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This inquiry into the economics of winter feeding of
cattle in Northumberland was commenced in 1944-45, and a report
on the first year's results has already been issued.* In that
year 32 far= supplied details of their feeding operations which
covered 1300 cattle. For the winter 1945-6, 23 farm and 800

. cattle provide material. The reduced scale of the inquiry is
. due in most cases. either to the abandonment of winter fattening

or to reduction in the numbers of Cattle fed. It is a.symptom
of a tendency Which has been in progress for some time reflect-
ing farmers' dissatisfaction with the economic returns from yard
feeding.

The k)::- .Ineou of the arable acreage during the war
greatly increased the demands upon soil fertility and this; par-
ticularly on the lighter soils., led many farmers to food cattle
for the sake of the manure, even though not cash returns on the
cattle were snail .or negative. There has, however, been a con-
stant search for more remunerative alternative mthods :of using
cattle. In some areas dairy herds have taken the place of beef
cattle,—but dairying, with its high capital requirements for
buildings and stock) is not always a'practicable alternative to
feeding, particularly in the traditional fooaing districts. •
Where the production of fat cattle has remained a main farm
enterprise, there has boon an increase in the practice of carry-
ing the animals. over the winter in improving store.condition.to
finish on gras6 in the early s=mor. This practice has two ad-
vantages compared with yard feeding proper. It reduces the con-
sumption of home-grown corn, providing more for sale, and it en-
enc,bles the beasts to be sold at the time of year when :prices are
c:t higher lovols.

Iiefore the war beef prices normally reached their .
lowest point in the autumn when there was a plentiful supply of
cattle cheaply fed during the'summpr and pastures had to be
cleared. Price's rose sharply in the early winter but•from...,
Christmas ohwards the sales of yard fed cattle kept prices at a
steady level. From about the middle of March to the beginning
of July, pricosagain rose, owing to the diminishing supply of -
yard fed cattle. As the summer 4dvancod, grass fed -cattle came
on the market in increasing numbers and prices fellateadily;..
•This trend of prices may be clearly traced in the graph of 1938-9
prices in Diagram 1. The graph records the national average for.
first grade cattle and the wider fluctuations experienced at
individual marts are therefore ssmothed out.

During the war the level of fi:;:ed prices has been suc-
cessively raised but there has boon very little alteration in
the seasonal distribution of prices. A comparison .of the
Ministry of Food prj.ces for 1944-5 to 190-7 with. the 198-9
prices (Diagram 1) shows the same seasonal pattern each year.
Such increases in price . as.hc,ve boon introduced havelifted .the
whole price curve upwards without altering its shape. The re-
vised prices announced.in July 1946,. however; provide for a pro-
gressive increase in prices from August otwards compared with
those previously declared.

• Consequently the inducement to market cattle in the
early summermonths still remaf.ps_strong and, ,--)rovided the manage-
T..ent and feeding can he suitably adjusted :to effect a smooth
hangeover from yards to gras.s, bettor returns may he expected

for cattle finished on the grass after spending the winter in
yards. This price advantage however, reflects practical dif7
fic17.1tiQs. on the production bide. The continuing preference for
grass feeding as against yardfee(fting is a question of the com-
parative advantage. of the two systems and of tha relationship of
beef prices to prices of sale crops

•

* Report P.L.E. G.19, The 72conomics of Winter red Cattle in
Northumberland 1944/45.
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The present report summar±ses costs in 1945/6 and is a
continuation of the work commenced in 194/45. In the tables
which follow the main results for the two years are shown side by
side for comparison.

There have been certain changes in the sample. Two
far▪ m were added, both in the north of the county, and eleven
farms ceased to provide costs, making the number of co-operating
farms 23 and the number of cattle costed 000,

About half the battle fed were of Shorthorn type, about
one-sixth Hereford and other. crosses and one-third Angus or Angus
crosses. The latter formed a higher proportion of th;J Irish
stores than of the home-bred. •

Table 1 shows the types of cattle fed.

TALTT, I. ITUIEERS & TYPES OF CATTLE FElj
/• •••_s.,„ .4, 4, • r • • I -O..... lt• -II, • 4. 1,1.• V, .4 • P.. •

9 4 '4 - 4 5 9 4 5 - 6
.......-__ ..• ,. •,

Bullocks Heifers All CattlelBullooks HeifersiAll. • -we,..4.-.: 4.: II .. • ...eV. • ••• •••• ...I. ••••• •••1•4111••••••,, • •11(11•••••••••••• • •••••••• ...r.........wv • rt.. ....• .r.....• ..........•••• um, ...v....1,r, ....O. : ••••....arv. ..• II ”.... • ram wit terra ........‘ I lp.,..0.-........,...• ....P.• Eg• or. 4,

.Home Bred 440. 47

• Total 987. 113
t wit • ••• -.••• .

487
63,3

1100

IF • •••••

• 729 71
4. • ••• •

Cattle

197
473

Boo
aft.a.t, +VW. Mtn ,1,111.• t .1.• a M.N.. .41l, ar, • .r ram.. r

The reduction in numbers was marked in all classes.
The bulk of the cattle fed in both years wore bullocks and Irish
stores formed a slightly larger proportion of . tho total in 1945/6.

Apart from a. slight increaso in. average store weight
there was little change. in weights or in -livewoight gains; as
Table 2 shows.

• •

../a, •Pfa•

••
• 287 • .40

• 442 31

TABITI 2 • WZIGHTS =EVE= GAINS PL n.

