALLEGAN BARRY | EATON LIVINGETH| i04
114 160 | 167 177 135
VAN BURER REOH _ | WASHTERAW |WATNE
41 1141175 175 169 107
&
é’ WILLSDALE (MONROE
99 1968 178 | 150 8 1 66,
Less than 50 farms.

STATE AVERAGE - |56

Average Size of Class |-V Farms--In the census, farms were classified into two general groups--a) "all
farms" (the number of which has been discussed) and b) "farms with sales of $2500 and over," which is economic
classes |-V. This omits class VI, part-time farmers and part-retirement farms. All three groups have less 3
than $2500 sales. There were 44,175 farms in classes |-V and the average total acreage per farm was 207. ‘
This compares with 153 A. for "all| farms." Many of the counties of the top 10 in average size of class |-V
farms were in the U.P., with the balance being in northern Michigan (Fig. 29A).

Average Acres Cropland Per Farm--Acres of cropland per farm is of more relevance to the potential area of
productive land in the farm, although this obviously does not take into account the productiveness of the
soil. On this basis, three of the top 10 counties were in the U.P., three in northern Michigan, and four near
the southern boundary (Fig. 29B). The farms in these counties had an average of 195 acres of cropland per farm,

compared with 156 acres for the state for class |-V farms.




FIG. 30 - NUMBER FARMS BY INCOME LEVEL

QIﬂf
. ol A. More than $20,000 Gross, |969.
Bae A
. L

Top 10 Counties Next |0 Counties

|. Sanilac 568 |l. Lapeer 3!l 1 (
2. Huron 492  12. lonia 309 . ]
3. Allegan 468 13, Clinton 304 | wmmend\
4, Tuscola 417 |4, Washtenaw 304 TRACKINAC b€
5. Ottawa 417  15. Van Buren 283 W&H
6. Lenawee 407 |6. Ingham 253 -
7. Berrien o713 |7. Calhoun 250 =
8. Kent 252 |18. Monroe 244
9. Saginaw 327 19. Bay 219 e
10. Gratiot 324 20. Hillsdale 217 e e ag R
Less' Than. 50 tarms, Sbale oTsECaTRORTAGRTRCFENA
‘NT’?M . B
13 16| 42

[CRAWF D |0SCODA | ALCONA
\6#D TRAV |
P * z -
1z 13 13 | 24
MANIS. WEXFORD ROSCOM. |0GEMAW |/10SCO
39 26 | 114 * 55
IMASON |LAKE — [OSCEOLA [CLARE  |GLADWIN |ARENAC
81
79 8 82 40 22
oAy
OCEANA NEWAYGO |MECOSTA |ISABELLA |MIDLAND| ™. 9
32 145 | 86 [192 |49 Py9
MUSKE MONTCALM
03 193
TONIA = (CLINTON. | SHIAWA
200 | =t
309 |304 7i0' ‘[777 DAKLAND ic
(BARRY  |EATON  [INGNAM = | LIVINGSTN| 185

167 191 253|174 108

$10,000 - 19,999 Gross, 1969.

GENESEE
STCLAIR

124 | 311} 202

- = g (KALANIA JCATNOGH ~ JACKSON  |WASHTENAN |WAYNE
G Tl -
CHARLE [OTSEGO| MONTMOR] ALPENA 283 174 250 188 304 b__f)
82~ ANTIVM CASS  |STJOSEPH|BRANCH  |WALLSAALE, MONRDE >
S 42 23 | 14 | 65 195|186 | 193 | 217 71 244
\‘1‘ LKASKA |CRAWF D |0SCODA |ALCONA
.“1\1 D TRAY
- 1270 ! 7 ] * |15 |20 STATE- 20-YEAR TREND
MANIS. |WEXPORD | M/SSAU) ROSCOM, |OGEMAW |/05C0
B 3 za | 7 - . 1949 - N. A. 1964 - 9,436
ies > 3G 38 | 29 74 31 3| ’
Top |9 Gounties Nt 10 Tounties : . 1954 = N.A. 1969 - 11,434
[ H 472 l | (-‘ | : -r‘ 776 IMASON \LAKE OSCEOLA |CLARE |6LADWIN Aﬁ::;( |959 = 4,89'
. Huron : . Clinfon 226 66 o |78 |35 |43 =1
2. Sanilac 439 12. Van Buren 224 esa iawves (MEcasTA TEABELLA TIBLAND 2
3, Tuscola 388 13, lonia 220 2 . "
5 e J - 5 3 y ¥ % ~arm I stric
4. Saginaw 374  14. Kent ot 125|123 ] 84 | 124 ] 65 B Rl IR0 T E'\ :r;(‘r. T
5. Lenawee 35| I5. St. Clair 210 " 5 3 —_— ] Eleliis :"I‘l"‘:"“w .
6. Allegan 332 |6. Monroe 200 55 gt~ 189 ger T Laneeh s e s
7. Gratiot 320 |7. Shiawassee |96 WA~ [eL j N i | 9.0 4.1
8. Berrien 273 8. Montcalm 189 217 1220 | 2261 196| 96 1'7! 1210 2 [4'9 17‘
9. Ottawa 258 9. Branch 178 Ty TR 777 Ty ryr e . 9.1 R
10. Fa 239 20. Washtenaw 175 e 139 - . 3
Y ; ' 3300 56 | 167|131 | 94 | 77 4 14.5 1.8
JVAd SUREN | KALARIR, |CATHGUR | JACKSON | RASHTERAR |WATHE S 2D [b786]
224 {114 | 154 | 110 |175 |43 (; ||77i 1(|
[WILLSDALE MONROE - 2
8 [l %) [0.1
164 R3O1 I 200 9 14.6 10.6
STATE 20-YEAR TREND
1949 - N. A. 1964 - 13,374 State 14.7 1.9 50. |
1954 - N. A. 1969 - 9,282 B
1959 - 12,779

