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Introduction

The results given in this bulletin were obtained
from 31 10W13nd dairy farms in Cheshire and Stéffordshire
and 9 upland dairy farms in East Lancashire,

In the lowland dairying districts silage meking is
now a falrly general practice and most of the ‘farmers
visited in the course. of the enoulry were famlllar with the
techniques of the process and were planning their cropping
to give silage a definite place in the programme; Uhder.A
these conditions the enquiry was solely concerned with costs;
but under different circumstances in East Lancashire the
scope of the enquiry was widened to obtain more general
information. In this area of high rainfall, where silage
would appear to be a safe method of providing winterifodd,
éomparativelyAfew'farmers make a regularAféature of silage
in their cropping progrémﬁes.. A number'gdqpt an
opportunist policy, makiné)silage.infseasQné when graSS’is
abundant, but the majority are n&t enthusiastic. The
attitude of farmers in the two districts is guite different
and it was in an attempt t?;diSéSVéP'SOﬁQ'Of the reasons
for the contrasf that ﬁhé costs enqguiry was extended in the
- upland déiry area, ‘Akrandom‘sample of fbrty-fdur farms
repreéentihg the different sizes of dairy farms was visited
and the farmers who were not making silage were asked to

give their reasons,

Of the Ll farmers in this sample only ten made silage

as a normal part of the farming routine, A few more made
silage occasionally if the seasbn were suitable but the
majority, nearly two—thlrds of the total, had never done
so.and for the most part had no 1nteat10n of doing so in
their present circumstances. The reasons for thiS‘apparent
lack of enthusiasm were put in a varlety of ways but in

almost every case uhey resolved themselves 1nto the




shortage of grass; On thelSmail heavily stocked, and

rather poor farms of the area the grassland at its present
level of production, seldom does more than meet the minimum
reqdlremenbs.of the dalry herds for pasture and hay. Without:
sbme improvement in the'odtput of grassland;etherefore, |

or a reduefion.in the numbers.ofestoek,;ﬁhe introduction
of_silage.weuld entail some encroachment on the area

reserved for hay. This involves a risk which farmers are

- unW1111ng to take feellnd that experlence in srlage maklng

galned at uhe expen e of part of thelr hay crop might be:
__very costly. 'Already short of winter food they dare not
rlsk a failure. and prefer the risk of. bad hay to that of bad
silage._ Labour also presents dlfflcultles,on the.small.
farms. There is little’seope for mechanisatidn'andvon the
'farm run by the farmer hlmself the work ‘is too heavy._'

By contrast, on the 1arger and more- fertlle 1owland
dairy farms there is more grass. and a better supply of
fodder cropsiother than hay so that the farher can obtain his
:experlence 1n maklng silage Wlthout ,aonab jeopardising
the w1nter food supply in the event of fallure. It’Wonid
appear therefore, that if 511age 1s "to become of major
‘1mportance as a W1nter food on the East Lancashire farms not
only will the product1v1ty of . the grassland have to be
improved but farmers will. have to be convinced that 31lage
is at least as good as hay and that it Qan_be~made with little
or no risk of failure, 'Labour difficnlties, weredthe farmer
convinced of the value of ailage; could prdbably be.A'
overcome by'hiring;machinerywand hy employingfcasnai labour,
Two of the costed farms in the areaAwere'under 30 aeres.
gg§£§ . . ,

The LO farms prov1ded L7 costs coverlng 62% acres

of arable silage and )754 acres of grass silage. iThe

arable silage crops were grown on nine farms in fields of




from 3 to 12 acres while the grass 51lage was fitted into
a variety of uses for the flelds. Some grassland was
- reserved solely for silage on nlne‘farms and éeveral cuts’
were taken during thé‘yeér. On the others a cut for 311age
was taken from fields also used for hay and grazlng. In
both cases the full costs of growing grass have been
apportloned to show the cost of one cut of grass per acre.
The costs have been presented fop gfoups depénding_oh the
crop used, arable Crops or grass, and the,grass.group
has been sub—divided into Vménﬁal" and "mechanical" depending
on. the method of harvesting, The costo of grow1ng the crops
are given in Table I and the full costs, 1nclud1ng the |
'costs of making and the overhead charges, in Table II. All.
operations up to and including the final coverlng of the
silage in a pit or stack are included

TABLE I

Costs per Acre of Growing Grass and Arable Silage Crops

Arable Grass Grass
Silage Manual Group Mechanical Group

Number of Costs 9 - 15 . 23
Acres Costed 217% - 3572
;‘£ s d - ,Sd
B
11
h 8
12 81
211 11

[O)
\)
e

Manual Labour
Horse Labour

Tractor Labour

Total Labour

=~ = oo

Net Manures

Seeds

i
-r .