1 9 4 4 - 4 5
1 1."...1••+41 V • war.. ......,....r..../...-......,rwmfr....... • •

i Store Final-,
lifleight Mei ght

All Cattle C s.i
i
Cwts.

7ff ..• . .. 10.27. 12,28
•••-••••,••••• • .../ W -. -,...........,•1 

al
I

locks .
• ..• Heifers .. 0 • • • •• 0 • ,..3......g.3.. .......„9... 8,9,_

i,
....,..01,........• wt...., . .. ,..rt.....0.--,,, 4 t..r......eur., ..t....,....s. -4...• 4. ..e., -...,..., •

Total...... •••••••• • • 10.06 12.03

4.11P. •01,-...111•2••••• •.•••••

...ft.,. '.• •••• • • • • ..f.• •••••,•••••• •,fr • ..‘f • . • • It. •••••••• . • • 1.• .••••• 11‘. • ••••••• "gr. .4'. • • ..1".• •.11...,••••••••,•• •• •.•• 1,', •

Graded Cattle only
• • • •• V; • • • • ••••••,..,

.Bullocks.
Heifers-.... 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 JO. 0

• •••

Total .........•

Gain

Cwts.
2.01

• . .01 • •• • rt •

1 9 4 - 46

.Weight Weight Gain

Cwts.
: 10.49

8.40

1.97 10.30

Cwts.
12.46

I. '4 • • .9 !P....6_9,

12.21
sat, 4. • v....7w. • V. • tr......•• :raw. •••., •••

10.31 12.5
3.31 09.J7

10.11
...v. .01 , •••• ••••

12.10

2.04
1.56

1.99

10;52
8.39

12.53 2.01

10.33 12.98 1.95

In the above table- the figures are shown for all the
- cattle costed and also, separately, for the cattle which woro/ •
actually. finished in the yards and graded direct.. The latter

• calculation; for 1945-6, acciudes• 7 boasts which wore sold as
casualties atic 26 which failed to fatten and wore eithor turned
out to grass or disposed of in the store r:111.ricet.
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Actual weights for some of the store cattle entering
'the yards were available and provided a valuable check on the
estimated figures, but the majority of the store weights were
farmers' estimates. Conseciently both the average store weights
and the liveweight increases shown in the above table are esti-
mated figures and not actual weights. The final weights of
graded cattle are actual alive weights 2 as determined at the
grading centre, i.e. one quarter more than the wdights upon .
which the -Model'. is paid.

The considerable range in liveweight increase in dif-
forent. batches of.cattie is illustrated in Table 3,

TABLE 3. RANGE OP LIVEUEIGHT INCREASES

ta.r.i..........n, • e• • ••••••••• • • ....v. v,..”......... y.,„,,,,,,......,,v.... ..., • ev ••• 0, • • r••• •Irr• • rt.' •V•1:7••••...X.V." • • 7:•• virv••••••.:0117•_1•,...07•••hi• rr, • st 
vip. ./1/:,...4.112,:r -,/ si,...2)/11.....Z •_....mv.• v.., .f."..../11.., •••,/,‘,47...1..n, . ...,.. . ..... ...-..,..... rom•••••1.

r uw-1-, • i 1 UW-t-' . 4-2 e1,1-6 • 4- (VW L' • 2 ' CIII-6 •
i 1ot over lowt.13,gpwt.-2 cwt.i2i cwt 4.1 cwt. Total.• . ..................... •••‘• . •••,....nr via,. •,.....n...,or.,./r. sr. rire•rarsvilvAarv ...• • afro •vr....nrt II-. • •w•v• 1.0....fa..... •ripip...../..... •••••• AL ..v• ...ri re. vv.. ve.....••••• Our wv.r/v,••••-arlatt• ••••••••••rt ..... ..• • Aar/

i 
?

i % 
' •

I
. No.of Farms' 2 9 I 8 2, 23

12 9 1 5 3 32 •. ,1945/6 2
194/5 3

I All ,
(Cattle Bulloc:cs Heifers

..er or.. a r• • • yr ,vr.,...0...•,...rtriovr Nur,.

Length .of Feeding
Period (weeks) I. 19.4 19.6 1 17.3

T Gain, per *head
per week lbs. 1
All Cattle . i 11.4 11.
Graded Cattle, 1 11.5 11.

10.2
10.8

•

.1•110,•a. if% •••••,..e .e• nor. .• er ••••,...••,•• • vv. •••••••••war...Ver-vir • ...rim, svrare. Vero irrorVerrolp, 1.•••• • ...saw • ow u•r..vai• AVIr • VI V.. se 4•41..,..0 owvolarovrrvits....41

Although there was little difference in the average
rate of liveweight gain in the two years, a larger proportion of
farms had gains of more than l cwt. in 1945/6.

To judge the efficiency of the feeding process. it is.
necessary to relate the liveweight increase to the length of. the
feeding period. This varied from about 10-11 weeks to over 5.
months for different batches of cattle, and averaged 18.4 weeks
overall; one week less than in the previous year. The relevant
data are summarised in the next table.

