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SUMMER _GRAZING _OF _CATTLE 19%8.

During the swmer §f 1948, an investigation into the cost of keepihg store

and fat cattle an the grasé'was carried out, Records were obtained from a
nunmber of fafmers, and were kept from the date the cattle were put to the grass
and continﬁéd until the animalé were brought inside for the winter, or sold off
the farm,  Some of the groups of éattle had already been costed during the winter
of 1947—A8x, and a cost fqr these groﬁps covering the winter and summer is given
ét the end of this repoft.

9'groups of cattle werg costed on the grass.

7 of these were put out from the court or byre;

i was of cattle bought in the spring;

and 1 group was out-wintercd during the -day and brought inside
at night. ' ’

411 7 groups carried through the winter vere fed cn -turnips
and straw,

2 groups also received hay and in 1 group sugar beet tops
were fed,

172 cattlc were costed,

The cattle were turned out tq grass during the last two weeks of April
and the first week of Moy, and in one casc only were any concentrates fed at
the beginning of the grazing period. In five groups, where the cattle were
2% -~ 3 years old, the animals werc fattened on the grass, and graded éff the farm
by the end of August or beginning of Septeiber., The grazing pericd of the other
four groups - store éﬁimals df 1-2 years old - extended to mid~October, at which
date the animals were tied up inside. On one of these farns, however, the group
was sold as store Beasts at the end of August.

In every case, other stock were grazing with the cattle costed, necessitating
é carefulvrecord of'the number of grazing'days of cach type of animal., By use
of the table shown below, the nuaber of graging days for .each type of stock was

converted to a common wnit. -

m Miscellaneous Report No. 3. Pilot lmvestigatioh - Winter Costs.of Feeding
Cattle, ILconomics Department, North of Scotland College of Agriculture.
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LIVESTOCK UNIT TABLE

1 Livestock Unit 1 Working Horse
- 2 Young Horse
1 Cow or Bull
Young Stock
Store or Feeding Cattle
7 Breeding Sheep .

14 Other Sheep

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

is given below to indicate the factors involved.,

AVERAGE GRAZING COST PER ACRE

Proportion of layizmg dowm charge |
Labour - l\fién, Horse, Tractor
Manures - applied
Contract Work
Rent
Overhead Costs.
Clecaning Costs
Manurial Residues B/F . ' , .
: Gross Cost 717 &

Less Manurial Residues o/f £2,10. 8 ,
Hay = -2/3rd cost removed -.13. 7 ‘3, L 3

Net Cost per Acre £ho13. 1

Where hay had been cut and the aftermath grazed, a proportion of the‘ »
~ cost hed fggen*;‘:i’éinbved in the Hay. This was taken to be two-thirds of the
poét-’co—da.‘c’e i,e. two=thirds of the Gross Cost less Manurial Residues carried
forward. | |
No deduction has been made in respect of a residual manurial value for

the dung of the grazing animal.
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The fields grazed were rotation leas. of three or four years duration -
except in one case, where a nine year old field and an area of rough
graging were used, | | .

The grazing cost per farm and per LivestockAUnit was calculated and
henpe that amount of grazing chargeable to the cattlé group oniy.- The
cost of man~labour éxpendcd during the period, anyvmiscellaheéus,expenditure
incurred on the cattle, and a.charge‘for overhead costs were added, The
following table summariées the average cost per animal per week, together
with the{iﬁdividual farm's cost.

TABLE I
Cost of Kecping Cattle - Summer

Average Cost per Your Cost per
Animal per week - Animal per week

Grazing Cost . v L/
Labour - man ' - 2%,
" Miscellaneous /1%

" (includes any
supplementary feeding)

Overhead Costs ' : =/1

Net Cost per Animnl per week 4/6

et
pr————————

The average gfazing period per animal was 21 weeks. Supplementary
feeding at the start of the grazing period occurred on only one farm, and
on the average amounted to a very small amiount,  For this reason, it has
been included in the item -~ miscellaneoué1éxpcnditure..

