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DEPRECIATION ON DflTERET CLASSES OF FARM 
MACHINERY ON DIYFRENT TYPES OF 

FARMS IN OREGON 

I. INTBO]YJCTION 

A. ThORTANCE OF DEPRECIATION AS AN IT21 OF FARM OPERATION COST 

Depreciation is the most important item of expense in farm 

machinery with which the farmer has to contend. Research studies 

in farm equipment costs have shown that depreciation makes up from 

45% to 47% of the total cost for faim machinery (17) (4). 

B. THE EXTENT TO VHICH DEPRECIATION IS A NON-CASH OR A CASH EXPENSE 

Depreciation representing the annual allowance for normal 

wear and tear on farm machinery is usually considered as a non-cash 

cost, although eventually the machinery must be replaced through 

more or less cash expenditure. A good way to provide necessary 

funds to replace farm machinery is to set aside an annual 

depreciation charge which lt allowed to accumulate will be 

sufficient to replace the machinery at the end of its life. 

C THODS OF REDUCING DRECIATION AND THE BiT TO ?IHICH fliEY 
ARE USED 

Very few farm machines actually wear out. .ost of them are 

discarded because of lack of eare and repair and from obsolescence. 

Depreciation of agricultural machines can be effectively reduced by 

protecting from the weather by housing; protecting of parts subject to 
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decay or corrosion by paint or a protecting coating of oil or grease; 

by repairing promptly; by keeping in adjustment; sharpening and 

replacement of parts; by proper lubrication; and by frequent 

tightening of bolts. 

Systematic repairing has perhaps more influence on the life 

of farm machinery than housing. A well-equipped farn shop is an 

especially important aid to the systematic repairing of fai machines. 

I.:ovry (1?) reconends that the cost of housing should not exceed 15% 

of the total cost of machinery. A shelter for agricultural machinery 

should be a simple inexpensive building that will protect the ma- 

chines from moisture, sun, and dust. Its chief requirement is a 

good foundation. A good machine shed plan may be secured from the 

Department of Farm Management, Oregon State College. 

Obsolescence cannot be controlled by the individual farmer 

because in the progress and development of agricultural machinery 

the development of a new machine may make it quite unprofitable to 

continue to use an old machine, although the older machine may be 

in good condition. The economy of labor and power, better quality 

of work, or improvement in. rate of work, may easily justify 

replacement. 

D. NO PREVIOUS RESEAB PUBLIID ON TEE DBECIATION OF FARM 
L(IThERY IN OREGON 

There has been nothing published on the depreciation of farm 

machinery in Oregon except that in the cost and efficiency studies 
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of the different faim enterprises in Oregon published by the Oregon 

Agricultural Eiperiment Station as station bulletins in which 

depreciation has been taken into account as an item in cost of 

production per acre, per animal unit, or per crop unit. 

Professor E. D. Scudder (21) in his notes on "Faim L:achinery 

Equipment" in his course in "Principles of Farm Lanagement" at 

Oregon State College and also B. M. D. Bracker (2) in Oregon Station 

Bulletin 133 "Points on the Selection, Adjustment, and Care of Faim 

iachines" use depreciation percentages on farm machinery reported 

in Iinnesota Bulletin 11? on studies in innesota from 1902 to 190?. 

E. LfliITED PUBLISHED RESEAR IN OTHER STAThS 

A very limited number of investigations have been made in 

other states to determine the life and depreciation on faxi machin- 

ery. These investigations are reviewed herein under "Review of 

Published Research in Other States" as much of the literature on 

this subject is not readily available. 

F . NOTHING PUBLISHED IN ANY STATE ON VARIATIONS IN DEPRECIATION 
OF FARM MA.CHINEBY ON DIEFERENT TYPES OF FAR&3 

The writer has not found anything published in any state on 

variations in depreciation of farm machinery on different types of 

farms except that the Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station 

cooperating with the Bureau of Statistics, U. S. Department of 

Agriculture conducted a very thorough survey of a limited number of 

farms in three typical agricultural regions in Minnesota from 1902 
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to 1907. Parker and Cooper (19) in their bulletin telling of this 

survey do give the variations in depreciation of farm machinery 

in the three different regions but they do not give them on dif- 

ferent types of farms except for two larger farms in one of the 

regions. 

II. OBJECTIVES 0F THIS STUDY 

The objectives of this study are to determine by the 

straight line method the average rates of depreciation: 

1. On individual machines, on all farms in Oregon 

2. On different kinds of machines, on all farms in 0rego 

3. On different classes of machines, on all farms in Oregon 

4. On individual machines by types of farms in Oregon 

5. On different classes of machines by types of farms in Oregon. 

III SOURCES OF OREGON DATA 

The sources of the data used in this study are the original 

records from the cost and efficiency studies of Oregon farms con- 

ducted by the Department of Farm Lanagement, Oregon Agricultural 

Experiment Station, at Corvallis. 

These studies were made by the field survey method. A large 

number of representative farms were selected with the assistance of the 

county a:ents and others familiar with local conditions. The cost 

data were obtained from these farmers in personal visits to the farms 

by representatives of the Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station. 
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figures obtained were ba5ed largely on careful, detailed estimates 

made by the farmers, but books and records were used whenever avail- 

able. 

The following table indicates the extent of these surveys: 

TABLE I 

rETT OF COST AND 1FFICIENCY STUDIES OF OEPEGON FARMS 

Type of Farn Number 
of 

Records 

Tumber 
of' 

Farms 

Years 
Conducted 

Numbers of Oregon xperi- 

ment Station bulletins 
published, based on 
these surveys 

General (Forage 1505 549 1925-1926 241-248-250-251 
1927 

Dairy 1733 574 1930-1931 312-318-324 

1932-1933 
Poultry 441 229 1926-1927 28? 

1928 

Prunes 375 155 1923-1924 292 

1925 

Pears 162 58 1924-1925 26? 

192? 

kil ivms 42l 1E5 



IV. Vt{0DS OF STUDY 

A. TRANSCRIPTION OF DATA 

The data were transcribed directly from the original field 

records of the Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station cost and 

eff iciency surveys of Oregon farms to classified computation sheets 

like the sample in the Appendix. About 560 sheets or some 13,440 

seven figure lines of original data were transcribed by the 

writer in this way. 

B. COMPUTATION WORK REQ,UIRED 

A large amount of computation work was required to obtain 

the average rate of depreciation and other data on each individual 

machine, kind of machine, and class of machine on all farms and on 

different types of farms in Oregon. 

V. ANALYSIS OF FIIDIi:GS 

The following five tables give the results obtained. They 

give the kinds and classes of farm machines, number of machines, 

ori1na1 cost, estimated life, annual depreciation rate in per cent 

of original cost, amount of yearly depreciation in dollars, age in 

years at the time of the survey, and the value of the machine in 

dollars at the age given. 