A. Number Class | and || Farms--Economic class | farms have sales of $40,000 or more, and class |,
$20,000 o $39,999. In 1969 there were 3,975 in class | and 7,459 in class Il. The |5 percent in these fwo
classes produced 65 percent of total sales. The fop 10 counties with such farms, located in southern Michigan,

ad 36 percent of the state total (Fig. 30A). District percentages of such farms ranged from 9 percent
or the U.P. to 18 percent for #6. Individual counties had from 2 to 26 percent.

oY=

B. Number Class Il| Farms--These 9,282 farms with 000 to $19,999 gross income in 1969 were about [ 2
percent of all. They produced |6 percent of all farm sales. Top counties were nearly the same as for class |
and |l farms (Fig. 30B). The top 10 had 37 percent of all such farms. Class ||| farms increased slightly
from 1959 to 1964, but decreased over 30 percent from 1964 fo 1969. Rising prices, as well as increased
volume of business done by the farmer, increases the number of farms in the higher classes. T
plus the discontinuance of farmers in lower classes, -es their number.

hese factors,




FIG, 30 - NUMBER FARMS BY INCOME LEVEL (CON'T)

x C. $2,500 - 9,999 Gross, 1969, .
&

b e
13 9| § 237
Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties - 'ﬁaﬁ e |leE
) ) 20 TRON 28 SCaooLCRT * 22
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C. Number Farms in Classes |V and V--Farms in these two classes, with sales of 500 to $9,999, numbered
23,459 in 1969, or 30 percent of all farms, and produced about |5 percent of total sales that year. Top coun-
ties are shown in Fig. 30C. The top 10 had 32 percent of all such farms. Farms in these two classes have bee.
decreasing rapidly. |t is obvious that farms with this income cannot provide much, if any, net. Such farms
persist either as a result of a substandard level of lfving, or off-farm work to supplement the farm income.

In fact, 60 percent of class IV farmers worked off the farm and 66 percent of class V, and 39 and 50 percent,
respectively, worked 200 days or more.

D. Number Farms in Classes |-V-~Flg. 30D sums up the number of farms in the various counties in the three
previous maps, or the total number of farms with a gross income $2

f 52,500 or more. The top 10 countiés had 33
percent of the state total. The number of class |-V farms decreased 18 percent from 1964 to 1969, The per-

centage decrease was the least in district 4, then #2, and the most in #!| and #5.




FIG, 31 - NUMBER PART-TIME FARMERS
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A. Number Part-Time Farmers--Part-time farmers are those with <$2,500 sales, under 65, and working of

farm 100 days or more. In 1969 there were 22,637, or 29 percent of all. Sales of farm products accounted
.‘or 2.5 percent of the state total. The percentage of all farmers who were part-time farmers, ranged from
»32 percent in district 8 to 22 percent in #6. Berrien county, with 720 part-time farmers, had the most
(Fig.31A). Some 28 percent of all were in the top 10 counties. From 1964 to 1969, the number of p:

farmers declined about 4 percent vs. 18 percent for class |-V farmers and 25 percent for classes |V and V.
B. Percent of All Who Were Part-Time Farmers--The percenfage was exceptionally high in some U.P. and

2

northern counties with seven of the top 10 in fThese two areas (Fig. 31B). From 35 to 49 percent of all
farmers in the top 10 counties were part-time farmers. The percentage was quite low in some counties all
over the state. District 6 averaged the lowest and #8 the highest.




Top 10 Counties

Next 10 Counties

FIG, 32 -

4 FARMERS WORKING OFF FARM
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¥Less than 100 farms,

Total wage income of farmers and their families from work off the farm in
the gross sales of farm products, and considerably more
cent of all farmers, worked off the farm some. District average percentages ranged only from 59 percent for
the U.P. to 66 for #8. From 69 to 75 percent of the farmers worked off the farm in the top 10 counties, whicha
were widely scattered over the state (Fig. 32A). On the basis of number of farmers working off the farm, b
Lenawee county topped the |ist of 1758, followed by Saginaw, Sanilac, AT legan, Berrien, Tuscola, Huron, Hills-
dale, Clinton, and Van Buren.