TABLE 4. LENGTH 01,7 FITTDTNG &IOD & LIVEWETGHT GAT7S

11.-*/•• rr•• •••• r• ...vs v. •• V r • vr•air ‘.vr,•••• d • • .••••*. -J. v -air 1.1.4/1.411. *Wow 4••••••••••• • IP • • ,••• •

1 9 4-5 • 1 9 4 - 4 .6
• wry sir . • ?lug., ....gr. v•%.•••• wora r. • 4twoolb • • narrows,

- All
Cattle Bullocks Heifers

.M..4 ......,••••91. • ...pi/v. • 11, • V. • Mt..., Off. • •• ••• • V* •••• • 1••• • • /V • •••.. ••••v•IVON.1

18.4

11.62
11.87

18.7

11.80
12.04

15.8

• 9.14
9.22

•.• • or. • v. .-oi........b•vvrrv•-•.vomb• •Iv. Wee ..•

Taking bullocks and heifers together9 nearly the same
liveweight gain was obtained .in a slightly shorter feeding period
in 1945/46, so that the overall average weekly rate of gain was a
little 'higher th&n in the previous year. Taking bullocks and
heifers separately, however,. the former put on their gains at an
increased rate in 1945/46 in a shorter feeding .period, while the
helfers;.in an even shorter feeding period, put .on their gains at
a lowerorate than .in 1944/45..

Once more there was a wide variation in ,the length of
time the cattle were in the yards. The range IFJ shown in Table

T AD -LE 5 • RANGE' IN LENGTH OP 17=DING PIP, 1.0D

• .1. •••••,,••••••, . Of , ....., •••• ........48••••••••••••• ••••,••••T•• or•••-•11,4111....411, ,.... ,•••••••••-•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.....••••••-••••••••11...41,1•••••04,01.••••••••All.11.,••••

• E I. ' . • • ' . 1 ? 1 .1 
• 
.

I

liV 0 01C.S 10 ." 12 [12-14 14-16 :116,-18 18-201 ▪ 2C.) -22122 -24 4)• • ovor 24i Total -
,......./ • , o I 1.. • Vat*. •• ••••• •••• ll• V.V. • ...•••••• 4 • • ••••,.. V! • .. V • - ..•••. a.... . OW • ....,••••••••••• ••• . a , - .4 ..• , a* • ip, , e .....,.. •••• -via .•ag t. ,...• 4. •,..........,.......rivi-......., ,••• vv • • vlb...vairp..,.... .1/ qr.... ..... • Elf 1 r. ,..,-.................i.....„.-• •......„--,...•••...-

-No.. of 
.

fFarms
1: 1 ::• E,..: I
1 

t
I-, 14

. 1
•

1945/6, 2 1 4 
. 

. 
5 4 i 1 1 23

1944/5 . 4 1 3. " 1 9 4. 1 2 - :
I ' 

•

f 
4 I - 32

....•.........•••••• ‘. . .41, • ........• • or4......• ..• irwial.•.......• •-e VAL,. .......1.....41..,.......1........................11,...1.../..1/...../11....../av.„....4..............,....,„. •..........................• •••...iikee.. , ft. , e• • ,S, r• , .••••..4
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Although still considerable, the range in length of
feeding 'period was less in 1945/46 and few cattle wore in the
yards fin' more than five months.

Corresponding to the harrower variation in the
length of feeding period, there was a greater concentration of
bales in the months of February, March and April. Over throe-
quarters of all sales took place in those three months.. In '
1944/45-only two-thirds of the cattle wore sold in the same
period. Table 6 compares the numbers of boasts sold fat each
month. .

TABLE 6. NUMBERS OF CATTL7 GRADED EACH MONTH
• ...M. Op ....on • ••• • • -• ir ••• ••••. rm., ••••• . . • - • or o

1.244-45_
4.6.*:.•••

•a
W1111.011. w0•...P..11111.a...h....wa.......r.p • v. • • ...M...., ts• • 'dr, • rt.." a.

Number i Number

November
December 26
January 133
February 206
March. , 276
April 208
May 183
June

Total . 1 1041 100.0

2.5
12,8
20.0
26.5
20.0
3,75

Soo, 0* • O... 4••• • . • •••• - narainr*41..... 4.. • • ...1/ • • • .

2

228
209
157
79
12:

.3
1.7
8.9

29.7 .
27;2
20.5
10.3
1.4

767 100.0
•If •Y. SO • .111,.//,/,••• .04....1111...4

There was a distinct'improvement in the. final grades
of sattle in 1945/46. In 1944/45, 0% were graded as Specials
or Super Specials, but in 1945/46 the percentage had risen to
over 585. The figures, which are.remarkably high in both
years in View of present feeding difficulties, sugest that it
-11.ay be more economical to feed cattle for the higher grades,
since this is the policy of those feeders who still finish •
cattle j..1 the-courts. This inferengo is supported by the evid-
ence of the individual farm results. The difficulty and .ex-
pense of obtaining first 'class stores has, however, made it

.mnre difficult to f0.121/7 this policy consistently. •

The grading returns are analysed below.

TABL-.2. 7. ANALYSIS OF CRADINGS

•

1 Supar Special
i Special ....., -
I A+ sop. s000vo.
I A . 400 u uoisau
I A- ... ,... .0000
i 33-1- ..... ......
iB
I Casualty ..
Unfinished

• 0 • • u • 0 • 0

Total

••

I •

.1944-45

t ......441.•••••••=mm......0

Number 1; Number 
.1(e• • . .141 Vow.. 41, vs. •

•

12.6. 128 16.0
35.1 338 42..3
30.0 208 26.0 .
10.8 72 9.0-
4.4 17 2..1
.1.3 3 .4
,4 1
.5 7 •9
4.9 26 3.2

139
386
330
119
49
14

54

1100 100.0

1945-46' •

Boo 100.0
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Feeding stuffs consisted mainly of home-grown
materials. Oats formed 67% of the total concentrate ration,
barley and beans approximately 10% each and purchased concen-
trates only 13%.