A. DEPPECIATION ON INDIVIDUAL MLCHmES--AvERAGE ON ALL FAIMS 
IN OREGON 

Table II covers 82 individual machines and pieces of equipment 

used on Oregon fains. It is made up of the totals from the 560 

sheets of data taken from the original records. 

The table gives the total number of each individual machine 

covered by this study. The number varies from just a few as in the 

case of orchard plows and hay tedders to several hundreds of the 

more common machines like mowers, dump rakes, walking plows, and 

wagons. 

It shows that the average depreciation rate on farm machinery 

in Oregon on all farms varies from 4.6% for fanning mills to 21.3% 

for hay racks. 

Average depreciation rates on some of the more important 

machines are: walking plows,8.l4; spike tooth harrows, 7.8%; 

grain drills, 7.9%; wagons, 7.3%; mowers, 9.6%; dump rakes, 7.8%; 

hay stackers, 8.6% and crea'n separators, 9.8%. 



F- FARM MACEmERY DEPREC IAT ION S TUDY 

I _ DEPRECIATION OF flDIVIflUALCHINiS--AVERAGE O LL FARES fl QRFÇ 

No, Type Orig.Est.Depr. R Yrly. 
Kind or C1 of of Cost !Life Rete ct Depr. Age 

of Maohini ma- 'crm $ 'rs. % n Yrs. 

- 

hines k ____ 

N 
V1. 

t 

Age 

IJAGE MACHIN1iRY 

_____ 

Walktn&: Diows 

______ 

3 

_____ 

kil 

______ 

1û511 12 

_____ 
i- 

o way 1ows 1122 ßR 22 

kv D1oa 5 24 7_ ZÛ 

Orchard Diows 5 62O 15Ö 9 FL2 37Q 

ng D1Ow 102 13170 117 R li j 

Tractor ulows 

____ 

12ß lE46 12û L? ir 

Mjce11aneous plows 

____ 

79 427 1CL1 i 

Sike tooth harrows 3? 225P 12.R 'Zß 2 

_' 

Sprin tcth hìrrrs cÍ? 34 ._4.v 

pr;:i6 hrröws 

____ 

4-Fi 1;:1ß 9 R 9ß .-.4. 

"" h%1'(g 1A 2J2 5 72 L3 1.-e 11L.-6 

isce11aneous harrows 1051 

p 

21.54 .i ii.o 

._ 

].S48 2.9 12.451 

8.51 4.0 94.36 

12.92 72.88 

Tandem disks 5 

_____ 

132.75 15.4 6.5 

Double disks 66} 

____ 

116.12 10.0 10.0 

liscellaneous dt1 288 ____ 

15 

68.0 

15.20 

¿g. 

9.0 1.1 j_ 

4.60 2.24 

147r. 

..j 

7.62 

tooth cu1tivato 

____ 

34 Z9.2 9.ì 10 3.37 ..Q 20.68 

in1e row u.1tivators 

____ 

19 8.53 16.4 6J 0.67 3.75 

Orchard cultivators _.JQ 
- 

6.2 

9.2 

122_ 12J. B782 

ier 
2L86 10.9 2.7O.j 

10.37I . 

.ic1ìneous cu1tivatc s 1,41 34.66 10,6 9.3 16,97 

Í1 i r i 9 6 

J. 

_ 

_ 

63. 45 15I 6 . 6 _____ 

rn+Q - 

f 

4: 4flR 12 2.49 &7 244 
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1TABLtt. (cont.) FARM MACHINERY DEPRECIATION STUDY io 

DEPRECIATION 0F INDIVIDUAL ìCiIN3--AVERAGi ON ALL FARiS IN OREGON 

Kind or Cla8s 

of Machine 

No. 
of 

ma- 
thines 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig.Est.iDepr. 
Cost Life 

$ Yrs. 

i 

R 

R3t8 a 

% n 

. 

Yrly., 
Depr. Age 

Yrs. - 
Vtd. 
c.t 

Ae 
____________________ 
PO7ER OPERATED 
M&CwTPY 

- 

I - j 

-i 

Gas engines 166k 82.01, 9.5 10.5 

- ____ 

?.44 4 45.5 

.wrni.ng Dlarlt8 24 4i9.5O 16.0 6.2 28.09 jSg4.3O 

bp1rs g 428.29 
11.81 

8.5 39.52 2.6 

i1age cutters 

__ 
45 227.51 1.1.2 8.9 :L6.13+_1 99.44 

Feed rtnder - 59 12.? 7.9 

Kale &: feed çutters 30 27.80 12.4 8.1 2.13 

$traw cutteï 

_____ 

141 . 167.00 12.9 26?E 

Feed coDers 7 8._i 5.5_ i,8911.4 16.1& 

nnn m;113 __la 31.41 217 4& 139152 2] 

1ínep - 40.p5 14.4 19O 22.û - 

Tr s:; 

__J2 - 

24 9-45 Il-3 7-P?I 3R ____ 

7;rt-d 'jc 

____ 

2_ß û.3I 117 7-7! _ 7C1SC)'7 

mntar 

____ 

Z 43.3Z 13 5.2 

1itirig _ ystPrnS 

____ 

2 f719 17..1 5. F1û1F._...E 

FPTLT ZING _ MhTh Y 

____ 

J..... 

niìr rdArs 136 144_R3 12_û 83 
j 

1fl12 721 

Frtilizr sprdr 

_____ 

AZ 34.38 14.2 _ 2C)R 

1'Arti1Zr _ drills 10 

____ 

5200 8..8 11.4 3..20 ....2 
22S1 

_ 3 

____ 

lû.QQ Sû ÛS7 iû..Q O1 

- 
- _ - ________ - . . _ - _ 
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DRECIkTION OF DIVIDUL _ O ALL ELS IN OBEP-ON 
- 

Kind or C1as 
of Machine 

No. 
of 

ma- 
chines 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig. 
Cost 

$ 

Est. 
Life 

Yrs 

I_ 

Depr. 
Rcte 

% 

1 

R 

ct 

n 

Yrly. 

Depr. 

3 

Age 
Yrs. - 

Vcd. 
at 

Age 

)IRY & ORCHARD & POUL- 
:EOIkL UI:T 
Cream aeoarators 3ü9 

. 

82.72!1O.2 9 

.. 