1964
than the net from farming.

and 1969 was about half
Nearly 50,000, or 64 per-

Nearly 8 percentage points more farmers worked off farm in 1969 than 1964.
had 10.6 to 16.2 percentage points rise (Fig. 32B). Most of these were in the
numbers

The top increase 10 counties
southern half of the lower
increase.

peninsula, with Huron county showing both the highest percentage and




FIG, 23 - 7 FARMERS WORKING OFF FARM 200 DAYS OR MORE

A. % Of AlIl Farmers, 1969.
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Many "places" in the country get counted as farms in the census even though the operator's principal
~occupation might not be farming. In 1969, nearly 35,000, or 45 percent, of the reported 78,000 farmers worked
ff the farm 200 days or more. District percentages ranged from 35 percent for the U.P. to 48 percent for #8.
‘he top 10 counties were widely scattered (Fig. 33A). Genesee fopped the list with 55 percent, but School~
craft, with a small number of farmers, was next with 54 percent. In number of farmers working off the farm
200+ days, Lenawee county headed the list with 1,275, followed by Berrien, Saginaw, Allegan, and Hillsdale
(1002). The state actual number has decreased slowly, but the percentage has risen from 26 in 1949 to 45 in
1969. Fig. 33B shows that 70 percent of all farmers who worked off the farm did so for at least 200 days in

1969. In 13 counties 75 percent or more were working this much, with Genesee being top at 82 percent. The
high counties were widely scattered, but tended to be those with densely populated areas.




FIG., 34 - TOTAL FARM INCOME (MirLLioN DoLLARS)
(ALL FARMS)
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The term farm income, as used here, means the cash receipts from the sale of crops, |ivestock and
livestock products. The top 10 counties In total farm income were mainly in the Thumb and southwest Michigan
(Fig. 34A). These 10 counties produced 35 percent of the state's sales. Tables 2 and 3 show the major .
sources of crop and |ivestock income for each county. .

Total sales for the state in 1969 were $829 million--only 8 percent higher than 1964, even though prices
received were 24 percent higher. Changes in income from 1964 to 1969 varied widely among the different coun-
ties (Flg. 34B). Ottawa and Allegan showed especially large increases, due in large part fo higher |ivestock
income. Some 24 counties showed decreases, sometimes due to lower prices, as changes for groups of products
ranged from an 8 percent decrease for '"cash field crops" to 52 percent increase for "meat animals," and some-
times due to lower crop and/or |ivestock production. Many of these counties are good agricultural countles.




FIG, 35 - AVERAGE FARM INCOME PER FARM (THous. $)
(I -V Farms)
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3.§6.5/3.2(4.0|3.6(3.7 2.5, 9 14,164 #5, 551 | 38
STATE INCREASE - $4,597 (25%) State| 13,433 18,030 +4,597 34

M
il

ess than 50 Class |-V farms. = B -

The top 10 counties in average income per farm for class |-V farms were widely scattered over the lower
peninsula (Fig. 35A). Average income of these farms was about $23,500 vs. $18,030 as a state average. Some
f these counties were predominately dairy, some fruit and some diversified. Four of the |0 counties were in
e top 10 in crop sales per farm (with two more being |lth and I3th) and four were in the top 10 lLivestock
sales per farm counties.

Only two of the top 10 counties in 1969 were in the top group in 1964 (lngham and Ottawa)=-the other 8
got there in 1969 by a rapid increase (Fig. 358). Ottawa county, topping the list both in amount of increase
per farm and in the 1969 actual total, got there because of a 50 percent increase in | ivestock income and a
40 percent increase in crops. District 7 showed the greatest dollar increase in income per farm at $6,187.
The state average was $4,597, or 34 percent.