Establishment of Leys - _ 17,
Rent

Gross Cost

Less : :
—_—= J oR
Proportion to Hay e&f
" Grazing

Cost of Silage




| TABLE 11

_Cost of Silage per Acre and Per Ton

Arable Silage.‘Grqss Silagec * Grass' Silage
' Manual Mechanical

Cost/Ac Cost/Ton Cost/hc Coayﬁon Costﬁm;Cost/Ton
£ s d8 s d & s 4& s d £ s d& s d

Crop Cost . 11 1 L1110 6.4 7 21 1 8L 89 1911
Making Cost' . 3 9:0 - 9 7 21311 13 421511 11 3

‘Overheads & ‘ ‘ :
Miscellaneous 1 12 7 in 7 19 9 L O

‘Total Cost: 16 .2 11 2. L 8 7.8 i+ 5 115 2

Total Yield (tons) L53 B o 1770

Yield Per Acre (tbﬂs§ 7% I. L. | 5.0

Accurate‘information'on-yields was extremely difficult
to Sbtain and the figures given are estimates pased. on the
~volume. and density and on the quantities fed from the silos,

.Q'TheyAare‘measures of the total silage handled and not of
edible silage. |

The costs of aréble silage,'mainly oats and vetches,
varied from £12,15.2 per acrc to £20;19{6‘por acre and from
£1.9.10 per ton to £6.7.7 per ton. The high cost per ton
was associated with.a very low yicld of only 2 tons per acrec,
"On the low cost farm the yleld was 103 tons per acre. A
moderate, yield of Lt tons per acre gave a cost of 69/6d
per tomn and on the remalnlng farms w1th ylelds ‘between |
6% and B%vtons_the Qosts were all within the range -
35/~ to 55/— per ton. - B b

- Average costs per :acre for the two groups of gfass
silage.are-&ery similar and‘the differences in the cost per
ton are the result of the higher average yield in the
"mcchanlcal group. ‘This group contains a hlgher proportion

of the bettcr farms g1v1ng a groater response to manurlal




- 5 ~
treatment, Their rents are higher but‘thq cost of manures
appliéd was only £2.5.3 per acre a51Comparéé-With £2,11.11
per acre for the "manual" group. Another factor contributing
to higher yields in the "mcchanical”group_is the greater
réiianC bn leysvasbshown ﬁyﬂthe”éstgbliéhment cost in Table 1.
The'"manual group conteins most of the East Loncashire farms

in this area the nct cost of monures, including F.Y.IM.

lime, was nearly £3 pcr acre while the yield of silage

only 2.4 toﬁs per acre,.  This comparatively poor response

in part be attributcd t§ the slow growth of hay aftcrmaths
in the dry summer of 1949 since aftermath grass formed a large
part of thc silage on the Lancashire farmé. |

The total cost for the Bast Lancashirc farms at £8.0.0
per‘acre is approximately -the same aé the group average.‘ The
cost of growing the grass was higher and the cost‘of ﬁaking
the silage rather%less. With the  low yields, the avérage cost
per ton, however, was £3.5.9, 25/- above the group average.

The full range of yieclds and the costs per ton for the
two groups of grass silage is shown in the following two
tebles. Twenty-one of the twenty-three costs -in the "mechanical'
group fall between £l,ah§~£3 perbton but in the "manual" group
the low yields"on“the East.Lanéaéhire‘farms-give a wider range,
Seven of the ten costs from'this area are'over £3 per ton,.

TABLE 111

Distribution of Yields ahd Costs per Ton '

Number of Costs Between:-
Yield '

s ) No.per
er ecre  £0-1 . 1-2 2~ - - -6 4
pTonS -5 3= L4-5 5 Yield

) group.
o ’

3
2
5
2




TABLE 1V
- "MECHANIGCAL" _
Distribution of Yields and Costs Per Ton

Number of Costs Between:-

Yield per. . S . A
acre £0-1 1-2 2-3 3= L4-5
Tons - - o T

Labour

| In Teble 11l the cost of meking an acre of grass into
éilage is shoWn to_be préétically the same for the two grass
lgroups. ‘No obvious financial advantége follows from the use
Ofbspeciél equipment. Money coéts, however, conceal a savihg
in‘ménpowér Whidh for.the'preseht'éample'of cpsts amounted to
3.2 man hours perfacre or 1l.35 man hours'per ton. Hofse
lébour was.aléb IéSSjand'tractorvwork was oniy slightly
greater.A o o

TABLE V

 Time Spent Cutting, Carting and Filling Silos

MECHANICAL . MANUAL
_ Per Acre Per Ton Per Acre Per Ton
Man Houré‘ ' 12,8 2.6 16.0 - 3.95
Tractor Hours 5.7 1.15 5.3 . 1.3
‘Horse Hours | 6.65 0.13‘ 1.8 . 0.45




