EFFECTS OF TRANSMISSION

TOWERS ON

ANNUAL TOBACCO PRODUCTION COSTS

Since the early 1900s, tobacco produc-
tion in Ontario has developed into a major
cash crop industry. In recent years the
farm value of the crop has been in the
neighborhood of $250,000,000 and is
grown on approximately 150,000 acres
involving about 2,700 farmers. In compari-
son to other cropping enterprises, to-
bacco prociuction is quite involved and
complex.

Previous research has investigated the
effects of transmission lines on field crops
(Ontario Hydro, 1977), orchards, and
vineyards (Genge, 1977) in Ontario, but
no information was available on the ef-
fects of transmission towers on the pro-
duction of tobacco. To assess the annual
cost to the farm operator, Ontario Hydro
funded a research study conducted by
George Klosler, Fanshawe College, Ox-
ford School of Agriculture (Klosler, 1980).

Numerous tower sites in tobacco fields
were examined through ground and air in-
spection. Some of the more significant ob-
servations can be listed as follows:
(a)Large areas were left unproductive

around each tower so that equipment
could maneuver easily.

(b) In many instances where towers had
been erected some years ago, the
producers rearranged their fields in
such a manner that towers were in
headlands or on edges of fields.

(c) Weed infestation was a problem, par-
ticularly when towers were located in
the middle of fields and tillage could
not be employed, once the tobacco
had reached a certain size.

(d) No attempts were made to utilize the
area under the tower for tobacco pro-
duction.

(e) The patterns that farmers followed in
working around towers varied some-
what, the amount of land taken out of
production remained fairly constant.
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(f) Whenever towers were located on
sloping terrain the headlands were sig-
nificantly larger than on level ground.

(9) The size of unproductive areas was
determined by the maneuverability of
the largest piece of equipment.

In some parts of the United States, to-
bacco farmers leave every fifth row va-
cant for equipment travel. The occurrence
of this practice depends on field size and
type of equipment used (i.e., tractor-
drawn equipment). In Ontario, the almost
universal use of self-propelled priming
aids or harvesters does not require vacant
rows any closer than every 50 or 60 rows.
The study, therefore, did not consider
vacant rows.

To analyze the effect of a tower on to-
bacco operation, two components were
analyzed in a simulation study. Land loss
and extra machine time involved in work-
ing around the towers were examined by
simulating the various field operations.

The amount of land removed from pro-
duction depends upon the location of the
tower and its orientation to the rows of
tobacco. Figures 1, 2, and 3 illustrate the
pattern found in field observations and du-
plicated in the simulation study.

Most field observations indicate that
eliminating plants from each side of the
tower is normal procedure. This results in
higher land costs and lower machine costs
than would be incurred if only one trans-
portation corridor was provided.

Table 1
Cost* of a Transmission Tower in a Tobacco Field
Mid Field Tower in
Square Diamond  Headland
Extra Machine
Time Cost* *
Plowing $ 93 § 1.24 —
Discing 200 220 $1.00
Cultivating 1.35 1.90 =
Fumigation .05 .15 -
Planting .69 73 -
Hoeing 1.14 51 —
Hilling 13 .10 .
Spraying 13 .22 —
Priming 4786 56.11 —
Stalk Cutting .15 12 —
Total $54.43 $63.28 __$1.00
Land Cost
Land removed from
Production (sq ft) 5936 5656 2576
Value of lost
Production
(@$%$2,206/acre) $301.71 $286.34 $130.46
Total Cost of Tower $356.14 $349.62 $131.46

* Annuai cost to the producer for the study year.
' *Cost of exira time required to operate around the tower.
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Figure 1 SOUARE TOWER IN MID FIELD
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Within the tobacco field, total land re-
moved from production by a square tower
was 5,936 square feet, and 5,656 square
feet for a diamond tower. When the tower
is located in the headland, the area un-
available for production is reduced to
2,576 square feet (for a square tower).

