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MATICROP POTATOES IN LANCASHIRE AND SIROPSH nE, 1965

INTRODUCTION

"The average yleld of early and malncron potatoes in Great Britain , . .
in 1965 « » « wias 10.2 tong per acre, or 1.1 tons per acre above the‘
previous record.of,9;1 tons achieved in 1962 and 1964.,"

Taken at its face value this statement in the 1966 Report of the
Potato Marketing Board would appear to offer good reasop,for,selfeif
congratu}etion by the farmers concerned. Unfortunately, as they themselves
know'oﬁly tee ﬁell from the experiences of past years, with planted
acreages fLﬂLlﬂP at the present Tevel and tﬁe inelasticity of demand for
potatoes, high yields inevitably bring marketing problems in their train.
The 1965 crop proved to be no exception to the rule. Total predeetiqﬁ
from a plan%ed acreage of 680,000 acres amounted to 6.95 millieﬁ‘toné;

some three—auar ers of a mlllJOq tons more then the estimated current

demand fpr ware potatoes of 6.1 to 6.2 million tons.

It.wes‘evideﬁt early iﬁ the season that the»crop Wae going‘to be a
heavy one, and this knoﬁledge coepled with‘the heevy pressure to sell zept
down pvlces to p;oducero. The start of the mqlncrop 11ftwng, for example,
found Majestics selling at &3 to £10 and King Edwa*es ut £11 to £14 per>
ton, compared with £10 to £14 and £14 to £19 respectively in the previous

A year. In:ordef'to steady fhe marﬁet the Potato M;“keulnu Boa“d tooh |

.advantage of the ~reater flef10111 ty of the new merket suppo*t arran#ements
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and operated, in all, three buying programmes, as shown below,

. Buying prosramme Tons -
Tirst 18t September to F1st October 204,121
Second 18t December to 15th January 476,089

 Third  1st'Merch  to 11th Merch 102,430

- In eddition, riddle sizes were prescribed as follows:— =
Riddle Sizes

-Date - < Minimm riddle. . . - - Maximum riddle - -
Reds Whites 111 varieties

18t Aughst o . 13"
30th Auéust v 5 1%5
\5th November  13n 4
26th April | BT 14

‘.The effective result of the interplay of mafket foréeshénd Board -

intefvention was an.average market pricé for the 1965 cfé? of £ﬁ4~4s.;da.
per ton, one shilling leés than the guaréntec bricéAaf £14—55.—Od. per tomn.
Given an average yield of 10,2 tons per acre, average returns would amount,
fheréforé; oﬁ'this reékoning, to approximatelyi£145 per acfe. Coﬁpérégie

figures for the previoﬁsvfive years would be:-
- ' | 1960 1961 - 1962 1963 1964 1965
Yield (tons per acre) » . 8.7 9.0 9.1- ¢ 8.6 9.1 1042
U. K. average market price per ton £11.75 £18,05 £18,05 £15.0 £14,05 £14.2
Average return per acre . £102.2 £164.3 £164.3 éﬂé9;b £127;9 £144.9
| Total Gt. Britain ecrosge = 742 628 660 687 - 706 680
(A11 -provers, '000 acres)
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The diagrem below -illustrates the pattern of the average weckly prices

" received by producers in relation to the Potato Merketing Boerd prices.
Prices moved somewhei erratically during the Tirst three months as
the varying effects of weather conditions, pressure of form work, pressure

to sell, and Imouledge of hoavy yields were felt.,” The Board's October’

buying programme, and the practice of manufacturers, of buying potatoes

Averﬁne Weexlv Droducercd‘prlceu for ware potatoes

- Great Dritain - 1965 Crop.

MAR APRIL MAY JUNE

AUG  SEPT OCT KOV DEC  JAN TEB

AVGEOPG ueehly prlce e
P.H.3. price oottt Source: P.lM.B, Annual Report 1966.




“at thatftimerto-storé; were probably contributory causes of *he temporary
rise in Ogtober.» The.cpnsoquént drop in November Ués followed by a gradual
:ige.uptilifhe middle‘of Jénuary. The ce;sation of the Board's»secon@
“buying prog;amme;on_15th Japuary Qoiﬁcided with a pcriod during‘which,
espec;ally since the development:qf pheap conyenient:indoor storage,
many‘produéers prefervtorriddle out their poﬁatoes. The‘resgltiﬁg pressure
of supplies and, according to the P,l.B., the belief am§ng the trade and
producers that a surplus still existed, kept prices level until early
HMarch, vhen, after a third short.buying programme they begaon to rise rapidly,
in umsually high rate of deterioration m store dus to veather conditions
and poor keeping quality aééelerated-fﬁe“risé;-'iﬁ‘brder to encourage
delivery of remaining stocks the linistry authorised payment of a special
dressing fee of £5 per ton for potatoes delivered from stocks under contrgct to
the Board from 28th lMay.