The problem of the valuation of home-grown foods was
fully discussed in last year's report. The same principles have
been applied to the 1945/46 season's feeding, and the prices
used are pimilar. The actual values employed are as follows-

TABLE 8. 8. VALUES OF HM-GROWN =DING STUFFS. 19454
IMMO •••••• pa•••np•••.s....••••••••• •-•••••• sam.• le••••elanalor 11,0•01r...10.1

Oats
Barley .....
Beans & Peas
Hay ........
Straw 4600••

s.U.
14.6. per cwt. 'Swedes .., . • ..

411bmgolds .

£4. 8.o. per ton
£2. 0.0. "

6404

IKale 00*

:Silage
1Potatoes
iBeet Tolos .... £1.

•••

4•0

wow 1•••••so • • •.• rit r••••••■•••••.0.V.••••• r wura•••aa Maw ....el.-. a ••••4•• • ...we.... • fir., .4. sr.,••.• ••••••••••.• ••• ••....•••• WAY..

£1. 1.0.

ea. 2.0.
22.10.0.
g3.10.0.

ww•snikrurr.mos......•••••••••••,..Ar

No charge is made for straw used for litter.

per ton
• .;

;

;i

;1 ;7

Home-grown corn fed is charged at average market.price
in the above table; hay, silRge and potatoes at feeding value3
based on the trice of altern;itive purchased foods, and roots and
kale are valued with referenee to costs of production.

••.•••••• e. • vr .11.• •4/•••••••-.011..-dir.r.

Oats ..
Barley ..3....
Beans ('c Peas .

Total H,G.Corn

Purchd. Cones.

All Concs...
Roots 00000.040

Hay .,......
Straw .......

The quantities of foods used arc shown in Table 9.

TABLE 9. t•-?,UANT IT IES IrODS 'CONSI.7.1711)
1.•••••••••••4•04... •••••••se la. a s,hoilwod ..•*••• • •••••-•ara....4r•• • • •• •••• a•-•••1•••• •ara • • •111.• 41010 ip...ems . a %now. • • iv* .• 441- tr.14.•••••••worw.essawrioset rt. .0mm...iv ••••••,...r.•••

. 1 1 9 4 4 4. 5 , . 1 9 4 -5 - 4 6 .. ; • .,.../s......,..........i...... IP ',MO.. ., 4 t to.o Ow+. .... a ,........... .. afavaahaaa....graw• 6 a • • Ws ••••• a •••••• is.......:^wr -a 1,1•00.1...,1".••••••• ..• Ve *AM ,irtogiwiw.o./....w..WI •••.•••••••.,em••••••••4••••• , re- • • •••••

I er Per HeadiTor.cwt, i Por .!Por Head Per pwt.
f e 

iHeadIper weekl, V'gain i-Headlper Wo.ek I gain
../1. • LP,. 1.0.111.w fa I ao•••aribrarmam lomat +Ida, alf.aalam,,,f , • s• • •• • • • • ...e...••••• ••• Ortar • -11 Ma.. • • ila , ••• • .WM8 ill.- 4 10.0017.•••••••am-rwma a a a •arar• 41. 1.0•.• .11J.Anke ir, isee•Ns,aNes••• ., ,11•4••

1 W Sf CW S. 
' 0 irt S 0 ! U.9 \ M S 4 eltVt S o Cwts.

1 5.11• .27 : 2.6 1 ' 5.2. ' - ..28 ...' • 2.7
!I ..81 .04 .4 j ..8 '..04 -- .41 .
I,-..... "it Ar2•1•••••••in. a/ ....41••,••••.ors•••• .1•••; • . f in, wwWw. r ,... ve ...wrw.,... .., .01 r I. • , 41.4.• w • ... .0,•••••••••• ” * r. , Jur • •• ow * ..w. is 1. ...ow ...a en... ... . .

1
4

• °13..... .. e 3 ii t.7., . - .......•_..t....f......,.:..........., . 
1 

11 
. 6.61 :.34. • 3.3. 1 6.7 . .36 3.5 •. i1 

•

1 i ,•1/40.01r, . 
es
vr. ono, r or 

lr, , .61.. dip•rod i I lao •ar . • 1 Iv .1.1.49 • •• II .....,......."511.....,..,•14.1.,..1,41, -.b.*, . ....., Wye -a, -di. • .I, • 4 r• •,., e ....,-41,.......,, W.3 • Nia,Fe • , N eel ..ip.........iro•-•

!

3.8 . I .7,7
34.5 1 65.0
11..1 I 14.9

.- •3.7 j 10.8.:,......„..,•.‘,......,.....• • W.. •ro. • as••••01...fit.........ur•• ..,•...re..../•.-4, - 4/.. •••• • • • .. • .r. , • ••••• .00..

i 7.6
168.0
. 21.8
7.4

.39
3.46
1.12
.38

•,••••.......••••••/N-4011.4-Ner N ..• • in..

.42
3.59
.81
.59

4.0
34.

'.
5.7

The similarity of the figures for tho. two . years is
very striking. The only change of any magnitude is the. in • •
croa;so in the amount of straw -fed and the corresponding reduc
tiori in hay. This may reflect, the bettor civ.ality of the straw
aft0r the harvest of 1945 cbmparod:with 1944 when much straw was
badly weathered. There was also a considerable ao.nt of poor.
quality hay made in the earlier year, .which .was fed generously
in order to got it converted into manure. •

The total costs per head are summarised in the next
table.
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TABLE 10. SUMaY Or COST ma H1";AD

• i••••••••••••••• is • •••• wow*, are wv. tow • r. • W. W.