?82. 
ream separators 
(i-tr pöwAr) 62 7_93 17 79 1û,J , 10cL94 

Cream separators 
js engine owed 22 161,17 12.5 8.0 

. 

lZi.02 L1354 

íi1kin aohi,nes 1a3 __ 414.30 13.6 7. 3183..0 44' 

tri1izers 21 45.81O5 9.5 L 

1Jk coolers 30 37.? 123 81 32BE...a 
M-4 

veçs - 24 400.37 114 8.8 32I f 

Oil tks 

____ 

9.0 11.1 11091 2- 

Tk Rûfl& 14 SR-ÛP 1L.D Q1 R 
'1 

2 ISLt21 

3ush burners 12T 

f 

28.O8 ?8 12.8 L _ i. 22.9 

Orcii.ard bpxe 0.18 6e. i6. Q.O3i.j 

Lderß 1p 6.1Z 4.124.1 11I ...J Z-E 

Smugs pots 58725 0.16 7.4 

1OQ JO,Q Q.1..LOJ 

_ O.Ç 

Qlrd heaters 775 12 

Lug boxes 17,624 0.22 8.5 11.8 O. 

Brooclers 4Oi 285O 10.9 .2 ____ 

_.1J 45.0: IncubatQs 239 __ 94.29 11.5 8.7 .78 

MISCELLANEOUS ETJÌT 
( . . 

Ha'ness sets 

. 

f _ -. 
. 

T 
. 

' 

_____ -- 
697 _ 4.14 

T---- 
_1j; 

Ditche rs 25 51 5 1A_4 _ 7 T2Ê 35 
81 

Fy.srn-ì 14 4û(-ì ß 24. - _____ 

__ - _* _ i _ 
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B. DRECIATION BY KINDS OF LWIiINES--ALL FARMS IN OREGON 

In Table III the data are given by kinds of machines. For 

example all the different types of plows are grouped as "plows" 

with an annual depreciation rate of 7.8. Power operated 

machines have the longest life, 14.3 years, and the lowest de- 

preciation rate, 7%. Orchard equipment has the shortest life, 9.8 

years, and the highest depreciation rate, 10.2%. It is somewhat 

interestin to note that 640 pieces of poultry equipment and 283 

clod mashers have exactly the same 9% rate of depreciation and 

that 677 pieces of dairy equipment and 192 fertilizing machines 

have likewise exactly the same 8.3% depreciation rate. 

The records of 8423 individual machines are given in 

condensed form in this table. 



ft2L3Li! . 
MACHINERY DEPRECIATION STUDY Ï3 

I 

DEBECMTION BY KINDS OF U.GHINES--ALL FÂRIS IN OREGON 

Kind or Class 

of Machine 

No. 
o 

rna- 

:hine 

Type 
of 

Farm? 

Ori.Est.jDepr. 
Cost !Life 

$ Yrs. 

; 

R 

Rute a 

% n 

1 

Yrly. 
Depr. Age 

Yrs. 

Vc1. 
at 

Age 

_______________________ _____ 

84.4712.8 7.8 

- 
6.63 .Q ____ ._ws 

larrows 819 ____ 23.521O.4 9.6 2.68 4.5 13,B3 

TJtks 39 lO5.65L2.2 3.2 3.68 j 6S.16 

tivtors 309 
83jlO.& 

3.82 24.57 

Clod. mashers 

edi phin 

283 

318 

4Q.13 

52.35 

11.1 

13.7 

9.0 

7.3 

2.79 

3.81 

j6 Z2.23 

31.69 

Haying machines 

p-- 
2627 j____ 51.12 10.7 9.3 33.Q4 

rower oDerated reaiu 459 ].OJ.3 14.3 7.0 l2. 95.55 

Feiti1iziw rnaciines 

_____ 

192 6OO 12.0 3.3 L 

'Dairy eQuioent 677 1 
L48.21 12.0 8.3 1189 2 L11ûf 

Orchard eQuiDinent 2O5 j14?. 98 102 _ i 

Poultry equipment 640 61.40 U2 9.0 3.5O 2 3ZS( 

I.jCell$ous euiDme 736 43.39 127 79 

-±- _ 
- 
_____-__ _ ________ -_ 

_ ___:::_ 
-_- ;_ __ - _ 
I____ - f 

--.--.-- 
- -_____ --. ___ 

7 
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C. D CIi.TION BY ClASSES OF IG.iINES--4.LL FAMRS m OREGON 

Table IV gives in very condensed form the data by classes of 

machines on all farms in Oregon. Power operated machinery has the 

/ 
lowest depreciation rate, 7; next comes seeding machinery, 7.3%; 

then certain miscellaneous equipment, 7.9%; fertilizing machinery, 

8.3%; tillage machinery, 8.7%; harvesting machinery, 9.3%; and 

finally special dairy, orchard, and poultry equipment, 10%, the 

highest depreciation rate. 

The attention is called especially to the tillage and harvest- 

ing machinery records in this table. The tillage machinery records 

are derived from the records of 2569 machines and the harvesting 

machinery records are derived from the records of 2788 machines. 

This table shows that the avera.e annual rate of depreciation 

.a. farm machines and equipment on all different types of faniis 

in Oregon included in this study is 8.26% and the average life of 

!. farsi machines ori all farms in Oregon included in this study 

12.1 years. 



iE-Ï-:- 'AR MAÓHflERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 

D1?RECIATIOI OF CLLSSE3 O' :J&duINs--!.LI. FiS 1i 011EGON 

Kind or Class 
of Machine 

No. 
of 
ma- 

hines 

Type Orig.Est. 
of Cost Life 

Farm $ Yrs. 

Depr. 
Rate 
% 

R 

ct 

n 

Yrly. 
Depr. Age 

Yrs. -u 
V1. 
at 

Age 

__________ 
Power operated 
mahiry 9.____ 

318 52.3513.7 

2Q 12.33.a.Q 95 

Seed1nmachinerv 7 3.S1 31_9 
Eiscellaneous 
ouiumet Th6 43.39 12..? 7.9 3.12 $ 2E 

mchinerv &O.3O 12.0 8.3 402 ....ñ2 

Ti11e _ míìchinery 2569 56.30 115 8.7 344.' 

Harvesting mchinerv 2788_ 65.00 1O..6 93 5fi1A,..L 3FU7 

Special Dairy & orchar 
& pniiltry _ riiipmant 2121 95.30 1D_O 1(LÖ 

f2 
92 2 -' 

AVERkGE ALL CLASSES 
?A: _ MACHIMERY 77.54 12..1 8..2S_ 579 . &2J 

i __ __- - -- __________ ___ 
__ i t _______ __ __ 

- -- 

I 

- 

__________________________________________ ___________ 

_________ ___________ 

i_ 

1- -________ _________ - V 

r 

- __ - 
I. V- 

t:_ _ ____t 

----H 
V _ 

V _V____ _______________________________________ 

- 

__________ _________ __________ 

_ -t _ H« 
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D. DEPRECIATION ON INDIVIDUAL MACHINES BY TYPES OF FARMS IN OREGON 

Table V gives a list of individual farm machines segregated as 

to the type of farm on which they are used. It gives at a nance 

a comparison of the depreciation rates on the different individual 

machines as affected by use on different types of farms. 