As indicated above, the orientation of
the tower determines the number of rows
of tobacco affected. A square tower will
interrupt 22 rows of tobacco while a dia-
mond tower will interrupt 26 rows. For
each of the operations required in the pro-
duction of tobacco, the extra time re-
quired to manipulate the equipment
around the two types of towers was deter-
mined. Custom work rates were utilized to
calculate the cost of the extra time re-
quired. This information is summarized in
Table 1.

A tower located in the headland of a
tobacco field results in virtually no extra
time involved in performing the unique op-
erations associated with the crop. A tower
in this location results in shorter rows of
tobacco but does not cause a significant

Figure 2 DIAVOND TOWER IN MID FIELD
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increase in machine time required to per-
form operations. Therefore, extra time
costs resulting from a tower located in the
headland were assumed to be zero. The
only exception to this is the extra cost in-
volved in discing headlands for weed con-
trol, estimated from field studies to be
$1.00 per tower.

As other studies of this type have
shown, the cost of a tower is closely re-
lated to the value of the crop being pro-
duced around the tower. The higher value
crops have proportionately higher costs
associated with land removed from pro-
duction. Higher value crops also have a
proportionately higher percentage of total
costs attributed to the land component.
The value of lost tobacco production
($2,206/acre) was arrived at by calculat-
ing the value of gross sales less any costs
that would have been incurred.

The study demonstrated that transmis-
sion towers located in the midst of to-
bacco production areas interrupt the
normal production practices. Specifically,
the towers take out of production land that

Figure 3 SOUARE TOWER IN HEADLAND
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has a high opportunity cost. Additionally,
towers located in tobacco fields make the
use of equipment less efficient.

The best location for a tower was ap-
parently in the headland area where the
area is normally unproductive. The
amount of land lost from production in this
location was less than half of the area lost
when the tower was located in mid-field.
Of the mid-field locations, the square ori-
entation created a five percent greater
loss of land than the diamond orientation.

The cost of lost time for mid-field tower
locations averaged approximately 15 per-
cent of the total cost, but was higher for
the diamond orientation. Since approx-
imately 85 percent of the total operating
cost of a tower in a tobacco field is due to
the amount of land taken out of produc-
tion, it is obvious that trends to larger
equipment will necessitate larger head-
lands and unproductive areas around tow-
ers.

Based on the findings of this study, the
following recommendations were made.
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» With consideration given to all
relevant factors in route and
tower location, attempts should
be made to avoid tobacco field
locations.

* Inthe event that a tobacco oper-
ation cannot be avoided, head-
land and fencerow locations are
preferable.

» Towers to be located in tobacco
lands should be designed and
oriented in such a way as to min-
imize land loss and equipment
conflict.

e Written information and as-
sistance regarding compensa-
tion policies should be readily
available through local offices.

o A procedure should be devel-
oped to ensure that findings
from current research into trans-
mission line impacts are incor-
porated into the route selection/
tower location process.
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Real Estate Decisions
Begin With . . .

YOUR
REALESTATE
APPRAISER

.

N

Qualified real estate appraisers
are trained in the analysis and
valuation of real property. They
can advise you in decisions to
acquire, hold, use, or dispose
of real estate. Their research
into market areas, assembling
and analysis of perfinent data,
and sound judgment and
objectivity form the conclusions
on which you must rely in
protecting your investment.

The qualified professionals
in real esfate appraising
are MAIls and RMs.
MAI— Member,
Appraisal Institute
RM—Residential Member

They are so designated by the
American Institute of Real
Estate Appraisers, the oldest

430 N. Michigan Ave., Chicago, IL 60611 (312) 440-8130

appraisal organization and the
only one affiliated with the
National Association of Realtors.

The Institute offers training and
resources in appraising, and its
Appraisal Review and Ethics
Committees work to assure that
MAIs and RMs are accountable
to you as well as to their
professional organization.

For more information about
appraising and what you
should expect in a real estate
appraisal, write for a free copy
of “What To Look For In An
Appraisal

For the names of qualified
MAIs and RMs in your area, see
your local Yellow Pages or write
for a free copy of the Institute’s
Directory of Members.
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