•••••••••••••••••• 00•••••• ••••••••• • • •• ••• -I, vs • w.

1944-45
• , ••1 • ea -WO • • f. ••••••• •• tor, •

Per Head.
•••• 'WV Ws. Www0 • .ar • • • al. • v Wt. -wee • ,a• • qt. 

it<

Value of Store Least .

..2opdsz
Roots 0. . • . .00- .0 0 0 9 •
Kay .. , • • 0 0 0 0 0 0 •

Straw .0•0•-.000-4,•0
Home-grown corn
Purchased Concentrates

Total Foodd • 0 Z., ▪ C • 0 •

Labour 0

Tfiscellaneous • v 0 V • 0 •

32.16.10. 66.5
rirsvir.• •.w. • ••••••.

3.12. 7.
4.15. 8.

. 14.8.
4.18. 9.

14. 2.
• .•••4•• • •/•• • 4111,1•1., 4•1••••••••• •■••• 1. •

7.4
9.7
1.5
10.0
1.4

30.0

3.2 :

ot

Total Cost 49. 7.10. 1100.0
• 'dn. • 0, •••••• .4....01k•••••••• iww.antrai wwwww v •as• . ea. -

1945-46

Per Head
we' tolv...wwwwwralvt we se vir. ••• • , W./

s. d.
34.13. 6. 69.2

• •• • ••••••• •tit .411. • 4117.......01,AJA- *It ,.....,41,•••• • Mt; +V. • vs 1. •

3.13. 5.
J. 5. 5.
1. 1. 8.
5' 1. 3'12. 4.

7.3
o.)r--

2.2
10.2
1.2

13.14. 1. 27.4

1.10, 8. 3.0

3. 9.

50. 2. 0.
V.,

100.0
.0 • • 111•••0111...4.

On the average, stores cost nearly £2 per head more
in 1945-43, but the only other noticeable change in the level
of costs was the reduction in the vLlue of. hay .fed and the in
crease in straw; correspondine; with the changes, already noted,
in the quantities fed.

The feeding costs, e:xluding the price of the store
beast, are also analysed in the ne:zt table to show the cost
'per head per week and per cwt. of liveweight gain.

TABIE 11. COST PER MEAD PER 1;1:1E:: AHD PM CV/T., LIVTLITEIGHT GAIN

r •are • -wt. vatipwar-Oww.tw •41•• ••••••••••.• . arc •r• •igtie .4r. • fa ••••• "es ',in. mow 410.sili. we.411) •••• • Ws. ••••••• ••• •• • •••••• •••±••••,..ft• •• f .41 • •• • If.,••• .•rr I, WV • W.. ••• • •P i••• ••• ••• • • • is • .0i. PS..

t .4/ ...OP.,- • ••••-••• • •••• IP • 4111, 11,

Roots
Hay
Straw • • 0 V 4 V V •

Kome-grown corn
?larch. ConcS...

All Foods 0-00

Labour

Miscellaneous

Total ....

1 9 4 4 - 1 9. 4 - 4 6
if. , • • welft.4..., t 4 • - -

Per Head Par cvrt. Per Head ' Per cwt.
•aper 17031: TAT Gagin per week

s• d• /),• s• d• s. d. ..0. s. d.C. •

4.

3. 9, 1.16.10. 4. 0.
4.11. 2. 8. 7. 3. 6.

9. 7. 5. 1. 2.
5. 1. 2.10. 1. 5. 6.

• ". VS' 4M... tt• 11.4 !!

15. 3. 7.10. 1.
1, 8. 16. 1.

2. 1.10.

17. 1. 8. 8. 0.
• •

14.10.

1. 8,

2.

1.18. •5,
1.14. 3.
11, 4.

2.11. 0.

7• 3.
16.

6.

.

1.11.
•

16. 8. 8. 1. 5.
/ • .•••• • fa •

. In spite of slightly higher axpenditure on home- .
- grown corn the total food cost incurred, to produce each cwt.
of liveweight increase was' lower in. 1945/46 than the previous'
year.. This was due entirely to the saving on hay) and the
real saving to the farmer might turn upon the. cost of making
the hay and the alternative uses to which he might have put it.
Some discus-sign of these points will be found in a 3.:..ter
section. -
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The returns obtained for cattle sold are shown in
Table 12, in which the average price of graded cattle is given
separately as well as the overall average received for all cattle
fed. .

TABLE 12. SUE= OF RETURNS
•••• r••• • :at •,••• . • ..• • .... ••• • . ....pp -, • v. ••• .4h le .... Ip..i• ••• . .1. 4.• .. ger ....- . • 4! I. - ,r, ••..... • v. .. Ia. ow ,•••••• •ar4-44,444.4ronawliwo e• ••• m • • • •11144•41,44# *Fa :rib .# or 444*. ara arm •41-. - 4144 • • o. .4... • .0.,••••• - 4•...4114•-•• • •• ...•••11. •.• ........-..

:i

i7 /945-46

i.....•.... • • ••••...• • . •••• . • •••• I. . .-• ••• ̀dr .0, • •••• •••• • ••• • VT, Ark • ••••• •• ••••••!...- ••• . .• ....

i 
I Value

ef li „. Value
No . /0 • .• per Head 1 No.:• ',..!: per Head.