:EThis\transformation over the season from an cpparent glut of potétoeS‘-
tojan appéfent shortage is indicative of the difficulfies otill to be Qvercomé;'
inievolving"some vorkable, orderly system of marketing, which would‘offer
eqﬁitable returns %o.the majo?iﬁy, if not te all producers, How wes if that
thé situation changed as it did in- this instance?  The P.H.B. in their |
Rcéort state that they "had little doﬁﬁt that‘morg than - the surplus had
beén offered under the first and second buying progrdmméé;'but fhe market
was behaving as ‘though the surplus were‘Still'frée and it'was cleér th#tr

there was little confidence emongst producers that the position had been

rectified." The third short buying programme apparently.re-assﬁféd prbducers,
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pressure to sell eased and prices began tovrise steadily: The unexpectedly
‘high rate of deterioration in May, mentioned esrlier, accelerated this price
rise. One of the main factors here appears to be the reluctance of the trade
and the producers t§ believe %hat the surplus had been Temoved; Presumably

this reluctance arose from inadequate market information or lack of confidence

in that which was svailable,

The,United Kingdom average»market prigeAper ton was £14.2; the average
markef price per ton realised by the'survey férmers was £13.3, a difference
of 18 shillings per ton, or, on a 10 ton per acre drop, £9 per acre. -This is
no mean amount %o forfeit, especially when the bulk of the work and eﬁpense
hasibeen?already‘incurred in getting the crop to the marketable state.
Examination of the prices received by the survey farmers revealed the distribution
shown in Table 1(12 The average monthly prices received by producers in Great
Britain are shown in Table II. Both tables illustrate the large Trange in the
prices received by the produbers which obtained for the 1965 crop. When one
considers that a%ergge'farm vields of ware potatoes'varied'from 6;6‘to 19,7
tons per écre,'ahd’that such factors as'weight loss and deterioration in store
ond moximum cnd minimum riddle sizes can also have é considerable effedt on
-the weight of potatoes sold, one con sympothise with the producer in his tosk
‘of estimating possible returns, The problem is further complicated by the often
unforeseeable circumstonces in which the individual producer'may'find himself
after harvest. TFinanciel pressures may require him to sell. His farm
organisafion-may‘bo such as to preclude work on thg potatoes ot certain periods
vduring'the sélling season. It moy.be thot because of weather conditions, diséase,
or other reason the keeping quelity of the cropvis suspect, Contracts or

ogreements with merchants or other outlets may require to be honoured. There

(1) Tcbles are collected together at the end of the report (Appendix I).
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mey .be uncertointy of future morket prices. These are but a few of the factors
to be teken into account in the decision as to when or at what price to dispose
~of the crop, 4nd, of course, one of the main problems facing the P.l.B. must be
the fo;ecasting»of_the resulte of such deéisions»nationally.

Such. then is the background ageinst which the results of the following
survey rust be considered,

MATVCROP. POTATO PRODIICTION ON 48 PARMS TN STROPSHIRR AID S.H. LANCASHIEE

Sample

The survey was concerned with the production of maincrop potatoes on

twenty-three farms in 5.V. Lancashire and twenty-five ferms in Shropshire.

- The forms ranged in size from 60 to 1,000 acres and the acreages of
'mainp:op.potatogs froﬁ 6 to 114 ocres, On average, the crop occupied 12 per
“;cenf:of the total form acreage - on the Loncashire farms and 8 per cent on the
Shropshire farms, The distributioné of the individuel form-total poteto
eereages (including equies) ond the maincrop acrezges are shown in Table III,

In.Table IV are given the cropping detcils for what_mighh‘be termed,
for the purposes of the Survey only, “average forms" for. the.two counties,

The Shropshire farms generally were much the larger ferms but there was little
. difference in the proportion of the areble acrenge devoted to. the crop - 17 per
. cent, in Shropshire ond 18 per cent. in S.W, Loncashire,

Hpather

Weather‘cqnditipns in the early pcrt of the year were reasonablyvgood,
though cold, and the crop in generel was plented in good order in April ond
early May. - The wgather continued cold into ecrly summer and emergence was.
deleyed. Better growing condijions followed and the crop bulked rapidly.. Heavy

roin in lete Séptember ond early Octobeﬁ madé harvesfiﬁg diffidﬁlt Buf frdm mid
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Octoher conditions improved and enabled the majority of furmers to complete-
their potato -horvest sotisfactorily.