The range of cost was from 1/8 to 9/11% per animal per week. The -
greatest charge in this type of costing lies in fhe cost of grazing, and the
figure of 1/8 occurred on the farm where the qﬁimals grazed a niné yéar old
lea and some rough grass. As the age of the grass increased maﬁurial
residues brought forward from previous years hecone progressively.smaller;
thus reducing the cost-of‘grazing per #cre. On the other farms; where the
age of the grass used was more uniforu and -also the cost of grazing, it was
found:that‘the greatest grazing qost pér aniﬁal per week occurred where thev

grass carried the»lbwest nuiber of livestock units per acre. It might he
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deduced from this stotement that the grazing cost per animal can be reduced
by'stocking the grass morc heavily and for a longer time. ‘The cost can
- certainly bé redﬁced by this method, but what of the condition of the grass
and the well-being of the éattle? - The optimun stock—carrying capacify of
his grass'musf be fof each individual farmér to decide., It is important,
_hoﬁever, to note that the nunber of stock on the grass determines the amount.
of'the'grazing cost per animal,
The following Table further illustrates this point.
TARLE II |

Relationship between Stock Carrving Capacity per Acre
and Grazing Cost per Animal

Average Your Farm

Number of Livestock Unit Weeks per acre 21.97
Nuriber of Livestock Units carried per acre ‘.91

'Graéing Cost per Livestock Unit Week L/

On the farms where the age of the grass was more comparable and thereforc

also the cost of grazing, the veriations werc considerable as the following

figures indicate:~ , . ) :
Livestock Unit Livestock Units . Grazing Cost per
licelks per acre ~ grazed per acre Iivestock Unit Week

Highest Grazing Cost 11.36 .50 8/1%

. Lowest Grazing Cost 33.03 . 1.29 3/~

One farm acfually hﬁd a higher intensity of stocking and grazing, but due
to a. greater total cost éf the grass the charge per livestock unit Week‘ﬁas
eleven pence in excess of the miéimum. |

In the nine groués, 172Aoattle>were involved, The follﬁwing shows the

" stock movements:- _
Number Graded . AL

Number sold as store animals ' 19
Casualties .2-
Carried over to winter 1948/9 ._87

172
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The,analysis of the grading is as follows:i=

 Super Specialv 18
Special

YO

A-

‘Total

: The sténdard of fhoge animals graded«was fairly high asicah be seen by
tﬁe grading, Four groups graded their cattle, one group waé sold as stores,
and 4wo groups are carrying their animals over thebwinfer of 1948/49.  All. .
-these.séven groups were costed through the Winﬁer of 1947/48 and the summer
so that a cost per animal for the year can be found, | |

For the purpose of the‘following table, those four groups which graded

their cattle have been classed as Feeders and the other three groups as Stores.

TABLE ITT

Cost of‘Keeping Cattle = Winter and Summer

Stores ‘ Feeders
Average Cost  Your Cost Average Cost Your Cost
per animal per animal per animal Per animal

Winter £6,18.11 £9. 9. 1

Sunmler B | 5619' Z . ‘ ] )-l;~ 60 8
Total Cost per Animal £10.18, 6 . | £13.15. 9.

Sttt e e aretetiotd
i et e

It will be seen that it is in the cost for the winter period that the
‘greatest difference lies, The store‘ahimals were generaily a year youngéf
‘than'those ciassed.és Feeders'and so thé amount of home grown food used and - .
consumed was much less. The variatioﬁ in the‘summer cost is slight and due
to individual differences inbgrazing‘cost,structures._ vIt is not fossible to
© . draw any definite conclusion from the above figures but they can be used by the
farmer as a‘"workiné“’basis for arriving at a pricevto be paid for cattle for
féttening. Tor example, the,aﬁerage pricé received per animal of those graded .
off the grass wasv£50.'8. 7. If the cost for the yegf be dcdﬁbtgd.-,£13.ﬂ5Q9 -
the sum of £36,12.10 is got. Thus, this price would be the maximdﬁ which couii

" be paid if the farmer was not to incur a loss.
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WhlleAstore cattle continue to fetch such prlces as at present, 1t is
clear that the profit per head, for the faruer engaged in fattening cattle,
is very small, On the other»hand it 'would appear that the keeping of young
_cattle over the winter and sumuer at a sonewhat lower cost than for feeaers,
and selling them as store Dbeasts off the grass, contains a greater return
‘per héad. |
It is unfortunate that the sample recordea is so small, but ittis h0ped
that in the investigation now being carried out more information on these

~ points will be obtained.
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