Machinery on prune farms has by far the lowest depreciation 

rate, nert cornes general type farnis, then poultry farms, and thon 

pear farms with the highest depreciation rate. 

This table shows that on prune farms 22 of the machines had 

the lowest depreciation rate in comparison with machines on the other 

types of farms. On general type farms only 5 machines had the lowest 

depreciation rate but 14 machines had the second lowest depreciation 

rate. On poultry type farms 4 machines had the lowest depreciation 

rate and 11 machines had the second highest depreciation rate. On 

pear farms only one machine had the lowest depreciation rate, only 

3 had the second lowest, and 13 the fourth lowest. 
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DEPflECIATIQN OF INDIVIDUAL MACHINES BY TYPES OF F.A D OBGON____ 
-I . 

Kind or Class 

of Machine 

No. 
of 

ma- 
hine 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig. 
Cost 

$ 

Est.'Depr.R 
4Life 

Yrs. 

Rate 

% 

a 

n 

Yrly. 
Depr. 

$ 

Age 
Yrs. 

Val. 
at 

Age 

. 

tooth harrows 6? 

____ 

rune 

_____ 

31.25 

____ 

16.0 

____ 

6.3 1 

____ 

2.37 7.5 

218.fen. 43.25 3,1.6 6,6 2 

_____ 

24.5 

20 Polt 24.00 3.0.4 9.6 3 2.11 _____________________ 

- 20 tPea 36.70 8.1 12.3 5.49 21..8 

Drag harrows 44fPrune 

4 

21.72 

].oO 

13.1 

12.5 

7.6 1 

.O : 

2,1O 

1.21 

7 1O.3 

______________________ 

"A" rro - 14Pear 

fPouU 

212 ,5.8ii?.2t1 

11.0 
4 

4.38flj 

L&_a1 

..jQ _____ 

1Z4 !1inepus harrows 105 tPoul.t 21.57 9.1 

dei 51u1t 13Z754 a.51 g 

Double disks 12}Praui.2 12.? 79 9.99 63-2 

- 7 îear 1:;3oo 73 13.? 1S..Z5 g 
: 

Tractor disks i2 ûu1t 102.83 7.1 j 7.O2 .f 
- 

3 )rlVle 142? 1Q.4 2 1F ,4 .'7R 

1 Paì 1û2í;? 

- 

14 1S1 .J....9 - 

12 n_ 82.99 8.5 6.24 

121 FoUit 5318 10 ..6 g 3.05 .j 2 ____________________ 

Co-devil cultivators 5 Prune 14.00 9.2 10.9 1 1.62 5.0 ?.5 

lo sen. 16.40 8.? 11.4 2 1.32 3.8 8.1( 
_____________________ 

SQrin toot1h cultivator 22 Poult 26.60 11.'? 8.5 3. 2.00 

- 
12 Pear ' 

-P- , 
4 . 74' 20 8 

Sin1e rowQu1tIyator J.9Prwie 8.55.J 

.Z:! 

6,1 3.7. 

Orchard cu1tivator O Pees 1Q5.54..& 12.2 
l286 

1,6 87.8k 

ic11inöus u1tivato 155 41.1OJ.J..9 8.4 

_____________________ 1'?Z.PflultA 24.22 9? 10.3 2 O.99! 6.9 1O..4 
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TABLE V. (cont.) FARM MACHmERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 

DEPRECIATION OF IìDIVIDUAL T'LPES OF FAf L OREGON ____ 

Kind or Cliss 

of Mcchine 

'No. 

of 

a- 
hines 

Type 
of 

Farm' 

Orig.'Eßt.iDepr. 
Cost Life 

$ Yrs. 

i 

Rate 

% 

R 

c 

n 

k 

Yrly. 

Depr. Age 
Yrs. 

_____ 

Vcd. 
ct 

Ae 
________________________ 

Rollers . 39 Poult 72.5O 17.6 .7 1 

66Prune 
6S.96l6.4 

6.1 2 4.9j 3?.6q __________________ 
76.22 15.6 6.4 3 4.01 41.? 

20 Pear 35.60 10.8 9.2 3A9 25.2 - 
Corruator8 

Floats 

45 

18 

Gen. 

Prune 

40.8Ç 

8.3e 

12.2 

8.8 

8.2 

11.4 

,j 

1 

1 

2,49 

1.39 .4 

22.44 

lo Gen!_ ----: 6,5 15.3 1.9C == ____________________ 

4 Pear 23.? 4.5 22.2 3 
558__ - 

- lo :?ç4: - - 4.2 23.8 : l.26.z 5.Oc 

Weeders 46 :run 19.81 12.? 7.9J. 2.Oi 
7.81 

- 

lo Pou1 27.O( 9.3 10.8 1.67 14.2t ___________________- 

11 Pe 18.? . .b 18.5 4..4-1 
- . 

SEEDÇ MACHINERY 

Gin dr.Jls 

_____ 

42 

____ 

Pruxie . 76.49 16.1 61ß 572 .. 
3'ji 

l42tCen. 
107,97 11.8 8. 6.59 55.5 - 

À PQU]t 72. 11.0 i 4.63 ¿2Ö _____________________ 

l. Pear lQO. LL. 8.2 -lO24 ______________________ 

Corn planters 4 Poult 675O J4. ,8 2.19 J.4 36..E 

5otGn. 

56.6e i.i Z.97_4 

Potato planters 10 Gen. 4l. 9.9 

_7.6 

10.]. 4.22.j 

Seeders 7 ir 168ß 19.3 52 . lJ3J. ß-P 

U41TSTfl'G IviCffI1rAY - - - 

Wagons & racks 

____ ___ 

5l9 7.69J.2.1 8.3 
4_96j 

Pi-f 42 



_ V. (cont.) FARM MACHINERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 20J 

DEPRECIATION OF flI1flJJAT MàÇLÌINE3 BY TYPES OF FAR1S IN OREGON 

Kind or C1s 
of Machine 

No. 
or 
p_ 

4hinep 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig.Eat.Depr.R 
Cost !Life 

$ Yrs. 
Rute 

% 
a 
n 

Yrly. 
Depr. Age 

Yrs. - 
Vul. 

t 

Age i 

I ____________________ 

Ofl8 201 Prie 
_____L-_- 

68.452.j 5.1 

. 