Average Costs and Returns

Summaries- of average costs and returns for the two counties, -scparatcly
and together, are given in Tebles V and VI,  This information’is limited in
its usefulness in that it doeé not represent. one particular method or set of
proctices for potato -production but & composite of many methods end practices.
This point is- stressed particulerly with regerd.to the "Gross lMargins" figures
which are avereges of results achieved under different conditions and cennot.
be used for advisory purposes.

The extent to which total costs ond net mergins per acre varied on
the survey farms con be seen in Table VII, which gives the distribution of these
figures in relation to each other. The relationship between yield and net
‘margin is also clearly illustroted,

Sueh a range of costs merits investigation of certain individual items.,
For ease of reference in this report,.items-such as seed, fertilisers, sprays,
will be called material inputs; labour and machinery and similar costs will be
called operational inputs,
Material Inputs
{2) Seed
3

The main verieties and the grades of seed used on the farms in the. survey

are ghovn in Table VIII. Under. the heading "other varieties" are included no
fewer than 12 varieties, meny of which, such as Pentland Crown and Pentlond Dell,
are comparatively new and as yet expensive. Certified seed of the named

verieties varied in price from £19 to £35 per ton, the average being £25.6.

The variety Record wes an exception in -that on the survey farmd it was grown
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solely on contract for crisping and the seed cost £28 per ton. Up to £53 per
ton was paid for Pentland Crovm and £49 per ton for Pentland Dell by farmers
whose main intention was to retain a good proportion of the erop-as once grown
seed for the following year. |

‘A much ‘bigger ‘proportion of certified seed was planted in S.W. Lancashire
than Shropshiré,.tThis~may'bé»&ue=partly to “the practice, widely adopted in-
S.H. Lancashire, of cutting the seed. On many farms this was done by casual
- labour, mostly women, at an average cost of £3-2s.-0d, per ton, Cutting the
‘seed resulted in an average seed-rate of 14 cwts. per acre,'compared’wiﬁh~19.2
cut, on farms planting whole seed; o saving of 5.2 cwh. per acre,'whicﬁ, |
at an average price of £26 per ton, reduced the cost per acre of such seed by
iﬂ—128.?0d;;

Forty~-three per cent, of the total acreage was planted with chitted seed.

This acreage was mainly confined to the larger grovers, On one--farm only was
a glasshouse used for this purpose. On the remainder'chitting was done -in a’
variety of adapted buildings with fluorescent lighting and usually some form of
‘electrical heating and ventilation. The average cost of chitting amounted %o
- £3~16s,-0d. per ton, made up as follows: -anmuel share of cost of building
adaptation and fittings, thirteen shillings; annual cost of chittiﬁg—box
- replacement, twenty-five shillings; fuel thirteen shillings; lébouritﬁehtyhfive
shillings.

(b) - Artificial Fertilisers.-

- -Because of the variety of compound fertilisers now availablé, -the rates

- of application.arerbetter expressed in units of nitrogen, vhosphate -and potash,

(N, P, and K). The average application per acre for the whole semple was
125 units of I, 118 units of P and 193 units of K, an-approximete ratio of

1:1:1%, which is the ratio usually recommended for average conditions of soil
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ifértility. Compound fertilisers of this ratio of constituents were used by
over three-quarters of the farmers. On the remoinder of the farms the N to K
ratio wos mointained but the P content was decreased., Over two-thirds of the
farmers applied between 170 cad 220 units of K per acre,

‘Placement. drilling of artificial fertilisers has been advocated for

‘some years as a means of reducing cost. Placement drilling at the time of -
-planting, using a fertiliser attachment on the planter, vas pfactiéed on nine
farms., On four fafmsﬂthe\fértiliéer attachment was on the ridger and the

- fertiliser was applied in the ridge priof to'plénting.‘ On the remaining
thirty-five forms the fertiliser was put on with eifher a broadcaster or a
plate drill during the seed-bed cultivetions. The thirteen farmers who did
practise fertiliser placement did not in fact economise to any épbreciable
extent in the use of fertilisers. The average applicafion on these farms wés
125 units of ‘I, 108 units of P and 182 units of K, which is very little
different from the sample averages stated previously. It was not possible from

the survey resulis to justify or decry pleacement drilling at this rate as

vields from the forms concerned varied from under 7 tons to over 19 tons of ware

per acre,

(Q)' TFarm Yord Manure

- -The evaluation of the worth of or the necessity for F.Y.M. for poteto-
growing is a contentious question which will be avoided in this report because
of lack of evidence. Detoils of the accounting method used are given in

the ‘costing data in Appendix III.