The saving in man hburékfedudes the cost of manuai labour
by approximatcly Z/Bd per acre Which is rather less than
the charge made for the use of spec1al oqulpmcnt (The
greater proportion of the: Sp801ﬂl equlpmcnt was hircd and -
the charge for all farms was based on the daily ornwccklyf
hiring ratcs. Tho average cost was 8/~ per qcfc )
Financially, and ﬂssumlng 511ugc making to be an 1solutcd
opcration in the Parm cconomy, therc is then little |
differcnce between the méchanised and unmechaniscd farms,
There will, howefcr; be a fihancial gain in the fdrm cconomy
-as a‘whoie if thoilabbur displacod in silage making can be
-used effidiontly in other directidné. But more important
than cons1deruu19ns of p0531ble flnﬂn01a1 ﬁdv"ntago is the
great saving in humun effort which mechanlsaulon affords,
Such a saving is at the least d081rable and is prdbdbly

essential if silage making is to be continued on a large scale,

Costs and Quality

Reﬁorts on feeding value were.availdble for 26 lots of
silage and the percehtages~qf dry matter and of crude protein
indthe dry maﬁter are given in the .tables of individual results.
From a costs point of view this informﬁtion is mainly of
negatlve VdTuo since inter-farm varlatlons in cost appear to
hﬂve 11tt10, 1f any, bearing on uhe.dlfferences in the quality
of s11age,- Good and bad seémples of silage are found at both
ends of the cost range and the distribution throughout the
range is practically the same for both those.of & high or
medium protein stdndard andvthose of low protein standard
‘This holds good for gPOWlng cost and mdklng cost as well as

for total cost

' 8ince bad éilage may:dost just as‘much to;grow and

make as good silage it follows that in the fiﬁal measure -
the cost pcr unit of food value ~the quality of the product

is the most 1mportnnt con81deratlon. In this uample,’for




example, the 22 lots of grass silage which were analysed

are equally divided bctwcen low protein and modium or

high pr0001n groups and tnc average cost'per fon‘of meking

and growing the silage is approximately the samc for cach,

Yet the cost per cwt of crude protein in the low protein

group is.105/~ as compared with 74/~ in the other, The
economic adVantage of good quality silage is considerable

and although there is scope for rcducing growing_and_

handling costs it Would appear that, at this .stage, even
greqtcr cconomles can be qffcctcd by.qttcnulon to the

factors Wthh meke for a high grade product From the remarks
made on the anqusts' reports the most 1mportant of these would
seem to be the use of mqterlal at the rlght stage of growth and

cqreful control of temperqture in the silo,

.Notes on Costing Methods

Labour Monual Labour was charged at prevailing’fétoé
with adjustments for overtime and time lost,
-4Hor3e'labour was charged at 1/- per houf and

tractors at 3/~ per hour,

Manures The charge for farmyard manure was 14/6 per ton |
' exclusive of the cost of cartlng and spreading.

'"Net Manures' is the cost of all F.Y.M, and
fertiliser applled,adgusted for Manurlal Residues,
Establishment of Leys This is a proportion of the original

cost of laying down the ley based on the intended
life of the ley,

Share of Cost tn hay or graZinq The Dbasic figure was one

third of the cost of grass productisn but some
varlatlon Was allowed for dlfferent condltlons.:

Mlscellaneous The main 1tems Were molasses and a charae

for the cost of the plt:n‘salo.
OQverheads: The Rates charged varied between L/6 and 6/1

per £1 manuql 1abour accordlng to the size and type
- of farm, : T




Arable Silage:
| PER ACRE
e ———
Yield Growing Msking - Misc.&  Total Cost Growing . Misc.& %

Acres per -=Cost . Cost Overheads Cost Overheads j Protein
. - acre R

£ s d & s d & s d & s 4 £ s a £ s a
* 11 8 15 | 511
1L 3 15 o 8 8
8.0 1518 1 1 18 4 19 3 L 17 7
| 1
2
1

10.8 10 9
7.6 10 16

15 L 9
20 10 3

L.5 9 17
8.3 12

6.7 11 18

8.3 11 . ' 18
7.0 o 9 1 0 12
2.0 ; 12

- Weighted
Average:




Grass Silage (Manual):

PER ACRE - PER _TON
ield Growin Meking Misc.& Total - Growing Making Misc & 7 b '
feres pzieécre. Cost & Cost Overheads Cost Cost ~ Cost . Overheads D.M. Pr%t%lﬁ
: ' (o] o ldile

£ s £ s d £ £ s a £ s d £ s d

18
17
1

W
O

13 10 i
9 1L 7
17 i

Ul
=ovwum
N OWw
[SYR\ARY]
= O
W W
Mgl o) Py
- .
Do
=W

N
W,
L OHW

=
|

:
I_.I
ONUVIUINO ooV

W
)

=
OVIAVO\O DU I
L]
2
=

VMO~ O OO0 HW
mﬁmm?wur

HPoPDOOND FEWH
=
FuFFFEFowEw

}_l

Ho
~N O~ W 0OV £ D
=

Ul

}_.l

i_!

e

kNl—'I—'I\"I—'l\)-l?ENENEN
=
HUWWF WO OV =

5
17
19

14

0
13
2
L
2
6

I
I 8 7 15

VTV OW = U1 OO
OONOO AWV O
HO W RN &
=
N 00 OO N©WOW
~WOF OV O VO .Iv
=
AYON~ O N O O~
U0 OV~ 00 W0 O
L :

}_l
=
|__|

3 11 3

W O
HW

Weighted
Average:




Grass Silage (Mechanicai)
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PER ACRE

Protein.
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