3.9 lPLt 22.34 

156 Poult 78.1O12. 7.8 2 3.10 j 34,6 ____________________ 

- 
105 11.6 3 6.9k 69 

Vigon trucks l7jPrune 4.6 . 
2.3r 9,I 25.24 

y racks 42 Gen. 18.1 4.' 21.3 1 2.4 -- 1Q.9 

Mowers 90 Prune 55.2 15.? 6.4 1 4.3 9.' 22.5y 

- -- 535 g_ 80.3 10.2 9.8 7.2 j 

- 
98lPoult 48.8( 8.? 11.5 3 4.1 4,E 30.24 

44tPear 
14.? 7.00 2. 3O,2 

DiìD rakes 7?IIruze Z0.9 j7 5.1 L87L2.Q.IJ 144 

39StQen_r_ 
43.2 7.? 2.2C - 

O6JPpult 26.9j.,.,Î 

..tP 

8.9 .z_.3Gi 5. 2O.6 

3eIz 13.3 j 
-'! 

:i.i .22.44 

stde d1ivrv r.kes _i41Ge ..- 7.O7 5. ..45.8 

'k.rakes $4Gen. 85.O 8.1 12.3 7.93j z _____ 

Tedders s Gen, 65.Oc 121 4.43J 3 48.1 

S1iì 123 Gen_ 

9.1 

_ 5.2 19.2. pÌ ____ 

]inR$ ll Gen, 78 12.8 J 7.9 

Y stier L97 . 
123.2 j1.Q PO-3 

. 

12 

.Qa_ 

Poult fl. 2 5 . 
---' ____ - ___ 

Graixi irders 32 Prune L5O. 15.2 6.6 J 54.5 

i 97 1(1 P . 

- 

- 

____________________ 

. 

3Pear 

137.5 

229.00 6.7 14' 
6.1 

Q.6d 2.'1OO.2 

65.5 



r2 V. (cont.) FPJU MACHERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 21 1 

DBECIATIOi\ OF I1DIVIDUAL 1AGliLES BY TYPES OF FARES L O1EGON 
- 

Kind or C1s 
of Machine 

Io. 
of 
ma- 

thines 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig.Est.iDepr. 
Cost Life 

3 Yrs. 
Rate n 

% n 
k 

Yrly., 
Depr.Age 

irs. 

Vul. 
t 

Age 

________________________ 

Cornbinders 24Gen. 9.8 Ji 

_____ 

6.6814.6 52.7 

otatodiggers 14 Gen. 87.251O.2 9.8 1 '7.8&3.6 60,29 

PO.ER OPERATED ACEI j 

engines 74ru 

_____I 

70.50 12.7 7.9 1 5.98ò.4 

29 'Gen. 136.79 9.3 10.8 2 1O.Q31 5.5 66.6? - 
43Pou1t 78.00 S.9 11.2 3 6.0313.3 45.5 

- - 20 Pear 42.75 '7.0 14.2 4 7.29 

Pping plants 14 Gen. 718.00 16.4 6.1 1 42.05 6.7 177 

____________________ 10 ?run 221.OQ 6.4 14.12 

Hay balers 3PrUnQ 

. 

7,1 25.00f.Q 91' 

6 Gen _L. 10 . 5 2 _a 64 ..5 _____________________- 

si1e cutters 36 Gen. 16.36 8.6 
I 

12.&3..J 99Q 

3 Pruxie 291 .66 s ..a 2 .2ßj 7 22 Ficj _____________________ 

&Q.u1 --- 
12 Piwie 

9.3 71sri 

drindrs Q 5.3 ..J 

3a?cu1t 59_75 74 2 211 _ ____________________ 

J_ , 60.00 121 ____________________ 

2 ia 22.O 5.Q 20.0 4..50 .J.. 1Q( _____________________ 

Ki1e & feed cutters 30 Poalt 27.80 12..4 Rl J. 2JJ3 22R' 

Straw crntters 14 Poalt L?.00 129 ?8 .1 1.91 2&7 

:FRP(1 hìprs 7 Prune 371 11 5 J l JJ 1 

r.rì; rni11 12 Pn1.4J 
4O.2 

?.,1-.7 

14.4 6.2 1 

1.89j2 

L9..L1' 

9.21 

220 Cleaners 1?1Pou1t 

___________________ I- 
- 

t ___ . ________ ____ 
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wt.)* 

. 
SI -- 
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______ 
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I -j-- 
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- - 

- __ 
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LE V. (eort.) FARM MACStNERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 2j 

- 
DREIATION OF IMDrnDU.L OiiES BY TYPES OF FÀIS IN OREGON_____ 

Kind or C1a88 
of Machine 

No. 
of 
ma- 

hii 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig. 
Cost 

3 

Eat. 
Life 
Tra. 

Depr. 
Rate 
% 

R 

a 

n 

Yrly. 
Depr. 

$ 

. 

Age 
'(rs. - 

Va].. 

t 

Age 

. 

21jDiry 

__ 
4.881O.5 9.5 4.77J 0,6 5O.6] ri1rs 

:;i1k coolers. 30 Dairy 37.471.3 81 3.288345 

Brooders 4O1Pot.li 28.O 10.9 9.2 
fi 

22.59 

ubator 94.29111.5 
8.? 1 4,?8 45.O 

avers 24 4QQ13 8.8 J 13.S2.( .12.5 

Lu&boxe 47624Pru 0.22 j 11,8 O.OAj Q.O 

Orchard boxes 1242Pea J 16.3 0.19 

Ladders 16OLer 4.1 24,kJ 

mid DOtE 58725 r O.16_7.4)-3.4 3. OQ3 o.ici 

ûr(!h5'rd hepters 775 Pear 1.2Z 10.0 10.0 
L.Of 

011 tRnks l6tPear 
93.7k 9.0 11.1 ll.Q9 ?O.6 

rpT* 144PP1 6S.00 11_p 9.1 672 542 

brush buvuers 12Pear 28.0E 7.8 12.8 1 4.30 1. 22.? 

! ____ 

ness sets 184 

____ 

Prune 

_____ 

37.77 

___ 

14.0 

____ 

'7.1 1 3.3?9.( 13.6 

248 G'çn,_ 317Ç 73 13.7 2 2?.4 _____________________ 

16Q Poult 50.3E 7.0 14.2 2.9 _____________________ 

105 Pear 25.1 6.1 16.4 4 5.0 1. 18.? - 
herß 25Gen. 51.5 14.9 6.? 1 3.2r4. 35,8 

Fresnos - 
14 40.0( 14.6 6ß 1.951O. 24,9 _ ___--_ _ 

. __î _ T Ï _ : _ 
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E. DKPRECIÀTION BY CIASSS OF MACHINES BY TYPES OF FBMS IN OREGON 

Table VI shows the depreciation by classes of machinery by 

types of farms. 

Prune farms have the lowest rate of depreciation on til1ae, 

seeding, and harvesting machinery. 

Pear farms have the lowest depreciation rate on power 

operated machinery, special equipment, and miscellaneous equipment. 

Poultry farms have the lowest depreciation rate on fertiliz- 

ing machinery and next to the lowest rate on tillage, seeding, har- 

vesting machinery, and miscellaneous equipment. 