P.Y.,M. wos applied for the potato crop on thirty;seven of the forty-eight
farms, at raotes ranging from six-tqns;to(twentyrtonn pér-acre. - On five
Lanoashire forms it wos purchosed at 22/6d per ton delifered-andfdn the ‘other
thirty-two it was produced on the ferm.

Experimental work on the potato crop hes shovm that an application of 10 tons |
per acre of F,Y.M, may be accomp;nied.by»d.reductioﬁ in comﬁdund fertiliser use of
three cuts,., per ccre without affecting yield. The averoge dressing on the farms
in the survey vas 134 tons-per acre end the compound fertilisef used on these
farms wos less,by the equivalept of two cwts., per acre of o 12,12,18 fertiliser
than on the "no - P,Y,!1,". farms,

A:Averagefyields of were on the "F.Y.M." and "no - F,Y,I." forms were 10,5
tons and ?0.3 tons per ccre respectively.
(4) Sprays

For the purposes of the survey the term 'sproys!' covers insecticides,
herbipidés, fungicides ond chemical houlm »destruction;

(i) Insecticides

A totgl of 116 acres on six farms were dressed agdinst ﬁireﬂdfm. Costs
ranged from 30 shillings to 60 ghillings per écre. |

_Systemic insecticides were used on 66 acres, on three forms, mainly for
proteéciton, ric kst aphis ottecl, % on'averzge cost of £2-18e.-<0d, per acre,

(ii) Herbicides

There is now comsiderable interest in the use of herbicides to reduce or

eliminote cultivations after plenting, It is believed that the eliminotion of
mechenical demage to the plants, and the reduction in moisture losses from

he soil con result in a better growth of potatoes and hence in improved yields.
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Eight‘farmers in the survey used herbicides, on o total of 237 acres, at an.
average cost of £2-5s,-0d. per acre. Three of the eight farmers used o residu
type herbicidé and tho other five o contact type: In the event only two of the
eight farmers were able to dispense completely with inter—row cultivations.
,berying'amounts'bf mechanicol and hand work were performed on the other six
farms. ' It moy be that this was due rather to the failure of the faruers
concerned to master & neir technigue then- 6 the “inefficiency of the herbicide,

(iii) - Pungicides’

Ministry warnings of the aangef of blight were given in late Jily and by
early August two-thirds of the potato crop in the survey h&d been sprayed ot
leost once with o fungicide. The incidence of sproying is given in Teble IX.

The average cost of materials only was 18 shillings per acre for each application.
On two-thirds of the sprayed acreage on the Loncashire farms the spraying wes
done on controct by either a fixed wing or o helicopter aircraft.’ Normal'

- charges for this work were £3, £5 and- 4 ~10s,-6d. per acre for ohe, two and three

applications respectively, this charge including the cost of the materials.

For this report these.cherges hove becn -split up between sproy materials

and contract work.

. -(iv) -Chemical haulm destruction

Chemicel haulm destruction was carried out on 27 forms by the form staff
at an average cost for meterials of £2-6s,-0d. per acre. On four farms the.
work was done by a contractor at a charge of £3-10s.~0d. per acre, including
materials, On the mojority of the remaining farms the haulm was killed

mechanicolly with a pulveriser or similar implement.




Operational Inputs

laterial inputs. cen, by their nature,. be discussed .individually.
- Operational inputs, by which is meant in this context the use qulabour;and
machinery, cennot be.divided for discussion with the same freedom, -:The
operations performed in growing and hervesting a crop of. potatoes, for example,
are accomplished by a combination.of lebour and machinery and there is little
-.point in compariﬁg, say, the crop manual .labour requirements on the farms -in
the survey without reference to the type and capacity of the equipment in use.

Operational inputs fall naturally into four seasonal groups..

