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I. Introduction
Grass is the crop best adapted to the English climate, and the most
.efflclent utlllsatlon of our leys and meadows is obv1ously of great
importance both from the national standpoint and from that. of the 1nd1v1dual
farmer, The valuevofvgrass can be inereased if  summer surplue is preserved
for'winter“feeding, and for some time silage making has been recognised
as one of the most practical methods of” achieving this. - Sllage is
comparatlvely easy to make, need not involve heavy capital expendlture
and as a food can supply dalny cows not only with their malntenance
requirements but also with part of fheir production ration. This point
has becomre of greater importance’ following the increase in the price of
concentrates to the farmer. Many farmers have also taken advantage of the
: hlgh yield of green fodder obtained from oats and tares and similar
mixtures by ensiling-these CTOopSe
| The above considerations Justify, we hope, the further investigation
into the economics of siiage nroduction whieh this department undertock
in the 1950 scason.

I

'II. Structure of the Samplec

The arca of the survey was extended to .cover Shropshire, in addition
to Cheshire?.Staffordshire'and Fast Lancashire which werc included in the
1949 silage report. Wherc two or more fields on onc farm received diffcrent
treatments, cach ficld was costed separatcly., The dlotrlbutlon of the
fafns and of the: scparatc costs was as follows:-

' County No, of Farms - -No, of Costs
Arable Grass

Cheshire ' 11 : 11
Lancashiroe ' 9 _ , 10
Shropshire | - 16 . ‘ 15
Staffordshire 1 Co11

Total | i 13 41

Only 7 costs related to silage loadod by manual labour as against 15 in _
the previous year. This number was considered too small to warrant a
sub-division of the costs into "manual" and - "mcchanlcal" groups, cxcept

in the comparison of "making" costs. (Tablo III)




-IIT. GroWing Costs

Table I sets out the average costs per acre of growing grass and arable
crops for silage; these costs were £3.89 for grass'andi£9,14.0 for arable

crops. This diffcrénce in cost per acrc is attributable very largely to

two factors: (a) arable crops require a higher outlay on cultivations than

docs grass; (b) many grass ficlds were grazcd or cut for hay as well as

for silage - conscequently the silage had to Eear only a portion of the
growing cost. The high rainfall in the summer of l950-ledito the.gfass
- being mqre abundant thdn'usual and in most ééées it was estimated that only
one,thirdi&f,the 4nnual grass yicld was used up in cach cut of silage.

Moré éilage‘pcr acre was produbéd, oﬁ the aveoraga, frﬁﬁ‘arablc crops
than from gfdss; Ag a result, the difference.betwecﬁ the growing cosﬁs of
~arablc and grdss silagc pgg_ﬁég was ﬁot so grcat.as tho.diffcrgncc betwoen
the coSté,pcr acrc, Thc arable siiagc, with an avcrdéc_yicld of 747t
per acrc cost £1.,5.3 por ton to grow; the averagc yicld of-graés was
5;3t pér acfo, ahd'fhc;grdwing cost pér ton 'was 12s.8, N

| Table I

Costs DCT. Acrc of Growing Arablc and Grass Silagc Crops

A

Arable Grass

fumber of Costs ~ 13 Y
Acrcs Costed . : o 109 7233
v ¢ s . o 8

‘Manual Labour =
Horsc Labour
Tractor Labour
Contract Labour

Total Labour

ot Manurcs

Sceds |

Establishment of Lcys

Rent

Gross Cost

Loss ‘
Proportion to Hay or Grazing

et Cost of growing Silagc
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Actunl coéts of cultivations and sccds for laying down lcys
were obtaincd 'in sixteenvbasos; ﬁhose arc sct out in Tablc II, .Ten of the
16 crops, covoring 63 o5% bf the acrc;gc, were sown undcr a nursc crop |
and 6n1y thosc cultivdtions difobtly connceted with'the sowiﬂg of
the grass arc included in the costse The cost of manuring is not included
in Tablo IT btut is covercd by thc charge for‘manurcs in Table i;
| | Toblo I

Loy Establishuont Costs (Por Acrc)

: - Total Cost .
Probablc| No,of | Manual Tractor | Sccd Pcr Acrcl Por Acra
Duration| Acres | Labour Labour A Per Year
Yoars '