0
L ! "
O — NSO~ O — ] o e 0 W 0N e (N o= re o @ O < DN — — - [S¥]
v O O M O oo = wn @ = ¢ = o~ T O = O — o o =] N
NN =N NNM ] Y BN Lo o~ oy (] <t NN O IA M NN (3]
I
o c
e o @ NN - @ P~ 5 Q- =3 = & ND OV O~ O o @ 0OMm |~ oo — O | @
© - 1 - = = iGN ' - o~ — NN | o —_ N = -
L ! 2
) o G — AT O owswom | & 0 Moo o~ - o
e Bled o s 0 s 4 s e € Sy 3w . . ool e 5 . .
o © © TO—= NN~ O —omnomn | N I o e " i
rel - - - -1 ™~ Y
=3 o = » o
o - 0 o= =4 @ =) mouno | o OV~ N N =~ O 1N
C |uwg- L ..
- (5} R (ST | ) LAl ) u ) < M@ | n MM ST | e
= © O .
= )
o L |
- 3} | |
- o —
O . n - . "
= LO—|n N—OINN=M® i Bl ) R e R G RN S M M D W00 OV O @® M Don | m NOn N~ N | o
a o " o ) V1N €07 E9 n — - T OT~ [N 4 — oA [
n * |
w (] s o= ! . .
» 0 o TN OO - — N oo | © o~ @ M @ 0OV D MY Y A @ 0 - - M~ N0 — O T~
= Bl Hla 55 e ol i B e e . Y
i) o S O — —_———_—nr "N SV N A N S 'S il - O MmN — O\ O Y O M O8O " —w 0w [ v UM V0O @@ N
a a |[Ow— ' =
"
o [ -
- o |0 - l .
= I =3 MO e D nmenn | < —r~—on o~ ~——aONO . &oa |
0 o N - -~ = N - - N - o~ - (e (i e S M — | o
%) 1
1 1 &
c oM D™ o @ @ O - M~ MY =~ ® ) o« o oo | o @AW 0@~ [
[T} " — ~ 0 - M WM O — — O\ = OO (&) — 0N M s}
o - | - - — - — - p— -
m
& '
[} - OM T ®mOM -0 o VD 1) == = @ -0 1 OV ] OOV == (N — -
= ] L N S I o Wy — 2l = NN OWOM @G MO — OV - nooowr-asom o
£ 0 | = - IS _ e =
0 M
* =]
n = '
o |« o
n - M~ O N o = @ O = = Wp 2 & N NW— 10— Mm@ [ TN D NN - P OO st O y Ll
& La |w o=Ton ) S~ A A | N o — o | o [T S WY VO T TR TS v} MmO - WA @D
[Te) - - - =
o C
) won—m | o o) @m [ MO O O
= O O < E el = < ™) OO O
= € E M A R A o A ve) =N Ve M = M T
ul C |4 o - - - EIE SIS - N > )
a © [N V) omoomne~ | ©® MONOMOMINO Mo | < o < O @ o
Fdeh - - - - - N O] - - = s — e i x
u
o o [ ) .
@ = N @I OO NN O I A} o - OO~ O~ oD N D N O @ ~ M T O ~
w £ © @® OO\ oD O O~ O —o [ ™ ~RAOINO~ DO NG =D | o = Soooom | o
=) o e — - = —N—_— | = = -
= 1) L a '
= c [T)
= — ja C
(& NS o O = o on = r- o0 own o <)
e S oo = of D 4 ~ O o = ® D - 4RO I vy
m E & = =t -0 o ® - = " @® =) ) o W
o fi A o w N S in & 5 % e PR ol il
— uw O © "o o - o — o = o~ o = ) o o "
%) o u - ' - ——— e D - - -
E
s C |
%) o |e i '
L [ET] o @ ~rNNY o A = eyl ool I SJLoARe 0 0 @ N Vel 0Ny @ Al LAl < w0
@ C MG R O S A O IR N n M @ M Tm [N = M A A " MO @O | O " o Iy
- = -
- '
=
- =) 1
o .
%] 3 D O — =N — OO F= M OO = n o w S MO — - U =) — @ oW [=]
%] - € 0 WM ONO® M oo~ o S 4] AR A RN [T ) ) 2 =
< 0 — - ! - - o = 2. o 4] N
P am
=}
[ = | | .
@ = =) P~ M O @0 M o oy = OV O M OO N = R () AN @
© o c 0o O\ D = <t O 2] OOV < N 0 N o= — 0
o u C© - - - - —_—— el — — -~ — - - — —
3} (&) 1
[ o
12} — "
— ® © (] I ] MowN® | W iy - O ONT T — [ N == o=y [ 0o OV I Oy @
o - @ . = M — | n oo ~—O Mo & WOWo o o O O DO ~
w - o M N M NN N MY ST MY M S [a} o~ NN MM AN o~ NN - N - — NONONNEN—C o~
¥ o
!
] e =30 1 - -
x . E M - > O — N0 N D Y MY D ® = w0 0] oo e N [=] el=) <+
= &L 0 G A s o — ™| (=1 0 £ | o Mt | & SN D | =
I | 28 - [ Wy O} al E C | m MmN N | e NN~ FMOM | N
@ w & = © A - S .
- = e | — ” s
[}
. 1= @ n
C w o
® . “ ) v - . .
) 1 - ® 5
X > 0 0 j < <
c ) i © @ += € ) - c i+
© Q = O+ D L v L@ ) b 0 © @ Q - - =3 &
= 0 [5) 0+ C o [ F X X o © o e O £ s} [ s} —_ (s}
@ = c C Q= 0— = h ) @ 0O2mO3E& o ©
. () -3 e e 0 € = O @ © - £ D E @D OO O — = — L0 x —
0 @ QOxX TO0 00 ' @ © © + ~EOQOD OO © + © 0 © + LD ©
5 ) T Q0L E+FL L £ © + L cdOwnon | W ox 0 + c ©@® +
L i- o = Q5000 CO C £ EL 5] OO0+ L O o Q ©© (s} 0 — = (s}
+ = < JEZ =200 |} <M O WO = Tooon - = ' [~ O OO (=
no 3
- € 0 . . . . .
© O — o " < "