, (in Group )
01 

I1 i(in Group)..,......„•„„„............................... • is ss• . • .• •••“, se s• we • .••••••••...... ...v.- ....se...err SW. i.e. • im•-sis.....s. aImOrm• #••• M •414. •444, am op* or... oft •••k •••• .4//, • 1 •01114. -. •• • •41. • •IP,oss ....in .• sts•

S 
(-E4,•Seda I i . ...?„ s.d.

Cattle Sold Fat (Graded) 110411 94.6144.17.4. -F.;767 95.9 47. 4..9.i .. !
Unfinished Cattle . , . . • •• i 54i 4.9i38. 5.6. li-26 . 3.2 40. 0.2.
Casualties • • • • ••• .1 .3 C. 0•• .;.. ..,..... -ri

t

 .• ....7.......!, ,..5,. 2....3..... 
  4, -  ........- 1,44 •• • Ae-... ...... s9r m.  ..• * •Woo* •4-• ••••-•es ••a• ',mom .4, ..atiaoam...1,••r• ••••••***101••ow o••••••#•4. • mr• mom.. r•

4
I 

? 
I 

, • 

. .

All Cattle .0 ••• 1100 • ,P,a0• 11001100,0i44. 9.5. !i800 i.100.0 46.1747.,.. I i I . i..,„,„..........,........,....... •01....n. .1..., ..., . .... • ov......• ...s., rs• .. m• ••••orr ...••••••* # m om - m ,Pir, tive..41,..1.4 411,....., ,... • ... - •••■•••••••,* ..., - •• ... . •••• • •* 0 .014 •oramer4.04••.rmOilwalr.,400, OR, •• ,Illooria,to ,•••.• • • •••:411,•• -.• •• ftt..••

194445
• • II••

Unfinished cattle are entered in the records either at
the price they realised When sold as ntoron or at an estimated
value if retained on the farm.

A summary of the financial results of feeding based on
. the foregoing tables can now be given.

se- o• -.Nor • • re. ,• e*.o.....41* **.

TABLE 13. FINANCIAL MARGINS PER HEAD
111,41•••• •• • .41, 4,0•110b, •1•• •014• •••• ••• •• •4444.4..* • •••• ••4440•••..*•.••••••••• r•,...••• • .04. *o

• 
194445 1945-46

1
t. • Slri evi sr .7 r •• ••#* _

rade 7ra ea
1 Cattle Cattle Cattle Cattle

fr. s • iv • is.s• • .st e• •dp os ,„. ,v• ,••• •••••rok •

s.d. s.a. s. d.
Average Return per head 44. 9. 5. 44.17.4. 46.17.7. 47. 4. 9.

Stor Iralue ;; .a.16.10._a.17.9. 1443.6. 6.

Gross FePrling Margin

Cost of Yood, Labour Csc

Net Marin per head
(Loss)

11.12. 7. 11.19.7. 12. 4.1. 12. 9.3.

•••••••1.41•••••••••••• •••••• I. 
0

-.40 r am • m ••• • o •••• • a*, .4.4.44,4*. are a, .••• 4, • am, am . yr v. ••••

4.18. 5. 4.11.5. 3. 4.5. 2.19.3.
.,•.,7 ,• • 7. • o "tr. . *am. •• ••• . • f, ••.-• imavalo ,..44* • re -0$1.40.416

In spite of the increased price of stores, the finan-
.cial results of feeding were better in 1945/46 than in the. pre-
vious year. An increase, of 3/- per cwt, in the price of all beef
cattle, together with better gradinE,s and a higher price per head
for ulgraded cattle sold kept the gross margin above the level of
the earlier year, whilst thu reduction in the coot of feeding
helped to reduce the loss still further. '.ch of the improved
result must be attributed to the bettor season, whj.ch Ld to an
all-round improvement in the quality and nutritive value of 

homegroila fodder.

The margins varied widely from farm to far:A. The
following tables indicate the range.

Margin

No, of
Par :is
1945/ 3
1944/5

T KEJ.,11 14-. RANGE IN' GROSS=DING G INS PER HEAD
•••••• •..•••,•• se rs•;•. - 0' •

••-•

. ,

••••

•••

29-11 P,11-13 £1315El5-17
4.4 at .•a* foaf.. w. *1. ar, • V- •.• m im m re.•••*•••••44, ••••• or

1 • •

7

se •

(?,17-19 Total
.1.41, • -• • / • .11, 111. • • ••I.. •S• •••• • ..4•••• •••• ••• !Olt • ••••• ••,. •

2
3 10

;
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Margin

TABLE 15. RANGE IN'NET FEEDING MARGINS PER HEAD

•ft, - • • •ar•-•0•••ft • "Pt a...ft.: at, ••

Profit
.1...•••••• :4444. •r 414..••••.•44.• 41444.. • 4rea•ml• •••• ••.• a'• • Pv•••••.• .••• •• • •1.••••••••••1.4,..m.4.44. do•

• •lamoll 644•••••••444.44.,44,1-••••• a• •••••• .••• vv..

4-6 $24302
• • •••, —Va. • • a. ••••• Ar••••••••••••••• 44. .• 44.4 •• •.•

No.of
Farms;
1945-6
1944-5

1

•••• • • 4+ • ,4

2
3

.111,414. +A A 4/

10
3

3
10

Loss

•1'..• +.4,4. 0. • •414 •• • • ...A. ••••• :444:a • 4. • • 111”•-•••• •••14

•••4444. Arlo.

