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PILOT SURVEY INTO THE

COST OF CATP REARING 1947 — LS8,

To determine a method of'costing calf;rgaring,_a.pilot survey was carried
out duriﬁg 194748, frior‘to'a fuller investigation next year. The calculation
of the cost df calf—b?éeding and rearing involves many factors; which vary with
the system employed, In this investigation, the calves were mainly reared to
be sold as store animals and suckled the cows wntil weaned, Any attémpt to
determine the amount of milk consumed per calf was impossible and unﬁecessany,’
‘since the cows were kept solely to produce calveé, and so the cost of keeping
them must be charged tovthé calves. This was done forra'winter and summer
period, andla fotal‘cosf fér the yeér of the cows obtained, A cost per reared -
calf could then be found. | |

Rec&rds were kept throﬁghout the winter of 1947-48 upito the date the cows
were put'to grass and thercafter for the summervgrazing_period. At the commence-
ment and cnd of the goéting yéar, the cowrs ﬁere'three br four months in calf,

;. SO that the téfal yearly cost per cow could be correctly chargea.

Winter Period

The repords werc begun during November and December on five farms involving
81 cows. On four fa:mu, these were mainly cross-bred animals of the recognised
beef breeds, but on cne farm the main enterprise was the nroductlon of attes+ed
heifer calves, where the cows used were Ayrshircs and Ayrshirc crosses.

vThe value of the home growm food éonsﬁmed'has beeﬁ taken at-cost of
ﬁroduction és detefmingd oy the 1947 crop report issued by this Department.

The fipgures used are given bclow:%

Turnips - - 24/6 ton - Silage -~ arable 50/7 ton
Fay  113/6 ton . Oats 1011 cwt.
Straw 39/7 ton A Barley 12/10 cwt.

Beet-tops . 8/3 ton

The manhour cost was calculated from the actual wages paid to the cattlemen, ..

and ranged from 1/8% to 2/2 per hour. Table I shows the average cost of

keeping a cow per week throughout the winter on cach farm.




TABLE I

Cost of Keeping a Cow per Week =~ Winter

Farm

1 Farm 2

‘Farm 3

Farm L

Turnips

Straw - total
ey

Oats

Other Foods

Add Purchased Foods
- Total Foods
‘Agg_Man Labour
Horse Labour
Miscellaneous
Overhcad. Césts

Gross Cost

Tdtal Home Growh Foods -

Less Residual Manurial Valued

Net Cost Per Cow Per ieek

9/l
3/9

1/3
1/6
1/11
1/b
1/6

5/k
2/1

5/11

7/6

2/1

-/6

18/1
1/5

11/8
1/-

17/5
1/17

15/1
1/3

16/8

10/8

15/10

13/10

‘It will be seen'that Farm 2 has the lowest cost per~cow per weck.

difference is accounted for entirely in‘the cost of the food fed.

This

The cows

were grazing outside during thc day, and were brought inside at night, and hence

a charge for winter grazing was made ~ charged undof Other Foods at 1/6.

© The

amounts of turnips and straw used were thercfore considerably reduced. The

turnips were carted out to the field By horse and cart, which was charged at

1/3 per horse hour and 2/2 per man hour. Other Foods fed included Sugar—-Beet

tops on Farm 4, and arable silage and a small amount of Barley on Farm 5e

On

the farm where the cost per week was the highest of the sample,.the grecatest

quantity of turnips per cow was feda

This will be scen more clearly in the

following table of qpantitios of food fed pecr cow per wecke

' TABLE _II

Quantities of Food Fed per Cow — per week - hundredweights.

Turnips
Straw - total
Hay

Qats

Other Foodg.

O ¥

Farm 1

Farm 2

Farm 3

Farmn L

Farm 5

CWGS,
7.63
1.91

CWGS,

1,02
.77
3k
.12

Grazing

CWiSe

L.36

1.51
A1

-

Ccwts,
4. 87
3.06

CWtSe

2.01
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Farm 5, apart f‘rom the farm where winter grazing was utilised, used the
least quant:.‘by of food per cow, while cumpl oying the greate.,t var:u.ety. The cost
will be seen to be about average for thc sample, = Table I. Farm 1 feeding
Turnlps and. Straw only, used the greatest quantlty of food per cow and had the

highest cost.

pABLE IIT Hours Expended per Cow per Week

Farm 1 Parm 2| Farm 3 | Farm 4 | Farm 5

Man Hours 2022 082-1- 1-011' 1'91 1'19

Horse Hours N " .16 - - -

 As expected, Farm 2 where grazing was utilised, showed the least number of
man hours expended per COW per WCCK. As can be seen from Tables II & IIT there
is a direct, and obvious, rclationship between the quanfc’ity of turnips and
"large bulking" foods fcd, end. man~hours cxpended per Cow. |
The average length of the winter period was 24 weeks pér cow. Individual

farm figures are given below, together with the total cost per cow for the period.