[ + +=
\owvr-- @ m -~ o—omMn - ™ o MONS ST NONOO o VOO = @OOOoOINnNM - (=} ok - 3O Q
: OO E N~ | = 3 = s o | - S a0 O 5 o + [« B o M e 13
L‘ii}‘iﬂ?\mm :—'\ S:r\cvmrz-(wux'\-om " RS -N-\Zi)w " N\LLW:;FEN\L'\;;’\\:}\'L') <t " + o s [0)] «c 0 O © - | = |
a2 cE+ O = D © S w © r~
-—L-;a8+- 0+ no 4 O
- © Q4 © Q= O -—
] 0 ulo|L L O0ODODE LD
VO~OOW | O sgon==n|® @ Mo —cssgw |0 w| < [} [} gﬁ ©|O = £ 0L
—Ne—N—- | = Wma—cmm [ o L QL g e ) B i b'g:a_ iz 2 Sg Q O+
9 © © © OfOQO v O mEC®O
@ C —lafr hel0)] B C 00
-~ @M N —® N o o NAD M NN = M) @0 T3} NfF~OWNMMOO—MmIr o ol a r~ C; Q — & Q = " ECE
Ommnes | < (J:lﬂl'-— -~ =1 SO T T OO O M [N COTOTONDON [ — ol 3 o = 3| 8 L o R g gl
pe ZERR | = - — T =m N n | - = N O — a|3|E o < [ —
. . o (=0} =0 —_ 0 ~E % U0 L=
OO O - o ~ O W — o S Ll Aty - \0 w11 o] Lo ® TSt O et G TV - ol € - C olo]C S0 L O < O E O
Tomngn | N vosnoor | W B I a2 A A T - N Ta W TN Ta TN I TS w| © O O S>> Q (0] > a o O
-~ n=-— 0 @ = ) I A e - 0
2 (SR %8 © O)e— R v
— o— O Ol OM—L OV 0 VL
= Bw—wcgm h.):gm%)c-—n
> - (41 0 ~ o)) —r O OO | o o Q - ) - = { 4 £
(\)Num\nw i @ 0= 1O o r-v 'r_tfm.r:-:r'r. G v‘u.cu.‘.r'u‘(_ 4 o -'(—‘ Nels || (@ SSL¥r oo o -
NN — N o~ TN O D ——— NN — — — N MO (N = o ~l @ C 0o ~le Qo D C — e e
Ll = i
X+ OO >0 O v+ W=+ 0 ©
revanay |0 @nn@=o | o memr—ennae |nl 8|28 Go oo Ol2[E R =22 c+"
. . E
o ~ 0N O~ @ | N MWK 0O | O N WO oI OO DO - - ~| a @ S 0+ O © > ”;_U O m© L 4+~ © E
= © 3 = © “— © O = L L
2 e © 0+ —| £ 0 L>c T+ @©
o £ n un oM O ~ O o— O
e (S > C W DA =E =T
o - 00 — MY S - - | ™~ MO O n OO —Kmr T~ M0 |t o~ Do [ U [Ta e} L 0 L c un
PP I TN g T | o I I N N N NN | CUM A N O~ | " i”";l %mfgw o g”“ L"L:" S\:Ué‘)\ © ©
oL mc; [ C O & + e
Q - © O o - — 4 Q —
B ) 0n® 0O 0 © >0 0w ocdH O
"LI‘L?‘(:"; o: rmu\Lv(Y\u\(Jtl © " o «l.&:u:LJ—.r' © O ~ 917 %O e . O i O <t — C g q}.-. o =
N st o - - o - N O N oo -] 3w = - —— © -
Slpsothal N - iniche bt = =| 2= 0+ + O cCw o cawn )
Q< OO0 O+ 0 A ‘—+m -0 >+ 0 ©
- L C o e () = © L0 Ot O
¢ O O € 0 - =] =N 1) @® © = L= LD + O L X s
4 N = e i B i - < Sty B 1 T4+ 4+ L+ E b L= 0T O 0]
e A mrrmu\ 2t Bl e =i | o~ " wonw | O —~|+ 0 OW0n+ 0O O 4 B = on L A
Ly~ gL = - By o = =l e - Q= =0 O un L woodo o
22 B.Dv'—uc 2003 Cou E
© o = oL C 0 > (-
= + CO ==+ 00O
MO NO r~ R A ARS ] e} NN NOF OO M 2] MO = N NO M —_ - 0 o= Yo C £ = E Q@ = = £ e— O O %
r~ GV 00 [0 M r~ < -0V -t OWOmMMFM~ OO0 \W ~ OO T O =) ol 3 & QO D — | =0 © O o
e = o= teues o e al 4= © ()] B O >C L O >
) += O OO VL 30 = O 0 =0
o 8 ot Q= I — D [T, =Sy QO+ —
o v} - = ) o =% M £ C+oDiLLC— O
o T < sl & B © © = (=) 8 4 [ QO+=— 0 >
o 2 = Zl g5 J:)'UO‘—EO\ O~ O Y% o+ ©
- ™~ N - Q — 0
w - | @ oMo — | © o~ nw| 36 QU O Q= NOL£ =3