••• • • •• •••

44.4 • ••••

••••444•41.

44.

•.+.14

44144•AANIAMIA114.444.111.114414044961.4.11.

..4.4,•••..44.14 • .14114114. .1.4..441.444114,4014.1404.44.11

428-10 210-12
.,41+41,4, A. 4 ..01. 1.0.AAI —OW • •

5
2

in2-14 Total

23
32

Since the making of Farmyard Manure was one of the main
objects for which the cattle were fed, it is reasonable to transfer
the cash loss on the cattle to the manure and regard it as the cost
of making farmyard.manure.

It has been estimated that the usual output of manure
from cattle fed in yards is approximately 6 cwt. per head per week.
Combining this with the cash loss on the cattle, it may be estimat-
ed-bhat the average cost of the farmyard manure produced by all the
cattle costed was us. 8d. per ton. The cost on individual ..E-,rms
varied as shown in Table 13. Where the cost is shown as 1111- in
the table, a cash profit was made on the feeding of the cattle.
The 1944/45 figures are shown for comparison.

Cos
par ton

2arms3
1945/6
1944/5

TABLE 16. COST 0.2 F=YARD MANURE PER TnN

TJnder

Nil - 5-10s 10-15s 15 90°•

4 51
•4.44. • 4.,

5
7

20-25s 125-10s 1• 10-15st 3-40s

"s5
at. •as• ftra f. • .••••••41. • •• •i•Jaan. am • - • •t •

V.

1

Total
•A.

23
32

• •In last year's report it was argued that the cost of pro-
duction of any farm product taken by itself is not a fixed quan-
tity precisely measurable? but the result of calculations based, of
.nepessity; upon certain arbitrary assuTvtions.

The figures presented above illustrate one aspect of this. .
problem. They show that, even when the costing method employed re-
•mains the same and similar values are used for an holm-grown • • •
foods,. the. cost of production varies 'from yoar to year on account
of seasonal factors. .The importance of continuing such inquiries
over a period: of years is thus emphasised.

Apart from seasonal fluqtuations2 however, considerable ,•
variation in the results obtained, will occur according to the pijr-:1
poses .for which the figures are intended and the accounting methods
employed. For example it:is -sometimes argued that all homogrown
materials should be charged at market price, since the farmer; if .
he did not food thor4 could sell them in the ()loon market. On the
other hand it may be contended that the appropriate figure for all
Products is the actual .sum which they cost to produce.

.- To illustrate the effect ,of these methods Of charging
home-grown foodstuffs, the cost .of feeding per head, already given
in Table 10; has been•rocalculated, first on the basis of assumed
market prices and secondly at cost of production as indicated by
such data as ,are available.
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T.ABLE 17. =DING COST PE/ 11.7AD ON DTF=ENT PRICE BASES

••••••••••••••arwumaar.•••••••••••avIliavar-Wowata.a.aar..0.-.40. la..., • arN. irc•••••-•••••,...w • • ••• ••• 4•••••••• ••• ••••••••ara ar•• re Vs as .ernibererree.IM.01.,-011.. It • • . .11P. •or. am.• rot raw...re roe, or ervie...or rrer-rri.,,eirs a-serear.

Roots • • 0 0 U • • 0 • •

Hay ..••• J•C.•WOO•

StraW 0004,0060w • • •
Home-grown Corn

Total Home-Produced
Purchased concs....

Total Food ..
• We•

As in Market CosT77--
njuantity Table 10 Price Production
cwts. • s • . s. s. .

! 66.0 i 3.13. 5.
1 14.9 1 3. 5. 5.
1 10.3 1. 1. 8.

o.Z 1.

LCD
ricr•••:*.•••••

13.1. 9.

13.14. 1.

•

6.12. 0. 3.13. 5.
6. 6. 8. 2.10.11.
1.12. 5.).
5. 1.3.) 2.14. 8.

•1101,. 441, • 412...1.1M,11"..a41,11,111....

19.12, 4. 8.19. 0.
12. 4.

20. 4. 8. 9.11. 4.
• de.r go, 4•••• 'V • ..• Awrip••••••••• awe •••• vas, als..rea, •••• r r wereerole,ifiererrereerer4rOweees rreerrre,vme •VP••••••••,

Market price, although it appears a more definite
measure than cost or 'feeding value, is in some cases equally
elusive. "There is, for exaTple, no regular market price ,or
fodder roots. An arbitrary figure of £2 per ton has been adopted
in the above table, in the light of available information. Again,
the price of straw is very uncertain. Official.maximum prices are,
indeed, laid down, but the.actual price obtainable on the market
may fall considerably short of this standard. A price of :23 per
ton has been adopted in the. table. For hay the averaue controlled
price for the period under review has been taken as £3.10.0. per
ton; nost of the hay fed being seeds hay. No alteration has been
made in the values of concentrates, which were already entered at
market prices.

In estimating the costs of production of the various
items, use has been made of data obtained by the Department in
separate investigations, These are applicable only:in a very
rough way to the problem under consideration, since they wore ob-
tained from a different sa;mple of farms and refer in many cases
to different parts of the county (although all are from Northum-
ljerland). The figures on which the costs of root crops are based
refer to an earlier year; but the data for oats and for hay both
deal with the 1945 crop. In the absence of cost data.for barley
and beans, these crops .are taken at the same value as oats. The
value of the oats and oat straw are not separately stated, the
cost figure for the crop being inclusive of straw and grain. .It
has been assumed that the cost of the 6.7 cwts. of oats would
cover a liL:e amount of straw and an allowance has.been made for
the remainder at the rate of one-fifth of the total cost of the •
crop.