TABLE IV  Total Cost per Cow for Winter Period

Farm 4 TFarm 2 | Form 3 | Farm & Farm 5

Average Number of
weeks per Cow 25 20% 23 25 25

Total Cost per Cow ’
- for Period £20.16.8 £10,11.10 £12.5.1) £19,15.10{£17. 5.10

(.

On Farm 2 the earliest o_pportunlty was taken to lcave the cattle out all

day on the grass, and so the net COS‘t'peI‘ cow for the period was very lowe

Summer Period

Five farws ~ totalling 75 cows - were again costed dur:x.ng the smmer, but,
unfortunately, Farm 5 was unable to contlnue keeping records, and sO another fa.rn
was included for this perlod only. Uith the exception of Farm 2, the cows on all
the farms were turned out to grass at the beginning of May.

The sumaer cost of the cows nccessitated the keeping of grazing records

f all stock on the farm, The number of grazing days for each type of animal
was found, and converted to a common unit by the use of a Livestock Unit Table

~ shovm overleaf,




Livestock Unit Table

‘Working Horse - unit

Young Horse e ‘ unit

‘Cow or Bull 4 -unit
1 Young Stock | = unit
1 Store or Feeding Cattle . unit
7 Breeding Sheep Aunit‘

. 14 Other Bheep 1 unit

In calculating the grazing cost on the individual farm, each field
grazed was dealt with separately to ensure an accurate "carry forward" for
residual. menurial values. The average grazing cost structure per acre, for

the farms, is given below to indicate the factors involved.

Average Grazing Cost per Acre

. ‘£; Se ds
Proportion of 1aying—d0wn-charge :_ ~a17s &
Rent o - 18, 1
Overhead Costs o =« 90 -
Cleaning Costs _ 7 - 7.(9-
Manurial Residues b/f 215 7

Gross Cost 5. 7. 9

‘ Less Manurial Residues q/f -1;12.10

Hay - 2/3 of cost remvd. =s 8. 7 | 2, 1. 5
‘Net Cost Per Acre ' £j;(6. L
Where Hay had been.cut, some cost had also to gé to it, and this was
taken at two-thiidg. of the cost-to-date, i.e. two-thirds of the gross cost
less Manurial Residues carried forward., No allowance has been made in respect
of a }esidual manurial value for the dung of the grazing animal,
The type of grazing varied considerably. Farus 1{ Ly 6 used rotation
leas of one, tﬁo, and three years old grassf Farin 2 grazed a thrée year old .
graés field and seven hundred acres of "black hill";_ while Farm 3 used two

fields of six and seven—year old graés.

The grazing cost per farm and per Livestock unit was calculated, and hence

amount chargeable to the cows only. The cost of man-labour expended during

period, and a charge for overhead couts were added.
: ¢ _ _ _
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The following table details these costsi-

TABLE V Cost of Kecwning a Cowv per ieek - Summer

Parm 1| Farm 2| PFarm 3 | Famm A

Grazing Cost : ) 1/ 8’%
Tabour — Mon
Miscellancous

Ovefhead Costs’

Net Cost per Cow
per Vicek

The lowest cost of 1/11 p"er'c’ov.' per week, obcurr;:d on Farm 3 where
the gfazing cost, calculated on siz and s‘even year old grass was cxtremely
low, This is due to the fact that rzxanuri;w_l residues brought forward from
previous years beéomc px"ogres_sivcly sialler asg the age of the grass increased. .
On Farms 4 and 6 an ‘hour a day .&ms spent in locking round the cows, and
hence .there was a larger cost (‘per week for iuan-labour on these farms,

The average grazing pcriod Per cow was 22—1~ wecks, and individual farm

figures are given below, with the cost per cow for the sunnmer.

TABLE VI Cost per Cow for Summcr Period

Farm 1 | TFarm 2 Farn 3 Faria L

Awf"erage grazing ,
Period per Cow 26 . : 2

Cost per Cow
for Sumer’ | £8.11. 2 £5.13: 9
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Rearing Cost of Calves

The foregoing has illustrated the calculation of the yearly cost

of keeping one cow, and since the cows are kept solely for the production
of calves, determination of the net cost per calf reared is now possible,

Detalls of calf movements are swmarised below:—

Number born 60
Nuriber bought 29 89

Nuiber died ‘ 7

Nuuwber sold - 3 10

Total - reared 79

[= o =

" The figures:above do ﬁot inéiuae'thosc two fdrms (5 and 6) which
were costéd fof only the winter or summe?, and they have not been
"included in any of fhe sucéeeding‘figures, as it is felt that the result
would be ﬁisloading.v The majority of the cows calved in March and
April, as can be seen in the analysis of calving dates,

',1341’ 1948

 Nove ‘Dec. Jan, Feb, Mar, April May June July Aug, Sept. Total

1= 2 - 10 27 13 2 2 2 -

A replacement or depreciation figﬁfe per cow has not been included
since é) the breeding~lifc of these cows is long and b) the final price
received when these cows»aré sold is relatively high.,  Any repiacement

‘charge would thereforc be small,
~ The bull service charge, included in the following table was taken
at 17/5 per cow,_dnd was deternined by dividing the cost of keeping the

bull for a year by the number of cows scrved.