L

£ s d
1 11 10
117
2 1

2
7
2 4 9
0
2

Sel0s=
s.16%
So4
S.4
S.1
S $R8%
S.6/=
CsJS1uE |
S T5em
S.80
S.48
8,19
3,20

S.2/a
8.37=
8.93%

]
o

o
=
o>

3 6
114
1 410
212 0
116 10
2 0
118
2 10
17
419
319

1
0
6
0
10 0
0
ol
0
0
0
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(%) Loy sown under ajnurse crop
’(l) Gost of soéd for 8,16 includcs £0619.5 for weed kilier.
IV. Making Costs |
.Tho QOsts and problems involved in growing crops for silagc are
© similar to thosc involved in growing thc same crops for othor purposoé; in

other words, they aré}not specific to silage production and thorefore thoy
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are not discussed in any detail in the present Report. 'Buf "making" costs -
" 4.0, tHe harvesting and carting of the crop, the £illing of tho silo, and

the use of molasses = dre an entirecly different question. In the aétual |

process of making silage therc is as yeﬁ no firmly estdﬁlished tradition based

on long expcricnce aﬂd, conscquently, great variations in costs are‘to

be found., It is in this aspect of silage production that the greatest

scops for increased éfficiency may be cxpccted. Any such improvemcnts

should play an important part in reducing thc total cos£ of production

since the "making" costs cons£itu£e,.on £hc averdge, 41% of the total éost

of graés silage and 24%_pf the cost of arable silage in the prcscnt_éamplc.

| Cutting‘the crop doesinoﬁ présehf a special probiem; Only thrce

farners included in this survey used a cut-lift, and this type of special
Amachincry, with its high*depreci&tipn ratc, sooms to be limited to large

farms and to contract work,

Table III.

Labour in Silagc Making(Cuttinq,Cartihg and Filling
Silos) = Avcrage Times and Costs

_ARABLE - GRASS

'r . Manual | Buckrake Loader

No. of Costs = | 13 1 7 11 26
Acreage ' [ 109.0 54,0 | .131,0 LLLT5
Yicld per Acrc - tons S B YA 349 541 52

Man Houfsi . I : A ' ,
Per Acre : ‘ 18,2 10,5
Per Ton _ 261

Horsc Hours:
, Per Acre
Por Ton

Tractor Hours
"~ Per Acrs
- Por Ton

Contract Work
Pecr Acrc
Por Ton

Total Making Labour
Per Acre
Per Ton

In Table III grass silage costs have been classificd according té_ﬁhe
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method of collecting the cut chp,_ 1To sub;divisidn has bocn inﬁroduéed
into the arablc crops since 11 of the 13 cfopé WeTS collccfcd by grecen crop
10°der; buckrakcs being used for thc rcmoining ﬁwo. The "Contract" column
';contalns only thosc sums which could not ‘bc ttrwbutcd to nqnuwl or otler
'labour for whnt of 1nIormatlon. Charfcs for thc her of mochlncry hav:
not bcen 1nc1udcd in this tablc; thcso ch rgcs and tho cost of nola assos h
“been %ddc& to tnc cost of lobour to obta:n thc "Maklng Cost" flgurcs in
Tablc VII Costu for 1nd1v1aual crops arc glvon in Tublc VI at The cnd
of thls rcport.
The labour coSt‘pgi;ggiéifor mékihg égébIg_éil&go W&é'highér fhdn.that
" for moking grass,Silagcvbut;.éwing‘%o‘ﬁho'hcaﬁicr'yicldwof'arablc éfops, the
making costléef‘ton wds‘lowér thdﬁithat'fpr’ahy iothod of‘ﬁaking éraés silage.
This fact, ioggther with a study of individual résuIts for all groups, scems:
to indicate that "making" labour docs ndt incrcaée proportionatcly with )
tonnage. In other wqrds, a higher yicld docs not noceSsafiiy rcquire‘
consider;bly morc labour and thercforc tends to rcducc thc cost of labour
_por ton, '

Of the threc mcthods of making silagc; the buckrake appcars to be the
nost cconomical of labbur,' (Incidentally, it also has a low dopreciaﬁion
rate) . With only 10} hours per acrc, buckrako users saved 3 man hours ﬁer
acrc in comparison with those farmers who rolicd on.purély mdhﬁﬁl 1dbouf |
for collocting tho'grédﬁ'material, and alnost 7 man hours per acre when -
comparcd with thosc using o loadcr. This saving, however, may be pdrtly
offset by the often higher cost of carting'the silago fromutho'piﬁ'tovthe
cowshed, for the pits are‘gcncrqlly dug iﬁ?thc'silagc fiéld on the farms
wherc o buckrakc is uSGd; The "loadcr" group shoﬁs a considcrably higher
cost of mmal and totel labour pcr acrc than the "manual" group but the
labour per ton is only slightly highcr, This is duc to the relatively léw
average yield ih,thc manual groups five of the sévcn crops in this group

werc from permoncnt pasture on the hills of East Lancashirc,

V. Yield and Cost of Production
The rclationship betwcen yiclds pcr‘adrc and costs pcr ton of grass

silage is summariscd in Table IV,
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Table IV
Distribution of Yiclds and Costs pcer Ton