The effects of these methods of food valuation upon the
net margin, or cash profit. or loss from the feeding process is
follows

(a) The lalethod adopted in this report shows a cash
loss of £3. 4. 5. per head as indicated in
Table 13.

(b) Valuation of all foods at market price increases
the cash loss to £9.15.0. per head. (The addi-
tional loss on cattle is; of course, a credit •
to the crops. fed..

(c) Valuation of all foods at cost of production
converts the cash loss into a profit of 18s. 4d.
per beast. (H6re, of course, the benefit to the
cattle is at the expense of the crops).
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What is. the significance of these results? The main
point at issue is whether the prodvoer should calculate profit or
loss on intermediate products or only on his final product. An
ordinary factory differs'from a farm in that it produces, as a
rule, only a single commodity for sale. The. profit made on the
sale-.:ofthat product covers all costs incUrred•in manufacturing
the component parts A farm, however, produces a variety of pro-
Atits jointly. Thus a feeding farm grows oats which may either.
be sold direct or he fed to cattle and sold as beef. In the
latter - caee the profit on the cattle must be at least sufficient
to cover the profit that would have been obtained on the direct
sale of the oats or, in the long run, the farmer will give up
feeding oats- to his cattle and will prefer to sell them as corn.
If all farmers did this, the effect on corn prices is not dif-
ficult to forecast. The profit on the cattle, however, need not
necessarily be all cash profit there are benefits such as farm-
yard manure to take into account,. but when all such benefits are
allowed for, the returns from feeding oats (or other foods) to
cattle should be at least equal to those obtainable from other,
methods .of utilising the feeding stuffsc If they are not, that
branch of farming will gradually ecline and more economic alter-
natives will be sought.

Somewhat different..consieloraton8 apply in the case of
hay, straw and roots. These are grown as stock foods and have
no alternative use. No regular market exists in which they .can
be sold for other purposes and the solo criterion which can be
applied to the efficiency of their utilisation is whether the
stock consuming them leaves a margin of profit sufficient to
cover the costs of production of those foodstuffs. Hero again,
in assessing profit, account must be taken of the indirect bene-
fits to the whole rotation from the growth of the roots and seeds-
crops as well as from their conversion to farmyard manure.

The figures given in Table' 17 show that a very much
higher price per -cwt. must be paid for beef to show a "profit:' if
costs are calculated on "market prices" than if they are calculat-.
ed on "cost of productiOn. Yet the amount of work - the number.
of man-hours and horse and tractoi. hours involved in eache case
is identical. The market prices are higher than thO cost pri.ces
merely because an element of profit is provided for in the pre- .
scribed prices for crops.

.These points have boon referred to at some length to
emphasise once again the falsity of the assumtstion that there is
one definite figure which can be described as the cost of any
farm product where that product, as in the case :a beef, is the
result of a process of joint production involving many inter-
mediate stages.

The figures given in Table 17 indicate broadly the.
upper and lower limits within which, on any method of calculation,
the cost of winter feeding of beef. cattle will lie. Within this
range the actual. figure adopted to represent the average cost
will depend upon the assumptions made regarding the allocation of
profits, which, in turn, is a question to be decided in each case
in the light of all the relevant circumstances and -accordinlg to
whore the emphasis is laid between crops, cattle and fertility
maintenance in the policy of the farming.

In assessing the "cost of beef production in this re
port. a choice has boon made amongst various possible systems of
accounting. A different -choice.could have leeen made'and would
have led to a different result.
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The problem of calculating • the cost of beef produc-
tion has been shown to be complex. An assessment of the benefit
obtained from farmyard manure is equally complex. It depends
upon the extent and value of the increased crop yields in the
Whole rotation following the application of the dung. Scientif-
ic measurement of these factors is difficult, but, their possible
magnitude is indicated by some recent work in this field. .The
increased yields of crops obtained from applications of dung
were estimated by Crowther and Yates in a report published in
1941 and also at the Saxmundhari 7.xporiniental Station in Suffolk
by Blacz and Oldershaw, who studied the effcts of farmyard
manuro_ovor a period of 10 years from 1909 to 1939 Valuing
-Laos() increased yields at current prices, MacGregor* has cal-
aulatd that. dung applied to potatoes may increase the value of
the crop by 22/11d, for every ton of dunc applied. Over a com-
plete rotation the increased crop value fol1o7ing an application
of 10 tons of dung was estimated at r22. M. 3. During the
winter feeding period - a bullock will produce about -5 tons of
dung, so that for every beast fed the increase in crop values on
this basis would be over all. or allowinE, for the cost of cart-,
ing and spreading, say about i.rq0.

Much more experimental work is needed before figures
such as those can be given general applici:Aion They aro', how-
ever, sufficient to indicate that oven when costs arc calculated
on thu highest Scale they may not be wtolly disproportionate to
the benefits obtained. Alternative syst.otAs of feeding may leave
higher •profits) but even .the finishing of cattle in yards may
still pay for. itself in the long, run when account is taken of ;
all the circumstances. Not the least important of the circurar-
stances is the need at the present time for high total output.

• v • 1, " •••• 11 • ' • 1 • • 4..

-* Economic Aspects of Deof Prol.ction and Consumption, by
J,J. MacGregor, Harper Adams Agric-lturca College, 1945.