(a) Preparation of seed. .

(b) - Pre-harvest operations. -

v(c)- Horvesting.
(d) Post~harvest operations.

(a) Prepsration of seed.

Chitted seed was used on 43 per cent. of the survey acreage. The necessary
operations of boxing the seed and storing the boxes in. the chitting house
usually took somewhere between two and four manhours per ton,:-depending upon
the care teken in boxing and the accessibility of the chitting house. Attention

to the seed afterwards occupied from very little to as much as four manhours

per ton where the seed wes 'paved! or desprouted, . Cutting the seed,

practised solely on the Lencashire farms ond done usually by casual labour,
took from eight to twenty memhours per ton, depending mainly on the size.of
the seed.

~

futomatic planters .were used on five farms and on four of these forms
the seed was riddled end graded so that the planters would work more

efficiently., This usually took about two menhours per ton.




(b) Pre-harvest operations

This group includes all operations, excgpt_the spreading of F.Y.M,, from
the initial p}oughing up tq{ but not including, haulm_destructionxprior to harvest.
Individual farm requirements for menual end tractor labogr ranged from as lov as
10 manhours andi7 tractor hours to as high as 42 manhours and 24 *tractor hquxs_
per acre. A simple average:of the'results would be 23 manhours and 14 tractor_
hours per acfe.. There are many circumstances which may be held to account,
either wholly or in pa:t, for this large Variation in labour use from farm to
farm, ‘The type ofvsoil,fthe cleanliness of the fields, weather conditions,
the timeliness of the cultivations, are but e few of the more obvious ones which
have a direct bearing on fhe amount of Uprk to be done. Of equal and possibly
greater importance, however, was_the‘effect of farm size. The lower labour
requirements were féund mainly on the 1arger7farms, agd vice versa. The
advantage of size in this‘connection, as instanced by the survey, arose in various
ways., Individusl fields were larger end thg proportion of fwaste time! on
headlands etc., decreased. The potato acreages were large enough to warrant the
purchase of specialised lebour-saving equipmept such as automatic plantgrs and
‘combined scarifiers and mould¢rs.A And possibly the mqst imppr%ant advantage was the
ability of the_larger‘farms to justify the running of the more powerful tractors
énd.highgcapacity equipment‘now available with the consequent saving in time spent
.on the crop.

(o) Harvesting

Complete harvesters were used on 35 ferms in the survey and 70 per cent,

of the crop was harvested in this way. On the remaining 15 farms the potatoes

were picked by hand, the pallet-box system of hendling the harvested potatoes

being used on three of the farms.
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The labour and tractor requiremehts of the three hafvesting'methods are
Agiven in Table X; On four of the ferms on which harvesters were used the potatoes
:Weré gold off the field with a .consequent éaving in labour im ﬁot‘having fb
haul and store the'potétoes.' These Tarms have been put into a separaté group
so as not tovinvaiidate‘the compéfiéohs between the other-groﬁps;
| The table revealékthat on aversge theArequiréﬁént'fdr casuel iabour'was
some thirty hours less when a complete harvester was used than when the potatoes
wore picked by hand, A% the then prevailing rate of four shillings per hour this
reﬁresents a direct cash saving of £6 per acre, against which has to be setv the
additiohaljaanual depreciatibnfand.repair costs:of fhe harveétei. Whether'thé
puréhése'of a hafvesterris finencially attrective or not depends upon the degree
of use to wvhich it ié put., Obviously the iarger the acreage worked by thei
harvester, the lower will be the annual cost por'acre.‘ Financiai consideratién
at this point may not however be the main factor. On the one hand farmers in some
arcas wherc casual labour is‘scarcévhave'had'to méchanise the'harvést if théy

wished to continue to grow potatoes, although their‘acreagés'would not otherwise

warrant it. On the other'hand some of the larger'groﬁers'prefer to harvest their

crops by.hénd'because of the faster rate of work. With a weli—organised systen,
ﬁSing one élevator—digger,'it is possible té harvcsf up to fhree écres per day
compared with the one and a half acres.per day averaged with the oﬁé—row harvesters
in the survey, and with the larger acresges time may be crucial, ‘bﬁ ﬁeavy lend,
too, in adverse weather conditions, homd-piclsing ccon offen go on whin ths wse. of

é harVestertwould be difficult if not impossiblé; The redenflintroduction of
improved two-row machines may be an snswer to the firsf criticism élthbugh thé

second may still rem=in valid.