General farms do not have the lowest depreciation rate on 

any class of machinery but they have the next to lowest on tillage, 

power operated, and fertilizing machinery, and on special equipment. 



VI. FARM MACHINERY DEPRECIATION STUDY 25 

DPFECIATI BY CLßSES OF LiACHINERY BY TYPES OF FARMS IN O1EGON 

Kind or Claes 
of Machine 

Mo. 
of 
ma- 

thlne s 

Type 
of 

Farm 

Orig.Est.iDepr. 
Cost Life 

$ Yrs. 
Rate a 

n 

i 

Yrly. 
Depr. Age 

Yrs. - 
Vc1. 
at 

Age 
: 

_________________________ 

L&GE A1iINEEY 613 

_____ 

Prune 

_______ 

64.6 14.0 7.1 ] 

_____ 

5.54 6.' 35.11 

683Pou.lt 48.O111.8 8.5 2 2.?61O.6Z9.Oq _________________ 

118F0, 64.49.7 8.5 .O3 36.71 

- 2?2Pear 6O.717.4 13.5 8.72 4O.2 

SDINGM.CHINEY 49fPra1 

Qu1t 

46,687 
70.02. 

5.6 

7.8 

i 3.41 

3.41 

O 

_.: 
19.7' 

39.49 ____________________ 

?O2jOen. 68.62 

.i 

8,6 3 4.931 3,9 _____ 

12Iear 190.5E 11.5 8.7 1O24j 2.9 79.9 
- 

HiRV1STIC iACEIuiH1 422 ue 7O.8 18.4 5.4 j. 4.97 10.? 27.8 

3 Poult 70.04 Q7 9_3 k 4.671_A. 
42i 

2104Gen.. ?1.1 10.8 I &.12J.4 j2.O - 

185 Pe 86.5C 7J- 13.5 9.8] 472 -____________________ 

Pû'ilRP flP1;PAPfl T.1ACPTM1 31 4.Ö..9( 7 1û J !_f$ i - ZJ2. 

_9p c;ei. 3252E 8.5 ' 249 4- 154 ____________________ 

. 

11 Pöii:lt .11...9 A4- .; ;1Ñ - 
t7l Prime 1??1 _2 14Ö 

- 

1iTTTTT TV ?Y 34 Prïult 7ß1 

...4' 
JJJ 9.0 J 

14û Gen saa 5 .2 -- __ ___________________ 

5 Pear 1450( 8 12 5C ..j _____________________ 

- 
1 Prime 12L2 

.j 

14.f B 4 1û..2f 42 

- 
____ t , 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Depreciation is the most important item of expense in the 

st of use of farm machinery, amounting to about 45; of the total 

cost of use of the machine. Cost of use of the machine includes 

depreciation, interest, taxes, repairs, and housing but does not in- 

clude labor cost of operation. 

2. Depreciation, generally called a non-cash item of expense, 

becomes eventually a cash item when the worn out machine must be 

replaced. 

3. Lack of care such as in housing, prompt repairs, painting 

or greasing against weathering and rust, proper lubrication, proper 

adjustment, sharpening, tightening of bolts, etc., and obsolescence-- 

are the major causes of depreciation of farm machinery. 

4. Depreciation can be materially reduced at a considerable 

saving of farm operation costs in this respect by proper attention 

to these features of farm machinery care. 

5. No previous research has been done on farm machinery 

depreciation in Oregon and no extensive published research has 

appeared in other states. 

6. No research on variations in depreciation of faim machinery 

on different types of farms has beer published. 

7. The average annual depreciation on 82 individual farm 

implements and machines as used on all types of farms in all regions 

of Oregon is shown in detail in Table II. 

8. The average annual depreciation rate varies from 4.6% on 
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farming mills to 21.3% on hay racks. On some ol' the more important 

implements and machines the annual depreciatin rate was found to be 

as follows: walking plows 8.1%, spike tooth harrows 7.8%, grain 

drills 7.9% wagons 7.3%, mowers 9.6%, dump rakes 7.8%, hay stackers 

8.6%, and cream separators 9.8%. 

9. Average annual rate of depreciation on all fain machines 

and equipment on all different types of fams in all regions in 

Oregon included in this study was 8.26% and the average life was 

12.1 years. 

10. Depreciation covering 8423 individual implements and 

machines by kinds of machines is set forth in detail in Table III. 

Plows for example were found to have a depreciation rate of 7.8%, 

power operated machinery 7%, orchard equipment 10.2%, dairy 

equipment 8.3% and poultry equipment 9%. 

11. Depreciation by classes of machines is shown in Table IV. 

Records of 2569 tillage implements and 2788 harvesting machines are 

covered. Power operated machinery has the lowest depreciation rate 

of any class of machinery on Oregon farms; next comes seeding machinery; 

then certain miscellaneous equipment; fertilizing machinery; tillage 

machinery; harvesting machinery; and finally special dairy, orchard, 

and poultry equipment which has the highest depreciation rate. 

12. Depreciation on individual implements and machines as it 

varies on different types of farms Is given in detail in Table V. 

Machinery on prune farms was found to have the lowest rate of 

depreciation; general fanas next lowest; then poultry farms; and 
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then pear farras last and highest. 

13. Depreciation by classes of machinery on different types 

of farms is shown in Table VI. 

Prune farms were found to have the lowest depreciation rate 

on tillage, seeding, and harvesting machinery. 

Pear farms have the lowest rate on power operated machinery 

and certain special equipment as listed. 

Poultry farms have the lowest depreciation rate on fertilizing 

machinery and next to lowest on tillage, seeding, and harvesting 

machinery. 

General farms have the next to lowest depreciation rate on 

tillage, power operated, and fertilizing machinery. 



VII. REVIEW OF PLTBLIED RESEkRCH IN OTHER STATES 

A. Mowry, E. H., Machinery Costs of Farm Operations in '7estern 

New York, U. 3. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C., Bulletin 338, 1916 (17) 

This investigation is based on an inquiry addressed to several 

thousand farmers in western New York. The inquiry secured data con- 

cerning a fairly large number of agricultural machines varying in 

number from 97 two-row cultivators to 232 mowers. This analysis 

of costs of farm machinery revealed tht depreciation made up a 

little more than 45% of the total cost. 
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TABLE & 

StThIIvIAR SHOWING COST NEW AND AVRÀGE LIFE OF 18 KINDS OF FM 
flLIL.1TS L. STP NEV1 YORK (1916) WI'Ii DEPRECIATION RATE AND 
DUI'T OF YEARLY DEPRECIATION CALCULATED ON BASIS OF DATA GIV 

. 