Cost per Home~bred Calf Reared

Total | Total C I.essfsale' I(\}IO]._ of Total - Cost p'er :

ota ota 1 Service . Total of alves Gost " Howe Bred

Wintgr” |  Summer Charge Cost sufﬁllng Born &| Charged Calf Reared |
Cost ‘Cost , . calves | Reared| to Calves ,
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12513, 4 |155. 3. 6 & |597. 5. 2 - 16 1597.°5. 2 | 37. 6. 7

| 116,18, | 7 1714 111 21, 7.

206.10s 1} 267.10. 2 ' ' > | 15.18.

SOAT®O SUTTSONS 9SOY3} J0J POATIOaX 90Tad

215.15.11 293.10. - | 29. 4..

N
(o]
p
H
[0}
Q
o
51
ct
joy
0]

E

=t

e}
<t
(o]
t
=
[¢)
5
jol)
o]
H
2
&
42}
£
B
—
(0]
o1

[ie}
H
151
E.

o]

L}
(0]
>
P.
[o]
o}
*

pUT UIOq - JTBO YOTO JI0J ST 2A0QE wrols Jrro Jod 3800 49U oyf

po3onpoep sen pros OIom YOIy
oYL




Farm 3; where the summer cost per cow was very low, had the lowest

cost. per éalf

On some farms, the cows suckled more than one calf, and SO a nunber

 of suckling calves were bought 1n.

Thn_u had the effect of reduclng the

net cost per calf reared, and is‘demonstrated in the following table.

| TABLE‘ VIII

’COst per Calf = Reared

m| No, of
Calves
Born &
~Reared

-No, of
‘Calves
Bought
&Reared

«Tbtal
Calves

Price of
Bought
Calves

Cbst to
calves
brought

Table VIL

from

Total
- Cost to
Calyes

_ Cost fon

Reared
Calves

16
16
10

17
3

£, s. di

136,10, =
21e =
72,

e

) 6(;.‘ Se
597, 5 2
2544104 2

ds

292. 6.

£e se d
733,15, 2
275410,

56k, 6.

.19« 3¢ 5

v£‘ Ss de
22. ‘l*;o 8

14.10, -

The average price paid for the bought cnlve was £7;18/~ and it will be
seen that‘thls price ‘has boen added to the original total cost obtained from
- Table v |
‘ Tables VII and VIII show the two cost flgures vital to the faruar engaggd
in rearing calves, - the cost of rearing home~bred calves anly, and, the cost
- of rearlng both, bought and. home~brcd calves, .To reaxr o single calf per ccw,
Whlle the cost of productlan is so high, appears prohibltlve for any oystcm,
but thls may be overcone by rearlng two or three calves’ PEr COW, Whe:e a
/lérge number of calves.wére bought, the effect has been considerable; é.g.. )
Farm 1, where seVGnteen calves bought 1n, reduced the net cost per calf by
. £15 ~ from £37. 6. T 0 £22. 4, 8. Alohaugh the sample of farns is so small,
it does indicate the absolute‘nece331ty of‘maklng full use of the rearlng
'capabllltlep of eaoh cowv,  For the average comercial breeéer, twbbbr.three
calves per cow nust be the alm, 1f ouch an enterprise is to be profltablo.
While this 1nvest1gatlon is too small to‘draw any deflnlte conclusmoné,

it has brought to light a nunber of quoétions of the utmost importance.




For example -

a) Can the number of calves be increasedbto three or four per cow,

without any adverse effect on the cow?

b) If so, will fheée calves so reared, have as god& a start in life as

the calf which alone suckles a cow?

c) By this method of rearing threc or four calves pcr cow, will the farmer,
while loWe£ing‘thc cost per calf, also lower his profit per calf? =

Ffom Table VIIT it will be seen that on Famm 3, the cost per reared

calf was.£14.1O/F, due to a very lou summef cost per cow, Only one calf-
per cow was reared on this farm; howevér, 50 nay not this éysten bfiﬁg the

- calves on quicker than by rearing more thon one calf per cow?

In the investigation now being\cﬁrried out, it is hoped that some of

these questions will be answered.
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