15—

With- the intention of retaining the flexibility of  hand-picking and

- yet reducing the amdunt 0f~regﬁlar labour subsequently involved in handling

the. crop, the now-familiar pallet-box system was evolved. Although only fhree
farmers in the survey uéed thié-system théir labour.and’tracfor requiiements |
per acre were sufficiently consistent to justify their inclusion in Table X,

if only for the sake of interest. The reduction in the fegulgr lebour
requirement was to be expected, for that after all was thélp;int of the exercise.
That the casual labour requirement should be less by as much as twelve hours

per acre might not have been so readily anticipeted. One can hardly draw
general concluéions, wowever, from a- sample of threé'farmé.

(d) Post-harvest handling

Over three-quarters of the farmers in the survey put the bulk of their

potatoes into store for disposal lator in the scason. Some form of indoor

storage, provided usually by the adaptation of existing buildings at little

capital cost, was used on all butAthréé farmg on which the crop was stored
in clamps in the field, The time spent riddliﬁg—out for sale varicd somewhat
between farms and .on the same farm ot différenf timés, The size of the gang,
the condition of* the crop, the'capacity'of thé-riddle, the sizes of riddle
in use, the layout of the store, were some of the factors which affected the
rate of output. An average labour requirement for riddling end loading would
be five manhours per ton.

Yields and Returns

HMention was made in the introduction of the large variation in the prices
received by the producers in the survey. Potatoes were sold for as little as

£9 per ton early in the season and as much as £25 per ton towards the end,
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Finandial rgtﬁrn is a function of price per ton and yield per acre. When
one considers. therefore, in addition to the variction in price, the range of
-individual average yields per acre on the survey farms in Teble XI, it is.
hardly surprising to find that the financial returns ranged from £85 to £250
~per acre. The distribution.is‘shpwn in Table XII.

One point that should perhaps be made here is that each individual farm
treturn per acre'! figure is in itself an average of a number of such figures,

Every alteration in the price recived'per ton, -every difference in yield

per whatever unit of area is chosen, whether it be acre, field or variety,-

creates a new rate of financial return. The farmer's problem is to ensure that
the overall average return per ecre is the maximgm pgssibleJWithin the limits
of the circumstances in which he has to operate. The nature of these
circumstances, as instanced in the_introduc%ion,,may be such as.to preclude
the Qpportunity of maxinicing his-profit mergin on potatoes. -Nevertheless
ithquld appear that the rewards for skilful marketing can be . considerable

2 and'fully-justify o little thought, -Thg;recent“rapid'growth in potato"
',mgrketing;éroups is evidence-of. the -importance attached by the:industry

to this aspect of potato production,




CONCLUSIONS.

For the ﬁurpoees of the survey the sample was weighted deliberately_
in favour of farms on whieh~c0mplete hervesters would be used to>harveste
the crop, and does not cleim to be representative in the stafiéfical‘seeee'
of the word. However, this criticism -does not effect'the'obvioue”geherai.‘

. conclusion to be drswn from the report that potato production is a highQCQst

enterprise in terms of both material and operationsl costs. ‘A simple

average of the totel variable costs giVes a result of £47 per acre; while
the average lebour and tractor requirements were 104 manhours and 30 tractor
hours respectively. Comparable figures for similar studies of ﬁinier vheat
and sugar-beet would be - wheat £10 varicble costs per acre, 12 manhours,

8 tractor hours; sugar-beet £28 voricble costs per acre, 74 manhours, 22
tractor hours.

On the other hand the existence of the Poteto Morketing Board does
afford a measure of stability in the disposal of the crop., At thebsame time
the chance element of a possibly larger-than-average financiel return is
greater for potatoes then for, say, cereals or sugar-beet, although the risk
of loss is also correspondingly greater - as witness the three crops for
which the net margin was over £30 per acre as against the three on which a
loss was made,

As often happens in this kind of survey, yield per acre appears to be
one c¢f the mein factors which influenced the net margin result. Unfortunately
attempts to find some correlation between inputs and yield were unsuccessful,
presunably because of a variety of factors which could not be assessedjin this
context, such as soil type, locel weather conditions, the standard of

husbandry, the impact of disease, and vorietal differences.