Cost Life in *Deprecition 
Implement New Years Rate Amount 
.ialking plovï 1O.00 11.7 8.5% 
Sulky plow 42.50 8.1 12.3 5.23 
Spring-tooth harrow 17.50 11.0 9.1 1.59 
Spike-tooth harrow 10.50 14.0 7.1 .75 
Disk harrow 27.00 13.0 7.7 2.08 
Land roller 24.00 16.0 6.2 1.50 
Grain drill 72.00 16.4 6.1 4.39 
Corn Planter, 1-row 12.00 11.7 8.5 1.02 
Corn Planter, 2-row 40.00 11.0 9.1 3.64 
Cultivator, 1-row 
Cultivator, 2-row 

6.30 

32.00 

14.0 

12.5 

7.1 

8.0 

.46 

2.56 
Cabbage transplanter 45.00 12.8 7.8 3.51 
ower 41.00 14.8 6.8 2.79 

Hay rake 24.00 14.5 6.9 1.66 
Hay tedder 34.00 14.0 7.1 2.41 
Bean harvester 25.00 12.9 7.8 1.95 
Grain binder 125.00 15.4 6.5 8.12 
Corn binder 125.00 10.8 9.3 11.62 

*Average 13.03 7.6k 

*Calculated on basis of data given 
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B. Davidson, J. B., Life, Service, and Cost of Service of Farm 
Machinery, Agri. Exp. Sta. Iowa, Bui 260, 
1929 (5) 

The table quoted from this bulletin tabulates the results of 

two surveys made at Iowa State College. The fist was made by Even A. 

Hardy in 1921 and 1922. The second study was made later by H. Lew 

Wallace on a complete life history of a limited number of farm 

machines rather than on general and Incomplete information concern- 

Ing a large number. 

Davidson in his summary says: "1. The average life of farm 

machines on Iowa farine varies from 8 years for a spring tooth harrow 

to 24 years for the farm wagon. The average life of all machines 

is 15.2 years. 2. The life of individual machines varies much from 

the average. The average life of grain binders, for illustration, 

was found to be 16 years, but machines were found which lasted only 

5 years; while others had a life of 33 years." 
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LIFE OF FA1 

TABLE B 

S, AS DETERMINED BY SURVEYS 
Hardy 
survey Wallace survey 

CI) - U) 

(L) O) Q) t)) Q) O) U) 

-i ç- 
4 dj r r1 'tj 'rJ..-4 

U)Q) H .11 

Q 43 Çjj - H 
ajO) - EajO) 

-1Q) .a) 
-p 4.-i F-i 4-' (LI -4-' Ç-i 4- F-i ci 

OF U]r4 00 QQ) OF U)ri O)OQ) 
H 

i Automobile L32 8.9 
2 Buggy 81 15.0 
3 Corn binder 71 16.7 . 8.6 19 14.8 14 
4 Corn Planter 144 16.1 38 12.36 53 18.6 15 
5 Corn Sheller 57 21.7 18 
6 Cultivator 1-row ia1k 102 16.5 15 11.53 15 
'7 Cultivator 1-row Ride 156 17.0 35 14.31 101 16.6 15 
8 Cultivator 2-row 13 16.0 15 

9 Engine-Gasoline 
Stationary 82 13.3 15 16.2 15 

10 Ensilage Cutter 35 12.8 10 
11 Feed Grinder 68 16.3 6 17.6 15 
12 Grain Binder 129 18.1 31 15.00 50 19.5 16 

13 Grain Drill 45 20.9 18 
14 Harrow, Disk 143 17.1 38 12.60 70 17.5 15 
15 Harrow, Smoothing 146 23.0 9 18.11 34 21.5 20 
16 Harrow, Spring Tooth 12 8.8 8 

17 Hay Loader 91 18.8 15 11. 47 27.9 20 

18 Hay Bake, Dump 113 23.3 6 19.0 1'? 22.2 20 
1g Hay Rake, Side Delivery 36 22.7 24 18.9 16 
20 Manure Spreader 136 18.1 33 10.8 54 14.3 14 
21 Mower 1l 18.1 0 12.9 59 16.9 15 

22 Plow, ia1king 116 27.6 Combined 9 14.4 14 

next two 
columns 

23 Plow, Sulky o 17.9 19 15.26 28 19.6 16 
24 Plow, Gang 104 17.9 5 12.20 2.9 19.1 15 

25 Plow, Tractor 48 9.3 9 

26 Roller 15 18 16 

27 Seeder, End Gate li 12.63 21 20.6 16 

28 Seeder, Broadcast 102 28.8 16 

29 Threshing Machine 28 16.1 Combined S 14.4 15 

with mach. 
30 Tractor 5? 8.0 in use 14 10.1 8 

-- 7agon l8 24.6 12 21.91 63 26.2 24 
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C. Parker, Edw. C. and Cooper, Thos. P., The Cost of Producing Minn- 
esota Farm Products, 1902-1907, Minnesota Exp. 

Sta. Bui 117, 1910 (19) 

This bulletin states that the annual farm machinery depreci- 

ation rate is conmionly estimated at 10 per cent but statistics 

collected in this investigation show the average annual depreciation 

rate of all classes of farm machinery to be approximately 7.3 per 

cent. 
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TABLE C 

ANNUAL DEPRECIATION IN VALUE OF FARE MACHINERY EXPRESSE]) IN PERCENTAGES 
MTT'NmS1YP W2...1QrP7 

Machine 

North- 
field 
(Rice 
Joimty) 

Marshall 
(Lyoi 

Couiity) 

Haistad 
(Norman 

County) 

1,820 
acre 
farm 

(Norman 
County) 

640 acre 
farm 
(Noniian 

County) 

Average 
all 

iiachines 

Per cent Per cen 
________ 
Per cent Per cent Per cent Per cent 

Grain binders 8.33 9.L4 7.47 6.53 10.5? 7.91 
Grain drills 

and seeders 7.27 8.07 6.53 4.36 6.47 6.75 
Thrashing outfit 12.00 12.00 
Corn binders 11.46 10.16 11.40 9.00 10.03 
Cori planters 6.74 8.54 7.15 
Corn cultiv'tors 6.67 9.04 6.9? 4.66 5.00 7.25 
Mowers 7.25 10.01 6.97 '7.28 8.93 7.80 
Hay tedders 4.84 4.84 
Hay loaders 11.78 11.78 
Hay rakes 7.68 7.51 8.46 5.81 5.00 7.80 
Gang plows 10.51 7.16 6.69 8.46 6.71 7.40 
Sulky plows 10.27 11.93 5.77 3.70 8.42 
a1king plows 4.77 7.29 7.64 8.82 6.09 

7agons 6.66 4.86 5.44 2.47 5.90 4.89 

Harrows 11.01 8.20 7.93 8.89 6.78 8.72 
Disks 5.41 7.46 3.35 7.50 5.19 
lanure spreaders 10.50 12.59 10.00 11.67 
Hay racks 14.57 14.89 10.30 5.12 7.76 