EZSR66 | 8 RS- 2Row | ® N = 28 §2)me4_ goxémma}—a.)g-g
= = SN=-=N- | = - = -4
20 —_——— © @© —_— = a0 O > ©
-] o O ) o o . © Bt - 4+ OV .
') N e O QI — =200 22 7 ~ S @~ ON N olar o — -~ QO VWNT @© - T O
2 BRASIR A SN RaRAISRRE | & S8RZTVBRE all Bl8&E w=e=wm=—% Co—— 0+ L L OO
P - LI r IR PRI I DL N N a - 5 [Se)} Foe®e oL 00O >+
O @ st - ) = Ch & N0 — O ~ < < 0 — = - 0 > & O B e
Sy | @ ~o8edds | SRAbS XA EE L ° el 2le? FPEHLE co "8G5 E9 S
® 0 -1 O + - CODUWE—© OO0V
=G
(== ©ODC— VO OO
noo oy N [va) - OV N OV I D [ o 4 S OO — M) @O0 o WO oM O o~ ot _— n o L 0 © O © s O | SEp
OOV~~~ r~ oonne~ @ - WO NN~ w0 < O ['a) -~ = O O ~ 0 & Zr“ q) q) = - (D Q - @ Q Q o
w O U"U.;MEL-C c 85 n > >L+“£ (d)’)
c [ =t - O — Q== — 3 1)
N © © § D= O L@Om+—0 [SI]
o 3 -(—)—-40)11 -&—rosomgx_xgtk_
O @ O — - N oy — o v e . e [ 8 \D) 0 = AD g = oy o Q. = — © O 3
LanEEA |8 NR382sk [~ RN SEel888 | & NNTR-0w®doa Al 5o © <O Lo oL _E OO oo
SV VR 2 Mo N ST N L) RS RS R AR RS RS R A o~ s o OV O A s 2} 1 I ,:: (4] 0+ < QX 0O L C O+ -—
b - — D - © (O TS I = O+ UV S
e BEB5eo6w ts L 2%0 L3
= < he) =
3 A A SR = 2 8] S c8® S+ m FRV—_Fudoon
- - - - - - -] g+ — . © [ = ~
E 3 (L‘))a_vw—t)_’_r\ L/)_'_>L,MOCCN\-——
0w o o 0] — T O = 33—
D WY P \D T - g9 O w0 o 0 <r m‘;\g\uo Al o) x? @ M gj 1(3 ~t rr\&;\tmlg(_;ju’\ﬂ{] = B i v c b 8 g) 0;) (U t E s ,t o 4‘6 g i Dﬁg
- =X 3 < 0 — ras — M N =< : X0 N Do @ — 3 = =
E‘ju——‘hj—)ﬁﬁ g = :‘21 : = = - R AR AR N w(‘im ] NN NN BE oA - o g [ — M= QO == E 0 L 3 — 0 O C +
=& - D —0 L = OO0 0 O L > —
w E O o= < $ = + V% — 2T 0OV O O C
C o w oo o R =9 0 @ :;r’c? B D ’r \Tn mvtﬁ =3 — @© DO u n c | >0 000
o T u oM N®DC u L S F MM - S - ~ phale
yr\t:w'n;‘)[n‘(i(\\c-r rL\ ~t r:'\’\’m\:v — -t 0 O MO 0NN r~ - [ ‘K—) &a,q o g =] [ g_g Cmf) % ) p} o+ f
E R . ¢t g - - 5 - & - o 0 :
—_—— =] ® - o ~ = o = [ = c - L+ 0|_ € o|x - nw—4+ c
=, ° O 3 N|E+ L nlo— L «0 0 O L
o+ n O 0= o = — 0N cwvwE O
© P s o L ~ A woLyw O+ w OF =g 0L
g < o < kS o 0 —w0w o |+ O n 0 ) C oo
+ + o € o a o + ao PNITaY I v O X|0 o £ © N o ©—
S = 2 2 e 6 £ r dh 6 ] 3E < —w Q0 © O O L ¢+ Ow CC
* [s] EE i v o) [ W o ) @ -
8 o - 2 &85 ° t}\‘% &) (L):Q(\f% %‘f)‘wq‘: E%‘(ﬁd‘) € k mEE < O o|lE +~ — OLmG)LU)S(U
= * = £ =7 © = - E - ==
} ?_‘ © f mLU\%+fU © = gcf: o £ = X © © + Q@ @™ — © +| €+ £ Aol Ll 4 E 20>0c>EL
w0 + 5 — L un— C+ + 5 L @ - + ;e U - + s EaR ¥ + | © o O+ 0 [} Q o L£ O | Q
© L O [ I I o O @t © O ® 4+ £ o 5 om0 © o | w c— Q0 0|l O olo £ ™ + 0= 03
W ‘ A T MO X X O [ vy MmO W - - } L2 O | (=} — | *x ==z 0 of— 0+ wLle v L 0 X - e
3 . . c @ — 4+~ 0 c oV
o = @ o E o0 LC|lo 0_. & -— © 0 [}
C aodltwu o — Q ©w o L
© X >0 © _- tC——=0 0L —Cc 0
+— O ©|jO = D E= o+ + 00 =




