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REARING CLTTLE FOR BEEF BY SINGLE SUCKLING

L Comvarison of Costs and Roturns on Eight Yorkshire Farms in 1951. - -

Since 1947 dectails of the costs of rearing cattle for becef have becn
obtained for a number of farms in Yorkshire. Reports dealing with the data
_ obtained from 1947 to 1950 were issued in 1950 and 1951, (Farmers' reports
furbers 89 and 99). During 1951 information on rcaring costs was obtained
from a smaller number of farms than in previous years. In particular very
few costs were obtained for cattle rearcd by multiple suckling or on the
bucket. Becausc of this, it has been decided to discuss only the costs and
returns relating to single suckled cattle in this report. These costs were
obtained from eight farms in diffcrent parts of Yorkshire, L brecding herd
of cows was kept on ecach farm; the average size was 27 cows. On seven of
the farms the cattle were Hereford or Horeford cross; on the other farn,
purc-bred ingus cattle werc kcpt,

The ncthod of rearing was basically the same on all eight farms. The
cows were wintered in yards and calved in the spring. Bach cow rearcd its
own calf which was wecancd at seven to eight months old, in the autumm. On
five of the farms the cattle were usually sold as stores but on the other
three many of thenm werc finished on the farm and gradeds Most of the farms
werc large, six of them being over 300 acres in size, while the other two
were about 150 acress 4 high sroportion of all eight farms was arable,

The costs incurrcd on cattle of different ages during 1951 are given in
Tables I to III, The metheds used in calculating these costs arc the same
as those outlincd in the earlier reports. The cost per cow which is given in
Table I is the cost for.a period of approximately onc year running from wean-
ing in the auturn of 1950 until weaning in the auturm of 1951. In calculat-
ing the cost per cow, all costs on ‘the breeding herd (including bull costs
and an allowance for grazing by the suckling calves) have been calculated and
this cost divided by the number of cows in the herd. If every cow in the
herd rearcd a calf, thc cost of rocaring a calf up to weaning would be the
sanc as the cost per cow for the year, But since in most herds there were
cows which were cither barrcn or lost their calves, the cost ver calf reared
to weaning was rather greater than the yearly cost per cowa

The costs given in Table II for rearing from weaning up to eighteen
nonths old refer to cattle born in 1950. These costs cover a period of
about ten months running from the autwm of 1950 until the end of the summer
of 1951, The costs for rearing fron eightcen to thirty months old refer
to cattle born in 1949.




It might be expected that on a sample of .farms where the methods of calf
rearing were so similar as on the eight studied here there would be no big
variation between the costs of the highest and lowest cost herds., So far
from this being true, there was, in fact, a difference of no less than
£26 12s, 0d. per head between the highest and lowest at thirty months old.

An average cost which is ma e Up of such a wide range of individual costs’
loses much of its authority, and it is thought that more valuc will be: ob-
tained from this report if the ‘ciphasis is placed on explaining the reasons
why costs on some herds were higher than on others, rather than on the average
costs themselves, Tables I to ITI, therefore, give the highest and lowest
costs in ecach of the main constituents, as well as the average costs., Where
these constituent costs are given, they refer to the costs on the farms high-

- est or lowest in that particular item, and not necessarily to the farm where -

total costs were highest or lowest.

In considering. these differences it must of course be remembered that
high coste are not undesirable if accompanied by correspondingly high returns,
But on these eight farms the roturns from the cattle rearcd at a low cost did
~ not appear to be. significantly differcnt from those rcared morc expensively,-
. Unfortunately the sample of farms is far too small %o allow a useful comparison
of ‘costs to be made with returns, : T

An important factor affccting the cost of rearing a calf up to weaning is
- the proportion of cows which rear a calf each year., Normally an average of
over. 90 per cent of the cows in the herds costed reared a calf each year, In
some years, however,. the proportion of cows rearing calves has fallen appreci-
ably below this level in individual herds, This increased the cost per calf
rearcd since each calf had to bear a proportion of the costs of keeping ‘the
cows which had not rcared a calf, The highest cost per calf given in:Table I
occurred in a herd where only 79 per cent of the cows reared a calfs ~ this in-
creased the cost per calf by 12.7 per cent above whet it would have been if

allAﬁhe cows had reared a calf,

Most of the other differences in costs, apart from the calving factor,
can be attributed to variations in the costs per head of foods, labour and
grazing.  Foods account for the major part of the total costs incurred at all
stages of rearing, There arc three nain reasons for varying food cogts.,
These arc the length of the period of hand feeding during the year, the lovel
of feeding during that period, and the cost of the foods fed per unit of
nutritive valuc, T