Certein. practices, such as the chitting of the seed and the use of herbicides

to reduce. inter-row cultivations, have undoubted advantages, but again it was
o St : ons, . 1K g8, g

impossible to isolate the effects of such practices in this gurvey,

> Good husbandry is essential to achieve good- yields, but skill in

- marketing is. equally essential. to achieve the highest financial returns. To
this end it is felt that'the_development and dissemination of accurate market
infqrmation would be of great value both to the producer and to the Potato

Harketing Board, many of whose decisions mﬁst surely depend upon such. information.




Table I Percentage Distribution of Ware Potato Sales by Weight accordine to
48 Potato Survey Farms 1965
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Appendix T

orices realised ner ton,:

Price per ton
in £

under
10,0

10,0 %o
10.9

11.0 to
1149

12,0 %o
12.9

14,0 to
14.9

15.0 to
15.9

16,0 to
16.9

17.0 and’
over

Percentage
of crop

Table IT

Average Monthly Producers! Prices for Ware Potatoes.

Great Britain:

1065 Crop

Price per ton

2

Price per ton

£

August
September
October
November

December

111

11.9

12.5

12.0

13.3

January
February

March

3.5
14.5
16.4
19,8

22,2

Source:

Potato Marketing Board
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Table IIT Distribution of 48 Survev Farms by Total Potato and Maincrop
Potato Acreages, 1965

Total Potato Acrezge
County

25 0 50 | 50 to 75 |75 to 100

Lancashire

Shropshire

Moincrop Potato Agrasge

15-%8.30 30 to 45| 45 to 60 Over 60

Lancashire

Shropshire

Averspe use of land: 48 Survey Ferms 1965

23 25
Lancashire Shropshire
Farms Farms

acres
Cereals : 128

Potatoes 35
Sugar Beet 7
Othes &rable 21

Grass inclu.
leys 33

Total
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Table V Averase Varioble and Fixed Costs per acre: 48 Survey Ferms 1965

- Shropshire
25 farms

<t

5.W. Lancashire
23 farms

A1]1 farms
48 farms

Range

Variable Costs
Seed
Fertilisers
Sprays
Sundries
Casual Lebour

Contract Uork

(&) Total Variable Costs
’ (excluding F.Y.M.)

Fixed Costs
Regular Labour

i Trzoctor Costs
Machinery & Power Costs
Rent

General Tarm Expenses

Total Fixed Costs
(excluding ¥.Y.M.)

~F.Y. M.

« Adjustment for

Residual Monurial Value

(B) Totel Adjusted Costs

£
20.8
10.8
4.2
345
9.6
1.3

&

18.5
11.0
31

3.4

£

11.9 to
6.2 to
nil %o
3.0 to
nil to

nil to

6.8 to
3,0 to
4.4 to

3.0 to

£

34.7
16,0
10.3

5.4
21.5

5.0

35.9
12.1
30.5

9.0
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Teble VI Lversge Outputs, Gross Farging and Net lMarsing per acre

48 Survey Farms 1965

o

Shropshire 3. Y. Lancs 1§ All farms

25 farms 25 farms 43 farms

Tons £ Tons £ Tons £ £
10.5 136.3 10.4 141.4 | 10.4 138.7 ] 84.7 to 250.4
5.2 0.4 5.7 0.4 5.4 nil to 53.8

2,6 1.0 2.1 1.0 2.4 nil to 8.3

Total Output v 149.2 | 11.8 146.5

(A)*¥  Variable
Costs 42.9 46,6

Gross Margins ' 106.3 99.9

(B)* Total adjusted
Costs 111.9 110.5

Het Margins : 37.3 36.0

¥ See Table V
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Table ViI

Distribution of 43 Survey Farms by Net Margins ver acre and Total

Costs ver acre, 1965

Total Costs : Net Hargins per acre £'s \verege
per acre , yields
£'s per.

' 20 t039 {40 to 59 | 60 to 79|80 and over igi:z

Under 90
90 to 109
110 to 129

130 andovey

—

Total

Averzge
Yields per
acre; Tons.




