


EXPLORING THE IMPACT OF SELECTED 
PRACTICES ON FARM ECONOMICS
There are costs and benefits from implementing farm 
practices that exceed normal practices in supporting 
environmental sustainability.  Decisions to implement 
new practices are impacted by the balancing act of 
Environmental Sustainability and Financial Viability, as 
shown to the right.  

The MN FBM state database included complete financial data from 2167 producers who participate in 
the Minnesota State Farm Business Management Education (FBM) program. The “Environmental Cohort” 
consists of 53 of those producers. Below is a comparison of the two groups:

Identifying a cohort to compare to the benchmarks of current practice can be the most difficult part of 
providing comparison data. For this sort, the cohort has been defined as: Minnesota Water Quality Certified 
farms that are a part of the MN FBM state database. This first year document is designed to provide a broad 
overview of selected financial and production factors that provide a “window” into longer term comparisons. 
It is a “First Look” and not intended to suggest that a long term trend is represented in this report.



The environmental cohort has a slightly larger 
average farm size, $802,995 in Gross Farm 
Income, compared to $744,078 for the average 
farm in the state FBM database. The Net Farm 
Income comparison is shown on the left.

The Environmental Cohort farms were larger in asset value and earned a larger net worth.  The owned 
portion and the lender supported portion of total assets is shown below.

Farms in the Environmental Cohort had a stronger Term Debt Coverage Ratio, 1.61, compared to the overall 
database, at 1.37.  Operating Expense Ratio for the Environmental Cohort was 75.3%, compared to 79.3% for 
the overall average.

Crop Enterprises At-A-Glance
Traditional crop enterprises were selected from the primary crops raised by producers in this sort. The 
enterprises selected include: Corn, Soybeans, Corn Silage, and Alfalfa. Income, expense, and management 
data has been reduced to the factors listed below for each crop.



Keith Olander
Director of AgCentric,  
the Northern Agricultural  
Center of Excellence
Keith.Olander@clcmn.edu
(218) 894-5163 

agcentric.org

Brad Schloesser
Director of the  
Southern Agricultural  
Center of Excellence
Brad.Schloesser@southcentral.edu
(507) 389-7263

centerofagriculture.org

The 53 producers who 
provided data for this 
report have all earned a 
Minnesota Water Quality 
Certification from the MN 
Department of Agriculture. 
Those producers are 
located in the 29 of 
Minnesota’s 87 counties.  
Those counties are 
highlighted on the map.

Counties with 1-2 farms

Counties with 3-5 farms

Counties with 6-10 farms
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Minnesota Farm Business Management 
Education Programs

Vision: To provide educational opportunities 
for students to be successful in a competitive 
agricultural environment.

Mission: To deliver management education for 
decision-making that achieves an individual’s 
business goals.

Guiding Principles:
1. Improved Quality of Life in Rural Communities
2. Achievement of Student Goals
3. Awareness of the Global Importance of Agriculture
4. Integrity in Student Interaction
5. Timely and Student-Focused Programming
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