Although on all the farms the cattle were yarded during part of the win-
“ter, the actual time spent in yards varied considerably. The average tinc
the cows were .in yerds was 151 days but this varied fron 103 -days' to 190 days
on individual farms, For the wcancd calves the variation was still greater,
from 99 to 221 days. It is considerably cheeper to feed cattle when they

arc grazing than when they are in yerds.  The average cost per day for foods
fed to the cows when in yards was ls, 2d, per -head, the average cost per day
of summer grazing wes 3. Although fceding in yards is relatively expensive
compared with grazing, it must be remembered that one of “the rcasons for keep-
~ing the cattle on some of the farms wes in order to tread straw into manurc,
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TABLE I

COST_OF  KEEPING_COWS USED FOR SUCKLING

- AND_COST OF RE/RING CATTLE FROM BIRTH TO WEANING

Average Lowest
Cost Cost

Cost per Goww £ s .d | & £ s

Foods: Hay
. Straw
Roots

Hone-grown
Concentratcs

Purchased
Concentratces

Other Foods

d

Total

Grazing

Labour

Herd Depreciation
Overheads

Other Costs

Total Cost per Cow .

Cost per Calf rcarcd to Weaning
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ABLE  T1

COST OF REARING CATTLE BORN IN 1950 =

** FROM WE/NING TO BIGHTEEN MONTHS

ON_8 FLRMS .

Cost per Head

Foods s

Hay

Straw

Lvereage
Cost

Highest
Cost

- Lowest
Cost

£ s £ s d
2 4
7

£ s

d

"Roots

Home-grown
Concentrates

Purchasecd
Concentrates

Silage

Total

Grazing
‘Labour
Overheads

Other Costs

t from Birth to Weaning

Cost fron Birth to‘18 Months
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TiBLE III

COST OF REALRING CATTLE BORN IN 1949

FROM EIGHTEEN TO THIRTY MONTHS

ON_& FARMS

Lverage Highest "7 Your
Cost Cost ' Farn

Gost per Head

Foods; Hay
Straw
Rdbfs

Honeegrown
Congentratcs

Sugar Beet Pulp

Silage

Total

Grazing
Labour
Overhcads

Othcr Costs

Totgl Cost 18 po 20 Months

Cost from Birth to 18 Months

Cost fronm Birth to 30 Months
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Thus quite apart from such questions as the gbility of their land to stand
winter grazing and the wellbeing of their cattle, somefrmcrs ray fecl justi-
fied in keeping the cattle in ‘yards for a fairly long period even if this
increases rearing costs, provided strew is being turned into dung.

Cows used for singlec suckling can be fed at a fairly low level when kept
in yards. On six of the cight farms straw and roots formed thc basis of
their ration. Some hay was also fed on six farms but only on the two farms
where no roots werc fod did the amount fed per head per day excced 7 lbs.

Up to 2 1lbs. per head per day of a meal based on hone-grown corn was fed on
four farms. On the other four”f arms no concentratco were fod,

The average amount of starch cquivalent fed per head per day was 8.3 lbs.
compared with a theorctical maintenance requirement of 7 lbs. for an 11 cwt,
cow. The variation in the eight herds in daily amounts of S.E. fcd was fron .
5.4 to 10.0 1bs. per hcad: there was also a wide variation in the ratio of
digestible protein to starch cquivalent in the rations fed, This varied from
1:6 to as wide as 1:15; the average was 1:11% which is considerably wider
than the theoretical standard of 1:9,  Probably, therefore, no more protein
than was neeassary wgs -being fed on mosm of the farms which fed an cxcess of
starch.

On all except onc farm hay wes fed to the woaned calves, the calves re-
ceiving on average just over half a stone per head per day., Some home-grown
corn neal was fed on all the farms and purchased concentrates (including
sugar beet pulp) on three farms. The total of home-grown and purchased con-
centrates averaged 4.4 lbs. per head per day varying from 2.0 to 7.1 1lbs. on
different farms., Roots were fed on five farms, an average of 22 1lbs. being
fed per head per day on these farms. The average amount of S.E. fed per
head per day to the weaned calves during their first winter was 6.3 1lbs.,
the variation being from 4.9 to 8.5 1bs. The amount of S.E. fed per day
appeared to be higher on those farms where the cattle were sold at a fairly
ecarly stage.. The average ratio of digestible protein to starch cquivalcent
was 1:9; this is considerably narrower than that in the rations fed to the
cows but still appreciably wider than the thcoretical standard for cattle at
this stage of devclopment. The variation in the ratio was from 1:7 up to 1l:11.

The rations fed to the cattle during their second winter (18 - 30 months
period) were generally similar to those fed to the COWS o Thesg cattle were .
not outwintered on any of the farms.