Reapers 8.13 8.13 
Grain tanks : 3.47 3.47 

Sleds 5.6 4.50 6.82 8.20 5.81 
Fanning mills 5.00 4.9'? 3.66 3.33 4.58 
Horse weeders 5.71 5.71 
Harness (heavy) 5.97 6.63 7.21 4.44 6.17 

Gasoline engines 3.92 _______ 10.00 7.35 
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D. &iiith, Dwight and Jones, Mack M., Power, Labor, and Machine 
Costs in Crop Production, Linn County, kissouri, 
1930. Missouri Exp. Sta. Research Bui. 197, 1933 
(22) 

In the suimnary of the results of a survey on 66 Linn County, 

Missouri farms in 1931 (covering the 1930 farm business) it was 

found that: 1. The average depreciation rate on farm machines was 

4.8% but at the time of this survey farm machinery was not being 

replaced as fast as would ordinarily have been customary. 2. T 

depreciation rates on machines, which were used a very limited 

amount per year, which had few moving parts, and which were con- 

structed mainly of iron and steel, did not vary significantly 

with the amount of use per year. 
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TABLE D 

STIMATED DBPRECIATION OF FA ?ACHTh1S IN PER CT OF FIRST COST (1930) 

Lachine Depreciation Per Cent 
i.ower 3.6 (plus .22 times days used per yeax)* 
3u1ky rake 2.9 (plus .30 times days used per year) 
Sweep rake 5.4 (plus .1? times days used per year) 
Corn planter 4.8 (plus .26 times days used per year) 
Corn cultivator, 1-row 3.9 (plus .11 times days used per year) 
Corn binder 5.0 (plus .45 times days used per year) 
Ensilage cutter 4.9 (plus .21 times days used per year) 
Grain binder 6.3 (plus .18 times days used per year) 
Walking plow 3.7 

Sulky plows 4.2 

Gang plows 4.2 
Tractor plows 7.0 

Single disk harrow 4.8 

Tandem disk harrow 5.6 

Spike tooth harrow 5.0 

Rotary hoes 7.0 

Hay stackers 4.1 
Seeders 5.1 

Buhr mills 5.4 

Gas engines 5.9 

Vagons 3.5 

Lanure spreader 4.7 
Lime snreader 6.0 
*The variation in the number of days a wheeled machine, (chiefly of 
the harvester class) was used each year, materially affected the 
deprec iat ion. 



E. Byers, Geo. B. and Inman, B. T.., The Use and Expense of Farm 
Implements, Kentucky Agri. Exp. Sta. Bui. 345, 

1933 (4) 

This bulletin presents a description of the use and an 

analysis of the expense of farm implements on 101 farms in 

representative Kentucky counties for the farra year 1930. 

The largest factor of implement expense was depreciation, 

which is largely dependent upon years of life. Depreciation ranged 

from 3.2 per cent of the original cost for the steam tractor to 

20.8 per cent for the electric motor. For the implements studied 

depreciation was 47.7 per cent of the total annual expense; repairs, 

22.4 per cent; interest, 17.8 per cent; housing, 4.6 per cent; oil 

and grease, 4.6 per cent; insurance, 2 per cent; and taxes, .9 per 

cent. Original cost, years of service, and days of annual use are 

the most important factors affecting the annual expense. Minor 

factors are size of farm, type of operating labor, use of repair 

shop, and housing, purchasing, and discarding practices. 
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TABLE E 

PERCTAG! DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL ANNUAL EXPENSE OF IMPLEIvLENTS, 
BAS ON ORIGL COST (1930) (Abridged) 

0) 
Ç443 
o 

4.) 

gercent of original cost 

Kind of implement H H Dø -1 ) Hi cs..-1 -iaj1 OH û4)H 4' Q) WQ 
E 

r4OO4 41Pi O1 21 1Wr4 )M -P 
!2-4 QQ).;:j E-Ic1) ii'c1c) ____________ -- 

'tagon 220. 85.35 1.9 5.6 3..3 5.0 

Gasoline engine 20 125.25 1.7 b.? 3.5 7.5 

Steam tractor 6 25666? 7.0 3.2 .7 3.1 

Tractor 44.5 830.56 17.8 10.4 1.9 5.5 

Tractor iniplenients: 
Plow 27.5 128.55 11.6 6.1 1.9 3.6 

Disk 40.5 122.28 12.0 6.6 1.7 3? 
Cultivator 8.5 141.94 12.6 7.6 1.0 4.0 

Lover 7.5 103.93 23.1 10.4 3.8 3.9 

Breaking plows: 
2-Horse 178 16.03 18.0 4.7 9.5 3.8 

3-Horse 151 19.74 21.6 4.8 13.0 3.8 

1-Horse 189 7.04 11.8 4.4 3.4 4.0 

Sulky 33 52.64 14.3 5.1 5.5 3.7 

Disk harrow 132 47.69 13.0 5.3 3.6 4.1 

Spike harrow 150 17.70 15.2 6.4 5.0 3.8 

noothing drag 61 4.56 17.2 13.4 .4 3.4 

Roller 28.2 35.00 8.7 4.1 .8 3.8 

Cultipacker 30 62.27 8.9 4.3. .8 3.8 

Rotary hoe 12.5 76.32 14.8 8.8 1.9 4.1 

Cultivators: 
Two-horse riding 196 56.45 19.0 6.4 2.9 9.7 

Double shovel 225 5.26 15.2 5.5 5.9 3.8 

1-horse harrow 310 5.38 14.9 5.8 5.2 3.9 

Single shovel 21 .77 9.8 5.3 .8 .7 

2-horse corn planter 95.5 61.09 11.1 5.6 1.5 4.0 

Grain drill 82.5 77.78 10.3 4.9 1.9 3.5 

Hand grass seeder 251 1.16 23.3 17.2 2.6 3.5 

Mower 130 66.93 19.3 6.7 8.? 3.9 

Sulky rake 93.5 29.07 10.3 4.6 1.8 3.9 

Hay tedder 14 54.82 9.8 4.9 1.4 3.5 

C-rain binder 56 159.68 12.0 5.1 3.3 3.6 

Ensilage cutter 8.7 287.93 11.7 5.2 3.0 3.5 

'Hagon harness 23? 36.29 13.0 5.4 3.9 3.7 

Cream separator 36 87.03 14.3 7.9 1.8 4.6 

Incubator 12 26.83 10.0 5.9 .7 3.4 

Brooder lo 17.70 19.0 8.0 7.5 3.5 

Manure spreader 38.2 126.74 11.1 6.3 1.0 3.8 

Lime spreader 18 59.73 11.5 6.3 1.5 3.? 

Feed grinder 12.5 87.84 11.4 6.6 1.0 3.8 

Faiming mill 11.5 33.30 8.3. 4.5 3.8 
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