Table VIIT

Use of varieties and grades of seed exvpressed as a
percentaze of total Potato Survey acreace: 1965

Lancashire . Shropshire

per cent. per cent.
NMajestic 48
Dr, McIntosh 8
Recoxrd 10
King Edwerd 24
Redskin

Other Varieties

Grade

Certified

Purchased once-grown

Own once~grovn
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Table IX Incidence of blight-spraying expressed in
48 Potato Survey Farms 1965

Humber of times sprayed
1 2 3 1 4
Lancashire 14 290 T7 41

County

Shropshire 53 206 47

Total 67 496 83

Table X Average Manual and Tractor Labour Hours per acxre
for Different Methods of Harvesting: 48 Potato Survey
Ferms 1965.

et - ting & v H B ’
Method of hervesting . Mammweal Labour Hours Y¥o. of Total

farms potato
acreage

Regular Casual | Total

Complete harvester,
potatoes sold off field

Complete harvester,
with trailers

gk SO

Hend-picked, with
trailers

Hand-picked, with
pallet boxes

o oo v a5 s
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Teble XT Distribution of 48 Pototo Survey Forms by Yields of Vore Potatoes per acre,

1965

Yield of wore pototoes;

\ 10 to 11.9 |12 to 13.9| 14 to 15.9 | 16 & over
Tons per cocre

Number of farms

Table XII Distribution of 48 Potcto Survey Iarms by Fincncicl Returns per ccre,
1965

i I
Return per acre in & | 75 to 99 ;100 to 124 | 125 to 149 150 to 174 175 to 200 | Over 200

Humber of farms 2 ! 9 17
, |
l




27~
APFEINDIX IT

MATIICROP POTATOES ~ 1965 CROP

The' fizures - in this Appendix are based on 48 records, for 1382.5 acres on
48 farms

Summary of Average Cogts per acre

Regular Labour 69,3 hours
Casual Lebour ° 3%,0 hours (women)
Power: Tractor 27.9 hours:

Machinery depreciation
and repeirs allowance

Contract Services
Materials

Seed

Fertilisers and manures applied

Sundries

Total Direct Costs
Add Share of General Farm Expenses
Less Adjustment for lManurial Residues

Net Costs
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Table 2 Summary of Average Yields and Recéipnts per acre

Receipts
' £

Sold for ware 134.3
Retairnzd for Seed 5.9

Chots and Waste sold .
or used on farm 2.2

142,4

Summary of Average Quoantities of Materials per acre

Material Lrea applied only Oversll average
Acres  Cwbs/Acre per acre
cwts
Seed
Homegrown

Purchased

Fertilisers and lanures

F.Y,l.

Artificials N -
P -
X -

Compounds 1382.5
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Appendix TIT

. Costing Methodg used in the Survey. -

Manual Iabour, The hourly rates were based on the actual wages paid on

- the farms, due allowance being made for holidays, national insurance and
pension contributions and overtime working, Work done by the fermer or family

was charged at the appropriate rate,

Contract Services. - The charges include the hire of the machines and the cost
of the operators accompanying the machines. Where spraying was done by contract
the cost of the materials was cherged under !sprays?.

Tractor Labour, - Tractor labour was charged at standard rates as under.

Vheeled Tractors - = . 4s. 6d. per hour.

.'Crawler Tractors ' "10s. Od.- per hour.

Machinery Depreciation and-Repairs,

(a) Specialised Machinery and Bquipment. An enmuel charge for depreciation

and repeirs was made by taking a percentage of the original capital cost.
The rates used for the various types of machinery and"equipment are shown below.
Chitting-houses, indoor potato stores and

associated equipment.

w>- Complete'hafﬁesters.»

Spinners, elévator—diggers, special potato
- elevators and similar machinery, . S 5%
Other potato crop equipment. ~ = . 1246 -

(b) General Machinery. A standard charge for.depreciation end repairs was

made of 6s. O0d. per tractor hour,




Tuel and Power. This cost refers to fuel and power other ‘than that used

by tractors,

Seed., ~Seed was charged at cost if purchased and‘at”eStimated sale value

. if home-growm,

Fertilisers and Manures, Artificial fertilisers were charged at cost net

. of subsid&;<farmyyard manure- at £1. per ton plus cost of spreading, if made
. on the farm; otherwise at cost.
Rent,  The actual rent paid by temant farmers or a rental value fof
. owner-occupied farms.

Géneral Farm Expenses., General farm expenses were calculated as below.

(a) Fifteen per cent of. the cost of menual labour plus
(b) Six per cent of the total direct.ccsts (including (a) ).
- Sundries. Sundries includes the potato acreage:levy,  sacks, string end other

.riiscellaneous items, .

Note: !Averaces!

The information given in the tables on pages 19 to 26 (Appendix I)
is derived from averages 6f farm !per. acre! figures (simple averages).

The information given in the tables in Appendix IT is derived by adding
the total costs and returns for a2ll farms in the survey and dividing by th

- total acréage (weighted average)