-

It will be realised from the above that variations in the level of feed-
ing were in themsclves sufficicnt to cause considerable differences in the = |
daily cost of feeding. Another factor which was also very important was the
cost at which the foods utilized provided a given amount of nutritive value.
The cost of starch equlvalont fed to the breeding cows varied from 13s. ld.-
to 19s., 3d. per 100 1lbs. while that fed to the weaned calves varicd from
" lis. 7d. to 21s. 6d. per 100 1bs. In considering these differences it must be
remembered that all home-grown foods have been chwrgcd at prices cquivalent
to their average cost of production on the farms co-operating with the Univer-
sity in the schene for ascertaining the costs of nilk production. On any
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particular farm the actual cost of growing a crop may be appreciably differ-
ent from the average. A food which is expensive to produce per unit of
starch equivalent according to the average figures mey be relatively cheap

to grow on a particular farm. Morcover, croos with which it is possible to
produce food requirements cheaply are often those which yield a relatively
small amount of food value per acre. It will pay to reduce the acreage
required for feeding the cattle so long as the cost of doing this is more than
offset by the extra profits made on the land which becomes available for alter-
native uses such as the growing of cash crops. The cost of rearing cattle
may thus be increased by feeding foods which are expensive to produce but if
feeding thesc reduces the total acreage required for the cattle the total
farm profit may be incrcascd.

A similar argument applics to grazing costs., High grazing costs may bhe
Justified if they arc linked with a heavy stocking per acre. Costs of grag-
ing on the cight farms varied widely. This was partly duc to the length of
the grazing period at each stage in the development of the cattle, The length
of this period varied inversely with the time spent in yards., A more import-
ant factor was thc cost per unit of grazing., The cost por weck of summer
© grazing for an adult beast varied from 1s, 1d. to 3s. éd. per week with an
average of 2s, 2d. This cost per weck decpended on thc costs incurred per
acre of grazing and upon the density of stocking., Costs per acre varied
from £1 13z. 2d, to £5 0s. 0d. per acre. The varying costs per acre werc
due to three main factors - rent, cost of establishing leys and the cost of
manuring, It is unfortunately not possible to rclate thesc costs to produckion
since the number of wecks' stocking per acre provides an inadequate guide to
productivity of the grass, The only satisfactory measure of the productivity
of the grassland which is grazed is liveweight increase per acre (or gallons
of milk produced wherec dairy cows are grazing). The livcweight increases
obtained per acre could only be discovered by much more detailed recording
than was thought desirable on these eight farms. = The differcnces in labour
costs arc in part duc to the relative tirmes spent by the cattle at grass and
in yerds on the different farms, There were, howcver, also wide variations
in tho daily time spent in feeding and littering the cattle. The time spent
in attending to the cows when in yards averaged 5.7 minutes per cow per day.
It varied from 3.9 to 8,7 ninutes on different farms., Attention to the de-
tails of work organisation on some of the farms would probably reduce this
variation, :

Details of the sales of the cattle from the eight farms during 1951 are
given in Table IV. A1l sales occurred after the increascd price for fat
‘cattle was announced at the beginning of April, 1951. Most of the salecs
took place in the auturm., None of the cattle was yard finished. Onc of
the difficulties in comparing the sales from different farms is the varying
ages at which the cattle are sold, In order partly to overconc this diffi-
culty, the -prices reccived for the cattle have been divided by their ages in
months in order to give the gross rcturns per hcad per month., While this
simplifies comparison of the sales from the differcnt farms, a number of other
factors which influence the priccs reccived must still be borne in mind,

The season at which the cattle are sold will affect the price, Heifers
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LBIE IV

SALES OF CATTLE DURING 1951

Farm
Number.

Date
~of
‘Sale

No. of
Cattle
Sold

Age
at
Sale

Tyoe of Cattle

Price
Received
per Headx

iGross Re-

turn per
| Head per
Month

1951
September

Sentember
August

November

April

llovember

April
July
October‘
October

October

Months
18

30
27

Store Bullocks
Store,Buliocks
Fat Heifers

(Store Bullocks
(and Heifers

Store Bullocks

(Fat Heifer
(Fat Bullock.

tore- Heifers
Store Bullocks
Fat Heifers ,‘
Store Bullocks

Fat Heifer

d
0

s. d,
49 0

45 0
42
30

37
36

51
48
47
48
46

~®  Not including calf subsidy.
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usually make rather lower prices than steers at the same age. Young cattie
usually return a larger gross return per month than the cthsr cattle., Cattle
sold as stores do not nccessarily make the same prices as those sold fat, ‘

If the gross returns per head per month given in Table IV are examined,
it will be scen that for most of the sales they arc in the region of 45s. Od.
to 50s. 0d. On threc farms (S5, S12 and S13) the gross returns per head
per nonth werc substantially lower, being equal to 30s. Od., 37s. 0d, and
36s., 0d. It is not casy to explain why returns should be lower on these
three farms. 4 possible cxplanation might be that differences in quality
of the grazing caused the cattle to meke slower progress during the summer.
The differcences cannot be accounted for by lower total costs on the farms
where the gross return per head per nmonth was low. Infact the two farms
with the highest costs were those with the lowest returns,

In this report attention has been drawn to the differcnces in costs,
returns and levels of fecding on the eight farms,  Unfortunately it has not
been possible to explain fully why the relationship between costs and returns
is so much more favourablc on some farms than on others. 4 detailed investi-
gation into all the factors affecting rearing on a small sample of farms
night bring out the reasons for some of these differences and show how the
nethods of the low cost farms could be adopted on the high cost farms.in
order to bring about a more satisfactory relationship between cost and returns.,
If without reducing the quality of the cattle rearcd, costs on all farms
could be brought down to the level found on the farms with lowest costs, it
would be in both the farmers' and the nations's interests.