FIG. 36 - FARM POPULATION, 1970

Top 10 Counties Next 10 Counties

I. Saginaw 11,412 ||. Kent 7,452

2. Huron 9,746 12. Berrien 7,282

3. Monroe 9,168 |3, Washtenaw 7,209

4. Lenawee 8,853 14. Gratiot 7,001

5. Sanilac 8,771 15. Shiawassee 6,730

6. Clinton 8,739 16. Calhoun 6,353 ‘

7. Ottawa 8,189 17. Eaton 6,334 [t

8. Tuscola 7,719 18. Hillsdale 6,23 o—]—i—,,,m;,;‘,,

9. Bay 7,705 19. Van Buren 6,072 . )

0. Allegan 7,612 20. Lapeer 5,997 1294 | 699 |590 |1522
- [CRAWFD |0SCODA | ALCONA

Top 10 Counties

As Percent of Total Population,

Fo70,

Actual

No.

58

1859 605
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wemarco
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— _l__ QAN
qaARRY  [£ATOR  [imanam | (IVINGITH|
.2 i ‘ 26

rad
o [Py
I'. Huron 28.6 i ‘
- aml -~ Y= € 5:7 510 :6334 5943 @
2. Sanijlac 25.1 5.0 . )6 5943
S £ 6.0 D il

3. Missaukee 23.3 EIET A JACKS W WASHTERAW [WATHE
4. Clinton 18.0 6.7] 1.4 5.0
5. Gratiot 17.8 17.0 it ]

KALKASKA |CRAWF D 05¢0, ALCONA
6. Leelanau 170 640 ThAY
7. Fillsdale 16.9 4,7 | 3, A | 9.2 | 13.2
8. Oceana 16. rEarore 19560
9. Presque Isle 16.0 3.9 10,3 | 4. STATE TOTAL - 277,529

~ = “

10. Tuscola 15.9 QsCROLA [CLARE Source: 1970 Census of Population--Supnlementary

IMASON [LAKE
8.2110.7

EWATES

Next |0 Counfie;

14.8 8.1

8AY
(MECOSTA |ISABELLA [MIDLAND

128.6

Peport:
Commerce, Aug.

(PC(S1)-27"
1972,

s

5

Department of
This renort presents

revised fiqures on rural-farm and -nonfarm

116.41 12,8 8,6(10.8

MONTCALM .

SAGINAW

data by counties.

15, 9 25 1]

I'l. Osceola 14.8 .
: 12,817.8§ 5.2 =
12. Branch 14.5 7.8 T w7 L
LAY
3. Arenac 13,6 ToNA A 4—‘
(6. dlasrm 13k 7 1258 00,7 [ 1.2]"3] 5.9 A
15. Montcalm 12z.8 ALLEGAN — T8aRRY ~TEATON | INGHAM |LIVINGSTH s :':-j ) i
16. Newaygo 12.8 .4 2,1 ]9.212.3 (6.9 | .2 .
2Yd 15 % of all
:;~ éon'a ;f) l—‘ VAN BUREN [KALANIA [CALHOUN  [JACKSON | WASHTENAN [WATNE Dist. | No. Farmers | Farmers
=4 EArRY i 1 10.8/2,1 |4,5 4
19. Lapeer 1.5 f” La“ v g mm) - 06
20. Gladwin 11,5 A AJR e T ; e ! 1592 59.0
bl hicil Lo b 2 2294 65.3
3 | 663 63
Counties with 12% or more 4 2090 65.0
l. Huron 28.6 State - 3.13% 2 o164 i
2. Sanilac 25.1 6 1238 60.3
3. Missaukee 23.3 7 8418 63.9
4. Clinton 18.0 8 12069 66.5
5. Gratiot 17.8 9 9114 62.6
6. Leelanau 17.0 ‘
7. Hillsdale 16.9 Source: Calculated from fiqure
5 6.4 “alculate om s c g. 657
g. ggiagze e :g (; shown In Flg. 3€A. State | 29,652 63.7
10. Tuscola  15.9

The farm population consists of persons living on farms (as defined in the agricultural census).

to Fig. 36A,
counties

Saginaw county with its 11,412 f

are rather widely scattered over the lower half of the

arm population had the mos

t of any county in 1970.

lower peninsula,

Accordin \*\
The top 10 b
The total farm population of

these 10 was nearly 88,000, or 32 percent of the state total, and the next 10 had an additional 24 percent,

If farm

population is cons

idered as a percentage of the total, as done

in Fig. 36B, the top |0 counties

includes only four of the

10 on actual

number basis.,

over the state, with more being

in the northern part.