Yicld por Acrc (Tons) | £0-1 £1-2 £2-3 £3-4 £4~5 £5-6 Ovor | Number
: o ' £6 | per yield
: group

L J Q L]
90 \0 00

(o N No XS SANVIN O I o
e e <
OO

glllllll

TR o NEIF SR VS
L ]
WP s ]

Humbcr per cost gfoup ' 7 _7 g -1 . 1 2 1 47

o crop yiclding below 4 tons to the acrc cost lcss than £1 per ton, Temporary
lcys gavc risc, on the whole, to higher yiclds and lower costs por ton than
pernancnt grassland, Some of the highest yiclds werc obtained wherc morc
than onec cut.of silage was taken; making costs were naturally highe; in these
cases and o smaller propertion (or nothing at all) was dcductcd for grazing,
In arablc crops,; as in grass, low costs per tonrworo generally associated with
high yiclds per acrc,

Tablc VII, at the cnd of this Roport, shows thc full costs of silage
production per acre and per ton for individual crops as well as the avcrago
costs,

VI. Wastage

The proportion of wostogc in thc finished product was estimatcd on a number

of farms, and thc rcsults arc shown . in Table V. In onc case thc whole -
contents of a pit werc unusable; in several cascs (somc of then not included
in the Tablc owing to unocrtainty as to the actual yield) therc was no wastago
whatsocver, The higher average porcontagc of wastage in arablc than in grass
silage may bce duc to the greater difficulty in compressing the matcrial,
espceially where a high proportion of it consisté of cercal straw. Most of
the cases of high wastage could be traccd to insufficient drainage, accentuated
by thc wct scason.

- Haturally, . thce fact that part of the product is unfit for consumption
causcs an incrcasc in thc. cost per. ton oﬁlodiblc.silagcio.g. on onc farm the

cost por ton bascd. on total yicld was £2.6.4. . Thore was-5.8% of wastago
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and a ton of ggiblg silago cost £2.9.2, or 6,2% morc than would have beon the
casc had thcrc bocﬁ no wastagces (11.Be The percentage to be added to the cost
per ton to obtain the cost per cdible ton can be calculatcd from the fofmula
X = 100W, wherc X = perccﬁtagc to be added, W = Woight of wastege, E = Weight
of cd?bie silage).
| Table V

Proportion of Wastore in Silage

Grass Silageg
Codc o, Typc of Container - Total Yicld Amount of  Percentage of
Tons Wastags Wastage

Tons

o
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Stack 18,0
Stack 22,0
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- VII. Faricrs Obscrvations

The grcat naJorlty of thc furn”rs co-opcratlng in the Survey
cxpressed Sutle&Ctlon w1th silagc as a valuublc ‘part of dict of dairy
cattlc. In most cascs it was found that s11age making did not interferc
with thc normal pcrformancc of other farm work. Somc of the fermers
have rcduced or altogcther cut out hay making in favour of silage, mainly
because the latter is much lecss éependcnt on weathcr for its subcess.'
Practically all our co—operato?s emphasiscd the rclish Wifh which déiry
cattle eat silagc.

Notes of Costing Mcthods

Labour
The following standard ratcs werc charged:—

Manual Labour - Z/Bd per hour (except whorc the farmer
indicated a different rate).

Horse Labour . 1/2q n

Tractor Labour
light tractors =~ - 3/6d "
nediun - 4/oa "
track laying - L/6a " n

F.X.M, produced on the holding was charged at 1Q/— per ton,

Bstablishnent of Loy cost was taken at £244.3 per acre pcr year where the

actual cost could not bc ascertained., This figurs is an avcrage obtained
in a previous investigation,

Misccllancous and Ovcrhcads 10% was added in cach case to the sum of

growing and making costs, Pits wore charged at 10% of thc cost of moking
and lator structural improvements, plus the total cost of any current
repairs carricd out in 1950, Spécial cquipmeont was charged at 10% of thc
purchasc pricc; the averagcs werel£4 for buckrakecs, 215 for greon crop
loaders and £40 for cuﬁ—lifts.

Yiclds shown in this rcport can only Bo approximate, Tho farmcr's cstimate
of the quantity fcd and the volume of the silago worc taken into account

in working out tho yield figurcs.




TABLE VI(i)
Silage liaking Labour (Cutting, Carting and Filling Silos) - Times & Costs

Code No. No. of Yield (tons) Man Hours Horse Hours ‘_Tracﬁor Hours Making Labour (Total)
Acres Per acre Per acre Per ton Per acre Per ton Per acre Per ton Per acre . Per ton
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TABLE VII

Costs of Silage Production for Individual Crops

(b) Arable

Per Acre . Per Ton

Yield Per -Growing lMaking Misc.& Total Growing lMaking Misc.& Total
Acre (tons) GCost Cost Overheads Cost Cost Cost Overheads Cost .
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