LIST OF REPORTS_ON_ AGRICULTUR.LL _ECONOMICS
ISSUED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

FROM FEBRULRY 1947 TO_.iPRIL 1952.

Price ls. 0d., except where otherwise sitated,

- Summer Iv’il1 Productlon Costs in Yorkshlrc.
‘;“Mllk Productlon Coste in Yorkshﬂrc, 1945—46
Suaar Beot Costs and. iuturns 1946

Barley Costs and Returns, 1940.‘

A . e ’ . 9 R ' .
~qumo Gosts or Grow1ng ‘Spring O ats in Yorkshire, 19406.

Winter Milk Production Costs‘inAYorkshire, 1946-47.

" The Economic Organlsatlon of bome Types of Ferming
~in Yoerhlie, 1945~46 '

Mllh Productlon Costs in Yorkshife, 1946-47.

Summer ¥Milk Production Costsiin~Yorkshire 1947.

Farm Acéounts for Managomenp Purpbses. (Price SS.IOd)
. 'Winter Milk Production Césts in Yorkshire, 194’7—48°
Costs of Growing Wheat on Some Holdcrness Ferms 1947.

Costs of Growing Spring Oats in Two Districts of
Yorkshire, 1947.

Milk Production Costs in Yorkshire, 1947-48.

The Zconomic Organisation of Some Types of Farming
in Yorkshire, 1946-47. (Price 3s. 0d.)

Some Yorkshire Sugar Beet Costs, 1949.
Winter Milk Production Costs in Yorkshire, 1945~49.

A Study in the Costs of Operating Combine Harvest-
ers and One Man Pick-up Balers in Yorkshire, 1949.

Some Costs of Fodder Crop Production and Pasture
on Yorkshire Dairy Farms during 1948,

May

TFeb.

Fcb;

ey

Junc

July

July

"1947.
1947
1947
1927

1947.
1947

1947
19Aé.~

1948
1948
1948
1948

1948
1949

1949
1949
1949

1950

1950
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Costs and Returns from Wintering Store Cattle and
Finishing on Grass on 7 Yorkshire Farms, 1948-49.

Milk Production in Yorkshire, 1948-49.

The Cost of Rearing Store Cattle on a Number of
Yorkshire Farms, 1947-49.

Types of Farming in Yorkshire. (Price 3s. 0d.)
Some Yorkshire Sugar Beet Costs, 1949.

Milk Production Costs in Yorkshire, Winter
1949-50. '

Costs and Returns from Fattening Cattle in Yards 6a
19 Yorkshire Farms, 1949-50.

Land Owncrship in Three Districts of Yorkshire.

A Study in Costs of Operating Combine Harvesters
and One Man Pick-up Balers in Yorkshire 1950.

Costs of Growing Winter Wheat in Two Districts of
Yorkshire, 1949~50. (Part I: Costs up to and in-
cluding Harvesting.)

" Types of Farming in Yorkshire. A Study based on
215 Farm Accounts in 1949-50.  (Price 3s, 0d.)

Milk Production -in Yorkshire, 1949-50.

Costs and Returns from Rearing Store Cattle on a
Number of Yorkshire Farms, 1947-50.

Milk Production Costs in Yorkshire, Winter 1950-51.

Costs and Returns.from Fattening Cattle in Yards
on 13 Yorkshire Farmg from 1950-51.

Costs of Growing Winter Wheat in Two Districts of

Yorkshire, 1949-50. (Part II: Threshing Costs.)

Study of Farm Machinery Found in Different Farming
Systems in Yorkshire, 1950.

Costs of Growing Winter Wheat in Two Districts of -
Yorkshire, 1950-51. (Part I)

Milk Production in Yorkshire, 1950-51.

Rearing Cattle for Beef by Single Suckling.

Mar. 1950
Mar. 1950

June 1950
July 1950
July 1950

Aug. 1950

.&ug . 1950

Oct « 1950

Mar;s1951

Mare 1951

June,1951

June 1951

June 1951

Oct. 1951
Oct. 1951
Oct. 1951

Nov. 1951

" Feb. 1952

Mar. 1952

Apr. 1952