In this case, the top 10 are much more widely scattered
This top 10 had a farm population of about 58,000 in

1970, 2| percent of the state total, and the next |0,
both in actual number and as a percent of the total

I3 percent more.

The farm population has been decreasing




FIG, 37 - URBAN AND AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES

Grouped by Persons/Sq. mile, 1970.

23.0\| s

9.8 %e

Persons/ Area No. GTS260| MONTMOR] ALPENA
Sq. Mile Name Counties 3.2 20.0l9.5 |54.4
20 LRASKA |CRAWFD |QSCODA | ALCONA
>200 Urban 16 o MY
84,8 9.3(11.6 (8.4 110.5
50-200 Densely settled [SSAUREE| ROSCOM, |OGEMAW
agricultural 23
N 12.6(19.0 [20.8
&\\\25—50 Moderately settled (AR 50.4
agricultural 21 9.9
<25 Sparse]y SeTTled (MECOSTA |ISABELLA \MIDLAND &
agricultural 25 50.0 [:0 23 PO
Source: '"Michigan Statistical Abstract," 1972, 7 GRATIOT 59.6
P 375 4 55.7|69.3 |270 PR
JoWA CLINTON | SWiAwA raam
2ol 450l 79.7 [84.8 117 [oeE 9-5 | 64

ALLEGAR BANRY | EATON LIvINGRT!

80.6 |68.9 |12l 4670 | 03 ,047)

VAN SUREN
Q 93.2{ 350200 320/ 4.408

CASS STJOSEPW{BRANCH | NILLSDALE |LENAWEE

282888,2 | 93.7| 74.9162.0(108 213

1,303

TABLE 5. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF URBAN AND AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES*, 1970 STATE AVE. - 156

| tem Urban Agricultural Counties

Counties “Densely  Moderately Sparsely
Populated Populated Populated

Persons per sa. mile-range > 200 200-50 50-25 <25
averaqe 629 87 53 14
Number counties 16 23 21 23
Population, 1970-Total 6,971,589 1,199,817 462,901 240,776
Urban (%) 85.2 32.1 33.0 31.8
Rural (%) 14.8 67.9 67.0 68.2
Farm (%) 1.4 10.1 a4 6.6
No. Farmers, 1969-Total 24,420 35,984 13,415 4,124
In Ec. Classes | & | (%) 19,5 | 14,5 (9.4 1.0
Part-time farmers (%) 30.0 30.6 24.9 25.8
Working off-farm any (%) 63.0 65.6 60.0 £3.4
Working of f-farm 200+ days (%) 45.9 46.9 38,1 39.4
Per Farm Averages, 1969 (all farms)
Acres in farm (total) 128 149 178 243
Real estate value ($) 60,290 48,930 39,400 29,400
Farm product sales (%) Ilai0 10,420 10,759 8,249
Per Acre in Farm Averages (all farms)
‘.‘ﬂ' estate value (§) 470 327 121
’ m nroduct sales (%) 88.07 69.71 23.92
arm production exnenses (%) 73:29 57.07 : 25.50
Net ($) 14.78 T2.64 17.68 "R.42

¥erouned according 1o Fotal population per sauare mile.
Sources of data: U. S. Census of Population, 1970 and of Agriculture, 1969,




URBAN AND AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES

In a partially completed study by the author on county characteristics related to the amount of work done off
the farm by farmers, various criteria were used to classify the counties into a few groups. Some of the informa-
tion tabulated for one of these, namely, density of population, Is of interest In relation to this publlcaﬂo.

Sixteen counties with 200 or more persons per square mile were classiflied as urban (Fig. 37). The remain
ing 67 counties were classifled as agricultural, but divided into three groups of nearly equal number of countles,
also on population density, defined as densely, moderately and sparsely populated. Flg. 37 shows the locatlon of
the four groups of counties and Table 5 presents average data for thelr characteristics. Obvlously, the persons
per square mile and the percent urban, were high in the urban counties. About one-third of the total population
in all three groups of agricultural counties were urban, and two-thlrds rural with 6-10 percent of that 68 per-
cent on the farm.

Thirty percent of all farmers were in the 16 urban counties and 46 percent In the 23 densely populated
agricultural counties. About |5 percent of the farmers In each group of counties, except the sparsely populated
agricultural were in economic classes | and || ($20,000+ sales). The percenftages of the farmers who were part-
time, and who worked off the farm any or 200+ days were nearly the same for al| four groups, contrary to expecta-
tlons.

The average size of the farm was Inversely related to population density, with the average slze In the
sparsely populated counties approximately double that In urban counties. Average land and bulldings value per
farm was just the reverse, with the smaller size farm in the urban counties twice that In the sparsely populated.
Farm product sales, as an average for all farms, was practically the same for all groups, except being about a
fourth less for the sparsely populated counties.

As to "per acre in farm" averages--the value of land and bulldings in the urban countles was nearly 4 times
that in the sparsely populated; farm product sales and expenses about 2 3/4 times; and net about 75 percent
greater, although there was |ittle difference in the first three groups.
















